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SITE INFORMATION 

Parcel 
Size: 

115 Acres 

Terrain: Flat desert terrain. The topography of the project site is relatively flat and ranges in 
elevation from approximately 2,470 feet above mean sea level on the western boundary 
of the site to 2,430 feet above mean sea level on the northeast corner of the site 

Vegetation:  Decommissioned airport site. Sparse vegetation; mostly disturbed. 

SURROUNDING LAND DESCRIPTION: 

AREA EXISTING LAND USE LAND USE ZONING DISTRICT 

Site Vacant; Decommissioned airport Community Industrial (IC) and Institutional (IN) 

North Vacant lot; Walpi Drive and rural 
neighborhood 

Rural Living (RL) 

South Cement Plant and vacant lots RL 

East Vacant and scattered rural 
residences

  RL and Resource Conservation (RC) 

West Vacant lots RL 

AGENCY COMMENT 

City Sphere of Influence: None 

Water Service: Joshua Basin Water 

District or rivate well

Conditional Will Serve 

Sewer Service: N/A N/A 

In accordance with Section 86.08.010 of the Development Code, the Planning Commission action may be appealed to 
the Board of Supervisors 
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SITE PHOTOS 

 

 

 
  

View North on Sunfair Road 

Edge of Runway of at Sunfair 

View of Existing Residence 

6 of 467



NextEra Energy (Joshua Tree Solar Farm) 
P201400482/APN: 0607-231-19 & 0607-364-06 
Planning Commission Hearing Date: April 21, 2016 

 

 

SITE PHOTOS 
  

View of Site Looking North 

View of Site to the Southwest 

View south on Sunfair 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND: 

Project:  The proposed Conditional Use Permit (CUP) is a request to establish a 20-
megawatt solar photovoltaic (PV) electricity generation facility (Project) on approximately 
115 acres east of the unincorporated Community of Joshua Tree.  Upon completion, the 
facility would be unmanned, with occasional maintenance and security visits by personnel. 

Location and Access:  The proposed site is a decommissioned airport and consists of former 
runways and disturbed soils.  Sunfair Road runs north and south to the east of the Project 
site.  Access to the site will be off of Sunfair Road.  

Environmental Setting: The topography of the Project site is relatively flat and ranges in 
elevation from approximately 2,470 feet above mean sea level on the western boundary of 
the site to 2,430 feet above mean sea level on the northeast corner of the site. 
 
The site photographs illustrate the general character of vegetation on the Project site and 
immediately adjacent areas.  Much of the site has been cleared or subjected to intensive 
previous surface disturbance for airport operation and, where runways are absent, has 
regrown with croton and perennial bunch grasses. Adjacent land uses include scattered rural 
properties and undeveloped land, light industrial use including the cement plant to the south.  
 
Solar Array Operation: The modules will be mounted on a steel and aluminum racking 
system which will be supported, when practical, by driven piers (piles) directly embedded in 
the ground. The front of the arrays with fixed tilt racking will maintain a 2 foot clearance from 
ground level. The array height will be approximately 7-10 feet from ground level. The 
maximum height of an array will be approximately 10.5 feet and no higher than 12 feet.  
 
The inverter stations convert the direct current (DC) electrical energy from the PV arrays into 
alternating current (AC). These stations perform three critical functions for the plant: (1) 
collect DC power in a central location, (2) convert the DC power into AC power, and, (3) 
convert low-voltage AC power to medium-voltage AC power. While the preliminary design is 
based on 750 kWAC utility-scale inverters and 1.6 MVA (megavolt amps) transformers, the 
final rating will be determined during detailed design and equipment procurement. The 
typical height of an inverter station is approximately 9 feet and no higher than 12 feet. 

The AC collection system is 33 kV, and all related equipment will be 35 kV class. The 
collection system is a network of either buried or aboveground cables appropriately sized to 
minimize energy loss. The system will effectively collect energy from the solar panels and 
transfer energy to the main collection switchgear, which will allow the energy to be 
transmitted to the electric grid. The switchgear will be separately enclosed with a security 
fence and lockable access gates.  

Distribution line improvements are a part of this Project. However, the improvements will be 
constructed, owned, and operated by Southern California Edison (SCE). Approval for the 
changes to the distribution line will come from the California Public Utilities Commission. For 
the section of Sunfair Road between Twentynine Palms Highway and Two Mile Road, SCE 
will be replacing approximately one mile of existing distribution line poles with approximately 
25 new poles. The existing poles are approximately 60 feet in height. For SCE to co-locate 
two existing distribution lines, an estimated maximum pole height of 65 feet will be required 
to get adequate conductor clearances.  
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PUBLIC COMMENTS 

The Planning Division mailed notices to surrounding property owners within a one-quarter 
mile radius of the site, in compliance with standard noticing requirements.  Notices were 
mailed upon acceptance of the complete Project application, upon release of the Project 
Initial Study for public comments, and 10 days prior to the public hearing date.  Additionally, 
legal advertisements were published in the Sun and Daily Press. Public comments have 
expressed concerns about impacts on property values, other economic impacts to the 
Joshua Tree Community, the disposition of the Power Purchase Agreement for the Project, 
compatibility of utility scale solar projects with the surrounding residences, proximity of the 
Project to Joshua Tree National Park, concerns with past projects, such as the Cascade 
solar project, water use, and general impacts in the areas of noise, aesthetics, traffic and 
wildlife.  Exhibit D presents comments submitted in response to the environmental Initial 
Study, with responses. Exhibit E presents general comments on the Project. Together, the 
Analysis Section of this staff report, the Initial Study and proposed mitigation measures, the 
Response to Comments document and the recommended conditions of approval address 
the areas of concern stated in the public comments.   

ANALYSIS:  

Consistency with Planning and Zoning Regulations:  The proposed Project is consistent with 
the County General Plan, Joshua Tree Community Plan, and Development Code, as 
discussed in the Findings proposed for the Project (Exhibit A).  The current General Plan 
Land Use Zoning designations of the Project site are Joshua Tree (JT) Community Industrial 
(IC) and Institutional (IN). These designations allow development of renewable energy 
generation facilities with a CUP, as requested by the Project applicant.  

The proposed Project meets the standards outlined in San Bernardino County Development 
Code (Development Code) Chapter 84.29 Renewable Energy Generation Facilities.  
Proposed Findings of Consistency with these standards are attached to this Staff Report 
(Exhibit A).  Proposed Conditions of Approval are also attached (Exhibit B). 

Renewable Energy Mandates:  The California Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) 
legislation, established in 2002 (Senate Bill 1078), and accelerated in 2006 (Senate Bill 107), 
requires retail sellers of electricity to obtain 20 percent of their supply of electricity from 
renewable energy sources by 2010 and 33 percent of electricity from renewable energy 
sources by 2020.  In September 2015, SB 350, the Clean Energy and Pollution Reduction 
Act, which calls for a 50 percent RPS by 2030, passed the California legislature, and was 
signed into law by Governor Brown on October 7, 2015. The Project would be consistent 
with efforts to fulfill these mandates. 

General Plan Policies:  The County General Plan establishes goals for renewable energy 
production in the County.  Conservation Element Policy CO 4.12 states the County shall 
promote siting of renewable energy resources.  Conservation Element Goal CO 8 aims to 
minimize energy consumption and promote safe energy extraction, uses and systems to 
benefit local, regional and global environmental goals.  Policies under this Goal include 
Policy CO 8.3, which states that the County will assist in efforts to develop alternative energy 
technologies that have minimum adverse effect on the environment, and will explore and 
promote new opportunities for the use of alternative energy sources.  The proposed Project 
would support these goals and policies. 
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Joshua Tree Community Plan: The Project is located on the site of the former Roy Williams 
Airport, within the boundary of the Joshua Tree Community Plan. At the time the Community 
Plan was adopted, the Roy Williams Airport was a private airport, utilized as a fly-in bed and 
breakfast. The use of the site as an airport has since been discontinued.  The airport has 
been officially closed, and the site is currently used solely as a private residence.  Although 
the Community Plan recognized the Roy Williams Airport and encouraged its continued use 
as an aviation facility, the owner has discontinued that use, and made the site available for 
an alternative use.  The property is zoned for industrial or institutional land uses (JT/IC and 
JT/IN), which allows for a solar energy generation facility to be developed subject to approval 
of a CUP. The following Goal and Policy from the Joshua Tree Community Plan support 
approval of the Project:  

 Encourage utilization of renewable energy resources. (Goal JT/CO4). 

 Industrial land uses shall be located in areas where industrial uses will best serve 
the needs of the community and will have a minimum adverse effect upon 
surrounding property with minimal disturbance to the natural environment and the 
total community. (Policy JT/LU 4.5) 

Aesthetics/Visual:  As described in the Aesthetics section of the IS/MND, the current visual 
character of the site and surrounding vicinity consists of scattered low-density rural 
residential uses and an industrial facility (cement plant). Photovoltaic panels and other 
appurtenant structures would be sited on the majority of the 115 acre site, as shown on the 
Site Plan.  An eight-foot high chain link fence would also be constructed and installed around 
the perimeter of the site, setback per County regulation by 15 feet on street adjacent edges. 

The Project site is semi-rural in character with a wide variety of visual encroachments, 
including scattered ranch structures, electrical distribution lines, well structures, roadways, 
and vegetated and non-vegetated berms.  The Project site is mostly flat, with no unique or 
unusual features. Vegetation on the site is generally disturbed.  

The Initial Study (Exhibit C) analyzed the potential visual effects of the Project and included 
simulated views of the Project from several surrounding locations.  No designated scenic 
vistas are located in the vicinity of the Project site.  Views from most areas would not be 
substantially altered.  A few residents would have a view of the Project site; however, the 
existing views are not unique and have already been altered by multiple prior modifications.  
Project structures would not dominate the horizon or significantly modify the overall visual 
landscape.  The Project’s Visual Resources Technical Report explains that the resulting 
landscape change would not be substantial, considering the distance to the Project site, the 
Project’s low profile, and intervening features.   

The proposed Project would have a low profile and would have limited potential to create 
glare, because the PV panels are designed to absorb as much sunlight as possible and 
engineered to inherently minimize reflectivity.  Minimal and controlled lighting would be used 
at night, in compliance with Development Code standards for preservation of night skies.  
Therefore, light and glare associated with the Project would not substantially degrade the 
existing night-time visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings. 
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Habitat:  Numerous biological reports and studies have been prepared for this Project. No 
federally threatened, endangered, or candidate species were observed within the Project 
site during extensive field surveys.  Consultation with both the United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) has occurred.  

Although no State or Federal endangered or threatened species were found on the Project 
site during surveys, the Initial Study and the proposed Conditions of Approval require 
mitigation to avoid or minimize potential impacts to sensitive biological resources.   Biological 
assessments and surveys are discussed and included by reference in the Initial Study 
(Exhibit C). 

Traffic:  Construction activities at the Project site are anticipated to take place over a period 
of approximately 6 months, during which the Project (including the off-site interconnection) 
would generate approximately 150 round trips per day.  During operation, the Project would 
generate approximately 12 round trips per month.  

Cultural Resources:  The Project will be located so as to avoid or mitigate impacts to 
significant cultural and historic resources, as well as sacred landscapes. 

As specified in the Cultural Resource Assessment and summarized in the Initial 
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration, no significant cultural or historic resources were 
identified within the Project boundary.  Even so, a sacred lands record search was requested 
from the Native American Heritage Commission and Native American tribes associated with 
the Project area were consulted regarding the Project pursuant to Assembly Bill 52. A 
mitigation measure has been included in the Initial Study for any cultural resources that may 
be discovered.  This mitigation measure has been reviewed and accepted by all of the Tribes 
with an interest in the Project.  

Water:  The Project is within the service area of the Joshua Basin Water District (JBWD).  
As a standard procedure of development review, the County requires that a Project applicant 
provide a will serve letter from the local water purveyor.  JBWD has responded to the 
applicant’s request with a conditional will-serve letter. The letter states that JBWD us able to 
provide adequate water to serve the Project, but will not do so while the drought emergency 
exists. Due to the language within the conditional will-serve letter, Planning staff instructed 
the applicant to identify an alternative water source to meet the needs of the Project, in the 
event that JBWD is not able or unwilling to serve the Project. The applicant proposes to 
utilize an onsite well as an alternative to meet the water demand of the Project, an 
arrangement that is permissible under Infrastructure Improvement Standards for the Desert 
Region identified in Section 83.09.050 of the Development Code. The applicant has 
identified that the peak water demand for the Project will occur during the construction phase, 
which will require 30 acre feet of water to be completed.  The Project is located in the Copper 
Mountain Valley Groundwater sub-basin of the greater Morongo Groundwater basin, which 
is not adjudicated. Requests for well permits will be reviewed by the Environmental Health 
Services Division.  This topic is also covered in the Initial Study (Exhibit C) under Section IX 
- Hydrology and Water Quality.    

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction:  In 2006, the State of California passed the 
California Global Warming Solutions Act (Assembly Bill 32) which requires the state to 
reduce emissions of carbon dioxide (CO2) and other greenhouse gases (GHG) to 1990 
emission levels (a 30 percent reduction) by 2020.  Senate Bill 1368, enacted in 2006, 
prohibits California electric utilities from constructing power plants or entering into long-term 
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energy purchase contracts with facilities that do not meet the GHG emissions standard.  In 
December 2011, the County adopted a GHG Emissions Reduction Plan (GHG Reduction 
Plan) that established review criteria for GHG emissions.  The proposed Project would assist 
in efforts to meet the California GHG emissions legislation, consistent with the County GHG 
Reduction Plan. 

There will be a positive impact of a substantial net reduction in GHG emissions as a result 
of building the Project.  Generating power from solar energy is a substantial reduction in 
GHG emissions over conventional power generation from the combustion of fossil fuels. 
The solar energy produced by the proposed Project is estimated at 20 MW and would 
provide an estimated reduction o f  34,050 tons of CO2e per year during operation. After 

analyzing the Project’s operation emissions of 17.39 tons of CO2e annually, the net 

operation emissions would displace approximately 34,033 tons of CO2e each year during 

operation, which would provide a net benefit to the environment. 

The proposed Project supports adopted plans, policies, and regulations of the State of 
California intended to reduce GHG emissions because it generates renewable electricity.  
SCE has selected this Project through the competitive bid process over several others and 
has issued a PPA in order to help meet this goal. 

Valley Fever:  Public comments raised questions about Coccidioidomycosis (Valley Fever). 
The Planning Division has previously consulted the Health Officer of the Public Health 
Department, Dr. Maxwell Ohikhuare.  In a memorandum, Dr. Ohikhuare states that the Valley 
Fever incidence rate in San Bernardino County is lower than both the National and State 
levels. The memo also states that the health risk from Valley Fever in San Bernardino County 
is low. Dr. Ohikuare’s memo about Valley Fever in San Bernardino County is attached as 
Exhibit F. 

SUMMARY: 

The proposed Project is consistent with applicable County goals, policies, and regulations 
regarding renewable energy. The proposed Project would assist in meeting the renewable 
energy targets for retail sellers of electricity in California and is consistent with the State and 
County GHG emissions goals.  Potential impacts have been studied and analyzed, and 
impacts are less than significant, supporting the determination of a mitigated negative 
declaration. Therefore, Staff recommends approval of the Project. 

RECOMENDATION:  
 
That the Planning Commission: 

1) ADOPT the Mitigated Negative Declaration. 
 
2) ADOPT the proposed Findings for approval of the Conditional Use Permit per 

Development Code Section 85.06.040, and the Required Findings for Approval of a 
Commercial Solar Energy Facility per Development Code Section 84.29.035. 
 

3) APPROVE a Conditional Use Permit to establish a 20-MW solar photovoltaic electricity 
generation facility on 115 acres subject to the recommended Conditions of Approval. 
 

4) FILE a Notice of Determination. 
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ATTACHMENTS:  
Exhibit A: Findings 
Exhibit B: Conditions of Approval 
Exhibit C: Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
Exhibit D: Comments on the Initial Study & Responses to Comments 
Exhibit E: Other Public Comments Received 
Exhibit F: Valley Fever Memo 
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EXHIBIT A:  FINDINGS  
 
Joshua Tree Solar Farm  
 
Findings per Development Code Section 85.06.040 [Conditional Use Permit] 
 
Per Development Code Section 85.06.040, the following are the required findings 
that the reviewing authority must adopt before approving a Conditional Use 
Permit.  The following are the required findings and supporting facts for the 
proposed 20-megawatt solar photovoltaic electricity generation facility (Project) 
located on approximately 115 acres of land (APNs 060723119 and 060736406 ) 
in unincorporated San Bernardino County.  
 

1. Finding:   The site for the proposed use is adequate in terms of shape 
and size to accommodate the proposed use and all landscaping, loading 
areas, open spaces, parking areas, setbacks, walls and fences, yards, 
and other required features pertaining to the application. 

The Project site is located on 115 acres.  The subject site is adequate in 
shape and size to provide for all required features pertaining to the 
proposed solar facility in compliance with applicable development 
standards, including all required setbacks and fences.  The site is able to 
accommodate the proposed solar panels and all ancillary facilities 
associated with the Project.  No permanent open spaces or yards are 
required as the proposed facility will be unmanned with occasional 
maintenance and service. 

2. Finding:  The site for the proposed use has adequate access, which 
means that the site design incorporates appropriate street and highway 
characteristics to serve the proposed use. 

The proposed Project provides for adequate site access off of Sunfair 
Road. Per agreements with the County, the Project will make 
improvements to Sunfair Road, including paving to a width of 40 feet and 
a length of approximately 2,500 feet.   

 
3. Finding:  The proposed use will not have a substantial adverse effect on 

abutting property or the allowed use of the abutting property, which 
means that the use will not generate excessive noise, traffic, vibration, or 
other disturbance.  In addition, the use will not substantially interfere with 
the present or future ability to use solar energy systems. 

A Draft Initial Study (IS) was prepared for the proposed Project resulting 
in a proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND).  These documents 
are collectively referred to as the “IS/MND.”  The IS/MND analyzed 
potential impacts to surrounding properties, and recommended mitigation 
measures to address any potentially significant impacts, including traffic, 
vibration and noise.  These mitigation measures, which are incorporated 
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into the Project’s proposed Conditions of Approval, ensure that there will 
be no significant adverse impacts to abutting properties from the Project.   

As detailed in the IS/MND, the Project will not generate excessive noise, 
traffic, vibration or other disturbances to any abutting properties.  

The Project would comply with the noise restrictions established by 
Development Code Section 83.01.080 during construction and 
operations.  Construction would be temporary and would not involve 
blasting or produce noise and/or vibration that exceed Development Code 
requirements.  Operation of the facility would generate minimal noise that 
is within County Development Code standards.  No discernible vibrations 
are expected during operations given the nature of the proposed use. 

Construction traffic was also analyzed in the IS/MND and was determined 
to have a less than significant impact after mitigation.  During Project 
operations, the facility will be unmanned; and minimal traffic will come to 
the site other than for maintenance.   

Dust impacts were also analyzed in the IS/MND, and would be controlled 
onsite during Project construction pursuant to Mojave Desert Air Quality 
Management District (MDAQMD) requirements.  Accordingly, there would 
be no substantial adverse effect on abutting properties. 

The proposed facility would not shade adjacent parcels and would not 
limit the future development of solar energy systems or other 
development on neighboring properties in any way. In fact, the proposed 
solar panels would not exceed a maximum of 12 feet in height, which is 
lower than the typical single-story residence. In conclusion, the facility is a 
passive use and would not otherwise result in any substantial adverse 
effects on abutting properties. 

4. Finding:  The proposed use and manner of development are consistent 
with the goals, maps, policies, and standards of the General Plan and any 
applicable community or specific plan. 

Solar energy generation is a conditionally permitted use within the 
Institutional (IN) and Community Industrial (IC) zoning designations.  
Therefore, the Project’s land use is consistent with the General Plan 
zoning and map for the area.  The General Plan is strongly supportive of 
the development of renewable energy resources and businesses that 
operate in the renewable energy field.  Specifically, the General Plan 
states that the County should: 

• Encourage utilization of renewable energy resources (Goal D/CO 2). 

• Encourage use of renewable and alternative energy systems for 
residential uses (Policy D/CO 2.2). 
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• Provide incentives to promote siting or use of clean air technologies 
(e.g., fuel cell technologies, renewable energy sources, UV coatings, 
and hydrogen fuel) (Policy CO 4.12). 

• Assist in efforts to develop alternative energy technologies that have 
minimum adverse effect on the environment, and explore and promote 
newer opportunities for the use of alternative energy sources (Policy 
CO 8.3). 

The project is located within the boundary of the Joshua Tree Community 
Plan.  Additionally, the Roy Williams Airport is discussed in several 
locations within the plan.  At the time the Community Plan was adopted, 
the airport was in use as a fly-in bed and breakfast. The use of the site 
has since been discontinued and the site is currently used solely as a 
private residence.   This Goal and Policy of the Joshua Tree Community 
Plan support approval of the Project. 

• Industrial land uses shall be located in areas where industrial uses will 
best serve the needs of the community and will have a minimum 
adverse effect upon surrounding property with minimal disturbance to 
the natural environment and the total community. (Policy JT/LU 4.5) 

• Encourage utilization of renewable energy resources. (Goal JT/CO4). 

The Project proposes no changes to zoning within Joshua Tree 
Community Plan, nor does it propose changes to zoning or regulations for 
the county at-large.  The voluntary discontinuation of the use of the airport 
is the result a decision by the current property owner.  The degraded 
quality of the land, due to its past use, presents is an advantage over 
other sites able to be developed, allowing for further minimization of 
impacts upon the environment.      

The Project will not conflict with any applicable adopted land use plan, 
policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the Project. 

5. Finding:  There is supporting infrastructure, existing or available, 
consistent with the intensity of development, to accommodate the 
proposed development without significantly lowering service levels. 

During construction and operation the Project’s required use of local 
infrastructure will not significantly affect existing service levels.  Operation 
of the Project will generate an insignificant number of vehicle trips that 
would easily be accommodated by existing local roadways and mitigation 
will ensure the effects of temporary construction traffic is less than 
significant.  Sunfair Road runs along the east side of the Project. SCE will 
upgrade the existing transmission line along Sunfair Road to serve the 
Project.  The Project will obtain water either by drilling a well on site, or by 
entering into an agreement with the Joshua Basin Water District (JBWD) 
for service.  In either case, the Project applicant will be responsible for 
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paying for and/or constructing the minimal necessary infrastructure 
improvements and thus there will be no significant effect on existing 
service levels.  Additionally, if the Project utilizes water from the JBWD, 
the applicant will purchase additional water commensurate with what it 
uses for the Project such that there is no net decrease in the JBWD's 
available water supply.  No wastewater, natural gas, or cable television 
infrastructure is required to serve the Project.   
 

6. Finding:  The lawful conditions stated in the approval are deemed 
reasonable and necessary to protect the public health, safety, and 
general welfare. 

The Project’s Conditions of Approval reflect requirements designed to 
protect the public health, safety, and general welfare.  These conditions 
are based on established legal requirements and are applicable to all 
similar projects.  Consequently, they are considered reasonable and 
necessary to protect the public health, safety, and general welfare. 

7. Finding:  The design of the site has considered the potential for the use 
of solar energy systems and passive or natural heating and cooling 
opportunities. 

The Project is a solar energy generation facility and therefore fully 
complies with this finding.  Implementation of the Project would not 
impede development of solar energy generation systems on adjacent 
parcels. 

8. Finding:  A Draft Environmental IS has been prepared in compliance with 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and represents the 
independent judgment of the County acting as lead agency for the 
Project.  Based on the entire record of proceedings, there is no 
substantial evidence that the Project 

An IS was prepared for the Project that complies fully with CEQA.  The 
IS/MND concludes on the entire record that no substantial evidence has 
been submitted that the Project will have a significant adverse impact on 
the environment with implementation recommended mitigation measures, 
which have been incorporated into the Conditions of Approval. The Draft 
IS/MND represents the independent judgment of the County acting as 
lead agency for the Project. 

Findings per Development Code Section 84.29.035 [Findings for a 
Commercial Solar Energy Facility] 

 
Per Development Code Section 84.29.035, the following are the required findings 
that the reviewing authority must adopt before approving a commercial solar 
energy facility.  The Project’s consistency with each finding is described below: 
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1. Finding:   The proposed commercial solar energy generation facility is either 
(a) sufficiently separated from existing communities and existing/developing 
rural residential areas so as to avoid adverse effects, or (b) of a sufficiently 
small size, provided with adequate setbacks, designed to be lower profile than 
otherwise permitted and sufficiently screened from public view so as to not 
adversely affect the desirability and future development of communities, 
neighborhoods, and rural residential use. 

 
The Project is located on unincorporated lands to the east of the Town of Yucca 
Valley in San Bernardino County, California.  The Project is sufficiently 
separated from existing communities and rural residential areas such that 
adverse effects are avoided.  The nearest residence is approximately 600 feet 
to the east and the nearest neighborhood is approximately 650 feet to the 
north.   
 
To the immediate south of the Project is a cement manufacturing plant.  No 
new utility lines would be required to accommodate the electricity generated by 
the Project because the Project would be able to connect to existing electrical 
infrastructure that is adjacent to the Project site.  
 
In addition, the IS/MND concludes that the proposed Project will not have any 
significant adverse impacts, with recommended mitigation measures that have 
been incorporated as Conditions of Approval.   

 
2. Finding:  Proposed fencing, walls, landscaping and other perimeter features 

of the proposed commercial solar energy generation facility will minimize the 
visual impact of the project so as to blend with and be subordinate to the 
environment and character of the area where the facility is to be located. 

 
Several Project design features, as noted above, will act to minimize visual 
impacts.   A proposed chain link fence around the perimeter and along Sunfair 
Road would be consistent in type with that of other rural properties in the area 
and within the maximum allowed height.  By enclosing the Project with a 
fence, the Project will not stand out to travelers on Sunfair Road.  The Project 
will not be visible from Highway 62.  

 
The Project site is flat and contains no significant geological features or 
vegetation that could be considered scenic.  None of the proposed onsite 
equipment would obstruct any viewsheds in the area.  Overall, the Project is 
largely obscured from view of adjacent residences.  Consequently, the 
proposed facility would blend with and be subordinate to the environment and 
character of the area.   

 
3. Finding:  The siting and design of the proposed commercial solar energy 

generation facility will either be:  (a) unobtrusive and not detract from the 
natural features, open space and visual qualities of the area as viewed from 
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communities, rural residential uses, and major roadways and highways or (b) 
located in such proximity to already ‘disturbed’ lands -- such as electrical 
substations, surface mining operations, landfills, wastewater treatment 
facilities, etc. that it will not further detract from the natural features, open 
space and visual qualities of the area as viewed from communities, rural 
residential uses, and major roadways and highways. 

 
The Project would not detract from the visual qualities of the area as viewed 
from communities, rural residential uses, and major roadways and highways.  
The Project is sufficiently separated from existing communities and rural 
residential areas.  Project facilities are generally 650 feet from the nearest 
residence on the north and 600 feet to scattered residences on the east. In 
addition, the property to the south of the Project is a cement manufacturing 
plant, which is a visually-dominant heavy industrial land use. In comparison, 
the tallest structure on the Joshua Tree Project site would be 12 feet, 
approximately one half the height of a common residential structure.  
 
The Project’s low, flat profile would not limit views across the Project to the 
mountains.  As discussed in the IS/MND, the Project site currently consists of 
previously disturbed, abandoned airport property of low scenic value.   

 
4. Finding:  The siting and design of project site access and maintenance roads 

have been incorporated in the visual analysis for the project and shall minimize 
visibility from public view points while providing needed access to the 
development site. 

 
The primary access points to the Project site would be directly from the 
existing public right of way, Sunfair Road. In accordance with County 
standards, a 26-foot-wide perimeter road and 20-foot-wide internal roads have 
been incorporated into the site design.  Where feasible, the Project will retain 
existing vegetation and windrows at least 15 feet from the property line which, 
in addition to the unimproved portion of the Sunfair Road right-of-way, would 
further attenuate views of the perimeter access road on the sides of the facility 
facing Sunfair Road. Views of other segments of the perimeter access road 
and the internal access roads would be attenuated by the solar panels and 
support posts.  Temporary access roads would be restored following 
completion of construction. 

 
5. Finding:  The proposed commercial solar energy generation facility will not 

adversely affect the feasibility of financing infrastructure development in areas 
planned for infrastructure development or will be located within an area not 
planned for future infrastructure development (e.g., areas outside of water 
agency jurisdiction).  

 
No element of the proposed Project is expected to impact the feasibility of 
financing infrastructure development for the local area.  With regard to areas 
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unplanned for infrastructure development, the site is adequately served by the 
existing and planned Project infrastructure improvements.  

 
6. Finding:  The proposed commercial solar energy generation facility will not 

adversely affect to a significant degree the availability of groundwater 
supplies for existing communities and existing and developing rural residential 
areas. 

 
The project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 
with groundwater recharge; therefore the Project would not adversely affect to 
a significant degree the availability of groundwater supplies.  Water will likely 
be provided by a well on site or through the Joshua Basin Water District 
(JBWD).  Water demand is described in detail in the Utilities section of the 
IS/MND. At peak demand, approximately 30 acre feet of water will be needed 
during the six months of project construction; this represents less than 2% of 
the average annual water provided to the region through the JBWD 
(approximately 1,700 acre feet per year for the region). 

The JBWD has a recharge program in place whereby surface water is 
transferred through the Morongo pipeline, to a recharge pond owned by 
JBWD, and allowed to recharge back into the underlying aquifer, essentially 
offsetting future groundwater withdrawals. If the Project uses water from 
JBWD, the Applicant is willing to purchase water to be placed into the 
recharge pond, which will enhance groundwater recharge and thus ensure 
that the Project will not cause groundwater depletions in excess of the basin’s 
safe yield.  

Regardless of whether the Project uses water from an onsite well, or from the 
JBWD, the impact to the groundwater basin will be minimal. USGS 
groundwater records show that there is adequate groundwater volume 
beneath the Project site to serve the water demand for the Project without 
significantly impacting water supplies. The Project would not deplete 
groundwater in excess of the basin’s safe yield or lower the local groundwater 
table level. Groundwater aquifer volume and recharge would not be 
significantly impacted by the implementation of the Project. 

 
7. Finding:  The proposed commercial solar energy generation facility will 

minimize site grading, excavating, and filling activities by being located on 
land where the existing grade does not exceed an average of five (5) percent 
across the developed portion of the project site, and by utilizing construction 
methods that minimize ground disturbance. 

 
The Project’s gentle slope is less than one percent (1%) across the site, 
consistent with # 7 above.  This slight slope will minimize the amount of 
grading necessary to prepare the site for construction. Final topographical 
grades for the Project site will be similar to existing conditions. Construction 
activities would further minimize grading by maintaining the existing site grade 

21 of 467



and drainage pattern where feasible, balancing the site in terms of cut and fill 
and locating site access roads only where necessary to meet County Fire 
safety requirements.  The Project would not significantly change the site 
contouring as the site was previously leveled for airport runways.   

 
8. Finding:   The proposed commercial solar energy generation facility is located 

in proximity to existing electrical infrastructure such as transmission lines, 
utility corridors and roads such that: (a) minimal ground disturbance and above 
ground infrastructure will be required to connect to the existing transmission 
grid, (b) new electrical generation tie lines have been co-located on existing 
power poles whenever possible, and (c) existing rights-of-way and designated 
utility corridors will be utilized to the extent practicable. 

 
The Project site is located adjacent to existing transmission lines along Sunfair 
Road.  The point of interconnection to these transmission lines is located on 
the Project site.  The Project will use existing rights-of-way and designated 
utility corridors.  This will result in the shortest possible generation tie line and 
thus also minimize disturbance for connection to the Project site.  SCE will be 
re-conductoring the lines and replacing poles within their existing right-of-way.  
For the section of Sunfair Road between Twentynine Palms Highway and Two 
Mile Road, SCE will be replacing approximately one mile of existing 
distribution line poles with approximately 25 new poles. The existing poles are 
approximately 60 feet in height. For SCE to co-locate two existing distribution 
lines, an estimated maximum pole height of 65 feet will be required to get 
adequate conductor clearances. The system will be designed and built by 
SCE, so all final design and engineering decisions will be made by SCE and 
fully supported by the Project.   

  
9. Finding:  The proposed commercial solar energy generation facility will be 

sited so as to avoid or minimize impacts to the habitat of special status 
species, including threatened, endangered, or rare species, Critical Habitat 
Areas as designated by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, important 
habitat/wildlife linkages or areas of connectivity designated by County, State or 
Federal agencies, and areas of Habitat Conservation Plans or Natural 
Community Conservation Plans that discourage or preclude development. 

 
The Project site was carefully selected to avoid habitat that would be beneficial to 
threatened and endangered species.  The site was previously used as an airport 
therefore very little vegetation or habitat exists to support any wildlife species.  
Full biology surveys and reports have been done to the specifications of CDFW 
and the USFWS.  There are no threatened or endangered species, Critical 
Habitat Areas, important habitat/wildlife linkages, areas of connectivity 
designated by County, State or Federal agencies, or areas of Habitat 
Conservation Plans or Natural Community Conservation Plans on the Project 
site.  
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10. Finding:   Adequate provision has been made to maintain and promote 
native vegetation and avoid the proliferation of invasive weeds during and 
following construction. 

 
The Project will not cause or encourage the growth of invasive weeds during and 
following construction and will use standard best management practices for the 
control of weeds.  
 
11. Finding:   The proposed commercial solar energy generation facility will be 

located so as to avoid or mitigate impacts to significant cultural and historic 
resources, as well as sacred landscapes. 

 
The Cultural Resources Assessment prepared for the Project included desktop 
and pedestrian phase 1 surveys of the site.  As specified in the Cultural 
Resource Assessment and summarized in the IS/MND, no significant cultural or 
historic resources were identified within the Project boundary.  
 
A sacred lands record search was requested from the Native American Heritage 
Commission and Native American tribes associated with the Project area were 
consulted regarding the Project pursuant to AB 52.   A mitigation measure has 
been included in the Initial Study for cultural resources.  This mitigation measure 
has been reviewed and accepted by all of the Tribes with an interest in the 
Project.  
 
12. Finding:   The proposed commercial solar energy generation facility will be 

designed in a manner that does not impede flood flows, avoids substantial 
modification of natural water courses, and will not result in erosion or 
substantially affect area water quality. 

 
The Project’s area of disturbance does not contain any state or federal 
jurisdictional streams or wetlands.  The Project’s design proposes minimal site 
grading for the majority of the site with finished topographical grades being 
similar to existing conditions.  The Project’s design also minimizes impacts to 
storm water flows and impacts to natural drainage courses because the vast 
majority of the Project site would remain permeable once constructed. The 
Project consequently would not require the placement of any new facilities or 
structures within the delineated 100-year floodplain which could otherwise 
change or re-direct existing flood conveyance facilities. A stormwater pollution 
prevention plan (SWPPP) incorporating best management practices for erosion 
control will be prepared and approved prior to the start of construction.  During 
site preparation, the SWPPP will be implemented and preliminary erosion and 
sediment control features will be installed. Thus, the Project will not impede flood 
flows, avoids substantial modification of natural water courses, and will not result 
in erosion or substantially affect area water quality.   
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13. Finding:   The proposed commercial solar energy generation facility will not 
be located within a floodway designated by the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA), has been evaluated for flood hazard impacts 
pursuant to Chapter 82.14 of the Development Code, and will not result in 
increased flood hazards to upstream or downstream properties. 

 
The Project site is not located within a 100-year floodplain or in a floodway, as 
evidenced in the Hydrology Report for the Project.   The Project engineering 
prepared concludes that any increased runoff volume resulting from the Project 
will be minimal and will not increase off-site flooding hazards.  
 
14. Finding:   All on-site solar panels, switches, inverters, transformers and 

substations will be located at least one foot above the base flood elevation 
as shown on the Flood Insurance Rate Maps. 

 
The entire solar facility will be located more than one foot above the base flood 
elevation as shown on Flood Insurance Rate Maps.    No portion of the proposed 
development is within a 100-year flood zone. Hydrologic modeling completed for 
the Project confirms that the Project would not be subject to inundation during a 
100-year flood event.  The Project site minimizes impacts to annual storm water 
flows by preserving the existing onsite natural drainages.  The Hydrology Report 
prepared for the Project and summarized in the IS/MND estimated that increased 
runoff volume resulting from the proposed Project is insignificant.  
 
15. Finding:   For development sites proposed on or adjacent to undeveloped 

alluvial fans, the commercial solar energy generation facility has been 
designed to avoid potential channel migration zones as demonstrated by a 
geomorphic assessment of the risk of existing channels migrating into the 
proposed development footprint, resulting in erosion impacts. 

 
The Project site is not located on or adjacent to undeveloped alluvial fans.  The 
Project site is located in an area that has rural development, including homes, 
roads, highways, and utility lines which prevent the migration of channels onto 
the development footprint, and the attendant erosion impacts. 
 
16. Finding:  For proposed facilities located on prime agricultural soils or land 

designated by the California Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program as 
Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance, 
where use of the land for agricultural purposes is feasible, the proposed 
commercial solar energy generation facility will not substantially affect the 
agricultural viability of surrounding lands. 

 
The Project is located on a decommissioned airport site. The Project is not 
located on Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance, as mapped by the State. 
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17. Finding:   If the proposed site is subject to a Williamson Act contract, the 
proposed commercial solar energy generation facility is consistent with the 
principles of compatibility set forth in California Government Code Section 
51238.1. 

 
The Project site is not subject to a Williamson Act contract. 

 
18. Finding:   The proposed commercial solar energy generation facility will not 

preclude access to significant mineral resources. 
 
The Project site is not located in an area of known, significant mineral resources.  
There are no identified important mineral resources on the Project site and the 
site is not within a Mineral Resource Zone Overlay.  Additionally, solar energy 
generation is considered an interim land use (with a limited-term contract with a 
utility) and is expected to be removed after its contractual lifetime.   
 
19. Finding:   The proposed commercial solar energy generation facility will 

avoid modification of scenic natural formations. 
 
No designated scenic natural formations as identified by the County are located 
at the Project site.  As explained in the IS, the Project site itself as viewed from 
multiple vantages has been disturbed for previous aviation use with other rural 
residential, transportation and industrial uses surrounding the Project site.  The 
Project site is located on flat land, and will not result in the modification of any 
recognized scenic natural formations. 
 
20. Finding:   The proposed commercial solar energy generation facility will be 

designed, constructed, and operated so as to minimize dust generation, 
including provision of sufficient watering of excavated or graded soil during 
construction to prevent excessive dust. Watering will occur at a minimum of 
three (3) times daily on disturbed soil areas with active operations, unless 
dust is otherwise controlled by rainfall or use of a dust palliative, or other 
approved dust control measure. 

 
The IS/MND assessed potential air quality impacts, and incorporated a mitigation 
measure which requires preparation and implementation of a Dust Control Plan, 
which in turn requires watering three times daily or other comparable effective 
dust control methods.  The Project will apply dust control measures in 
compliance with Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District (MDAQMD) 
regulations. Compliance with MDAQMD regulations and mitigation required by 
the IS/MND ensure that the facility minimizes dust generation.  Accordingly, the 
Project will minimize dust generation and incorporate the recommended dust 
control methods. 

21. Finding:   All clearing, grading, earth moving, and excavation activities will 
cease during period of winds greater than 20 miles per hour (averaged over 
one hour), or when dust plumes of 20 percent or greater opacity impact 
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public roads, occupied structures, or neighboring property, and in 
conformance with Air Quality Management District (AQMD) regulations. 

 
The Project will apply dust control measures in compliance with MDAQMD 
regulations.  The Dust Control Plan prepared for the Project requires activities on 
unpaved surfaces to cease when wind speeds exceed 20 miles per hour 
averaged over one hour or when dust plumes of 20 percent or greater opacity 
impact public roads, occupied structures, or neighboring property. AQ-2 in the 
IS/MND will ensure compliance with these conditions. 

22. Finding:   For sites where the boundary of a new commercial solar energy 
generation facility is located within one-quarter mile of a primary residential 
structure, an adequate wind barrier will be provided to reduce potentially 
blowing dust in the direction of the residence during construction and 
ongoing operation of the commercial solar energy generation facility. 

 
Fence slats would be strategically incorporated into the Project design to provide 
a form of wind fencing on the north side of the Project site. These slats will create 
an adequate wind barrier to potentially blowing dust.   During operations, there 
would be no regular earth-disturbing activities that would have the potential to 
generate any significant amount of blowing dust. 
 
During construction, the Project will apply dust control measures in compliance 
with MDAQMD regulations and mitigation required in the IS/MND.  This includes 
using water trucks to apply water and/or palliatives to minimize the production of 
visible dust emissions in areas where grading occurs, within the staging areas, 
and on any unpaved roads used during Project construction.  
 
To control wind erosion in dry climates where soil moisture levels are difficult to 
maintain, the Project would implement a series of measures to provide proper 
soil stabilization both during and following construction.  These measures include 
daily watering, limiting vehicle speeds, and any reestablishment of vegetation 
following construction grading required by a SWPPP.  Per the requirements of 
the State General Construction Permit, the SWPPP is required to include an 
erosion control plan and post-construction BMPs.  These measures are effective 
in controlling wind erosion during and following construction activities. 
 
The soil materials on site would be stabilized through the measures implemented 
during and following Project construction, such as the use of water trucks to 
apply water and/or dust palliatives where grading occurs and, if necessary, 
application of gravel or other surface fixing materials to the Project’s unpaved 
internal access roads.  The solar arrays would also be expected to provide some 
level of wind-break.   
 
23. Finding:   Any unpaved roads and access ways will be treated and 

maintained with a dust palliative or graveled or treated by another approved 
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dust control method to prevent excessive dust and paving requirements will 
be applied pursuant to Chapter 83.09 of the Development Code. 

 
The Project will apply dust control measures in compliance with MDAQMD 
regulations in order to prevent excessive dust.  The Project’s Dust Control Plan 
contains measures requiring the use of dust palliatives or gravel to control dust 
generation on unpaved access roads on the Project site.  The Project’s 
driveways will be subject to applicable paving requirements of the County. 
 
24. Finding:   On-site vehicle speed will be limited to 15 miles per hour. 
 
The Dust Control Plan for the Project and AQ-2 in the IS/MND limits vehicle 
speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour. 
 
25. Finding:   For proposed commercial solar energy generation facilities within 

two (2) miles of the Joshua Tree National Park boundaries, the location, 
design, and operation of the proposed commercial solar energy generation 
facility will not be a predominant visual feature along the main access roads 
to the park (Park Boulevard and Utah Trail), nor will it substantially impair 
views from hiking/nature trails, campgrounds, and backcountry camping 
areas within the National Park. 

 
The Project site is not within two miles of Joshua Tree National Park.  The 
Project’s interconnection point with the electric transmission line along Sunfair 
Road, is located on the Project site.  The interconnection point is not within two 
miles of Joshua Tree National Park.  
 
26. Finding:   For proposed facilities within two (2) miles of the Mojave National 

Preserve boundaries, the location, design, and operation of the proposed 
commercial solar energy facility will not be a predominant visual feature of, 
nor substantially impair views from, hiking and backcountry camping areas 
within the National Preserve. 

 
The Project site is not within two miles of Mojave National Preserve.  

 
27. Finding:    For proposed facilities within two (2) miles of Death Valley 

National Park boundaries, the location, design, and operation of the 
proposed commercial solar energy facility will not be a predominant visual 
feature of, nor substantially impair views from, hiking and backcountry 
camping areas within the National Park. 

 
The Project site is not within two miles of Death Valley National Park.   

 
28. Finding: For proposed facilities within two (2) miles of the boundaries of a 

designated wilderness area, the location, design, and operation of the 
proposed commercial solar energy facility will not be a predominant visual 
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feature of, nor substantially impair views from, the designated wilderness 
area. 

 
The Project site is not within two miles of any designated wilderness area.   

 
29. Finding:   For proposed facilities within two (2) miles of the boundaries of any 

active military base, the location, design, and operation of the proposed 
commercial solar energy facility will not substantially impair the mission of 
the facility. 

 
The Project site is not within two miles of any active military base.  The 
nearest active military base is the 29 Palms Marine Base, approximately 12 
miles to the northeast. 

 
30. Finding:  When located within a city’s sphere of influence, in addition to other 

County requirements, the proposed commercial solar energy facility will also 
be consistent with relevant city zoning requirements that would be applied to 
similar facilities within the city. 

 
The Project site is not located within a sphere of influence of a city.  

 
31. Finding:   On terms and in an amount acceptable to the Director, adequate 

surety is provided for reclamation of commercial solar energy facility sites 
should energy production cease for a continuous period of 180 days and/or if 
the site is abandoned. 

 
Adequate surety for decommissioning and reclamation of the site will occur 
in compliance with Development Code Section 84.29.070, which requires 
removal of site facilities when operations cease.   
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

GENERAL REQUIREMENTS 
Conditions of Operation and Procedure 

[Not subject to Condition Compliance Release Form (CCRF) signatures] 

LAND USE SERVICES – Planning Division (760) 995-8140  

1. Project Approval Description.  For the proposed twenty (20) megawatt (MW) solar 
photovoltaic electricity generation facility (Project) on approximately 115 acres of land 
(APN(s) 0607-231-19 and 0607-364-06) eastern portion of the community of Joshua 
Tree in unincorporated San Bernardino County (County), this Conditional Use Permit 
(CUP) Project is approved to be constructed and operated in compliance with the 
San Bernardino County Code (SBCC), California Building Codes (CBC), the following 
Conditions of Approval, the approved site plan, and all other required and approved 
reports and displays (e.g., elevations).  This CUP Project is approved to establish a 
20 megawatt photovoltaic solar energy generating facility on approximately 115 acres 
at the former Hi Desert (Roy Williams) Airport.  The modules will be mounted on a 
steel and aluminum structural system (“racking” system) which will be supported, 
when practical, by driven piers (piles) directly embedded in the ground. The front 
(south, lower) side of the arrays with fixed tilt racking will maintain a 2 foot clearance 
from ground level. The array height will be approximately 7-10 feet from ground level. 
The highest maximum height of an array (from the ground to the north, upper side) 
will be approximately 10.5 feet and no higher than 12 feet.  Any proposed change to 
this Project Description including maximum height and/or tracking systems shall 
require a Revision to an Approved Action application to be filed with County Planning.   

The developer shall provide a copy of the approved conditions and the site plan to 
every current and future Project tenant, lessee, and property owner to facilitate 
compliance with these Conditions of Approval and continuous use requirements for 
the Project Site with APN(s) 0607-231-19 and 0607-364-06 and Project Number:  
P201400482. 

2. Project Location.  The Project site is located at 5500 Sunfair Road in the community 
of Joshua Tree.  Site is located on the west side of Sun Fair Road, between 4th Street 
and Two Mile Road.   

3. Zoning Standards.  The Project site is located in the Desert Region, within the JT/IN 
Institutional and JT/IC Community Industrial Land Use Zoning Districts within the 
Joshua tree Community Plan area.  

4. Facility Design.  The facility design shall incorporate the following guidelines: 

• The applicant shall arrange the arrays in a logical, orderly manner and pattern. 
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• The applicant shall maintain the panels, inverters, and transformers so that 
electrical interference will not affect adjacent properties. 

• The applicant shall perform any repairs or upgrades to the components of the 
solar power facility at such times and in such a manner that noise and glare 
will not be significantly disruptive to adjacent properties, roads, or traffic. 

5. Continuous Maintenance.  The Project property owner shall continually maintain the 
property so that it is not dangerous to the health, safety, and general welfare of both 
on-site users (e.g. employees) and surrounding properties.  The developer shall 
ensure that all facets of the development are regularly inspected, maintained and that 
any defects are timely repaired.  The elements to be maintained, include but are not 
limited to: 

• Annual maintenance and repair inspections shall be conducted for all 
structures, fencing/walls, driveways, and signs to assure proper structural, 
electrical, and mechanical safety. 

• Graffiti and debris shall be removed within 48 hours of notification. 

• Dust control measures shall be maintained on any undeveloped areas where 
landscaping has not been provided. 

• Erosion control measures shall be maintained to reduce water runoff, siltation, 
and promote slope stability. 

• Signage. All on-site signs, including posted area signs (e.g. “No Trespassing”) 
shall be maintained in a clean readable condition at all times and all graffiti and 
vandalism shall be removed and repaired on a regular basis.  Signs on the site 
shall be of the size and general location as shown on the approved site plan 
or subsequent County Planning-approved sign plan. 

• Fire Lanes. All markings required by the Fire Department, including “No 
Parking" designations and “Fire Lane” designations shall be clearly defined 
and shall be maintained in good condition at all times.  

6. Performance Standards. The approved land uses shall operate in compliance with 
the general performance standards listed in the SBCC Chapter 83.01, regarding air 
quality, electrical disturbance, fire hazards (storage of flammable or other hazardous 
materials), heat, noise, vibration, and the disposal of liquid waste.  In addition to 
these, none of the following shall be perceptible without instruments at any point 
outside the Project boundaries at adjoining property lines: 

• Odors: No offensive or objectionable odor. 

• Smoke: No smoke of a greater density than that described in No. 2 on the 
Ringelmann Chart, as published currently by the United States Bureau of 
Mines, shall be emitted from any Project source. 

• Radiation: No dangerous amount of radioactive emissions. 
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• Toxic Gases: No emission of toxic, noxious or corrosive fumes of gases. 

• Glare: No intense glare that is not effectively screened from view at any point 
outside the Project boundary.  

7. Revisions. Any proposed change to the approved use/activity on the site (e.g. from 
solar facility to other uses); or any increase in the developed area of the site or 
expansion to the approved facilities, including changes to structures, tracking system, 
equipment, elevations, heights, signs, parking allocation, lighting, or a proposed 
change in the Conditions of Approval, including operational restrictions from those 
shown either on the approved site plan and/or in the Conditions of Approval shall 
require that an additional land use application (e.g. Revision to an approved Action) 
be approved by the County.  The developer shall prepare, submit with fees, and 
obtain approval of the application prior to implementing any such revision or 
modification.  (SBCC §86.06.070) 

8. Continuous Effect/Revocation. All of the Conditions of Approval applied to this Project 
shall be effective continuously throughout the operative life of the Project for all 
approved structures and approved land uses/activities.  Failure of the Project owner 
or developer to comply with any or all of the conditions at any time may result in a 
public hearing and possible revocation of the approved land use, provided adequate 
notice, time, and opportunity is provided to the property owner, developer, or other 
interested party to correct the non-complying situation. 

9. Indemnification. In compliance with SBCC §81.01.070, the developer shall agree to 
defend, indemnify, and hold harmless the County or its “indemnitees” (herein 
collectively the County’s elected officials, appointed officials [including Planning 
Commissioners], Zoning Administrator, agents, officers, employees, volunteers, 
advisory agencies or committees, appeal boards or legislative body) from any claim, 
action, or proceeding against the County or its indemnitees to attack, set aside, void, 
or annul an approval of the County by an indemnitee concerning the map or permit 
or any other action relating to or arising out of County approval, including the acts, 
errors, or omissions of any person and for any costs or expenses incurred by the 
indemnitees on account of any claim, except where such indemnification is prohibited 
by law.  In the alternative, the developer may agree to relinquish such approval.  

Any Condition of Approval imposed in compliance with the County Development 
Code or County General Plan shall include a requirement that the County acts 
reasonably to promptly notify the developer of any claim, action, or proceeding and 
that the County cooperates fully in the defense.  The developer shall reimburse the 
County and its indemnitees for all expenses resulting from such actions, including 
any court costs and attorney’s fees, which the County or its indemnitees may be 
required by a court to pay as a result of such action. 

At its sole discretion, the County may participate at its own expense in the defense 
of any such action, but such participation shall not relieve the developer of their 
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obligations under this condition to reimburse the County or its indemnitees for all such 
expenses. 

This indemnification provision shall apply regardless of the existence or degree of 
fault of indemnitees.  The developer’s indemnification obligation applies to the 
indemnitee’s “passive” negligence but does not apply to the indemnitee’s “sole” or 
“active” negligence or “willful misconduct” within the meaning of Civil Code 
Section2782. 

10. Local Labor.  The developer shall give preference to and employ San Bernardino 
County residents as much as practicable during construction and operation of the 
facility.  

11. Development Impact Fees.  Additional fees may be required prior to issuance of 
development permits.  Fees shall be paid as specified in adopted fee ordinances. 

12. Project Account.  Project Account.  The Job Costing System (JCS) account number 
is P201400482.  This is an actual cost Project with a deposit account to which hourly 
charges are assessed.  The developer shall maintain a positive account balance at 
all times.  A minimum balance of $1000 must be in the Project account at the time 
the Condition Compliance Review is initiated.  Sufficient funds must remain in the 
account to cover the charges during each compliance review.  All fees required for 
processing shall be paid in full prior to final inspection, occupancy and operation of 
the approved use.  There shall be sufficient funds remaining in the account to properly 
fund file closure and any other required post-occupancy review and inspection (e.g. 
landscape performance). 
 

13. Expiration.  This Project permit approval shall expire and become void if it is not 
exercised within three years of the effective date of this approval, unless an extension 
of time is approved.  The permit is deemed exercised when either: 

• The permittee has commenced actual construction or alteration under a validly 
issued Building Permit or 

• The permittee has substantially commenced the approved land use or activity 
on the Project site, for those portions of the Project not requiring a Building 
Permit.  (SBCC 86.06.060)  

Occupancy of completed structures and operation of the approved exercised land 
use remains valid continuously for the life of the Project and the approval runs with 
the land, unless one of the following occurs: 

• Construction permits for all or part of the Project are not issued or the 
construction permits expire before the structure is completed and the final 
inspection is approved. 

• The land use is determined by the County to be abandoned or non-conforming. 
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• The land use is determined to be not operating in compliance with these 
Conditions of Approval, the County Code, or other applicable laws, 
ordinances, or regulations.  In these cases, the land use may be subject to a 
revocation hearing and possible termination. 

PLEASE NOTE:  This will be the ONLY notice given of the expiration date.  The 
developer is responsible for initiation of any Extension of Time application. 

14. Extension of Time.  Extensions of time to the expiration date (listed above or as 
otherwise extended) may be granted in increments each not to exceed an additional 
three years beyond the current expiration date.  An application to request 
consideration of an extension of time may be filed with the appropriate fees no less 
than 30 days before the expiration date.  Extensions of time may be granted based 
on a review of the application, which includes a justification of the delay in 
construction and a plan of action for completion.  The granting of such an extension 
request is a discretionary action that may be subject to additional or revised 
Conditions of Approval or site plan modifications.  (SBCC §86.06.060) 

15. Condition Compliance.  In order to obtain construction permits for grading, building, 
final inspection and/or tenant occupancy for each approved building, the developer 
shall process a Condition Compliance Release Form (CCRF) for each respective 
building and/or phase of the development through County Planning in accordance 
with the directions stated in the Approval letter.  County Planning shall release their 
holds on each phase of development by providing to County Building and Safety the 
following: 

• Grading Permits – a copy of the signed CCRF for grading/land disturbance 
and two “red” stamped and signed approved copies of the grading plans. 

• Building Permits – a copy of the signed CCRF for building permits and three 
“red” stamped and signed approved copies of the final approved site plan. 

• Final Inspection – a copy of the signed CCRF for final inspection of each 
respective building, after an on-site compliance inspection by County 
Planning.  

16. Additional Permits. The property owner, developer, and land use operator are all 
responsible to ascertain and comply with all laws, ordinances, regulations, and any 
other requirements of Federal, State, County, and Local agencies as are applicable 
to the development and operation of the approved land use and Project site.  These 
include: 

a) FEDERAL: None 

b) STATE: California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Mojave Desert Air Quality 
Management District, Colorado Regional Water Quality Control Board, 
California Energy Commission 
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c) COUNTY: Land Use Services – Divisions of Planning, Building and Safety, 
Code Enforcement, Land Development; County Fire; Environmental Health 
Services; and Public Works 

d) LOCAL: None Identified 

17. Lighting. Any lighting shall be maintained so that all lights are operating properly for 
safety purposes and shall not Project onto adjoining properties or roadways.  Lighting 
shall adhere to San Bernardino County Desert and Mountain night light regulations. 

18. Clear Sight Triangle. Adequate visibility for vehicular and pedestrian traffic shall be 
provided at clear sight triangles at all 90-degree angle intersections of public rights-
of-way and private driveways.  All signs, structures, and landscaping located within 
any clear sight triangle shall comply with the height and location requirements 
specified by County Development Code (SBCC 83.02.030) or as otherwise required 
by County Traffic. 

LAND USE SERVICES – Code Enforcement Division (760) 995-8140  
 
19. Enforcement. If any County enforcement activities are required to enforce compliance 

with the Conditions of Approval, the property owner shall be charged for such 
enforcement activities in accordance with the County Code Schedule of Fees. 

20. Weed Abatement. In conjunction with required permits, the applicant shall comply 
with San Bernardino County Desert Area Fire Hazard Abatement regulations [SBCC§ 
23.031-23.043] and periodically clear the site of all non-complying vegetation.  This 
includes removal of all Russian thistle (tumbleweeds).  

PUBLIC HEALTH – Environmental Health Services [DEHS] (800) 442-2283  

21. Noise. Noise level shall be maintained at or below County Standards, Development 
Code Section 83.01.080.  For information, please call DEHS at 1-800-442-2283.   

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY FIRE – (760) 995-8190  

22. Jurisdiction. The above referenced Project is under the jurisdiction of the San 
Bernardino County Fire Department, herein “Fire Department”.  Prior to any 
construction occurring on any parcel, the developer shall contact the Fire Department 
for verification of current fire protection requirements.  All new construction shall 
comply with the current Uniform Fire Code requirements and all applicable statutes, 
codes, ordinances, and standards of the Fire Department. 

23. Expiration. Construction permits, including Fire Condition Letters, shall automatically 
expire and become invalid unless the work authorized by such permit is commenced 
within 180 days after its issuance, or if the work authorized by such permit is 
suspended or abandoned for a period of 180 days after the time the work is 
commenced.  Suspension or abandonment shall mean that no inspection by the 
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Department has occurred with 180 days of any previous inspection.  After a 
construction permit or Fire Condition Letter, becomes invalid and before such 
previously approved work recommences, a new permit shall be first obtained and the 
fee to recommence work shall be one-half the fee for the new permit for such work, 
provided no changes have been made or will be made in the original construction 
documents for such work, and provided further that such suspension or abandonment 
has not exceeded one year.  A request to extend the Fire Condition Letter or Permit 
may be made in writing PRIOR TO the expiration date justifying the reason that the 
Fire Condition Letter should be extended. 

24. Additional Requirements. In addition to the Fire requirements stated herein, other 
requirements from the Solar Photovoltaic Installation Guideline from the California 
State Fire Marshal may arise at the time of field inspection. 

LAND USE SERVICES – Land Development Division – Drainage Section (909) 387-8311 

25. Tributary Drainage. Adequate provisions should be made to intercept and conduct 
the tributary off site - on site drainage flows around and through the site in a manner, 
which will not adversely affect adjacent or downstream properties at the time the site 
is developed. 

26. Natural Drainage. The natural drainage courses traversing the site shall not be 
occupied or obstructed. 

27. Additional Drainage Requirements. In addition to drainage requirements stated 
herein, other "on-site" and/or "off-site" improvements may be required which cannot 
be determined from tentative plans at this time and would have to be reviewed after 
more complete improvement plans and profiles have been submitted to this office. 

PUBLIC WORKS – Solid Waste Management Division (909) 386-8701  

28. Mandatory Commercial Recycling. Beginning July 1, 2012 all businesses defined to 
include a commercial or public entity that generates 4 or more cubic yards of 
commercial solid waste a week or is a multi-family residential dwelling of 5 units or 
more to arrange for recycling services. The County is required to monitor business 
recycling and will require the business to provide recycling information.  This 
requirement is to assist the County in compliance with the recycling requirements of 
AB 341. 

29. Recycling Storage Capacity. The developer shall provide adequate space and 
storage bins for both refuse and recycling materials. This requirement is to assist the 
County in compliance with the recycling requirements of AB 341. 
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PRIOR TO ANY LAND DISTURBANCE OR ISSUANCE OF ANY GRADING PERMITS 
Completion of the following must occur, with CCRF signatures 

LAND USE SERVICES – Building and Safety Division (760) 995-8140 

30. Erosion and Sediment Control Plan. Applicant shall submit an erosion and sediment 
control plan and permit application to Building and Safety for review and approval prior 
to any land disturbance. 

31. Erosion Control Installation. Erosion control devices must be installed at all perimeter 
openings and slopes. No sediment is to leave the job site. 

32. Grading Plans. Grading plans shall be submitted to Building and Safety for review 
and approval prior to grading/land disturbance of more than 50 cubic yards.  

33. NPDES Permit. An NPDES permit – Notice of Intent (NOI) - is required on all grading 
of one (1) acre or more prior to issuance of a grading/construction permit.  Contact 
your Regional Water Quality Control Board for specifics. www.swrcb.ca.gov  

34. Regional Board Permit Letter. CONSTRUCTION projects involving one or more 
acres must be accompanied by a copy of the Regional Board permit letter with the 
WDID#.  Construction activity includes clearing, grading, or excavation that results in 
the disturbance of at least one (1) acre of land total. 

35. Retaining Wall Plans.  Submit plans and obtain separate building permits for any 
required walls or retaining walls. 

36. Demolition Permit. Obtain a Demolition Permit for any buildings/structures to be 
demolished.  Underground structures must be broken in, backfilled and inspected 
before covering. 

37.  Geotechnical (Soil) Report. A  Geotechnical (soil) Report shall be submitted to the 
Building and Safety Division for review and approval prior to issuance of grading 
permits. 

38. Geology Report. A geology report shall be submitted to the Building and Safety 
Division for review and approval by the County Geologist and fees paid for the review 
prior to final project approval. 

39. Erosion Control and Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan. The Project was sited to 
avoid direct impacts to riparian habitat, however indirect impacts may occur via 
stormwater or non-stormwater runoff. As such, a SWPPP, created by a Qualified 
SWPPP Developer (QSD) and implemented by a Qualified SWPPP Practitioner 
(QSP), will be prepared and implemented for the Project. This SWPPP will list all 
measures to eliminate the discharge of pollutants other than stormwater) and non-
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storm water discharges authorized by the California Construction General Permit 
Order 2009-0009-DWQ or another National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit. The SWPPP will contain programs to monitor visual pollutants, 
chemical pollutants, and potential sediments. Specific and Best Management 
Practices, Numeric Action Levels, Numeric Effluent Levels, and Rain Event Action 
Plans will be implemented as required to ensure non-permitted discharges are 
eliminated. The SWPPP will be prepared prior to commencement of Project 
construction. [MM HWQ-1] 

LAND USE SERVICES – Planning Division (760) 995-8140 

40. Reciprocal Access Agreement. Prior to land disturbance, the developer shall record 
a reciprocal access easement between the owners of the project parcels. 

41. Adequate Wind Barrier. An adequate wind barrier of fence slats or similar wind barrier 
shall be installed at strategic locations aligned with the predominant wind direction to 
minimize wind-blown dust at adjacent residences.  Provide verification of compliance 
(i.e. material specification sheets, site photos showing installation, etc.) to the 
Planning Division prior to land disturbance. 

42. Mojave Desert Air Quality District / Dust Control Plan. The developer will prepare, 
submit and obtain approval from the Mojave Desert Air Quality District (MDAQD) a 
Dust Control Plan (DCP) consistent with MDAQMD guidelines.  The DCP will include 
the following elements to reduce dust production: 

a) Exposed soils and haul roads will be watered three (3) times per day to reduce 
fugitive dust during all grading/construction activities.  Inactive areas will be 
treated with soil stabilizers such as hay bales, non-toxic soil binder, or 
aggregate cover. 

b) Street sweeping will be conducted when visible soil accumulations occur along 
site access roadways to remove dirt dropped by construction vehicles. 

c) Site access driveways and adjacent streets will be washed daily, if there are 
visible signs of any dirt track-out at the conclusion of any workday. 

43. AQ Operational Mitigation. Operation of all off-road and on-road diesel 
vehicles/equipment shall comply with the County Diesel Exhaust Control 
Measures [SBCC §83.01.040 (c)], including but not limited to: 

a) Equipment/vehicles shall not be left idling for periods in excess of five 
minutes. 

b) Engines shall be maintained in good working order to reduce 
emissions. 

c) Onsite electrical power connections shall be made available where 
feasible.  
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d) Ultra low-sulfur diesel fuel shall be utilized. 

e) Electric and gasoline powered equipment shall substituted for diesel 
powered equipment where feasible. 

f) Signs shall be posted requiring all vehicle drivers and equipment 
operators to tum off engines when not in use. 

g) All transportation refrigeration units (TRUs) shall be provided electric 
connections. [AQ-1] 

44. AQ Dust Control Plan. The developer shall prepare, submit and obtain approval 
from County Planning of a Dust Control Plan (DCP) consistent with MDAQMD 
guidelines and a letter agreeing to include in any construction 
contracts/subcontracts a requirement that project contractors adhere to the 
requirements of the DCP. The DCP shall include the following elements to 
reduce dust production: 

a) Exposed soils and haul roads shall be watered up to three (3) times 
per day to reduce fugitive dust during grading/construction activities. 
Inactive areas shall be treated with soil stabilizers such as hay bales 
or aggregate cover. 

b) Street sweeping shall be conducted when visible soil accumulations 
occur along site access roadways to remove dirt dropped by 
construction vehicles. 

c) Site access driveways and adjacent streets shall be washed daily, if 
there are visible signs of any dirt track-out at the conclusion of any 
workday. 

d) Construction vehicle tires shall be cleaned prior to leaving the project 
site. 

e) All trucks hauling dirt away from the site shall be covered, and speeds 
on unpaved roads shall be reduced below 15 miles per hour. 

f) During high wind conditions (i.e., sustained wind speeds exceeding 
20 mph), areas with disturbed soil shall be watered hourly and 
activities on unpaved surfaces shall cease until wind speeds no 
longer exceed 20 mph. 

g) Storage piles that are to be left in place for more than three working 
days shall either be sprayed with a non-toxic soil binder, covered with 
plastic or revegetated. [AQ-2] 

45. AQ Signage. The developer shall agree to erect a sign for fugitive dust issues. 
The MDAQMD requires a sign to be erected not later than the commencement 
of construction at the project site entrance. This sign will include a phone 
number and contact information for anyone who wants to report dust issues 
resulting from the project construction. [AQ-4] 
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46. General Habitat Impact Avoidance and Minimization Measures.  The developer 
shall submit for review and obtain approval from County Planning evidence the 
following general avoidance and minimization measures have been 
satisfactorily integrated in the construction plans for the Project:  

• Implement a worker environmental awareness training for all project 
personnel. 

• Limit areas of disturbance to the minimum necessary for development. 
• Salvage the topsoil containing the native seed bank and redistribute over 

temporarily disturbed areas to facilitate passive revegetation. 
• The project has been designed to minimize night lighting. All outdoor 

lighting, including street lighting, will be provided in accordance with the 
County Night Sky Protection Ordinance and will only be provided as 
necessary to meet safety standards. Outdoor lighting will be shielded or 
directed away from adjacent native habitat to protect species from direct 
night lighting. 

• The projected increases in noise will be reduced to the maximum extent 
practicable during construction activities. During all grading on-site, the 
construction contractors will equip all construction equipment, fixed or 
mobile, with properly operating and maintained mufflers, consistent with 
manufacturers' standards to reduce construction equipment noise to the 
maximum extent possible. Enforce a 15 mph speed limit on project roads. 

• Vehicles and equipment to remain on designated roadways. 
• Standard dust control procedures will be implemented to minimize dust. 

If water is used as a dust suppressant, it will be administered such that 
pooling or ponding of water is minimized so that it does not provide a 
wildlife attractant. 

• Trash will be kept in raven and coyote-proof containers and removed 
regularly from the project so that it does not provide a wildlife attractant. 
[BIO-1] 

47. Desert Tortoise.  There is no evidence that tortoises are using the project site 
or have used it in the recent past. Therefore, potential impacts to tortoises are 
expected to be limited to tortoises that may wander on site. If tortoises walk 
onto the project site, they could be injured or killed (e.g., collision with vehicles 
or equipment). Because of these reasons, the following mitigation measures 
are designed to avoid impacts to tortoises.  

• Install permanent tortoise exclusion fencing around the perimeter of the 
main project site to exclude tortoise during construction and operation. 
Clearance surveys of the fenced site will be conducted by qualified 
biologists to ensure that no tortoises are inside the site. Clearance 
surveys will be conducted as soon as feasible after tortoise exclusion 
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fencing is installed. Any newly installed fence will be monitored 
appropriately during and after fence installation to ensure that no 
tortoises exhibit fence walking behavior that could result in injury or 
death to the tortoise.  

• Monitor and maintain the fence at appropriate intervals throughout 
construction and operations. This includes monitoring during storm 
events or other circumstances that could damage the fence. 

• Enforce speed limits of 15 miles per hour on roads within the project site.  
• Ensure that a biological monitor is on site during all initial surface 

grubbing and grading in the event that a tortoise is encountered. 
Biological monitors must be present during construction of the perimeter 
fence, during ground disturbance in unfenced areas, and during active 
construction in unfenced areas to properly implement mitigation 
measures. A biologist must be available (not onsite) during construction 
activities in fenced areas that have been surveyed for and cleared of 
tortoises and other biological resources to promptly implement 
protection measures for biological resources in the unlikely event that a 
tortoise or other biological resource is detected onsite. [BIO-2] 

48. Burrowing Owl. Owls could move onto the site prior to project development, 
so focused burrowing owl take avoidance surveys will be completed according 
to CDFW (CDFG 2012) guidelines within 14 days of site grading. If owls are 
found on site prior to construction, a passive relocation plan may be developed 
to minimize impacts to onsite owls, and avoidance will adhere to CDFW 
guidance for avoidance buffers (CDFG 2012). Other standard measures such 
as speed limits, limiting the area of disturbance, and having a biological 
monitor present for construction outside of the fenced site will contribute 
toward avoiding and minimizing any potential impacts to this species and their 
habitat.[BIO-3] 

49. Nesting Birds. Vegetation removal during construction, and construction noise 
and activity, could potentially adversely impact nesting birds. Therefore, to the 
extent feasible, vegetation removal should take place outside of the breeding 
season, which is typically February 15 to August 31. If construction will take 
place during the breeding season, pre-construction clearance surveys to 
locate nesting birds should be conducted immediately prior to construction. If 
active nests are present within the construction area, they must be avoided by 
establishing a non-disturbance buffer until the young fledge or the nest fails 
(as determined by a qualified biologist familiar with bird breeding and 
behavior). Nesting birds that are adjacent to active construction will also be 
avoided by this approved buffer. The buffer areas will be delineated and flagged 
to ensure avoidance. [BIO-4] 

50. Desert Kit Fox.  Kit fox could move onto the site prior to project development, 
so surveys will be completed within 30 days of site grading and may be 
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conducted concurrently with desert tortoise surveys. Depending on the results 
of those surveys, a plan may be developed to address individuals that are 
denning within the project site. Other standard measures such as speed limits, 
limiting area of disturbance, and having biological monitors present will 
contribute toward minimizing any potential impacts to this species and their 
habitat. [BIO-5] 

51. Protected Plants. Species protected by the California Desert Native Plant 
Protection Act and the San Bernardino County Code (beavertail cactus, 
buckhorn cholla, Joshua tree, and silver cholla) are present on the project site 
and will directly impacted by development. Where feasible, individuals of these 
species will be avoided. For those that cannot be avoided, removal will comply 
with the California Desert Native Plant Protection Act and the San Bernardino 
County Code and be transplanted into the perimeter landscape buffer. [BIO-6] 

52. Weed Management.  Due to the disturbed nature of the site, there are several 
established non-native species (i.e., weeds) present within the project. 
Although eradication of these existing weeds is not considered feasible, the 
following best management practices will be implemented during construction 
and operations of the project to help control the spread of existing weeds and 
the introduction of new weed species: 

• Limit the size of any vegetation/ground disturbance to a minimum 
and limit ingress and egress to defined routes; 

• Passively reestablish vegetation on temporarily disturbed sites;  

• Prevent spread of weeds via vehicular sources by implementing 
methods for cleaning construction vehicles; 

• Use only certified weed-free straw, hay bales, and seed if used for 
erosion control and sediment barrier installations; 

• Invasive, non-native species shall not be used in landscaping plans; 

• Monitor weed invasions and rapidly implement control measures to 
eradicate new weed invasions. [BIO-7] 

53. Raven Management.  Contribute to the USFWS Regional Raven Management 
Program to reduce raven impacts to desert tortoises. A one-time payment will 
be submitted the USFWS Regional Raven Management Program. The amount 
shall be a one-time payment of $105 per acre for the 115-acre project site. 
Payment will be to the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation (NFWF). [BIO-8] 

54. Treatment Plan.  A Tribal Cultural Resources Monitoring, Discovery, Treatment 
and Disposition Plan will be established prior to commencing construction.  
The Plan will address Tribal monitoring and evaluation/disposition of new 
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discoveries including human remains. The Plan will allow for one or more 
Native American cultural resources specialists to monitor all ground-
disturbing activities and excavations on the project site.  If any Cultural 
Resources are encountered, ground-disturbing activities in the area shall be 
temporarily redirected from the vicinity of the find.  All cultural resources 
encountered will be documented on the California Department of Parks and 
Recreation Site Forms to be filed with the CHRIS SBAIC.  If any human remains 
are encountered unexpectedly during construction or grading activities, the 
Applicant will comply with State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 such 
that no further disturbance in the area of such discovery occurs until the 
County Coroner has made necessary findings as to origin and disposition 
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 5097.98.  If any such remains are 
determined to be of Native American descent, the County Coroner will notify 
the NAHC, which is required to identify the person(s) thought to be the Most 
Likely Descendent of the deceased Native American, who then, in consultation 
with the landowner, will take additional steps, as necessary, in accordance with 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(e) and Public Resources Code Section 
5097.98. [CR-1] 

55. Paleontological Resources.  Prior to the approval of the project plans and 
specifications by San Bernardino County, the project shall confirm that the 
plans and specifications stipulate that if evidence of subsurface 
paleontological resources are found during construction, excavation and other 
construction activity in that area shall cease and the contractor shall a county 
certified Paleontologist to determine the extent of the find and take proper 
actions. [PR-1] 

56. Construction Noise.  The developer shall submit for review and obtain approval 
of an agreement letter that stipulates that all construction 
contracts/subcontracts contain as a requirement that the following noise 
attenuation measures be implemented: 

a) Noise levels of any project use or activity shall be maintained at or 
below adopted County noise standards (SBCC 83.01.080). The use of noise-
producing signals, including horns, whistles, alarms, and bells, shall be for 
safety warning purposes only. 

b) Construction equipment shall be muffled per manufacturer’s 
specifications. Electrically powered equipment shall be used instead of 
pneumatic or internal combustion powered equipment, where feasible. 

c) All stationary construction equipment shall be placed in a manner so 
that emitted noise is directed away from sensitive receptors nearest the 
project site. [N-1] 
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PUBLIC WORKS – Surveyor (909) 387-8149 

57. Record of Survey. The following conditions are for the occasion where the 
monuments of record cannot be located and the boundary must be determined for 
construction purposes.  A Record of Survey/Corner Record shall be filed in the 
following instances:  

• Performance of a field survey to establish property boundary lines for the 
purposes of construction staking, establishing setback lines, writing legal 
descriptions or boundary establishment/mapping of the subject parcel. 

• Monuments set to mark the property lines. 

• Any other applicable circumstances pursuant to applicable sections of the 
Business and Professions Code that would necessitate filing of a Record of 
Survey.  

58. Monumentation. If any activity on this Project will disturb any land survey 
monumentation, including but not limited to vertical control points (benchmarks), said 
monumentation shall be located and referenced by or under the direction of a 
licensed land surveyor or registered civil engineer authorized to practice land 
surveying prior to commencement of any activity with the potential to disturb said 
monumentation, and a corner record or record of survey of the references shall be 
filed with the County Surveyor (Section 8771(b) Business and Professions Code). 

LAND USE SERVICES – Land Development Division – Drainage Section (909) 387-8311  

59. Drainage Improvements.  A Registered Civil Engineer shall investigate and design 
adequate drainage improvements to intercept and conduct the off-site and on-site 
drainage flows around and through the site in a manner, which will not adversely 
affect adjacent or downstream properties. Submit drainage study for review and 
obtain approval.  A $550 deposit for drainage study review will be collected upon 
submittal to the Land Development Division. Deposit amounts are subject to change 
in accordance with the latest approved fee schedule.. 

60. Topo Map.  A topographic map shall be provided to facilitate the design and review 
of necessary drainage facilities. 

61. Grading Plans. Grading plans shall be submitted for review and approval obtained. 
An $806 deposit for grading plan review will be collected upon submittal to the Land 
Development Division. Deposit amounts are subject to change in accordance with 
the latest approved fee schedule.  

PUBLIC WORKS – Solid Waste Management Division (909) 386-8701 

62. Construction and Demolition Waste Management Plan (CDWMP) – Part 1. The 
developer shall prepare, submit, and obtain approval from Solid Waste Management 
Division (SWMD) of a “Construction Waste Management Recycling Plan (CDWMP), 
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Part I.  The CDWMP shall list the types and volumes of solid waste materials 
expected to be generated from grading and construction.  The Plan shall include 
options to divert from landfill disposal materials for reuse or recycling by a minimum 
of 50 percent of total volume. 

Upon completion of construction, the developer shall complete SWMD’s CDWMP 
Part 2.  This summary shall provide documentation of diversion of materials including 
but not limited to receipts or letters from diversion facilities or certification regarding 
reuse of materials on site. 

PUBLIC WORKS – Traffic Division (909) 387-8186 

63. Maintenance Agreement. The developer may be required to enter into a maintenance 
agreement with the County Department of Public Works, Transportation Operations 
Division to insure all County maintained roads utilized by the construction traffic shall 
remain in acceptable condition during construction.  For information regarding the 
maintenance agreement, please contact the Transportation Operations Division at 
(909) 387-7995. 

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY FIRE – (760) 995-8190 

64. Access. The development shall have a minimum of 2 points of vehicular access.  
These are for fire/emergency equipment access and for an evacuation routes.
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PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF BUILDING PERMITS 
Completion of the following must occur, with CCRF signatures 

LAND USE SERVICES – Land Development Division – Roads Section (909) 387-8311 
 

65. Road Dedication/Improvements.  The developer shall submit for review and obtain 
approval from thRoad Dedication/Improvements.  The developer shall submit for 
review and obtain approval from the Land Use Services Department the following 
dedications and plans for the listed required improvements, designed by a Registered 
Civil Engineer (RCE), licensed in the State of California.   

• Sunfair Rd (Major Highway – 104’) 

• Road Dedication.  A grant of easement is required to provide a half-width right-
of-way of 52’. 

 

• Street Improvements. Design AC dike with match up paving 40 feet from 
centerline. 
  

• Curb Return Dedication.  A 35 foot radius return grant of easement is required 
at the intersections of Sunfair Rd with Fourth St and Two Mile Rd. 
 

• Driveway Approach.  Design driveway approach per 2010 Caltrans Driveway 
Standard Detail A87A (W=24’ min – 34’ max), and located per San Bernardino 
County Standard 130. 

Fourth Street (1/4 Section Line – 88’) 

• Road Dedication.  A 4 foot grant of easement is required to provide an ultimate 
half-width right-of-way of 44’. 
 

• Curb Return Dedication.  A 35 foot radius return grant of easement is required 
at the intersections of Fourth Street and Sunkist Rd. 

 

Sunkist Rd (1/4 Section Line – 88’) 

• Road Dedication.  A 44 foot grant of easement is required to provide an ultimate 
half-width right-of-way of 44’. 
 

• Curb Return Dedication.  A 20 foot radius return grant of easement is required 
at the intersections of Sunkist Rd and Gold Nugget Rd. 
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Gold Nugget Rd (1/16 Section Line – 60’) 

• Road Dedication.  A 30 foot grant of easement is required to provide an ultimate 
half-width right-of-way of 30’. 
 

Sunray Rd (1/16 Section Line – 60’) 

• Road Dedication.  A 30 foot grant of easement is required to provide an ultimate 
half-width right-of-way of 30’. 
 

• Curb Return Dedication.  A 20 foot radius return grant of easement is required 
at the intersections of Sunray Rd and Cobalt Rd. 

Cobalt  Rd (Local Street – 60’) 

• Road Dedication.  A 30 foot grant of easement is required to provide an ultimate 
half-width right-of-way of 30’. 
 

• Vacate. That portion of Cobalt Rd proposed to be within the project area to 
receive recommendation for approval of vacation from the Highway Planning 
Technical Committee (HPTC), Department of Public Works. A processing fee 
shall be required prior to vacation and the vacation shall be finalized prior to 
certificate of occupancy. Contact Transportation Right-of-Way at (909) 387-
7951 to obtain additional information.  

Two Mile Rd (Section Line – 88’) 

• Road Dedication.  A 4 foot grant of easement is required to provide an ultimate 
half-width right-of-way of 44’. 

 

66. Road Standards and Design.  All required street improvements shall comply with 
latest San Bernardino County Road Planning and Design Standards and the San 
Bernardino County Standard Plans. Road sections shall be designed to Desert Road 
Standards of San Bernardino County, and to the policies and requirements of the 
County Department of Public Works and in accordance with the General Plan, 
Circulation Element. 

67. Street Improvement Plans.  The developer shall submit for review and obtain 
approval of street improvement plans prior to construction. Final plans and profiles 
shall indicate the location of any existing utility facility or utility pole which would affect 
construction, and any such utility shall be relocated as necessary without cost to the 
County. Street improvement plans shall not be approved until all necessary right-of-
way is acquired. 
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68. Construction Permits.  Prior to installation of road and drainage improvements, a 
construction permit is required from County Public Works, Transportation Operations 
Division, Permit Section, (909) 387-8046,  as well as other agencies prior to work 
within their jurisdiction.  Submittal shall include a materials report and pavement 
section design in support of the section shown on the plans. Applicant shall conduct 
classification counts and compute a Traffic Index (TI) Value in support of the 
pavement section design. 

69. Encroachment Permits.  Prior to installation of driveways, sidewalks, etc., an 
encroachment permit is required from County Public Works, Transportation 
Operations Division, Permit Section, (909) 387-8046,  as well as other agencies prior 
to work within their jurisdiction. 

70. Soils Testing.  Any grading within the road right-of-way prior to the signing of the 
improvement plans shall be accomplished under the direction of a soils testing 
engineer.  Compaction tests of embankment construction, trench back fill, and all 
sub-grades shall be performed at no cost to San Bernardino County and a written 
report shall be submitted to the Transportation Operations Division, Permits Section 
of County Public Works, prior to any placement of base materials and/or paving. 

71. Transitional Improvements.  Right-of-way and improvements (including off-site) to 
transition traffic and drainage flows from proposed to existing, shall be required as 
necessary. 

72. Street Gradients.  Road profile grades shall not be less than 0.5% unless the engineer 
at the time of submittal of the improvement plans provides justification to the 
satisfaction of County Public Works confirming the adequacy of the grade. 

LAND USE SERVICES – Building and Safety Division (760) 995-8140 
 
73. Building Plans. Any building, sign, or structure to be constructed or located on site 

will require professionally prepared plans based on the most current County and 
California Building Codes, submitted for review and approval by the Building and 
Safety Division. 

74. Permits. Obtain permits for all structures located on site and all work done without   a 
permit. 

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY FIRE – (760) 995-8190 
 
75. Building Plans. No less than three complete sets of Solar/Photovoltaic Plans shall be 

submitted to the Fire Department for review and approval. Plans shall be submitted 
and approved prior to CCRF for building permit issuance. 

76. Road Standards. All roads must be an all-weather driving surface or an aggregate 
base compacted to 85% to hold 75,000 pounds. Roads must have a 45' outside 
turning radius. Access roads must be a maximum of 600' apart.  Perimeter roads 
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must be no less than 26' wide and interior roads no less than 20' wide.  Fire Access 
roadways must be 26’ wide minimum, where no paved roadways exist and road 
grades do not exceed 8%, and where serving only single family dwellings or 
accessory buildings, roads may be constructed with approved native materials or 
gravel compacted to 85% compaction.  One point of access required for each fenced 
in area. 

77. Street Sign. This Project is required to have an approved street sign (temporary or 
permanent). The street sign shall be installed on the nearest street corner to the 
Project.  Installation of the temporary sign shall be prior any combustible material 
being placed on the construction site. Prior to final inspection and occupancy of the 
first structure, the permanent street sign shall be installed. 

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SERVICES- (800) 442-2283 

78. Water. Water purveyor shall be EHS approved. 

79. Wells.  Industrial grade wells are required and will not be allowed for use as potable 
water. Provide the well completion reports for the industrial wells that show when the 
wells were constructed with a minimum 50 foot annular seal. For information contact 
DEHS at 1-800-442-2283 or the Department of Water Resources at 818-500-1645. 

80. Additional Permits. Contact DEHS for proper permits if well destruction, modification 
or reconstruction is required. 

81. Additional Well Requirements.  If there is more than one well onsite, an additional 
well may be used for emergency non- potable purposes only. All other wells onsite 
must be properly destroyed. 

82. Acoustic Study.  Submit preliminary acoustical information demonstrating that the 
proposed project maintains noise levels at or below San Bernardino County Noise 
Standard(s), San Bernardino Development Code Section 83.01.080. The purpose is 
to evaluate potential future on-site and/or adjacent off-site noise sources. If the 
preliminary information cannot demonstrate compliance to noise standards, a project 
specific acoustical analysis shall be required. Submit information/analysis to the 
DEHS for review and approval. For information and acoustical checklist, contact 
DEHS at 1-800-442-2283. 

LAND USE SERVICES – Planning Division (760) 995-8140 

83. Building Materials. As appropriate, on-site switchyard buildings shall use non-
reflective materials and neutral colors as approved by the Land Use Services 
Department, Planning Division. [AES-1] 

84. Special Use Permit. The developer shall submit for review and gain approval for a 
Special Use Permit (SUP) from County Code Enforcement. Thereafter, the SUP shall 
be renewed annually subject to annual inspections. The annual SUP inspections shall 
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review & confirm continuing compliance with the listed Conditions of Approval, 
including all mitigation measures. This comprehensive compliance review shall 
include evaluation of the maintenance of all storage areas, landscaping, screening 
and buffering. Failure to comply shall cause enforcement actions against the 
developer. Such actions may cause a hearing or an action that could result in 
revocation of this approval and imposition of additional sanctions and/or penalties in 
accordance with established land use enforcement procedures. Any additional 
inspections that are deemed necessary by the Code Enforcement Supervisor shall 
constitute a special inspection and shall be charged at a rate in accordance with the 
County Fee Schedule, including travel time, not to exceed three (3) hours per 
inspection. As part of this, the developer shall pay an annual public safety services 
impact fee in accordance with Code §84.29.040(d). 

85. Decommissioning Requirements. In accordance with SBCC 84.29.060, 
Decommissioning Requirements, the Developer shall submit a Closure Plan to the 
Planning Division for review and approval. The Decommissioning documents shall 
satisfy the following requirements: 

a) Closure Plan. Following the operational life of the Project, the Project owner 
shall perform site closure activities to meet federal, state, and local 
requirements for the rehabilitation and re-vegetation of the Project Site after 
decommissioning. The applicant shall prepare a Closure Plan and submit to 
the Planning Division for review and approval prior to building permit issuance. 
Under this plan, all aboveground structures and facilities shall be removed off-
site for recycling or disposal. Concrete, piping, and other materials existing 
below three feet in depth may be left in place. Areas that had been graded 
shall be restored to original contours unless it can be shown that there is a 
community benefit for the grading to remain as altered.  Following the 
implementation of a decommissioning plan, all equipment and fencing shall be 
removed and the site would be re-vegetated so that the end use and site are 
in a stable condition.  

b) Closure Compliance. Following the operational life of the Project, the 
developer shall perform site closure activities in accordance with the approved 
closure plan to meet federal, state, and local requirements for the rehabilitation 
and re-vegetation of the Project site after decommissioning.  Project 
decommissioning shall be performed in accordance with all other plans, 
permits, and mitigation measures that would assure the Project conforms to 
applicable requirements and would avoid significant adverse impacts. These 
plans shall include the following as applicable: 

• Erosion and Sediment Control Plan 

• Drainage Report 

• Notice of Intent and Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 

• Air Quality Permits 
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• Biological Resources Report 

• Cultural Records Report 

• The County may require a Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment be 
performed at the end of decommissioning to verify site conditions.  
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PRIOR TO FINAL INSPECTION OR OCCUPANCY, 
Completion of the following must occur, with CCRF signatures 

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY FIRE – (760) 995-8190 
 
86. Haz-Mat Approval. The applicant shall contact the San Bernardino County Fire 

Department/Hazardous Materials Division (909) 386-8400 for review and 
approval of building plans, where the planned use of such buildings will or may 
use hazardous materials or generate hazardous waste materials. 

87. Inspection by Fire Department. Permission to occupy or use the building 
(Certification of Occupancy or Shell Release) will not be granted until the Fire 
Department inspects, approves and signs off on the Building and Safety job 
card for "fire final". 

COUNTY FIRE DEPARTMENT – Hazardous Materials Division (909) 386-8401 
 
88. Disclosure Information.  Prior to occupancy, operator shall submit disclosure 

information using the California Environmental Reporting System (CERS) for 
emergency release or threatened release of hazardous materials and wastes 
or apply for exemption from hazardous materials laws and regulations.  
Contact the Office of the Fire Marshall, Hazardous Materials Division at (909) 
386-8401 

89. Permits. Prior to occupancy, the applicant shall be required to apply for one or 
more of the following:  a Hazardous Materials Handler Permit, a Hazardous 
Waste Generator Permit, and/or an Underground Storage Tank Permit.  For 
information, contact the Office of the Fire Marshall, Hazardous Materials 
Division at (909) 386-8401. 

PUBLIC WORKS – Solid Waste Management Division (909) 386-8701 
 
90. Construction and Demolition Waste Management Plan (CDWMP)  – Part 2. 

The developer shall complete SWMD’s CDWMP Part 2.  This summary shall 
provide documentation of diversion of materials including but not limited to 
receipts or letters from diversion facilities or certification reuse of materials on 
site. The CDWMP Part 2 shall provide evidence to the satisfaction of County 
Solid Waste that demonstrates that the Project has diverted from landfill 
disposal materials for reuse or recycling by a minimum of 50 percent of total 
volume of all construction waste. 
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LAND USE SERVICES–Land Development Division–Roads Section (909) 387-8311 
 
91. Road Vacation. Vacation process shall be completed by recordation of a Tract 

Map Parcel Map Board Resolution or other instrument as accepted by the 
Land Development Division.  Proof of recordation and completion of the 
vacation process shall be provided to the Land Development Division prior to 
occupancy. 

92. Road Improvements.  All required on-site and off-site improvements shall be 
completed by the applicant, inspected and approved by County Public Works.  

93. Open Roads/Cash Deposit. Existing County roads, which will require 
reconstruction, shall remain open for traffic at all times, with adequate detours, 
during actual construction.  A cash deposit shall be made to cover the cost of 
grading and paving prior to issuance of road encroachment permit. Upon 
completion of the road and drainage improvement to the satisfaction of the 
Department of Public Works, the cash deposit may be refunded. 

94. Structural Section Testing. A thorough evaluation of the structural road 
section, to include parkway improvements, from a qualified materials engineer, 
shall be submitted to County Public Works. 

95. Parkway Planting.  Trees, irrigation systems, and landscaping required to be 
installed on public right-of-way shall be approved by County Public Works and 
Current Planning and shall be maintained by the adjacent property owner or 
other County-approved entity. 

LAND USE SERVICES–Land Development Division–Drainage Section (909) 387-8311 
 

96. Drainage Improvements.  All required drainage improvements shall be 
completed by the applicant.  The private registered engineer shall inspect 
improvements outside the County right-of-way and certify that these 
improvements have been completed according to the approved plans.  
Certification letter shall be submitted to Land Development.  

 
LAND USE SERVICES – Building and Safety Division (760) 995-8140 
 
97. Final Occupancy/Use. Prior to occupancy/use, all requirements and sign-offs 

shall be completed and confirmed by the Planning Division. 
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LAND USE SERVICES – Planning Division (760) 995-8140 
 
98. CCRF/Occupancy. Prior to occupancy/use, all Condition Compliance Release 

Forms (CCRF) shall be completed to the satisfaction of County Planning with 
appropriate authorizing signatures from each affected agency. 

99. AQ Installation. The developer shall submit for review and obtain 
approval from County Planning of evidence that all air quality mitigation 
measures have been installed properly and that specified performance 
objectives are being met to the satisfaction of County Planning and 
County Building and Safety. [AQ-3] 

100. Dust Control – Operation.  Prior to final inspection, the Applicant shall 
develop an Operational Dust Control Plan that shall be approved and 
implemented prior to energization of the solar facility.  The Operational Dust 
Control Plan shall include Dust Control Strategies sufficient to ensure that 
areas within the Project site shall not generate visible fugitive dust (as defined 
in Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District’s [MDAQMD’s] Rule 403.2) 
such that dust remains visible in the atmosphere beyond the property 
boundary.  During high wind events, Dust Control Strategies shall be 
implemented so as to minimize the Project site’s contribution to visible fugitive 
dust beyond that observed at the upwind boundary. 

101. Removal Surety.  Surety in a form and manner determined acceptable to 
County Counsel and the Land Use Services Director shall be required for the 
closure costs and complete removal of the solar energy generating facility and 
other elements of the facility.  The developer shall either: 

a) Post a performance or other equivalent surety bond issued by an 
admitted surety insurer to guarantee the closure costs and complete 
removal of the solar panels and other elements of the facility in a form 
or manner determined acceptable to County Counsel and the Land Use 
Services Director in an amount equal to 120% of the cost estimate 
generated by a licensed civil engineer and approved by the Land Use 
Services Director; OR 

b) Cause the issuance of a certificate of deposit or an irrevocable letter of 
credit payable to the County of San Bernardino issued by a bank or 
savings association authorized to do business in this state and insured 
by the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation for the purpose of 
guaranteeing the closure costs and complete removal of the solar 
panels and other elements of the facility in a form or manner determined 
acceptable to County Counsel and the Land Use Services Director in 
an amount equal to 120 percent of the cost estimate generated by a 
licensed civil engineer and approved by the Land Use Services 
Director. 
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102. Installation of Improvements.  All required on-site and off-site improvements 

shall be installed. 

103. Payment of Fees.  Prior to final inspection by Building and Safety Division 
and/or issuance of a Certificate of Conditional Use by the Planning Division, 
the applicant shall pay in full all fees required under actual cost job number 
P201400482. 

END OF CONDITIONS 
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SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY 

INITIAL STUDY ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM 

 

This form and the descriptive information in the application package constitute the contents of 
Initial Study pursuant to County Guidelines under Ordinance 3040 and Section 15063 of the 
State CEQA Guidelines. 

PROJECT LABEL: 

APN: 060723119 and 060736406 USGS Quad: Joshua Tree North & Sunfair 

APPLICANT: Joshua Tree Solar Farm, LLC T, R, Section: T1N, R7E, Section 21 

COMMUNITY: Joshua Tree/ 3
rd

 Supervisorial District Planning Area: Joshua Tree Community Plan 

LOCATION: 5500 Sunfair Road, Joshua Tree Land Use Zoning: JT/IN, JT/IC, JT/RL 

PROJECT NO.: P201400482/CUP Overlays: Biological Resources 

STAFF: John Oquendo   

REP(S): Jess Melin   

PROPOSAL: Conditional Use Permit to establish a 20 megawatt photovoltaic 
solar energy generating facility on approximately 115 acres at the 
former Hi Desert (Roy Williams) Airport 

 

 

PROJECT CONTACT INFORMATION: 

Applicant: Joshua Tree Solar Farm, LLC 
700 Universe Boulevard, FBD/JB 
Juno Beach, Florida 33408 

Lead agency: County of San Bernardino 
Land Use Services Department 
385 N. Arrowhead Avenue, 1st Floor  
San Bernardino, CA 92415 

Contact person: John Oquendo, Senior Planner 
Phone: 760-995-8153 Fax: 760-995-8167 
E-mail: John Oquendo@lus.sbcounty.gov 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

Joshua Tree Solar Farm 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

Joshua Tree Solar Farm, LLC (JTSF or applicant) proposes to construct, own, and operate a 
20 megawatt (MW) alternating current (AC) solar photovoltaic (PV) generating facility located 
on approximately 115 acres of disturbed land (the Project), 3.5 miles east of the 
unincorporated community of Joshua Tree and 1.3 miles north of Twentynine Palms Highway 
(State Route 62) in unincorporated San Bernardino County. The generated power will be 
delivered to the electrical grid via a 33 kilovolt (kV) interconnection to the Southern California 
Edison (SCE) distribution system at a point near Sunfair Road, just south of State Route 62. 

The project location has been specifically chosen to repurpose a previously developed site, the 
deactivated, privately owned Hi Desert (or Roy Williams) Airport (airport). The project site 
consists of highly disturbed land as a result of the remaining airport infrastructure including 
runways, an ideal scenario for repurposing the land with a solar facility. Initially, a larger parcel 
of vacant land (approximately 160 acres) to the south of the airport was being considered for 
the project. Concerns about surface hydrology and undisturbed desert vegetation led JTSF to 
evaluate the currently proposed project site (located to the north), when it became known that 
the deactivated airport was available for sale. Land option agreements were entered into with 
the owner of the airport, and environmental studies of the airport site commenced. It was soon 
determined that the 115 acres constituting the airport site were not sufficient in quantity to 
produce 20 MWAC of power using a tracking PV system.  

JTSF then began negotiations to purchase an additional 40 acres adjacent to the airport to the 
east. Additional environmental studies analyzing cultural resources, biology, and waters of the 
State were conducted to assess the existing environmental condition of these 40 acres. After 
hearing community concerns about the use of undisturbed desert land for solar project, JTSF 
decided to revert back to only using the 115 acres on the disturbed airport site. By doing so, 
and in order to still meet the objective of producing 20 MWAC of power, the configuration was 
changed from tracking to fixed tilt. A fixed tilt layout is able to accommodate more PV panels in 
a smaller space. 

The following factors contributed to the decisions in the site selection: 

 The project site is a deactivated airport which has already been disturbed. The 
project site is also outside the two-mile radius of Joshua Tree National Park. 
Development of this site would lower the environmental impact to vegetation and 
wildlife habitat as compared to developing on undisturbed land. 

 The land is fairly level, reducing the need for grading. 

 There is existing access to the site off of Twentynine Palms Highway and Sunfair 
Road, eliminating the need for new roads or new right of way. 

 The project site is in an area with an excellent solar energy resource with high 
irradiance and is of sufficient size to produce up to 20 MWAC of electricity from PV 
solar panels. 
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 The project site is adjacent to an existing SCE electrical distribution line which will 
take energy produced by the project into the grid. Distribution line improvements will 
be made and will likely include replacing the existing poles with new poles over a 
length of one mile. 

1.1 Project Objectives 

The primary objective of the project is to assist in achieving or exceeding the State’s 
Renewable Portfolio Standards (RPS) and greenhouse gas emissions reduction objectives. 
This will be achieved by developing and constructing California RPS-qualified solar generation. 
The RPS program requires investor-owned utilities, electric service providers, and community 
choice aggregators to increase procurement from eligible renewable energy resources to 33% 
of total procurement by 2020. Recently, in October 2015, the California governor passed 
Senate Bill 350, which demands an increase in the RPS of the state from 33% to 50% by 
2030. Increasing renewable resources to 50 percent of the state’s electricity consumption by 
2030 sets California on path to meet its 2050 climate change goals. The JTSF will help meet 
this goal. 

The project specific objectives are as follows: 

1. Develop approximately 20 MWAC of renewable solar energy that can operate during 
on-peak power periods, indirectly reducing the need to emit greenhouse gases 
caused by the generation of similar quantities of electricity from either existing or 
future non-renewable sources to meet existing and future electricity demands. 

2. Develop approximately 20 MWAC of renewable solar energy that satisfies the terms 
of the Project’s Interconnection Agreement, while minimizing environmental impacts 
by using previously disturbed land.  

3. Develop a renewable project that is consistent with the County of San Bernardino 
General Plan (San Bernardino 2014a), and the Solar Ordinance developed by San 
Bernardino County (San Bernardino 2014b), as well as the principles in the draft 
Desert Renewable Energy Conservation Plan (DRECP 2015), to the extent 
applicable. See Attachment A. 

4. Invest approximately 50 million dollars in total expenditures, which will help to 
support the economy in San Bernardino County through the creation of jobs and 
capital expenditures. 

5. Maximize the potential for creation of local construction jobs for a variety of trades, 
thereby supporting unemployment reduction goals in the area for the duration of 
construction. 

2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The following sections provide further detail on the design, construction, operation, 
maintenance, and decommissioning of the project. Preliminary design is underway, with 
project size, typical equipment, and array configurations determined. A final selection of solar 
modules, inverters, mounting system, and precise dimensions will be decided during detailed 
design and equipment procurement. A project overview is provided in Table 1 below. Specifics 
of the project are detailed in the following subsections. 
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Table 1:  Project Summary Information 

Site Capacity 20.0 MWAC  

Collection and Intertie 33 kV line (SCE) 

Array Configuration Fixed tilt 15-25 degrees 

 

The following project plans will satisfy County guidelines on project development, design, 
construction, and operation of the project: 

 The effective service life of the project is approximately 30 years (before major 
overhaul of equipment) with the potential to repower 

 Site grading will be minimal due to previous development and flat terrain 

 Grading and cut/fill operations are expected to be limited to storm water 
management 

 Recycling goals of 50 percent will be implemented where possible of all building 
materials and packaging 

 Existing reusable structures will be disassembled and materials recycled as possible 
(hangars, shelters, etc.) 

 Where practical, site asphalt pavement will remain; concrete pads will be 
demolished and removed 

 Site debris that cannot be reused or recycled will be taken to an off-site disposal 
facility approved for disposal of the target debris 

2.1 Location and Existing Conditions 

The 115-acre Joshua Tree project site is within Section 21, Township 1 North, Range 7 East, 
as mapped on the United States Geological Survey 7.5-minute series Joshua Tree North, 
California, and Sunfair, California quadrangles (Figure 1).  
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FIGURE 1:  PROJECT SITE  

The topography of the project site is relatively flat and ranges in elevation from approximately 
2,470 feet above mean sea level on the western boundary of the site to 2,430 feet above mean 
sea level on the northeast corner of the site. The project site is previously developed and is 
accessed through Sunfair Road, a paved County road that runs along the eastern border of the 
site. The project site is bordered by Two Mile Road to the south, unpaved Fourth Street to the 
north, and vacant land to the south and west. Hi-Grade Materials Company occupies the 
parcel adjacent to the southwest border of the project site. The current composition of the 
existing land is best described as vacant land of dirt and sand with a sparse vegetative 
community consisting of native grasses and shrubs.  

The decommissioned airport site previously consisted of several parcels totaling 115 acres as 
listed in Table 2 and shown on Figure 2. In the summer of 2015, nine of the parcels listed in 
Table 2 (excluding APN 0607-364-06-0-000) were merged together through the San 
Bernardino County Lot Merger process. Lot Merger P201500345 was signed on September 
11, 2015 by John Oquendo, San Bernardino County, and the new APN is 060723119. 
Although not included in the Lot Merger, APN 0607-364-06-0-000 is still part of the JTSF 
project site.  
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Table 2:  Assessor’s Parcel Number Index and Parcel Areas 

Parcel Number Acres 

0607-231-12-0-000* 20.00 

0607-231-13-0-000* 19.24 

0607-231-14-0-000* 20.00 

0607-231-11-0-000* 19.24 

0607-231-09-0-000* 10.00 

0607-231-07-0-000* 10.00 

0607-231-15-0-000* 2.50 

0607-231-18-0-000* 2.50 

0607-231-10-0-000* 9.39 

0607-364-06-0-000 2.14 

Total 115.01 

* Included in Lot Merger P201500345 and the APN is now 060723119 

 

 
FIGURE 2: PARCEL MAP 
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2.2 Project Limits 

The project footprint is defined by the property boundaries of the airport. The site-produced 
electrical energy will be collected and routed to the switchgear adjacent to the entry gate. The 
combined output of the plant will be routed from the switchgear through underground 
conductors to the southeast corner of the property where the conductors transition from 
underground to overhead and interconnect with SCE (grey circle, above in Figure 2). The 
distribution line, provided by SCE, runs due south along the west side of Sunfair Road on 
existing or to-be-replaced distribution structures in an existing utility easement to the main tie-
in on the south side of Twentynine Palms Highway (also referred to as Hwy 62). The upgraded 
distribution line will be on SCE property and is outside the property boundary containing the 
solar arrays. 

2.3 Facilities Overview 

The overall project will have a maximum capacity of 20 MWAC using fixed tilt configuration. The 
preliminary Site Plan is shown below as Figure 3.  

The project employs solar PV modules for energy generation, power conversion stations, and 
typical electrical equipment to collect the produced energy and deliver it to the point of 
interconnection with SCE’s distribution system. The PV modules produce low-voltage Direct 
Current (DC) electrical power which is collected and delivered to the utility-scale inverter 
stations distributed throughout the site. The power conversion stations convert DC electricity to 
AC electricity and step it up to medium voltage of 33 kV. The power is collected at medium 
voltage, fed through the appropriate protective equipment, and delivered to the utility at the 
point of interconnection. 

 

64 of 467



Initial Study  Page 8 of 94 
Joshua Tree Solar Farm 
January 2016 

 

 
FIGURE 3 - CURRENT SITE LAN 
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2.4 Modules 

The PV modules convert incoming sunlight to DC electrical energy. Modules are arranged in 
series to effectively increase output voltage. These series chains of modules are called 
“strings” in industry terms. The “string” is the basic building block of power conversion in the 
solar array. The chosen PV technology type will either be crystalline silicon or thin film (copper 
indium gallium selenide or cadmium telluride).  

2.5 Array Mounting System  

The modules will be mounted on a steel and aluminum structural system (“racking” system) 
which will be supported, when practical, by driven piers (piles) directly embedded in the 
ground. The front (south, lower) side of the arrays with fixed tilt racking will maintain a 2 foot 
clearance from ground level. The array height will be approximately 7-10 feet from ground 
level. The highest maximum height of an array (from the ground to the north, upper side) will 
be approximately 10.5 feet, and no higher than 12 feet.  

2.6 Power Inverter Stations 

The Inverter Stations convert the DC electrical energy from the PV arrays into AC. These 
stations perform three critical functions for the plant: (1) collect DC power in a central location, 
(2) convert the DC power into AC power, and, (3) convert low-voltage AC power to medium-
voltage AC power at the appropriate grid potential.  

Each inverter station consists of DC collection equipment (junction boxes and overcurrent 
protective devices, etc.), utility-scale inverters, and a low-to-medium-voltage transformer. The 
output power from the inverter stations is then fed to the AC collection system, an underground 
network of medium-voltage conductors and collection switchgear, discussed next. While the 
preliminary design is based on 750 kWAC utility-scale inverters and 1.6 MVA (megavolt amps) 
transformers (Figure 4), the final rating will be determined during detailed design and 
equipment procurement. The typical height of an inverter station is approximately 9 feet, with a 
maximum possible height of approximately 10.5 feet, and no higher than 12 feet.  

 

FIGURE 4:  EXAMPLE MEDIUM-VOLTAGE INVERTER STATION 
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FIGURE 5:  TYPICAL 
POLE STRUCTURE 

2.7 AC Collection System 

The AC collection system is 33 kV, and all related equipment will be 35 kV class. The 
collection system is a network of either buried or aboveground cables appropriately sized to 
minimize energy loss. The system will effectively collect energy from the solar panels and 
transfer energy to the main collection switchgear, which will allow the energy to be transmitted 
to the electric grid. The project’s current design is an underground collection system which will 
terminate at the switchgear, which will be separately enclosed with a security fence and 
lockable access gates.  

2.8 Distribution line improvements 

The distribution line improvements are a part of this project; however, the improvements will be 
constructed, owned, and operated by SCE. Approval for the changes to the distribution line will 
come from the California Public Utilities Commission. SCE will refer to the Initial Study and 
CEQA process for the overall Joshua Tree Solar Project. SCE will also follow the conditions of 
approval for this Project.  

For the section of Sunfair Road between Twentynine Palms Highway and Two Mile Road, SCE 
will be replacing approximately one mile of existing distribution line poles with approximately 
25 new poles. The existing poles are approximately 60 feet in height. For SCE to co-locate two 
existing distribution lines, an estimated maximum pole height of 65 feet will be required to get 
adequate conductor clearances.  

The system will be designed and built by SCE, so all final design and 
engineering decisions will be made by SCE and fully supported by the 
project. A photograph of a typical upgraded pole structure is shown in 
Figure 5.  

2.9 Access Paths and Fencing 

Fencing will be installed around the perimeter of the site. The fencing is 
currently planned to be 8 feet tall and will be built in accordance with the 
County standards. Access roads will be constructed along the interior 
perimeter of the site and between the 1 MW block solar arrays. Primary 
access to the project will be via a gate on Sunfair Road.  

2.10 Safety Lighting 

Safety lighting will be installed at the entry gates and the switchgear location. A limited amount 
of lighting will be installed and will be designed to prevent spillover into neighboring properties. 
There will be operable lighting at each conversion station, but these units will be used as 
needed and will not typically operate at night. The entry will have fixtures to provide minimal 
lighting and will have additional on-demand (e.g. timer) lighting as needed or required. 

3.0 PROJECT CONSTRUCTION 

Project construction work is expected to last for approximately six months and will consist of 
site preparation, demolition of buildings, site improvements, system installation, and system 
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acceptance. The various phases of the construction cycle are outlined in the following 
sections. 

3.1 Site Preparation 

Site preparation will involve the erection of a perimeter security fence, deconstruction or 
demolition of existing buildings, remediation of a few specific site conditions if applicable, and 
establishment of temporary utilities. The utility connections are already established to the site, 
making power and water connections readily available. Demolition of existing buildings will be 
the majority of site preparation. Where possible and feasible, materials from existing structures 
will be reused or recycled. A Construction and Demolition Waste Management Plan will be put 
into place prior to any demolition, with a goal of recycling 50% of total weight or volume. All 
concrete structures (hangar aprons, foundations, and slabs) are expected to be demolished 
and removed. All other paved areas, including the existing runways, are expected to be left in 
place. 

Grubbing and grading activities will be limited due to the previous development activities and 
inherently sparse vegetation. Prior to or concurrently with installing the security fencing, the 
site may include a desert tortoise exclusionary fence or similar measures if required by the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service or California Department of Fish and Wildlife. 

3.2 Construction Access  

Construction vehicles will access the site via Sunfair Road on the eastern boundary of the site. 
The staging area and the laydown area will most likely be located just inside of the gate on the 
previously paved airport parking and taxi area. The main temporary logistics area of the site 
includes construction trailers, a first aid station, worker parking, truck loading and unloading 
areas, and areas for site assembly tasks. Portable toilet facilities will be installed for use by 
construction workers during the construction phase and will be serviced by a private company 
on a regular basis.  

3.3 Storm Water and Erosion Control 

 A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan incorporating best management practices for erosion 
control will be prepared prior to the start of construction. During site preparation the Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan will be implemented and initial erosion and sedimentation 
controls will be installed. In addition, water truck reloading stations will be established for dust 
control. The project will also comply with applicable water quality requirements adopted by the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board and the State Water Resources Control Board. 

3.4 Site Grading 

The previous airport development significantly reduces the need for site leveling, cut and fill, 
and other site modifications. Limited grading will be required for erosion or stormwater control 
to comply with permit conditions. 
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3.5 Facility installation 

The bulk of the project activities involve installation of major equipment, including array 
foundations (driven piers when practical), power stations, cable installation, and switchgear 
placement. Rack piers are usually driven into the ground at depths of 6 to 12 feet as dictated 
by the soils and the array structural design. The module racking assembly is connected to the 
piers. The modules are fastened to the racking assembly and electrically connected together in 
series strings. The strings will be routed to DC combiners at the ends of each array row and 
subsequently routed to the power conversion stations where the electricity is converted from 
DC to AC. 

The AC collection system will be a series of cables, sized to minimize energy losses and to 
effectively collect and transfer energy to the project switchgear. The switchgear will be 
separately enclosed with a security fence and lockable access gates. 

3.6 Distribution Line Improvement Construction 

SCE will be responsible for any distribution line necessary to serve the project. The distribution 
line improvement construction will include replacement of the utility poles along Sunfair Road 
along with stringing of new overhead electrical cable and a tap to the distribution line on the 
south side of Twentynine Palms Highway. It is anticipated that the work areas needed for 
replacement of this line and the stringing of the new overhead electrical cable will be entirely 
included within the existing SCE easement. 

3.7 Construction Waste 

Most construction waste is expected to be non-hazardous and to consist primarily of 
cardboard, wood pallets, copper and aluminum wire cut-offs, scrap steel, common trash, and 
wooden wire spools. Construction waste will be recycled wherever possible. A Construction 
and Demolition Waste Management Plan will be put into place prior to construction, with a goal 
of recycling 50% of total weight or volume. Non-recyclable construction waste will be disposed 
of by a licensed contractor at an approved facility. 

3.8 Potentially Hazardous Materials Used During Project Construction 

Construction equipment will utilize various hazardous materials such as hydraulic oil, diesel 
fuel, grease, lubricants, solvents, adhesives, paints, and other petroleum-based products 
contained in construction vehicles. All potentially hazardous materials will be contained, stored, 
and used in accordance with the manufacturers’ instructions and handled in compliance with 
the applicable standards and regulations, such as those administered by the San Bernardino 
County Fire Department, Occupational Safety and Health Administration, and the California 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration.  

3.9 Fugitive Dust Control 

Short-Term Dust Generation. Construction activities including clearing, grading, excavating, 
and moving of heavy equipment will create fugitive dust at the site at various rates throughout 
the construction cycle. Any substantial fugitive dust is expected to be short-term and limited to 
the time period of early construction during the limited clearing and grading activities. The 
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contractors will be required to comply with applicable Mojave Desert Air Quality Management 
District rules and policies, which includes the development of a Dust Control Plan. Dust may 
be controlled by covering stockpiles with tarps and water application which consists of trucks 
canvassing the site to apply water for dust suppression and soil conditioning. Water truck 
reloading stations may be established. Additionally, dust may be controlled through the use of 
non-hazardous soil palliatives. Palliatives are products that are mixed with water and applied 
directly to the soil during construction to stabilize the soil and suppress the dust. Use of a 
palliative would be approved by San Bernardino County. After construction and during the 
operations period there is expected to be a minimal amount of fugitive dust. 

Long-Term Dust Generation. The long-term operations associated with the project are not 
anticipated to generate a significant amount of dust.  

3.10 Construction Water Requirements 

Potable water for drinking and domestic needs will be either brought to the project site or 
provided by existing facilities serving the airport.  

During construction, the project would use approximately 30 acre feet of water for soil 
conditioning and dust suppression. Pre-construction activities such as fence building and 
removal of structures would use approximately 4 acre feet of water. The water will likely be 
supplied by the Joshua Basin Water District (JBWD) through an agreement with the applicant. 
Under this scenario, water truck reloading stations will be established on site and will be fed by 
an existing waterline co-located within the western bounds of Sunfair Road.  

If construction water cannot be supplied by JBWD, the applicant proposes to construct an 
onsite water well. Additional consideration of the proposed water supply is discussed in further 
detail in the Hydrology and Utilities section of the Initial Study.  

3.11 Construction Workers, Hours, and Equipment 

The construction workers will consist of laborers, electricians, supervisory personnel, support 
personnel, and construction management personnel. It is expected that most workers will 
commute to the site from nearby communities including Joshua Tree, Yucca Valley, 
Twentynine Palms, and Palm Springs. It is anticipated that there will be an average of 125 
workers on site during the construction period with approximately 150 workers during the peak 
phase. Ride sharing will be encouraged.  

Construction work will generally be done during daylight hours, Monday through Saturday, 
7 AM to 7 PM. Construction activities will be conducted consistent with San Bernardino County 
Ordinance Section 83.01.080 and 83.01.090 regarding acceptable decibel levels. 

Construction activities, duration, equipment, and workers are estimated below in Table 3.  
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Table 3:  Estimated Construction Duration, Equipment and Workers by Activity 

Activity Duration Equipment Pieces Workers 

Fencing 2 Months Bobcat 1 2 

Trencher 1 

Pick Up Truck 1 

Demolition – existing 
structures and related 
infrastructure 

1 Month Backhoe 2 4 

Bulldozer 1 

5 cubic yard dump truck 2 

Site Preparation and 
Clearing/Grading 

1 Month Water Truck – 3 axles 3 Maximum – 150 
 

Average – 125 
Grader 2 

Bulldozer 1 

25-Cubic Yard Paddle Scraper 1 (optional) 

10-Ton Roller 2 

Utility Upgrades Intermittent, 
up to 6 Months 

Line truck (with spool trailer) 1 2 

Boom truck (with bucket) 2 

Underground Work 2 Months Small Backhoe 2 6 

Small Sheepsfoot Roller 2 

Trencher 2 

5-Cubic Yard Dump Truck 2 

5kW Generator 2 

System Installation 3 Months 4x4 Forklift 4 8 

Small Crane 1 

ATV Vehicle 4 

Pick-Up Truck 5 

Pile Driver 2 

5-kW Generator 4 

Testing/Commissioning 1 Month Pick-Up Truck 2 2 

Clean Up/Restoration 1 Months Grader 2 2 

 

The construction activities shown above in Table 3 will be overlapping in certain phases with a 
total construction time of approximately six months.  

Truck activity will be regularly required only during the project’s construction. The types of 
trucks, number of trucks estimated to be on site daily, and their approximate gross weight are 
presented below. Information on equivalent single axle loads was provided to the San 
Bernardino County Department of Public Works, Traffic Division. The Traffic Planning Engineer 
issued an approval for the project, subject to a maintenance agreement with the applicant prior 
to grading.  
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Truck Type 
Average on  
Site Daily 

Gross Weight 

8,000 Gallon Water Truck  3 25 tons empty/50 tons full  

5 CY Dump Truck  3 15,000 lbs  

Pick-up Trucks  5 5,000 lbs  

Pile Driver  2 7,500 lbs  

Grader 2 40,000 lbs 

Boom truck with bucket 2 16,000 lbs 

Utility line service truck 1 35,000 lbs 

 

3.12 Testing, Commissioning, and Acceptance 

Testing will happen throughout the PV facility installation at all stages. As each 1 MW block is 
completed, the electrical components of the system will be tested as a subsystem at the 
functional level. Once all blocks are completed, the system will be interconnected to the SCE 
distribution system and each block will be commissioned again to test performance. This 
commissioning and testing period is expected to last approximately one month after 
interconnection to the SCE system. 

3.13 Site Cleanup 

There will be ongoing cleanup and recycling of materials during the construction phase. 
Industrial trash receptacles will be established in the temporary laydown area and will be 
emptied or interchanged throughout the construction of the project. Once the project is 
completed the site will be cleared of any remaining debris or materials and each will be 
recycled or disposed of appropriately.  

4.0 PROJECT OPERATIONS, MAINTENANCE, AND DECOMMISSIONING 

During operations, the Project facility will be primarily managed, monitored, and controlled 
remotely. Therefore it is assumed that the Project will have 1 to 2 employees 1 to 2 times per 
month on site for system inspections and 2 to 6 employees on site 1 to 2 times per month for 
troubleshooting and maintenance requirements. 

Brief weekly inspections are planned. Ongoing maintenance is expected to occur on a monthly 
basis and will be scheduled to avoid peak power demand periods, and unplanned 
maintenance will typically be responded to as needed depending on the event. Preventative 
maintenance kits and certain critical spares will be stored on-site in a control enclosure, 
approximately 20 feet by 15 feet in size, while all other components will be readily available 
from a remote warehouse facility. 

4.1 Module Cleaning 

Periodic array module washings will be scheduled and completed depending on the soiling 
conditions that will exist at the site, which could be up to 4 times per year. It is expected that 
less than 2 acre feet of water will be used annually for 4 washings, which is approximately 
½ acre foot for each washing. This water is expected to be supplied by the JBWD and treated 
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on-site to the required water quality. If a new well is installed as the water supply alternative, 
water for panel washing will come from the onsite well as opposed to being supplied by the 
JBWD.  

Any necessary treatment of the groundwater would consist of a deionization process to 
remove minerals and other particulate matter. No chemicals or detergents are used during the 
module washings. All treatment equipment will be mobile. No permanent infrastructure will be 
required. Due to evaporation and onsite ground percolation, it is expected that no water from 
the washings will run offsite.  

4.2 Potentially Hazardous Materials Used During Project Operations 

The only potentially hazardous material within the fully operational site would be the insulating 
oil in the step-up transformers. The transformer oil has low toxicity and is a fully bio-neutral, 
biodegradable fluid. In the case of a major transformer breach, clean-up protocol would be 
implemented. Any seeped fluid would be removed by a certified vehicle and recapture system 
and the entire transformer would be replaced.  

4.3 Project Decommissioning 

A PV solar plant has a typical life of about 30-40 years. Once the useful life of the plant is 
exhausted, the plant could be refurbished to continue operating as a power plant or 
decommissioned and removed. If the system is to be removed, most of the materials (steel, 
aluminum, copper, and glass) would be recycled at nearby facilities. The materials that cannot 
be recycled, and those materials which contain any oil or lubricants, would be disposed of 
according to San Bernardino County Development Code Section 84.29.060 or other applicable 
development standards at the time of decommissioning. The amount of water used during 
decommissioning will be half of the amount used during construction, and will primarily be 
used for dust control. At this time, it is anticipated that the water would be provided by the 
JBWD, but it is difficult to anticipate who would provide water in the year 2055. The site could 
then be converted to other uses in accordance with applicable land use regulations. 
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Initial Study – Joshua Tree Solar Farm 

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 

The environmental factors checked below will be potentially affected by this proposed project, 
involving at least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist 
on the following pages. 

 Aesthetics  Agriculture & Forestry Resources  Air Quality 

 Biological Resources  Cultural Resources  Geology / Soils 

 Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Hazards & Hazardous Materials  Hydrology / Water Quality 

 Land Use / Planning  Mineral Resources  Noise 

 Population / Housing  Public Services  Recreation 

 Transportation / Traffic  Utilities / Service Systems  Mandatory Findings of Significance 

 

DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency) 

On the basis of this initial evaluation, the following finding is made: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

4) “Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where 
the incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant 
Impact” to a “Less Than Significant Impact.” The lead agency must describe the mitigation 
measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level 
(mitigation measures from “Earlier Analyses,” as described in (5) below, may be cross-
referenced). 

5) Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA 
process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration. 
Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following: 

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

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

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

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

7) Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used 
or individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion. 
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8) This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; 
however, lead agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist that are 
relevant to a project’s environmental effects in whatever format is selected. 

9) The explanation of each issue should identify: 

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

b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance. 
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Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

I. AESTHETICS -- Would the project     

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

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

Aesthetics 

a) Less than Significant Impact. The project site is currently a decommissioned airport, 
which includes airport structures, hangars, and runways. The majority of project site 
improvements associated with the solar project will consist of the solar array. The array 
will generally rise to approximately 7 to 10 feet high, and will not exceed 12 feet. Due to 
the low nature of the panels, the project will not block views towards the mountains for 
surrounding residences. Visual simulations from nearby locations towards the more 
scenic views of the mountains show that the project will be barely visible in the 
foreground.  

The project would alter the existing view of the project site from adjacent uses and 
roadways by developing 115 acres of vacant land with solar panels, ancillary 
equipment, and distribution line improvements. However, the site is flat and contains no 
significant geological or vegetation features that could be considered scenic. The solar 
equipment on site, consisting of solar panels and associated electrical equipment, 
would maintain a low profile; generally approximately 7 to 10 feet high, and will not 
exceed 12 feet in height. Other project features would include a switchyard and 8 foot 
chain link perimeter fencing. None of the onsite equipment would obstruct any 
viewsheds in the area. Furthermore, the project will require the removal of the existing 
buildings from the airport site, which will open up and enhance views of the mountains 
to the south for neighbors to the north of the project.  

For the section of Sunfair Road between Twentynine Palms Highway and Two Mile 
Road, Southern California Edison (SCE) will be replacing approximately one mile of 
existing distribution line poles with approximately 25 new poles. The existing poles are 
approximately 60 feet tall. For SCE to co-locate two existing distribution lines, an 
estimated maximum pole height of 65’ will be required to achieve adequate conductor 
clearances. There will be little visual change due to the replacement of the poles.  

The project would be visible from higher elevations; however, this is not considered a 
significant change as the existing airport and ancillary structures are also visible from 
higher elevations. The north boundary of Joshua Tree National Park is located at the 
southern end of Sunfair Road, a distance of approximately 2.1 miles from the southern 
boundary of the project, and 2.3 miles from the entrance of the project site. While the 
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project will be visible from that location, there is no public access to Joshua Tree 
National Park from this location. The project cannot be seen from the park visitor center 
on the west side, nor from the Indian Cove Campground to the southeast of the project. 
Most of the publically accessible and popular areas within Joshua Tree National Park 
are located further to the south, and the topography is such that the project cannot be 
seen from any of the public campgrounds, designated public trails, or rock climbing 
areas. 

b) Less than Significant Impact. The project would not damage scenic resources, 
including those within a designated scenic highway. There are no scenic or historic 
resources onsite. There are no large trees or natural rock outcroppings onsite. The 
vegetation on the site and along the perimeter is sparse and is not unique to the 
immediate area and therefore is not a scenic resource. 

SR-62 is depicted on the General Plan's Open Space Element Map as a County-
designated scenic route. The project facilities would be virtually imperceptible from 
SR-62 approximately one mile south. The lack of visual impacts is due to several 
factors: 

 The low height of project facilities, with solar panels and switchyard structures being 
generally approximately 7 to 10 feet in height up to a maximum of 12 feet in height. 
Existing distribution lines along Sunfair Road would be improved and poles may be 
replaced, but there is no change in the baseline viewshed.  

 The presence of vegetation between the highway and project site. The presence of 
brush and other desert vegetation along SR-62 shields the project site from highway 
users and provides a visual distraction and impediment which makes the site less 
visible to highway travelers. 

Therefore, the project would not have a substantial adverse effect on scenic resources 
within a scenic highway. Impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation 
measures are required. 

c) Less than Significant Impact Implementation of the project would alter the existing 
visual character of the project site, however, the project site is a decommissioned 
airport, and has little to no scenic value under the existing conditions. Project facilities 
have heights which are similar to or lower than those of the decommissioned airport 
structures and existing development in the Sunfair area, which includes features such 
as single-family residences, a concrete batch plant, paved roads, and transmission 
lines. The project would have a low profile (with a maximum height of approximately 12 
feet for solar panels and switchyard equipment, and distribution lines with a height and 
design that is consistent with similar lines in the vicinity). The project would also have 
minimal lighting and, therefore, would not substantially degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of the site and its surroundings. 

Project setbacks from the roadway will substantially reduce visual impacts. Due to the 
relatively low height of project facilities, vegetation beyond the project boundary would 
screen site features and substantially limit views. In addition, views of mountains in the 
background remain unimpeded. 

Overall, the project would be similar in scale to existing development, and does not limit 
or substantially modify views of mountains. The project would be consistent with the 
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County's zoning requirements and development standards relative to the setbacks and 
height of the project. Much of the project site is already paved or disturbed as a result of 
the remaining airport infrastructure including runways.  

The project would not have a substantial adverse effect on the visual character or 
quality of the site or its surroundings; impacts would be less than significant with 
implementation of the project setbacks.  

d) Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The project would not 
create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area. The project proposes to use dark photovoltaic solar cells. 

Any impacts resulting from lighting would be minimized through compliance with all 
development standards, Zoning Ordinance standards, and the goals, policies, and 
implementation measures of the General Plan. San Bernardino County Ordinance No. 
3900 regulates glare, outdoor lighting, and night sky protection. Nighttime lighting 
associated with the project would be subject to County approval and compliance with 
San Bernardino County requirements and the provisions of Chapter 83.07 of the County 
Development Code.  

Impacts from new sources of light or glare are expected to be less than significant. The 
project will not create a significant source of light. Light sources associated with the 
project will be minimal, and will be restricted to that required for nighttime safety and 
security according to county requirements. Lighting will be installed and directed 
downward and shielded to avoid light trespass. Additionally, lighting will be minimized 
via use of motion sensors or other lighting management controls.  

Project components will introduce minimal amounts of glare to the existing landscape. 
The project PV panels are designed to absorb sunlight, and the glass panels that 
protect the PV surface are typically coated glass designed to allow sunlight to pass with 
minimal reflection.  

SIGNIFICANCE: Possible adverse impacts have been identified or are anticipated and 
the following mitigation measures are required as conditions of project approval to 
reduce these impacts to a level below significant: 

AESTHETICS MITIGATION MEASURES: 

AES-1  Building Materials. As appropriate, on-site switchyard buildings shall use non-
reflective materials and neutral colors as approved by the Land Use Services 
Department, Planning Division. 
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Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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

    

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as 
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the nonagricultural 
use? 

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

Agriculture 

a) No Impact. The Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) of the California 
Department of Conservation is charged with mapping Prime Farmland, Unique 
Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, and Farmland of Local Importance 
(Farmland) across the state. The project is located on a decommissioned airport and 
would not convert Farmland, as shown on the FMMP maps, to non-agricultural use, 
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since the project is not designated as such. There is no impact and no further analysis 
is warranted. 

b) No Impact. The project would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, and 
the project area is not under a Williamson Act contract. There is no impact and no 
further analysis is warranted. 

c) No Impact. The project would not conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, 
forest land, timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland Production. The project area is 
a decommissioned airport, which has never been designated as forest land or 
timberland. No rezoning of the project site would be required as the energy facility is 
compatible with the current zoning designations of community industrial, institutional 
and rural living. There is no impact and no further analysis is warranted. 

d) No Impact. The project would not result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest 
land to non-forest use. The project site is a decommissioned airport and has sparse 
desert vegetation. There is no impact and no further analysis is warranted. 

e) No Impact. The project would not involve other changes in the existing environment 
which, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to non-
agricultural use or forest land to non-forest land. There is no impact and no further 
analysis is warranted. 

SIGNIFICANCE: No significant adverse impacts are identified or anticipated and no mitigation 
measures are required. 
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Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

III. AIR QUALITY: Where available, the significance 
criteria established by the applicable air quality 
management or air pollution control district may be 
relied upon to make the following determinations. 
Would the project: 

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

    

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

    

 

Air Quality 

a) Less than Significant Impact. Tetra Tech prepared an Air Quality and Greenhouse 
Gas Technical Report in August of 2012. The air quality analysis presented in this report 
analyzed the potential air quality impacts associated with the project. A health risk 
assessment was performed to determine the health effects from construction activities 
to the nearest sensitive receptors. Since the project site is located within the jurisdiction 
of the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District (MDAQMD), the air quality 
analysis followed the MDAQMD’s guidelines. The project will also follow the San 
Bernardino County Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Plan, Ordinance 4156, 
adopted in 2011.  

This report also provided estimates of GHG emissions from the combustion of fossil 
fuels, primarily from construction of the facility and demonstrated that operating the 
facility will reduce GHG emissions. In addition, the analysis addressed the effects of 
GHGs on climate change. Generating power from solar energy is a substantial 
reduction in GHG emissions over conventional power generation from the combustion 
of fossil fuels. The solar energy produced by the project is estimated at 20 MW and 
would provide an estimated reduction 34,050 tons of CO2e per year during operation. 
After analyzing the project’s operation emissions of 17.39 tons of CO2e annually, the net 
operation emissions would displace approximately 34,033 tons of CO2e each year 
during operation, which would provide a net benefit to the environment. 
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The air quality and GHG analysis concludes that emissions during short-term 
construction and during long-term operation of the project do not exceed the significant 
thresholds established by the MDAQMD.  

The health risk assessment concludes that the construction activities would result in a 
less-than-significant impact. The project does not pose significant adverse impacts on 
local air quality or global climate change. 

Over its lifetime, the project would not violate the regulations set forth by the MDAQMD 
Rule Book or CEQA and Federal Conformity Guidelines. Electricity generation via the 
use of photovoltaic systems does not generate chemical emissions that would 
negatively contribute to air quality.  

Given that the project would not alter the population or employment projections and 
considering the minor emissions attributable to the project during operation, impacts 
associated with the air quality management plan consistency would be less than 
significant.  

b) Less than Significant Impact. The project would not violate any air quality standard or 
contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation. Air quality 
impacts would include construction exhaust emissions generated from diesel- and 
gasoline-powered equipment construction equipment, vegetation clearing, grading, 
construction worker commuting, and construction material deliveries (including the 
delivery of solar panels from out-of-state locations). Fugitive dust emissions include 
PM10 and are a potential concern because the project is in a nonattainment area for 
ozone and PM10. PM2.5 is also non-attainment and needs to be considered. A dust 
control plan will be developed prior to construction.  

On an annual basis, none of the criteria pollutants would exceed the MDAQMD 
thresholds when enhanced dust control mitigation measures are used. The project 
would generate negligible air emissions during operations because the facility would be 
automated and would require minimal onsite personnel. Periodic repairs, equipment 
cleaning, and site monitoring would be conducted, but no permanent staff would be 
onsite. Solar panels and associated equipment would have an operating life of several 
decades; therefore, replacement of panels would be very infrequent. The solar panels 
would be cleaned up to four times per year, with each cleaning expected to take a 
couple of days with minimal staff. Maintenance and security personnel would visit the 
site weekly with maintenance visits on a monthly basis. Based on these factors, 
operational traffic associated with the project would be minimal. 

c) Less than Significant Impact. The project would not result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is in 
nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard 
(including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 
precursors). As previously discussed the project's contribution to criteria pollutants 
during the temporary construction period would be localized and maintained below a 
level of significance. As also indicated, operational activities would generate 
insubstantial quantities of air pollutants that are not deemed cumulatively considerable. 
Since no other sources of potential long-term air emissions would result, impacts would 
be less than significant. 
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d) Less than Significant Impact. The project would not expose sensitive receptors to 
substantial pollutant concentrations. There are a limited number of sensitive uses in the 
project vicinity. Single family residences are located to the north of the project site, and 
one to the east.  

With regard to potentially hazardous air emissions, electricity generation via the use 
of photovoltaic systems does not generate chemical emissions that would negatively 
affect air quality. Further, the project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle 
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile 
of an existing or proposed school. There are no schools within the general vicinity of 
the facilities. For those reasons, impacts are less than significant and an assessment of 
potential human health risks attributable to emissions of hazardous air pollutants is not 
required. 

e) Less than Significant Impact. The project would not create objectionable odors that 
would affect a substantial number of people. Electricity generation via the use of 
photovoltaic systems does not generate emissions that would negatively contribute to 
air quality or produce objectionable odors. Potential odor generation associated with the 
project would be limited to short-term construction sources such as diesel exhaust; 
however, no significant odor impacts are anticipated due to the short-term duration of 
such emissions, as well as the intervening distance to sensitive receptors. Odor 
generation impacts would be less than significant and no further analysis is warranted. 

SIGNIFICANCE: Possible adverse impacts are related to PM10 and the following best 
management practices are required as conditions of project approval to reduce these impacts 
to a level below significant: 

AIR QUALITY BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES: 

AQ-1 AQ Operational Mitigation. Operation of all off-road and on-road diesel 
vehicles/equipment shall comply with the County Diesel Exhaust Control 
Measures [SBCC §83.01.040 (c)], including but not limited to: 

a) Equipment/vehicles shall not be left idling for periods in excess of five 
minutes. 

b) Engines shall be maintained in good working order to reduce emissions. 

c) Onsite electrical power connections shall be made available where feasible.  

d) Ultra low-sulfur diesel fuel shall be utilized. 

e) Electric and gasoline powered equipment shall substituted for diesel powered 
equipment where feasible. 

f) Signs shall be posted requiring all vehicle drivers and equipment operators to 
tum off engines when not in use. 

g) All transportation refrigeration units (TRUs) shall be provided electric 
connections. 
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AQ-2 AQ Dust Control Plan. The developer shall prepare, submit and obtain approval 
from County Planning of a Dust Control Plan (DCP) consistent with MDAQMD 
guidelines and a letter agreeing to include in any construction 
contracts/subcontracts a requirement that project contractors adhere to the 
requirements of the DCP. The DCP shall include the following elements to reduce 
dust production: 

a) Exposed soils and haul roads shall be watered up to three (3) times per day 
to reduce fugitive dust during grading/construction activities. Inactive areas 
shall be treated with soil stabilizers such as hay bales or aggregate cover. 

b) Street sweeping shall be conducted when visible soil accumulations occur 
along site access roadways to remove dirt dropped by construction vehicles. 

c) Site access driveways and adjacent streets shall be washed daily, if there are 
visible signs of any dirt track-out at the conclusion of any workday. 

d) Construction vehicle tires shall be cleaned prior to leaving the project site. 

e) All trucks hauling dirt away from the site shall be covered, and speeds on 
unpaved roads shall be reduced below 15 miles per hour. 

f) During high wind conditions (i.e., sustained wind speeds exceeding 20 mph), 
areas with disturbed soil shall be watered hourly and activities on unpaved 
surfaces shall cease until wind speeds no longer exceed 20 mph. 

g) Storage piles that are to be left in place for more than three working days 
shall either be sprayed with a non-toxic soil binder, covered with plastic or 
revegetated. 

AQ-3  AQ Installation. The developer shall submit for review and obtain approval from 
County Planning of evidence that all air quality mitigation measures have been 
installed properly and that specified performance objectives are being met to the 
satisfaction of County Planning and County Building and Safety. 

AQ-4 AQ Signage. The developer shall agree to erect a sign for fugitive dust issues. 
The MDAQMD requires a sign to be erected not later than the commencement of 
construction at the project site entrance. This sign will include a phone number 
and contact information for anyone who wants to report dust issues resulting from 
the project construction.  
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Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES -- Would the project:     

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

Biological Resources 

a) Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. Tetra Tech, Inc. conducted 
comprehensive field surveys for biological resources in Spring 2012 to determine the 
potential presence or absence of special-status species and their habitat. To update the 
survey data and confirm current site conditions, additional surveys for desert tortoise 
(Gopherus agassizii), burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), rare plants, and other special-
status wildlife were conducted in Spring 2015. The detailed methods and results of the 
2012 and 2015 surveys can be found in the 2015 Desert Tortoise Survey and General 
Biological Resources Assessment for the Joshua Tree Solar Farm (Airport Site) (BRA, 
Tetra Tech and Karl 2015). Prior to Spring 2012 and 2015 field surveys, a target list of 
special-status species that might be affected by the project was developed based on 
available literature and databases (e.g., California Native Plant Society [CNPS], 
California Natural Diversity Data Base [CNDDB, see BRA Appendix B]), and 
consultation with local experts.  
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In both 2012 and 2015 surveys were conducted of an approximately 117-acre area. In 
2012, all special-status species were sought concurrently with desert tortoise surveys 
on April 4 (gen-tie) and May 16, 2012 (plant site). In 2015, surveys were conducted on 
March 27 (first plant survey for early blooming species), April 1-2 (desert tortoise and 
other wildlife), and April 10 and 11 (plants). Burrowing owls were surveyed on April 1, 
April 23, and May 14, 2015; the fourth and final burrowing owl survey was conducted 
the first week of July, 2015. Surveys were conducted between approximately 0600 and 
1900 with a break between 1245 and 1630 in May 2012 when temperatures exceeded 
FWS limits for desert tortoise surveys. Desert tortoise and burrowing owl buffer surveys 
generally were not conducted outside the survey area because of the complexity of 
surrounding private land ownership. However, access to several parcels was available 
to the south and southwest of the project. These parcels were surveyed in April 2012 
and the information gathered from these areas was used to provide an understanding of 
the quality of habitat and biological resources present in the surrounding area. Survey 
methods were reviewed and approved by FWS and CDFW prior to commencing field 
work. 

Vegetation Communities 

The site conditions and vegetation within the survey area were essentially identical in 
2012 and 2015. The project lies on a gently sloping lower bajada at an elevation of 
approximately 2,440 feet above mean sea level. The major native plant community (as 
described by Sawyer, Keeler-Wolf, and Evens [2009]) that represents the site is a Big 
Galleta Grass – Creosote Bush (Pleuraphis rigida - Larrea tridentata) Shrub Steppe 
Alliance (Table 1a and 1b). It is dominated by big galleta grass, California croton 
(Croton californicus), and creosote bush. Silver cholla (Cylindropuntia echinocarpa) and 
beavertail cactus (Opuntia basilaris) are relatively common throughout. Much of the 
survey area has been cleared or subjected to intensive previous surface disturbance for 
airport operation and, where runways are absent, has regrown with croton and 
perennial bunch grasses – big galleta grass and Indian rice grass (Stipa 
[= Achnatherum] hymenoides). Along the east side of the cement plant in 2012, it 
appeared that earlier plant operations permitted effluent to flow from the plant to the 
runway. There is evidence of soil erosion from water flow, as well as vegetation that 
grows in response to a consistent water source, specifically broom baccharis (Baccharis 
sarothroides) and tamarisk (Tamarix ramosissima); Mexican palo verde (Parkinsonia 
aculeata), a non-native horticultural waif, was also present. It appeared that the effluent 
had ceased in 2015. In 2015, there appeared to be more growth of weedy species 
(annual burrweed [Ambrosia acanthicarpa]) through the cracks in the asphalt on part of 
the runway system. There are no obvious natural drainages on the solar plant site and 
drainage is mostly percolation with some flow to the northeast. 
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Table 1a. Vegetation and Land Cover Acreage – Solar Plant Site 

Vegetation and Other Cover - Solar Plant Site Acres 

Previously cleared, regrowth of big galleta grass, Indian rice grass, and croton 31 

Moderately intact Big Galleta Grass-Creosote Bush Scrub Steppe Alliance 19 

Bladed (barren), developed, or recently bladed (early regrowth) 40 

Loose – sandy soils due to adjacent disturbance 4 

Big Galleta – Creosote Bush Shrub Steppe Alliance disturbed by adjacent industry 21 

 

Table 1b. Vegetation and Land Cover Acreage – Distribution Line Improvement 

Vegetation and Other Cover – Distribution Line Improvement Acres 

Aeolian Sand Sheets 0.4 

Big Galleta – Creosote Bush Shrub Steppe Alliance  5 

Big Galleta Shrub Steppe Alliance 1 

Wash (includes Main Wash Channel and Bench of Channel) 1 

The area surveyed for the distribution line improvement crosses several vegetation and 
cover types not found on the main project site. At its north end, the distribution line 
improvement area crosses aeolian sand sheets adjacent to both banks of a major wash. 
The wash extends east-west across the distribution line improvement area and Sunfair 
Road. The wash is generally poorly vegetated, with plant cover increasing on the 
benches and upslope; soils are sandy, with silty surface layers. It would be loosely 
considered a poor quality Big Galleta Grass – Creosote Bush Shrub Steppe Alliance. 
Farther south, the distribution line improvement area crosses Big Galleta Shrub Steppe 
Alliance dominated by big galleta grass, which transitions to Big Galleta-Creosote Bush 
Shrub Steppe Alliance as it nears Hwy 62. The area surveyed for the distribution line 
improvements was generally degraded due to its proximity to Sunfair Road. 

Rare Plants 

Surveyors did not find any federally or state-threatened, endangered, or candidate plant 
species during 2012 or 2015 surveys. One CNPS-ranked plant was observed within the 
survey area in both survey years: Utah vine milkweed (Funastrum utahense) – CRPR 4. 
As a CRPR 4, this plant does not meet the requirements to trigger consideration under 
CEQA; therefore, no species-specific mitigation measures are required.  

In 2012, below-average precipitation fell in Winter 2011-2012, resulting in well below-
average germination and low biomass of annual forbs; virtually no native annuals 
germinated in 2012 at the Project. Precipitation in February 2012 was closer to average, 
which prompted several perennial species and a few individuals of exotic annuals to leaf 
out and/or bloom. Precipitation was again below average in Winter 2014/2015, 
especially during the most important germination period in late fall, but was average in 
March, which was sufficient for germination of several annual species (although fewer 
individuals of all species) in Spring 2015. 

Regulated Plant Species 

Desert native plants are regulated under Division 23, California Desert Native Plants of 
the California Food and Agricultural Code (Section 80000 et seq.), which includes 
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protection for several native plant species. In addition, the San Bernardino County 
Development Code, Title 8, Chapter 88.01, Plant Protection and Management, 
augments and implements provisions of the California Desert Native Plants Act. 
Biologists observed and tallied four species protected by the CDNPA and County code 
during Spring 2012 surveys, three cacti species, and one yucca species (Table 2). The 
most numerous was beavertail cactus. One Joshua tree grew naturally within the survey 
area, although 19 were planted against the on-site houses and structures, but were not 
inventoried to respect the privacy of the tenant/caretaker of the property. As these 
species are perennial, surveyors did not conduct another count in 2015, with the 
exception of naturally occurring Joshua trees. 

Table 2. CDNPA Species found within the Survey Area 

Species 
Total in  

Survey Area 

Beavertail cactus 
(Opuntia basilaris) 

42 

Buckhorn cholla 
(Cylindropuntia acanthocarpa) 

1 

Joshua Tree* 
(Yucca brevifolia) 

1 

Silver cholla 
(Cylindropuntia echinocarpa) 

51 

Total 95 

                        *Landscaped Joshua trees are excluded 

Non-native Plants 

Invasive plants are defined as any non-native plant species that are injurious to the 
public health, agriculture, recreation, wildlife habitat, or the biodiversity of native 
habitats. To determine which invasive species are currently present and their 
approximate abundance, surveyors inventoried all invasive plant species and recorded 
the location of concentrations. Surveyors detected six non-native noxious species 
during Spring 2012 and Spring 2015 surveys: Russian thistle (Salsola tragus) Sahara 
mustard (Brassica tounefourtii), tamarisk (Tamarix sp.), Mexican palo verde 
(Parkinsonia aculeata, one individual), filaree (Erodium cicutarium), and Mediterranean 
grass (Schismus sp.). Russian thistle and Sahara mustard were present but not 
abundant near the roads surrounding the survey area and adjacent to the dirt runway 
and cement plant in the southeastern portion of the survey area. Tamarisk and Mexican 
palo verde were rare and only occurred east of the cement plant, either in an area that 
received runoff from the cement plant or adjacent to the on-site infrastructure (tamarisk 
only). Mediterranean grass and filaree were common throughout the survey area and 
region. 

Listed Wildlife Species 

Desert Tortoise: No live tortoises or their sign were observed during Spring 2012 and 
Spring 2015 surveys of the project site, and the entirety of the survey area is either poor 
quality desert tortoise habitat or developed and not habitat. The lack of recent or past 

89 of 467



Initial Study  Page 33 of 94 
Joshua Tree Solar Farm 
January 2016 

 

sign indicates that tortoises do not currently use the project site and have not used it in 
recent years. Most of the project site is highly disturbed by the development and/or 
operation of the airport and the cement plant. The introduction of non-native plant 
species and the proximity to a well-traveled paved road (Sunfair Road) further 
contribute to the lowered quality of the habitat. There are only small patches of relatively 
undisturbed Big Galleta Grass-Creosote Bush Scrub Steppe Alliance (see Figure 4 of 
the BRA). The version of this community that occurs at the project site is inherently poor 
tortoise habitat and is further compromised by the surrounding disturbance.  

Desert tortoise habitat quality declines as topography flattens toward Coyote Dry Lake 
east of the project site due to lower coversite potential and reduced foraging 
opportunities. Accordingly, areas lower on the bajada likely support lower tortoise 
densities. Studies in the area have found tortoise sign higher on the bajada, while one 
study east of the airport found no sign (E. LaRue, Circle Mountain Biological 
Consultants, Inc., pers. comm. to A. Karl). Surveys of the Cascade Solar Project, 
approximately one mile northeast of the project near Coyote Dry Lake, did not detect 
any tortoise or tortoise sign in April 2011 (PCR 2011a). The project site is located on the 
lower bajada, approximately one mile from Coyote Dry Lake, and the lack of tortoise 
sign and poor habitat quality is consistent with these observations. Although the project 
site contains no tortoises and poor habitat to non-habitat, there are no barriers to 
prevent tortoise movement onto the project site from adjacent parcels that contain better 
habitat. The CNDDB (2012) records show tortoise occurrences in the valley surrounding 
the project site (Appendix B), and one tortoise was observed in the vicinity of the project 
site approximately 0.5 mile to the southwest in an area of higher quality tortoise habitat. 
The possibility of transient tortoise should be considered.  

The survey area is not within FWS critical habitat. FWS designated critical habitat areas 
for the desert tortoise in 1994 (FWS 1994) and prescribed management actions to aid 
recovery, with critical habitat providing legal protection. The closest critical habitat unit 
to the survey area is the Pinto Mountain Critical Habitat Unit, approximately 12 miles to 
the southeast. 

Non-listed, Special-status Species 

Burrowing Owl: A FWS Bird of Conservation Concern and CDFW Species of Special 
Concern, burrowing owls occupy a wide range of habitats such as open, treeless areas 
within grassland, steppe, and desert biomes with low, sparse vegetation (Poulin et al. 
2011). Three of the four surveys recommended by CDFW (CDFG 2012) were 
conducted in Spring 2015 and the fourth survey was conducted the first week of July 
2015. Although the majority of the survey area and immediately adjacent parcels are 
considered potential habitat, surveyors did not observe any burrowing owls or sign 
during 2012 or 2015 surveys. Because there is suitable habitat within the survey area 
and immediate vicinity, and there are recorded observations approximately four miles 
northwest of the survey area (CNDDB 2012, see Appendix B of BRA), it is possible that 
burrowing owls might inhabit the survey area in the future, even though it is currently 
unoccupied.  

Prairie Falcon: Surveyors observed one prairie falcon (Falco mexicanus; Bird of 
Conservation Concern) perched on a tamarisk within the survey area during Spring 
2012 surveys (see Table 8 and Figure 6 of BRA). No prairie falcons were observed in 
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2015. Prairie falcons are year-round residents of the region within which the project lies. 
The prairie falcon is found in a variety of habitats, but is associated primarily with desert 
scrub and similar open habitats where it utilizes open ledges and cliffs for perching and 
nesting and forages over the open terrain (Steenhof 2013). The project does not provide 
suitable nesting habitat, although it could provide suitable foraging habitat. 

Mojave Fringe-toed Lizard: Mojave fringe-toed lizards (CDFW Species of Special 
Concern) are loose-sand specialists, found only in aeolian sand dunes, sand fields, 
hummocks, and other areas with loose sand deposits between 300 and 3,000 feet in 
elevation (Stebbins 2003). No Mojave fringe-toed lizards were observed during 2012 
and 2015 surveys, and although sandy soils are present within the survey area, there 
are no loose sand deposits within the survey area that would be considered suitable 
Mojave fringe-toed lizard habitat. There are no documented CNDDB occurrences within 
the survey area; the closest record is over 10 miles to the northeast.  

Desert Kit Fox: Desert kit fox are regulated by CDFW as a protected furbearer. Suitable 
denning and foraging habitat for the desert kit fox occurs throughout the undeveloped 
portions of the survey area and kit fox sign was observed in Spring 2012 and Spring 
2015. In 2012, surveyors detected one active and two inactive kit fox natal dens within 
the survey area (Table 8A, Figure 6A) and scat throughout. In 2015, there was no 
evidence of recent occupation of the Project, but four inactive natal dens were observed 
within the survey area (Table 8B, Figure 6B). Despite the absence of recent sign during 
the 2015 surveys, there is suitable habitat present and kit fox are highly mobile species; 
therefore, it is possible that kit fox will reinhabit the Project. 

Nesting and Migratory Birds 

The project area could support nesting birds. Disturbing or destroying active nests 
would be a violation of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). In addition, nests and 
eggs are protected under Fish and Game Code Section 3503. Thus, the removal of 
vegetation during the breeding season is considered a potentially significant impact. 
The breeding season is typically considered to be from February 15 to August 31. 

Golden eagles (Aquila chrysaetos; MBTA and Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act; 
CDFW: Fully Protected) were not observed during general biology surveys and are not 
expected to occur on the project site but are of particular concern to FWS and CDFW 
and are therefore discussed in more detail. Golden eagles are found in variety of 
habitats but generally prefer open spaces for hunting and cliffs, trees, or other tall 
structures (e.g., transmission line structures) for nesting (Kochert et al. 2002). No 
eagles were observed during surveys and the survey area does not contain suitable 
nesting habitat for eagles. The nearest CNDDB occurrence of nesting eagles is 
approximately eight miles southeast of the project, from 1980. The closest mountain 
range to the project with suitable nesting habitat is the Little San Bernardino Mountains, 
approximately 2.5 miles to the south-southwest. Therefore, it is possible that eagles 
nest in the Little San Bernardino Mountains and may hunt in the valley surrounding the 
project. However, it is not expected that eagles will use the project site due to the high 
level of existing disturbance and the nearby residential and industrial development. 

Most birds are protected under the MBTA; however, significant impacts are not 
expected and no focused migratory bird surveys (e.g., fixed point counts) are planned 
because of (1) the degraded quality of the natural habitat on the project site (i.e. 
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previously disturbed and surrounded by roads), (2) the relatively small size of the 
project, and (3) the lack of nearby attractive site features such as wetlands, agricultural 
areas, or cliffs that are known to attract birds. The closest perennial waterbodies are the 
Salton Sea, which is approximately 45 miles south of the project site and the Colorado 
River, which is approximately 100 miles to the east. Although there have been reported 
avian fatalities at some of the solar facilities in the desert, it has only been hypothesized 
that the facilities appear as water bodies to migrating birds; there have been no 
empirical studies conducted on the effects of PV solar installations have on birds. 
Additionally, this project is substantially smaller and is located in a more disturbed and 
developed area than the solar projects that are reporting avian fatalities. Although any 
structure can pose a collision risk to birds, the project does not contain tall structures 
that would extend into the airspace of birds migrating at high elevations. The project 
also does not contain thermal components or evaporation ponds, two design features 
that have been found to adversely affect birds at other solar projects. For the above 
reasons, the project is expected to have a minimal contribution to cumulative impacts on 
birds. Mitigation measures BIO-1, -3, -4, -7, and -8 will help offset direct, indirect, and 
cumulative impacts on birds. 

Summary 

The project may adversely affect special-status plants and special-status wildlife 
species, specifically desert tortoise, burrowing owl, and desert kit fox, although the 
potential for effects to these species is considered low. In addition, the project could 
result in adverse effects to protected nesting birds if implemented during the nesting 
season. Therefore, mitigation measures BIO-1 through BIO-8 are recommended to 
ensure potential project effects to special-status plants and wildlife species are avoided 
and/or minimized. 

b) Less Than Significant Impact:  

Sensitive Vegetation Communities: Big Galleta Shrub Steppe Alliance (G3S2) and Big 
Galleta-Creosote Bush Shrub Steppe Alliance (the latter is a subset of the former) are 
the only CNDDB globally and state-ranked communities of special concern (G or S rank 
1-3) in the survey area. The global rank is G3, the state rank is S2. CNDDB guidelines 
direct project proponents to determine if project-affected stands of certain vegetation 
types represent high-quality occurrences of the given community to determine if there 
would be significant impacts to the vegetation type1. Essentially the entire survey area is 
within the Big Galleta-Creosote Bush Shrub Steppe Alliance (see Table 2 and Figure 4 
of the BRA), with Big Galleta Shrub Steppe Alliance present only along the distribution 
line improvement route. Both have been substantially degraded by previous clearing, 
and are bordered by several anthropogenic features that directly impact the project site 
community through dust and trash, and the introduction of non-native noxious plant 
species. Because of this, and the relative commonness of these communities in the 
region, they are not considered high quality representations or rare in the area. 

Jurisdictional Waters: Based on a review of aerial images of the site and field 
verification, no on-site jurisdictional drainage features were noted (see Jurisdictional 

                                                           
1
 http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/vegcamp/natural_comm_background.asp#codes 
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Delineation of Wetlands/Waters Subject to Regulatory Authority [JD Report], Tetra 
Tech, Inc. 2012). Although the Hydrology Study completed for the site confirms that 
storm water has the potential to flow across the site generally from the southwest to the 
northeast, no definable channels or drainage features were observed during the survey 
conducted in May, 2012. A minor degree of erosion isolated to the southern portion of 
the earthen runway was observed (see Photograph 4 in JD Report). This erosion may 
have been a result of sheet flow originating on-site or from the cement plant located up 
gradient on the southwestern corner of the airport property, but is not considered to be 
subject to regulatory jurisdiction. 

The Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) asserts jurisdiction over all waters that are in use 
or were used in the past or may be susceptible to use in interstate or foreign commerce, 
including all waters which may be subject to the ebb and flow of the tide and are defined 
as Traditional Navigable Waters (U.S. ACOE and Environmental Protection Agency 
2007). Field observations and review of relevant aerial photographs and topographic 
maps confirm that there are no jurisdictional features on the site subject to regulatory 
authority by the ACOE. 

Under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act and the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act, 
the RWQCB Colorado River Basin asserts jurisdiction over jurisdictional wetlands and 
those non-isolated waters associated with Traditional Navigable Waters. Based on the 
absence of definable channels or drainages on the site, there are no jurisdictional 
features subject to regulatory authority by the RWQCB-Colorado River Basin. 

Under Section 1600 et. seq. of the California Department of Fish and Game Code, the 
CDFW regulates all diversions, obstructions, or changes to the natural flow or bed, 
channel, or bank of any river, stream or lake, which support fish or wildlife. No definable 
bed and bank drainage features subject to regulatory authority by the CDFW were 
found on the site. Based on the absence of definable drainages within the project site, 
there are no jurisdictional streambeds subject to regulatory authority by the CDFW. 

Summary 

The project will have a less than significant impact on sensitive vegetation communities 
and jurisdictional waters. Mitigation Measures BIO-1, -6, and -7 will help minimize 
potential impacts. 

c) No Impact: Based on a review of aerial images of the site and field verification, no 
federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) are present within the 
project area. (See Jurisdictional Delineation of Wetlands/Waters Subject to Regulatory 
Jurisdiction [JD Report], Tetra Tech 2012). Therefore, there would be no impacts to 
federally protected wetlands and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

d) Less Than Significant: There are no established wildlife corridors within the project 
area that would be impeded by project development. Some native wildlife species, 
especially those tolerant of human disturbances, may breed on the site, but no native 
wildlife have established nursery or breeding colonies on the site. There are no 
perennial water sources within the project area; therefore, there are no fish populations 
present. 
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Bighorn Sheep (CDFW Managed Game Species): CNDDB records indicate that the 
Little San Bernardino Mountains, approximately 2.5 miles south of the project, are 
occupied by bighorn sheep. Nelson’s bighorn sheep require steep, rocky terrain to 
escape predators and raise lambs, and movement corridors among mountain ranges 
are important to maintaining healthy populations. However, the project site does not 
contain suitable bighorn sheep lambing or foraging habitat; nor is it situated in a 
movement corridor between important mountain ranges. Residential and industrial 
development in the valley, lack of steep, rocky habitat on or near the project site, and 
the absence of occupied mountain ranges north of the project site preclude the use of 
this site by bighorn sheep. The project site is not within a known bighorn sheep corridor 
as identified in A Linkage Design for the Joshua Tree-Twentynine Palms Connection 
(Penrod et al. 2008). No evidence of Nelson’s bighorn sheep was found during field 
surveys. 

Summary 

The project will have a less than significant impact on wildlife corridors, nursery sites, or 
breeding colonies. The project may inhibit, but not obstruct general movement of 
ground-dwelling species, but impacts will be kept to less than significant levels with the 
implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 – BIO-8.  

e) Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated: The San Bernardino County 
General Plan (Conservation Element and Open Space Element) sets forth policies 
relevant to the protection of natural resources. The Conservation Element provides 
direction regarding the conservation, development, and utilization of the County of San 
Bernardino’s natural resources. Its objective is to prevent the wasteful exploitation, 
destruction and neglect of resources. The Open Space Element is interconnected, in 
varying degrees, to other elements of the General Plan (e.g., open space for the 
preservation of natural resources is directly related to the Conservation Element). The 
project is located in the Desert Region designated by the General Plan. In addition, San 
Bernardino County is in the process of writing a new section for the General Plan that 
addresses Renewable Energy and Conservation.  

The San Bernardino County Development Code recently amended chapter 84.29 to 
address renewable energy generation facilities, and chapter 810.01, definitions of the 
San Bernardino County Development Code, relating to the regulation of commercial 
solar energy generation facilities. The project will respect and abide by the policies and 
regulations set forth in the General Plan and the Development Code. 

Summary 

By abiding by the policies within the General Plan and County Code and implementing 
mitigation measures BIO-1 – BIO-8, impacts on natural resources will be less than 
significant. 

f) No Impact: The project and distribution line improvement area are not located within an 
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other 
approved local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan and will therefore have no 
impact on these areas. The project is within the Western Mohave Plan boundary; 
however, that plan applies only to the Federal Bureau of Land Management (BLM)-
administered lands and does not apply to the project because it is on private land. The 
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project is not located within USFWS-designated critical habitat; therefore, there would 
be no impact on critical habitat. There will be no impacts to these areas; therefore, no 
mitigation measures are necessary 

SIGNIFICANCE: Possible significant adverse impacts have been identified or anticipated and 
the following mitigation measures are required as conditions of project approval to reduce 
these impacts to a level below significant: 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES MITIGATION MEASURES: 

BIO-1  General Avoidance and Minimization Measures 

 Implement a worker environmental awareness training for all project 
personnel. 

 Limit areas of disturbance to the minimum necessary for development. 

 Salvage the topsoil containing the native seed bank and redistribute over 
temporarily disturbed areas to facilitate passive revegetation. 

 The project has been designed to minimize night lighting. All outdoor lighting, 
including street lighting, will be provided in accordance with the County Night 
Sky Protection Ordinance and will only be provided as necessary to meet 
safety standards. Outdoor lighting will be shielded or directed away from 
adjacent native habitat to protect species from direct night lighting. 

 The projected increases in noise will be reduced to the maximum extent 
practicable during construction activities. During all grading on-site, the 
construction contractors will equip all construction equipment, fixed or mobile, 
with properly operating and maintained mufflers, consistent with 
manufacturers' standards to reduce construction equipment noise to the 
maximum extent possible. Enforce a 15 mph speed limit on project roads. 

 Vehicles and equipment to remain on designated roadways 

 Standard dust control procedures will be implemented to minimize dust. If 
water is used as a dust suppressant, it will be administered such that pooling 
or ponding of water is minimized so that it does not provide a wildlife 
attractant. 

 Trash will be kept in raven and coyote-proof containers and removed regularly 
from the project so that it does not provide a wildlife attractant. 

BIO-2  Desert Tortoise 

There is no evidence that tortoises are using the project site or have used it in the 
recent past. Therefore, potential impacts to tortoises are expected to be limited to 
tortoises that may wander on site. If tortoises walk onto the project site, they could 
be injured or killed (e.g., collision with vehicles or equipment). Because of these 
reasons, the following mitigation measures are designed to avoid impacts to 
tortoises.  
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 Install permanent tortoise exclusion fencing around the perimeter of the main 
project site to exclude tortoise during construction and operation. Clearance 
surveys of the fenced site will be conducted by qualified biologists to ensure 
that no tortoises are inside the site. Clearance surveys will be conducted as 
soon as feasible after tortoise exclusion fencing is installed. Any newly 
installed fence will be monitored appropriately during and after fence 
installation to ensure that no tortoises exhibit fence walking behavior that could 
result in injury or death to the tortoise.  

 Monitor and maintain the fence at appropriate intervals throughout 
construction and operations. This includes monitoring during storm events or 
other circumstances that could damage the fence. 

 Enforce speed limits of 15 miles per hour on roads within the project site.  

 Ensure that a biological monitor is on site during all initial surface grubbing and 
grading in the event that a tortoise is encountered. Biological monitors must be 
present during construction of the perimeter fence, during ground disturbance 
in unfenced areas, and during active construction in unfenced areas to 
properly implement mitigation measures. A biologist must be available (not 
onsite) during construction activities in fenced areas that have been surveyed 
for and cleared of tortoises and other biological resources to promptly 
implement protection measures for biological resources in the unlikely event 
that a tortoise or other biological resource is detected onsite. 

BIO-3 Burrowing Owl 

Owls could move onto the site prior to project development, so focused burrowing 
owl take avoidance surveys will be completed according to CDFW (CDFG 2012) 
guidelines within 14 days of site grading. If owls are found on site prior to 
construction, a passive relocation plan may be developed to minimize impacts to 
onsite owls, and avoidance will adhere to CDFW guidance for avoidance buffers 
(CDFG 2012). Other standard measures such as speed limits, limiting the area of 
disturbance, and having a biological monitor present for construction outside of 
the fenced site will contribute toward avoiding and minimizing any potential 
impacts to this species and their habitat. 

BIO-4 Nesting Birds 

Vegetation removal during construction, and construction noise and activity, could 
potentially adversely impact nesting birds. Therefore, to the extent feasible, 
vegetation removal should take place outside of the breeding season, which is 
typically February 15 to August 31. If construction will take place during the 
breeding season, pre-construction clearance surveys to locate nesting birds 
should be conducted immediately prior to construction. If active nests are present 
within the construction area, they must be avoided by establishing a non-
disturbance buffer until the young fledge or the nest fails (as determined by a 
qualified biologist familiar with bird breeding and behavior). Nesting birds that are 
adjacent to active construction will also be avoided by this approved buffer. The 
buffer areas will be delineated and flagged to ensure avoidance.  
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BIO-5 Desert Kit Fox  

Kit fox could move onto the site prior to project development, so surveys will be 
completed within 30 days of site grading and may be conducted concurrently with 
desert tortoise surveys. Depending on the results of those surveys, a plan may be 
developed to address individuals that are denning within the project site. Other 
standard measures such as speed limits, limiting area of disturbance, and having 
biological monitors present will contribute toward minimizing any potential impacts 
to this species and their habitat. 

BIO-6 Protected Plants 

Species protected by the California Desert Native Plant Protection Act and the 
San Bernardino County Code (beavertail cactus, buckhorn cholla, Joshua tree, 
and silver cholla) are present on the project site and will be directly impacted by 
development. Where feasible, individuals of these species will be avoided. For 
those that cannot be avoided, removal will comply with the California Desert 
Native Plant Protection Act and the San Bernardino County Code and plants will 
be transplanted into the perimeter landscape buffer. 

BIO-7 Weed Management 

Due to the disturbed nature of the site, there are several established non-native 
species (i.e., weeds) present within the project. Although eradication of these 
existing weeds is not considered feasible, the following best management 
practices will be implemented during construction and operations of the project to 
help control the spread of existing weeds and the introduction of new weed 
species: 

 Limit the size of any vegetation/ground disturbance to a minimum and limit 
ingress and egress to defined routes; 

 Passively reestablish vegetation on temporarily disturbed sites;  

 Prevent spread of weeds via vehicular sources by implementing methods for 
cleaning construction vehicles; 

 Use only certified weed-free straw, hay bales, and seed if used for erosion 
control and sediment barrier installations; 

 Invasive, non-native species shall not be used in landscaping plans; 

 Monitor weed invasions and rapidly implement control measures to eradicate 
new weed invasions. 

BIO-8  Contribute to the USFWS Regional Raven Management Program to reduce raven 
impacts to desert tortoises. A one-time payment will be submitted the USFWS 
Regional Raven Management Program. The amount shall be a one-time payment 
of $105 per acre for the 115-acre project site. Payment will be to the National Fish 
and Wildlife Foundation (NFWF).  
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Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES -- Would the project:     

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

e) Cause a substantial change in the significance of a 
Tribal Cultural Resources as defined in §21074? 

    

 

Cultural Resources 

a) Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. AECOM (formerly URS) 
prepared a Phase I Cultural Resources Assessment (Cultural Assessment) for the 115-
acre project site in May and June 2012 (URS 2012). The purpose was to identify and 
document any cultural resources that might be located in the project's area of potential 
effect (APE) and to evaluate such resources pursuant to CEQA and the County's 
General Plan. The Cultural Assessment identified historic or archaeological properties 
by means of pedestrian survey and research in appropriate historical and 
archaeological archives.  

Phase I Literature Review and Records Search 

The Cultural Assessment relied on a cultural resources records search and literature 
review conducted by Tetra Tech through the California Historical Resources Information 
System (CHRIS) San Bernardino Archaeological Information Center (SBAIC) at the San 
Bernardino County Museum in Redlands, California in November 2011 (Tetra Tech 
2012a, 2012b, 2013). The records search also included a review of the California Points 
of Historical Interest (CPHI), the California Historical Landmarks (CHL), the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP), the California Register of Historical Resources 
(CRHR), and the California State Historic Resources Inventory (HRI) listings. 

The records search revealed that no previous cultural resources studies had been 
conducted and no cultural resources have been recorded within the project site. One 
linear survey had been conducted along the northern and eastern boundaries, but 
outside of the project site. Tetra Tech (2012a, 2012b, and 2013) describe the 
archaeological resources in the site vicinity. Per the CPHI, CHL, CRHR, NRHP, and 
HRI listings, one known archaeological site, a sparse prehistoric lithic scatter, was 
recorded adjacent to the northern boundary of the project site. Subsequent to the 
records search, Tetra Tech conducted cultural resource surveys on properties adjacent 
to the project site (Tetra Tech 2012a and 2013). These surveys identified several 
additional resources including 10 prehistoric isolated artifacts (isolates), 13 historic 
isolates, 10 prehistoric archaeological sites, and 8 historic-era archaeological sites. The 
prehistoric isolates include debitage and pottery, while the historic isolates are limited to 
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refuse. The prehistoric sites include lithic and artifact scatters and the historic sites 
include refuse scatters, a homestead, and a road. These resources confirm the 
presence of past prehistoric and historic occupation in the immediate vicinity. However, 
the project would not impact any of those resources due to their distance from the site. 

Phase I NAHC Records Search and Consultation 

Tetra Tech (2012a, 2012b, and 2013) provide summary accounts of the several 
ethnographic groups claiming affiliation to the project study area. These Native 
American groups include the Serrano, Chemehuevi, and Cahuilla. Accordingly, Tetra 
Tech commissioned a Sacred Lands File (SLF) records search in November 2011 
through the California Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), which is the 
State's trustee agency for the protection and preservation of Native American cultural 
resources. The SLF search did not indicate the presence of Native American or 
prehistoric cultural resources (including properties, places, or archaeological sites) 
within or near the project site. 

The absence of listings in the SLF is not evidence that sacred resources do not exist in 
the area. Thus, NAHC provided Tetra Tech a list of culturally affiliated tribes and 
individuals that may have knowledge of the religious and cultural significance of historic 
properties in and near the APE. NextEra made initial contact with several area Tribes 
prior to 2014, in order to determine whether sensitive cultural resources were in close 
proximity to the site. Those prior contacts made NextEra aware of regional Tribes 
concerns about impacts on the Oasis of Mara, located near the entrance to Joshua Tree 
National Park. NextEra formally contacted representatives from seven tribes in 
November 2014: Chemehuevi Indian Tribe, Colorado River Indian Tribes, Fort Mojave 
Indian Tribe, Morongo Band of Mission Indians, Ramona Band of Cahuilla Mission 
Indians, San Manuel Band of Mission Indians, and Twenty-Nine Palms Band of Mission 
Indians. To date, NextEra has received three responses. Twenty-Nine Palms Band of 
Mission Indians responded verbally, and expressed interest in updates on project 
status. The San Manuel Band of Mission Indians provided verbal and written responses 
in January and February 2015. The tribe recommended that the project be monitored by 
a cultural team consisting of a qualified Archaeologist and Native American Cultural 
Resources Specialist. In addition, the tribe noted that if no cultural resources are 
identified during initial grading of the project site the need for a cultural crew could be 
suspended.  San Bernardino County has been consulting with the San Manuel Tribe 
under the AB 52 process.  Additionally, San Bernardino County has engaged in 
consultation with the Soboba and Morongo Tribes.  

In addition to this tribal response, NextEra became aware that the Oasis of Mara is 
currently being evaluated for a possible nomination to the National Register of Historic 
Places as a Traditional Cultural Property, following up on prior efforts begun by the 
National Park Service. However, the Oasis of Mara is located approximately 13 miles 
away from the project site and is not visible from the project site.  

Phase I Pedestrian Field Survey 

To identify any previously unrecorded archaeological resources and to determine the 
potential for buried archaeological deposits, AECOM performed pedestrian field surveys 
of the project site on May 18 and June 14-15, 2012. Results of the survey are 
documented in URS (2012). AECOM identified two prehistoric archaeological resources 

99 of 467



Initial Study  Page 43 of 94 
Joshua Tree Solar Farm 
January 2016 

 

(lithic scatters), two historic-era archaeological resources (refuse scatters), and two 
isolates (one piece of prehistoric debitage and one piece of historic refuse) on-site 
during these studies. In addition, AECOM identified Roy Williams Airport itself as a 
historic built environment resource. Each resource has been evaluated for CRHR-
eligibility based upon surface findings; subsurface testing was not conducted. None of 
the resources were recommended as CRHR-eligible (“historical resources”) by AECOM, 
nor do the archaeological resources appear to be “unique archaeological resources.” 
Therefore, impacts to the resources as a result of the project are not considered a 
significant effect on the environment. It should be noted, however, that the CRHR-
eligibility recommendations have not yet been concurred with by the SHPO or other 
local agency.  

Historic-era isolate JT-ISO-022 includes two church key opened beverage cans and one 
rotary opened sanitary. This isolate provides evidence of historic-period use of the area, 
but offers no further data potential. Additionally, isolated finds are considered 
“historically not significant” and ineligible for nomination to the CRHR. As a rule, such 
remains do not require further consideration within the resource management process.  

Prehistoric-era isolate JT-ISO-04 consists of one black cryptocrystalline silicate 
secondary flake (type of debitage). This isolate provides evidence of prehistoric use of 
the area, but offers no further data potential. Additionally, as explained above isolated 
finds are considered “historically not significant,” ineligible for nomination to the CRHR, 
and do not require further consideration within the resource management process.  

Site JT-01 is a historic refuse scatter near the northeast corner of the project site. The 
primary cultural constituents of the site consist of historic cans, including a church key 
opened sanitary can (post 1935), solder dot cans (post 1840s), oil cans, crushed 
sanitary cans (post 1920), a paint can, glass bottle bases with various maker’s marks 
(1896 – 1965), and metal and glass fragments (post 1930). The surface assemblage 
contains a total of 145 artifacts distributed throughout the site. The overall artifact 
density at the site is considered low. The condition of this site is fair with only slight 
disturbances due to activity associated with the Roy Williams Airport. Based upon the 
cultural constituents, the physical context, and the results of additional archival 
research, AECOM interpreted the site as representative of in-situ refuse disposal. Dates 
of manufacture can be determined for some of the artifacts present at JT-01, primarily 
dating to the post 1920 period. Nevertheless, the time between the initial 
use/consumption of the artifacts and their ultimate disposal cannot be known so the 
specific date of their disposal cannot be reliably determined. The historical significance 
of JT-01 within the project area was evaluated by AECOM, who recommended the site 
as not eligible for listing on the CRHR. 

Site JT-03 consists of a historic refuse scatter near the middle of the northern project 
boundary. The primary cultural constituents of the site consist of historic cans and bottle 
glass, including vent hole cans, a metal bodied oil filter, fragments of bottle glass (post 
1930), a glass ink bottle base (post 1930), a paint can, an oil can, a church-key opened 

                                                           
2
 AECOM has not submitted URS (2012) to the SBAIC to record the resources with the SHPO and obtain 
Smithsonian trinomials and State Primary numbers. The temporary field numbers assigned by AECOM to each 
resource are therefore used here. 
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juice can (post 1935), a coffee tin, sanitary cans with rotary and P-38 openings (post 
1920), church-key opened beverage cans (post 1935), pulltab beverage cans (post 
1963), and glass bottle bases with various maker’s marks (ca. 1955). The surface 
assemblage contains three discrete loci of artifacts and a total of 194 artifacts 
throughout. The condition of this site is fair with only slight alterations due to activity 
associated with the nearby Roy Williams Airport. AECOM has interpreted the site 
representative of in-situ refuse disposal. Dates of manufacture can be determined for 
some of the artifacts present at JT-03, primarily dating to the post 1920 period. 
Nevertheless, the time between the initial use/consumption of the artifacts and their 
ultimate disposal cannot be known so the specific date of their disposal cannot be 
reliably determined. The historical significance of JT-03 within the project area was 
evaluated by AECOM, who recommended the site as not eligible for listing on the 
CRHR. 

Site JT-05 is a sparse prehistoric lithic scatter in the northwest quadrant of the project 
site. The cultural constituents observed within this site include eight pieces of 
cryptocrystalline silicate debitage from various stages of tool production. The overall 
artifact density at the site is low. The condition of this site is fair with only slight 
alterations due to activity associated with the nearby Roy Williams Airport. AECOM has 
interpreted the site as a lithic reduction locality, based upon the cultural constituents and 
the physical context. Based on the singular lithic material found within this site and the 
sparse distribution, the site appears to represent one episode or locality of lithic 
reduction. AECOM has recommended the site as not eligible for listing on the CRHR. 

Site JT-06 is also a prehistoric lithic scatter site in the northwest quadrant of the project 
site. The cultural constituents observed within this site include 103 pieces of 
cryptocrystalline silicate debitage from various stages of tool production. The overall 
artifact density at the site is low. The condition of this site is fair with only slight 
alterations due to activity associated with the nearby Roy Williams Airport. AECOM has 
interpreted the site as a lithic reduction locality, based upon the cultural constituents and 
the physical context. Based on the varied cryptocrystalline silicate materials represented 
in the assemblage and the sparse distribution, the site appears to represent several 
episodes or localities of lithic reduction. AECOM has recommended the site as not 
eligible for listing on the CRHR. 

The historic-era Roy Williams Airport, once known as the Hi-Desert Airport, is 
encompassed by the project. The site includes two runways (1928-1929, altered pre-
1955 and 1973-1975), a self-service fueling area, and approximately 10 buildings (Kiosk 
– c. 1973-1975; Main Building – c. 1973-1975; Pool House – c. 1973-1975; Water 
Tower – c. 1973-1975; Guesthouse – c. 1955-1975; Open Hangars – c. 1973-1975; 
Enclosed Hangars – c. 1973-1975; Sheds – c. 1973-1975; and Miscellaneous 
Structures – c. 1973-1974). The airport was originally established as a private landing 
strip in 1928-29, and is still privately-owned, previously serving small aircraft as a fly-in 
airport to the Morongo Basin and the communities of Twentynine Palms, Sunfair, and 
Joshua Tree. The property footprint has a large additive rectangular form, with most of 
the buildings and structures clustered in the southern portion of the property. The 
buildings and structures do not appear to be arranged in a visual hierarchy or have a 
specific datum; rather, buildings were sited near one another based primarily on their 
functions. While the airport was first developed in the 1920s, there are no buildings or 
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structures at the property which convey this period of development. Therefore, the 
property no longer appears to be associated with early aviation events in the area. The 
buildings were primarily constructed less than 45 years ago (1973-1975) and are not 
representative of any earlier period of the property’s history. They are very common 
examples of eclectic architecture, and do not possess high artistic value. The property 
as a whole has had substantial alterations and no longer is reflective of an aviation-
related property from the 1920s. The Roy Williams Airport also does not appear to be 
associated with any significant people. Although the airport is named after Mickey 
Mouse Club and Disney artist Roy Williams, he does not appear to be directly 
associated with the airport. Rather, the airport is merely named after him, and appears 
to have been named only within the past 35 years. AECOM has therefore 
recommended the airport as not eligible for listing on the CRHR. 

Despite the lack of impacts to known resources, the active depositional environment of 
the project site along with the distribution of archaeological resources in the surrounding 
area suggests there is a potential to encounter unknown archaeological resources at 
depth across the project site during construction-related excavation activities. To 
identify, evaluate, and recover buried archaeological resources that may be accidentally 
encountered during excavation activities, Tetra Tech has provided mitigation measures 
that, when implemented, would reduce impacts to potential historical resources to a 
level that is less than significant. See mitigation measure CR-1 below. 

b) Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The project would not 
cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a known archaeological 
resource pursuant to §15064.5 (see Item V.a above). The Cultural Assessment (URS 
2012) has recommended that the known archaeological resources in the project area 
are not unique archaeological or historical resources; therefore, pending concurrence 
on those eligibility recommendations, the effects of the project on those resources are 
not considered a significant effect on the environment (CEQA Guidelines 
§15064.5(c)(4)). However, mitigation measures provide that the applicant shall retain a 
qualified archaeologist to monitor all ground-disturbing activities and excavations on the 
project site. In the event of the discovery of buried cultural resources, the project 
Archaeologist would temporarily redirect activities from the vicinity of the find in order to 
evaluate the significance of the resource and to provide proper management 
recommendations. See mitigation measure CR-1 below. 

c) Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. A paleontological study 
has not been conducted specifically for this project. However, such a study was 
conducted for the nearby Cascade Solar Project (PCR 2011b). Paleontological 
sensitivity of the Joshua Tree Solar project site can be inferred from that assessment, 
which did not identify any unique geologic features or surficial paleontological resources 
on or adjacent to the Cascade Solar site. Both the Cascade Solar and Joshua Tree 
Solar project sites are within the Mojave geomorphic province, which is characterized by 
eroded mountains separated by wide alluvial valleys and an abundance of playas 
associated with numerous drainage basins, including the Twentynine Palms Basin. This 
basin, which includes the project sites, dips to the east and is composed of alluvial 
depositional valleys separated by eroding hills. PCR (2011b) concluded the surface 
sediments in the area to be recent Quaternary alluvium with older Pleistocene (ca. 
10,000 – 2.6 million years ago) alluvial deposits underneath. Many scientifically 
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important vertebrate fossils have been reported from Pleistocene sediments in the area, 
including ground sloths, saber-tooth cats, pumas, mammoths, badgers, horses, bison, 
big horn sheep, camels, llamas, deer, pronghorn, and gophers (PCR 2011b). 

The documented older alluvium in the area, numerous scientifically important 
Pleistocene fossils recovered from the region, and presence of a modern ephemeral dry 
lake (Coyote Dry Lake) east of the project site suggests a high potential to retain buried 
paleontological resources at depth. The close proximity of Coyote Dry Lake increases 
the likelihood for the recovery of Pleistocene fossils. Lacustrine (lake) environments 
have a high potential for fossil preservation if deposition is significant enough and during 
times of increased precipitation, dry lakes are considered oases, attracting animals that 
live in an otherwise harsh environment. During the last glacial maximum (approximately 
21,000 years before present), the size of Coyote Lake was presumably larger and more 
attractive to animals because of increased precipitation and overall cooler climatic 
conditions in California. Furthermore, the general trend toward finer-grained sands, silts, 
and clays at depths greater than two meters (5.5 to 6 feet) in this area indicates the 
possible presence of older (fossiliferous) alluvial sediments and lacustrine (lake) 
sediments at these depths. 

The project-related ground-disturbing activities, such as grading and trenching, have the 
potential to impact buried paleontological resources. Therefore, if grading or excavation 
activities reach depths of two meters or more (5.5 to 6 feet), then mitigation measure 
PR-1 would be implemented to evaluate and recover paleontological resources. The 
mitigation measure would reduce impacts on non-renewable paleontological resources 
to a level that is less than significant. 

d) Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The Cultural Assessment 
did not encounter any human remains (URS 2012). The project site is not located on or 
near a known cemetery, and no human remains are anticipated to be disturbed during 
the construction phase.  

e) Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated.  Tribal cultural resources will 
not be impacted as a result of this project being constructed with implementation of 
mitigation measures proposed below. There are no known cultural resources of concern 
to any of the Tribes who have expressed an interest in the project.  An Unanticipated 
Discoveries Plan will be reviewed and approved by the Tribes who are consulting with 
the County through the AB 52 process. Tribal and Archeological monitors will be onsite 
during initial ground disturbing activities. Mitigation measures will be implemented as 
listed in the Cultural Resources Mitigation Measures listed below.  

SIGNIFICANCE: Possible significant adverse impacts have been identified or anticipated and 
the following mitigation measures are required as conditions of project approval to reduce 
these impacts to a level below significant: 
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CULTURAL RESOURCES MITIGATION MEASURES: 

CR-1 A Tribal Cultural Resources Monitoring, Discovery, Treatment and Disposition 
Plan will be established prior to commencing construction. The Plan will address 
Tribal monitoring and evaluation/disposition of new discoveries including human 
remains. The Plan will allow for one or more Native American cultural resources 
specialists to monitor all ground-disturbing activities and excavations on the 
project site. If any Cultural Resources are encountered, ground-disturbing 
activities in the area shall be temporarily redirected from the vicinity of the find. All 
cultural resources encountered will be documented on the California Department 
of Parks and Recreation Site Forms to be filed with the CHRIS SBAIC. If any 
human remains are encountered unexpectedly during construction or grading 
activities, the Applicant will comply with State Health and Safety Code Section 
7050.5 such that no further disturbance in the area of such discovery occurs until 
the County Coroner has made necessary findings as to origin and disposition 
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. If any such remains are 
determined to be of Native American descent, the County Coroner will notify the 
NAHC, which is required to identify the person(s) thought to be the Most Likely 
Descendent of the deceased Native American, who then, in consultation with the 
landowner, will take additional steps, as necessary, in accordance with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064.5(e) and Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. 

 

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES MITIGATION MEASURES: 

PR-1 Prior to the approval of the project plans and specifications by San Bernardino 
County, the project shall confirm that the plans and specifications stipulate that if 
evidence of subsurface paleontological resources are found during construction, 
excavation and other construction activity in that area shall cease and the 
contractor shall contact a certified Paleontologist to determine the extent of the 
find and take proper actions.  
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Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS -- Would the project:     

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

    

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

    

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?     

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

    

iv) Landslides?     

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

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

    

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B 
of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating 
substantial risks to life or property? 

    

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

    

 

Geology 

a)  

i) Less than Significant Impact.  

The western and eastern portions of the site are mapped on the Joshua Tree North 
and Sunfair Quadrangles, respectively. Based on information presented in the 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning (AP) maps, the site is not located on a 
potentially active fault or within the boundaries of a fault zone requiring special 
studies. The nearest mapped fault zone is located approximately 2,000 feet 
southeast and southwest of the site. While the potential for onsite ground rupture 
cannot be totally discounted (e.g., unmapped faults could conceivably underlie the 
project corridor), the likelihood of such an occurrence is considered low due to the 
absence of known faults within the site. 

The site is approximately 0.7 mile north of the Pinto Mountain fault zone and 1.6 
miles southwest of the Coyote Mountains fault zone. The project would not include 
any habitable structures. Nonetheless, the design of any structures onsite would 
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incorporate measures to accommodate projected seismic loading, pursuant to 
existing California Building Code (CBC) and local building regulations. Specific 
measures that may be used for the project include proper fill composition and 
compaction; anchoring (or other means of for securing applicable structures); and 
the use of appropriate pipeline materials, dimensions and flexible joints. Based on 
the incorporation of applicable measures into project design and construction, 
potential project impacts associated with strong seismic ground shaking would be 
less than significant. 

ii) Less than Significant Impact. The project site is within a seismically active region 
and is potentially subject to strong ground acceleration from earthquake events 
along major regional faults. The San Andreas Fault (located 23 miles southwest of 
the site) as a whole is capable of generating significant seismic activity but it has not 
been particularly active along its southern segment. The Coyote Mountains and 
Pinto Mountain faults are closer to the project site, but are capable of producing 
much smaller earthquakes than the San Andreas fault. With the application of the 
California Building Code and local building requirements, potential project impacts 
associated with strong seismic ground shaking would be less than significant. 

iii) Less than Significant Impact. Liquefaction is the phenomenon whereby soils lose 
shear strength and exhibit fluid-like flow behavior. Other types of seismic-related 
ground failure include ground rupture landslides, dynamic ground subsidence (or 
settlement), and lateral spreading. 

Loose granular soils are most susceptible to liquefaction, and the phenomenon is 
generally restricted to saturated or near-saturated soils at depths of less than 50 
feet. The soils underlying the site include Quaternary alluvial deposits, which are 
composed of loose to medium-dense sands underlain by complex interbeds of fine 
sand, silt, and clay. A review of groundwater level measurements from well logs 
indicates that the groundwater level in the area is approximately 200 feet in depth. 
Due to the depth of groundwater below the site, the site is not considered to be 
susceptible to liquefaction. The potential project impacts associated with liquefaction 
would be less than significant and no further analysis is warranted. 

iv) No Impact. The project would not have any risks associated with landslides. 
Landslides are the downslope movement of geologic materials. The stability of 
slopes is related to a variety of factors, including the slope’s steepness, the strength 
of geologic materials, and the characteristics of bedding planes, joints, faults, 
vegetation, surface water, and groundwater conditions. The project area is relatively 
flat terrain where landslides have not historically been an issue; therefore, no 
significant impacts are anticipated with respect to seismic-related (or other) landslide 
hazards, and no further analysis is warranted. 

b) Less than Significant Impact. Construction activities could result in soil erosion if the 
site is not properly designed. The potential impacts of soil erosion would be minimized 
through implementation of Development Code requirements. Specifically, the applicant 
would prepare a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan that would prescribe temporary 
Best Management Practices (BMPs) to control wind and water erosion during and 
shortly after construction of the project. The impact on soil erosion is less than 
significant and no further analysis is warranted. 
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c) Less than Significant Impact. The Geotechnical Evaluation (February 13, 2015) 
described the soil conditions encountered at the boring and test pit locations at the 
project site as generally consisting of sand with varying amounts of silt and gravel. The 
sand was generally loose to medium dense. Cobbles were present in the majority of the 
test pits to the maximum depth explored. From a geotechnical standpoint, the site is 
well-suited for standard spread foundations or pier foundations to support the structures 
associated with the solar array. During construction, the project structural engineer 
would provide on-site observation of site preparation and grading, fill placement and 
foundation installation, thus ensuring that geotechnical conditions are as anticipated and 
that the contractor’s work meets with the criteria in the approved plans and 
specifications. 

Overall, adherence to the Geotechnical Investigation recommendations and 
implementation of San Bernardino County Development Code grading standards, as 
applicable, would minimize the potential impact of on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. General Plan Geologic Hazards 
Overlay mapping (FI23 C, Sunfair) for the project area indicates that the area is not 
subject to landslide or liquefaction risks. The impact of geologic instability is therefore 
less than significant and no further analysis is warranted. 

d) Less than Significant Impact. Expansive (or shrink-swell) behavior is attributable to 
the waterholding capacity of clay minerals and can adversely affect the structural 
integrity of facilities. In general, compliance with Building Code requirements would 
minimize potential impacts to project facilities. The surface soils are typically granular 
blends of sand and silt and considered non-critically expansive. Prior to placing any fills 
or constructing any overlying improvements, exposed soils would be scarified, moisture 
conditioned, and compacted according to the Geotechnical Investigation specifications. 
The investigation also notes that the surface soils are typically loose to medium dense, 
and that a potential exists for increased subsidence in site grades due to compaction 
efforts.  

The lack of housing or permanent employees on the site ensures that risks to human 
safety would be minimal. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant and no 
further analysis is warranted. 

e) No Impact. The project does not propose to use septic tanks or alternative wastewater 
disposal systems; therefore, no impacts are would occur. No further analysis is 
warranted. 

SIGNIFICANCE: No significant adverse impacts are identified or anticipated and no mitigation 
measures are required. 
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Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS -- Would the 
project: 

    

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

    

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

    

 

Greenhouse Gas 

a) Less than Significant Impact. The project would not generate GHG emissions, either 
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the environment. The project 
would comply with the San Bernardino County Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction 
Plan. In September 2006, the State enacted the Global Warming Solutions Act 
(Assembly Bill 32), which was created to address greenhouse gases emitted by human 
activity and implicated in global climate change. The Act requires that the GHG 
emissions in California be reduced to 1990 levels by 2020. This is part of a larger plan 
in which California hopes to reduce its emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 
2050. This reduction shall be accomplished through an enforceable statewide cap on 
GHG emissions that shall be phased in starting in 2012 and regulated by the California 
Air Resources Board (CARB). With this Act in place, CARB is in charge of setting 
specific standards for different source emissions, as well as monitoring whether they are 
being met. 

Additionally, through the California Climate Action Registry (CCAR, now called the 
Climate Action Reserve), general and industry-specific protocols for assessing and 
reporting GHG emissions have been developed. GHG sources are categorized into 
direct sources (i.e., from the project site itself and from activities directly associated with 
operations) and indirect sources (i.e., not directly associated with the project, but 
impacted by its operations). Direct sources include combustion emissions from on-and 
off-road mobile sources, and fugitive emissions. Indirect sources include off-site 
electricity generation and non-company owned mobile sources. 

As discussed in the Air Quality section of this document, the project’s primary 
contribution to air emissions is attributable to construction activities, including the 
delivery of PV panels, support structures and other project equipment to the site. Project 
construction would result in GHG emissions from construction equipment, panel and 
project equipment deliveries, and construction workers’ personal vehicles traveling to 
and from the site. Construction-related GHG emissions vary depending on the level of 
activity, length of the construction period, specific construction operations, types of 
equipment, and number of personnel. 

The primary emissions that would result from the project occur as carbon dioxide (CO2) 
from gasoline and diesel combustion, with more limited vehicle tailpipe emissions of 
nitrous oxide (N2O) and methane (CH4), as well as other GHG emissions related to 
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vehicle cooling systems. During its operational life, the project would offset its 
operational GHG emissions since development of renewable energy resources is an 
integral component of the California AB 32 implementation strategy.  

Generating power from solar energy is a substantial reduction in GHG emissions over 
conventional power generation from the combustion of fossil fuels. The solar energy 
produced by the project is estimated at 20 MW and would provide an estimated 
reduction of 34,050 tons of CO2e per year during operation. After analyzing the project’s 
operation emissions of 17.39 tons of CO2e annually, the net operation emissions would 
displace approximately 34,033 tons of CO2e each year during operation, which would 
provide a net benefit to the environment. Therefore, project operational GHG impacts 
are considered beneficial.  

b) Less than Significant Impact. The project would not conflict with any applicable plan, 
policy or regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of 
greenhouse gases. The project would also comply with the San Bernardino County 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Plan.  

SIGNIFICANCE: No significant adverse impacts are identified or anticipated and no mitigation 
measures are required. 
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Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

Hazards 

a) Less than Significant Impact. The project is not expected to result in impacts from 
hazards and hazardous materials with respect to creating a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials. This is because the project would not involve the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials as defined by the Hazardous Materials Transportation 
Uniform Safety Act. During construction, the project would involve the transport of 
general construction materials (i.e., concrete, wood, metal, fuel, etc.) as well as the 
materials necessary to construct the PV arrays. Construction activities would involve the 
use of hazardous materials such as fuels and greases for the fueling and servicing of 
construction equipment. Such substances may be stored in temporary storage 
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tanks/sheds that would be located on the project site. Although these types of materials 
are not acutely hazardous, they are classified as hazardous materials and create the 
potential for accidental spillage, which could expose workers. The use, storage, 
transport, and disposal of hazardous materials used in construction of the facility would 
be carried out in accordance with federal, state, and County regulations. No extremely 
hazardous substances (i.e., governed under Title 40, Part 335 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations) are anticipated to be produced, used, stored, transported, or disposed of 
as a result of project construction. As needed, Material Safety Data Sheets for all 
applicable materials present on-site would be made readily available to on-site 
personnel as required by the San Bernardino County Fire Department Hazardous 
Materials Division. During construction of the facility, non-hazardous construction debris 
would be generated and disposed of in local landfills. Sanitary waste would be managed 
using portable toilets, with waste being disposed of at approved sites. 

The PV panels and inverters would produce no waste during operation. PV panels are 
in a solid and non-leachable state; broken PV panels would not be a source of pollution 
to stormwater. The only potentially hazardous material within the fully operational site 
would be the mineral insulating oil in the step-up transformers. The transformer oil has 
low toxicity and is a fully bio-neutral, biodegradable fluid. In the case of a major 
transformer breach, oil would be captured in a built-in oil containment system suitably 
sized to accommodate the maximum possible spillage. Upon leakage / failure, the 
seeped fluid would be removed by a certified vehicle and recapture system and the 
entire transformer would be replaced. 

There are no designated truck routes on or immediately adjacent to the project site. The 
closest route is SR-62, located approximately 1.3 miles to the south of the project 
entrance and accessible via Sunfair Road. 

The project would be required to comply with federal, state, and county laws, 
ordinances, and regulations including the San Bernardino Construction Waste 
Management Plan and the Construction and Demolition Waste Recycling Guide and 
Directory. Therefore, the project would result in less-than-significant impacts related to 
the creation of significant hazards through the routine transport, use, or disposal of 
hazardous materials. 

b) Less than Significant Impact. The project would not create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident 
conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment. With the 
exception of construction-related materials such as fuels, lubricants, adhesives, and 
solvents, the project would not generate or require the use or storage of significant 
quantities of hazardous substances. The toxicity and potential release of these 
materials would depend on the quantity of material, type of storage container, safety 
protocols used on the site, location and/or proximity to residences, frequency and 
duration of spills or storage leaks, and the reactivity of hazardous substances with other 
materials. Therefore, a complete list of all materials used on-site, how the materials 
would be transported, and in what form they would be used would be recorded to 
maintain safety and prevent possible environmental contamination or worker exposure. 
Compliance with regulations and standard protocols during the storage, transportation, 
and usage of any hazardous materials would ensure no substantial impacts would 
occur. The PV panels used in the project are environmentally sealed collections of PV 
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cells that require no chemicals and produce no waste materials. As such, there is a 
less-than significant impact associated with creating a significant hazard to the public or 
the environment. 

An empty 10,000 gallon underground storage tank previously used for airport fueling 
was removed from the project site in October 2015.  The tank removal and closure was 
overseen by the San Bernardino County Fire Department. No hydrocarbon 
contamination exists at the project site.   

c) No Impact. There are no existing or planned schools within one-quarter mile of the 
project site. The nearest schools are Copper Mountain Head Start, approximately 
2 miles to the southeast, and Joshua Tree Elementary School, approximately four miles 
to the southwest. Additionally, operations and maintenance of the project would not 
produce hazardous emissions. No significant adverse impacts related to hazardous 
emissions or the handling of hazardous materials near schools would result from 
implementation of the project. 

d) No Impact. The project site is not located on a known site that is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. 
The project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment. 
Therefore, the project would result in a less than significant impact associated with 
hazardous materials sites. 

e) Less than Significant Impact. The project area is the decommissioned Roy Williams 
Airport (Hi Desert Airport). No other airport is within 2 miles.  

The project site lies under Military Special Use Airspace associated with the Marine 
Corps Air Ground Combat Center. The project is required to strictly adhere to San 
Bernardino County’s Glare and Outdoor Lighting Ordinance to ensure that lighting from 
the project does not interfere with Marine Corps Air Ground Combat Center nighttime 
training activities.  

f) No Impact. The project area is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip; 
therefore, it would not result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the 
project area. The nearest private airstrip is the Cones Field, located approximately 11 
miles to the east of the project site. There is no impact and no further analysis is 
warranted. 

g) No Impact. Activities associated with the project would not impede existing emergency 
response plans for the project site and/or other land uses in the project vicinity. The 
project would not result in any closures of existing roadways that might have an effect 
on emergency response or evacuation plans in the vicinity of the project site. In 
addition, all vehicles and stationary equipment would be staged off public roads and 
would not block emergency access routes. Accordingly, implementation of the project 
would not impair implementation of, or physically interfere with, an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan. There is no impact and no further 
analysis is warranted. 

h) Less than Significant Impact. The project site is not within an area of high or very high 
fire hazard, as determined by San Bernardino County Fire. However, any development, 
along with the associated human activity, in previously undeveloped areas increases 
the potential of the occurrence of wildfires in the region. Although vegetation on the 
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project site consists of native grasses and shrubs, species of non-native plants (noxious 
weeds) included on the weed list of the California Department of Food and Agriculture 
(CDFA 2010) occur in the project area. In addition to posing a major threat to biological 
resources, the spread of noxious weeds can result in increased fire frequency by 
providing sufficient fuel to carry fires. As a condition of project approval, the developer 
shall comply with San Bernardino County weed abatement regulations [SBCC§ 23.031-
23.043] and periodically clear the site of all non-complying vegetation, including weeds 
such as Russian thistle (tumbleweed, Sa/sola tragus), London rocket (Sisymbrium itio), 
redstem filaree (Erodium cicutarium), foxtail chess (Bromus madritensis) and 
cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum). The project shall also conform to the requirements of 
the Safety Element of the General Plan and the applicable portions of the San 
Bernardino County Code (primarily Title 2, Division 3, “Fire Protection and Explosives 
and Hazardous Materials”). Through compliance with these standards, the risks 
associated with wildfires on the project site are reduced to below a level of significance. 
No further analysis is warranted. 

SIGNIFICANCE: No significant adverse impacts are identified or anticipated and no mitigation 
measures are required. 
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Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?     

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

    

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

    

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

    

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?     

 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

a) Less than Significant Impact. The Wallace Group prepared a Preliminary Hydrology 
Study (Hydrology Study) for the project site in January 2015. The purpose was to 
analyze off-site and on-site hydrology and drainage for the pre- and post-development 
scenarios. The Hydrology Study was prepared using the San Bernardino County 
Hydrology Manual and data available through the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA).  

114 of 467



Initial Study  Page 58 of 94 
Joshua Tree Solar Farm 
January 2016 

 

The project would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements. During the construction period, potential erosion/sedimentation and 
hazardous materials impacts would be avoided or reduced below a level of significance 
through conformance with a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan that would describe 
the various structural and nonstructural water quality management measures to be 
used. Measures may include installation of straw bale barriers, silt fences, stockpile 
coverings, sediment basins, and other similar measures. 

Site Design BMPs are used to reduce stormwater runoff by minimizing the project's 
impervious footprint. The site design allows off-site runoff to flow through the site to 
preserve the existing flow patterns in the area. Impervious areas on the project site are 
limited to equipment pads and solar panel pier foundations, totaling less than one 
percent of the total project footprint. In addition, existing impervious surfaces such as 
concrete pads and structures are to be removed as a part of the project. The 
combination of minimizing impervious area and removing existing impervious surfaces 
minimizes offsite stormwater runoff and is consistent with Site Design BMP goals. 

Source Control BMPs, both during and post-construction, are used to reduce the 
potential for stormwater runoff and pollutants from coming into contact with one another. 
Construction equipment will utilize various potential pollutants such as hydraulic oil, 
diesel fuel, grease, lubricants, solvents, adhesives, paints, and other petroleum-based 
products contained in construction vehicles. All potentially hazardous materials would 
be contained, stored, and used in accordance with the manufacturers’ instructions and 
handled in compliance with the applicable standards and regulations, such as those 
administered by the San Bernardino County Fire Department, Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration, and the California Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration. 

The only potentially hazardous material within the fully operation site would be the 
mineral insulating oil in the step-up transformers. The transformer oil has low toxicity 
and is a fully bio-neutral, biodegradable fluid. In the case of a major transformer breach, 
oil would be captured in a built-in oil containment system suitably sized to accommodate 
the maximum possible spillage. Upon leakage failure, the seeped fluid would be 
removed by a certified vehicle and recapture system and the entire transformer would 
be replaced. 

Implementation of the site design BMPs, and construction and post-construction BMPs, 
would ensure that water quality impacts are less than significant. Please also see Items 
IX.c and IX.d below. 

b) Less than Significant Impact.  

The project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with 
groundwater recharge. Water demand is further described in the Utilities section of this 
Initial Study. At peak demand, approximately 30 acre feet of water will be needed during 
the six months of project construction. The water will likely be provided by the JBWD, 
and represents less than 2% of the average annual water provided to the region through 
the JBWD (approximately 1,700 acre feet per year). 

On October 23, 2015, JBWD issued a “Conditional Will Serve Letter” for the project in 
response to its inquiry for future water service. This letter states that due to the current 
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Declared State of Emergency in California, the JBWD must implement water service 
conservation measures and restrictions. Thus, future water service for the project could 
not be guaranteed at that time, and would be subject to meeting a number of specific 
conditions.   

The JBWD has a recharge program in place whereby surface water is transferred 
through the Morongo pipeline, to a recharge pond owned by JBWD, and allowed to 
recharge back into the underlying aquifer, essentially offsetting future groundwater 
withdrawals. The applicant is willing to work with the JBWD to purchase water to be 
placed into the recharge pond, which will enhance groundwater recharge and thus 
ensure that the project will not cause groundwater depletions in excess of the basin’s 
safe yield. There are ongoing discussions with JBWD to issue a standard Will Serve 
letter or execute a water supply agreement that will guarantee water for the project 
without condition.  

New Groundwater Well 

In the event that water still cannot be obtained from the JBWD, an alternative would be 
to establish a new groundwater supply well on the project site, likely on the two acre 
parcel of land on the west portion of the site. The site at one time was served by an on-
site private well.  

In this scenario, San Bernardino County would issue a permit for the new well and the 
cost of the new well would be assumed by the applicant.  Additional desktop information 
below shows that there is adequate groundwater supply for the project needs.  

Basin Overview 

The project is located within the Copper Mountain Valley groundwater subbasin, one of 
17 subbasins within the approximately 1,000-square mile Morongo Groundwater Basin.  
The regional aquifer in the Morongo basin consists of continental deposits of 
Quaternary and Tertiary age that extend to as much as 10,000 feet deep.3  The Copper 
Mountain Valley subbasin is entirely within San Bernardino County and covers about 
47.4 square miles (30,341 acres) directly north of the Joshua Tree subbasin. Average 
annual precipitation is 4 inches for the lower elevation, eastern part of the subbasin 
where the Project is located. The water-bearing materials consist of unconsolidated to 
partly consolidated Miocene to Quaternary continental deposits. The general regional 
groundwater flow pattern is from west to east, with local variations. Wells in the 
subbasin are known to reach as much as 1,000 feet depth without encountering 
bedrock. Yields from wells in the subbasin range from 10 to 2,450 gallons per minute 
(approximately 16 to 3,955 acre feet per year [af/yr]).4   

In the larger Morongo basin, demands on local water supplies have created overdraft 
conditions in some areas of the desert.5  However, in the Copper Mountain Valley 

                                                           
3
 USGS. 2015. Mojave Water Resources. U.S. Geological Survey, Scientific Investigations Reports 2007-5097 
and 2011-5234. Accessed online December 12, 2015 at http://ca.water.usgs.gov/mojave/.  

4
 California Department of Water Resources (DWR). 2004. Hydrologic Region Colorado River, Copper Mountain 
Valley Groundwater Basin. California’s Groundwater Bulletin 118. Last updated February 27, 2004. Available 
online at: http://www.water.ca.gov/groundwater/bulletin118/basindescriptions/7-11.pdf 

5
 See Footnote 1.  
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groundwater subbasin, as of the late 1990s, water levels had generally remained 
unchanged for more than 50 years.6  Groundwater in storage is estimated to be a 
minimum of 940,000 af.  Recharge from precipitation ranges from an estimated 728 to 
1,300 af/yr.  Withdrawals are predominantly from urban use and were estimated at 
1,010 af for the year 2000.7  Overall, in 2014 the Copper Mountain Valley subbasin was 
ranked “very low” priority by the California Statewide Groundwater Elevation Monitoring 
program, indicating that it is not an area critical for groundwater management 
coordination.8 

Project Area Water Levels and Wells 

According to the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) Groundwater 
Information Center Interactive Map Application, the estimated water depths below 
ground for Fall 2015 in the general Project region ranged from approximately 169.9 feet 
below ground surface (bgs) to 352.1 feet bgs (Figure 6).9  

In the immediate Project vicinity, the DWR Water Data Library shows one well (likely the 
non-functioning on-site well) within the Project boundary, and four adjacent wells 
(Figure 7).10 In this database, the well and water depth information is listed as 
confidential.  

The SWRCB also provides data through its GeoTracker GAMA system created in 
response to the Groundwater Quality Monitoring Act of 2001.11 In the SWRCB 
database, four wells in the Project vicinity appear in results for the 10-year median 
depth-to-water level, ranging from approximately 203.4 feet bgs to 378 feet bgs 
(Figure 8).  

                                                           
6
 See Footnote 2.  

7
 Ibid. 

8
 DWR. 2014. CASGEM Basin Summary – Copper Mountain Valley. Available online at: 
http://www.water.ca.gov/groundwater/casgem/pdfs/basin_prioritization/SRO%20135.pdf  

9
 DWR. 2015. Groundwater Information Center Interactive Map Application. Accessed online December 1, 2015 
at: https://gis.water.ca.gov/app/gicima/  

10
 DWR. 2015. Water Data Library. Accessed online December 1, 2015 at 
http://www.water.ca.gov/waterdatalibrary/index.cfm    

11
 SWRCB (State Water Resources Control Board). 2015. GeoTracker GAMA Factsheet. Office of Public Affairs. 
State Water Resources Control Board. October. Available online at: 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/publications_forms/publications/factsheets/docs/geotrkgama_fs_2015oct.pdf  
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FIGURE 6. WATER DEPTH BELOW GROUND IN PROJECT REGION (PROJECT LOCATION INDICATED BY RED STAR) 

 

 

 
FIGURE 7. WELLS IN PROJECT VICINITY (DWR WATER DATA LIBRARY) 
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FIGURE 8. 10-YEAR MEDIAN DEPTH-TO-WATER AT FOUR WELLS IN PROJECT VICINITY  

 

The U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) has further data about the well outside the northeast edge 
of the Project boundary (circled in red on Figure 8), which indicate that the depth of the well is 
860 feet bgs, and the depth of the hole is 1,013 feet bgs.12 Figure 9 presents the depth to 
water level and corresponding groundwater elevation from 2002 to 2011 for this well, which is 
near constant (approximately 252 to 254.5 feet bgs). 

                                                           
12

 USGS. 2015. National Water Information System. Groundwater Levels for California. USGS 340926116144901 
001N007E21H001S. http://nwis.waterdata.usgs.gov/ca/nwis/gwlevels/?site_no=340926116144901   
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FIGURE 9.  WATER DATA 2002 TO 2011 FOR WELL 001N007E21H001S (INDICATED WITH RED CIRCLE/ARROW ON FIGURE 8) 

The record shows that there is adequate groundwater volume beneath the project site 
to serve the water demand for the project without significantly impacting water supplies. 
The project would not deplete groundwater in excess of the basin’s safe yield or lower 
the local groundwater table level. Groundwater aquifer volume and recharge would not 
be significantly impacted by the implementation of the project 

c) Less than Significant Impact. The Hydrology Study serves as the basis for the 
analysis of potential erosion and siltation impacts. 

The project site and surrounding land is relatively flat, with average ground slopes 
between 1 and 2 percent from west to east. Site drainage is characterized by shallow 
sheet flow conditions, with no significant drainage channels on the site. The site is 
mostly vacant land of dirt and sand and is sparsely vegetated with widely spaced desert 
shrubs and grasses. As described in Item IX.d below, the off-site watersheds to the 
west/southwest have soils and groundcover similar to those on-site. In a storm event, 
off-site runoff sheet flows and enters the site along the western border. The flat slopes 
both on- and off-site, combined with broad sheet flow and a lack of defined drainage 
channels, generally results in low potential for erosion and debris flows. The Hydrology 
Study found little evidence of erosion due to flows approaching the site, even though 
channels, culverts, or other drainage improvements are absent in the upstream, off-site 
watersheds. This supports the Study's statement that sheet flow on the site is typical 
and non-erosive during storm events. 

Runoff originating on- and off-site would be allowed to sheet flow across the site as it 
does in existing conditions. The previous onsite development significantly reduces the 
need for site leveling, cut and fill, and other invasive site modifications. For the vast 
majority of the array area, no site grading will be employed. The limited site grading 
would spread areas of existing deeper sheet flow to a shallower sheet flow condition, to 
decrease both depth and velocity of flow across the site. This strategy reduces potential 
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for erosion compared to existing conditions, while maintaining the existing sheet flow 
drainage patterns across the site. 

When the project is implemented, most of the existing on-site ground cover would be 
removed as a result of construction. Despite this, surface runoff and infiltration 
conditions would not change significantly since existing vegetation cover is relatively 
sparse, native site soils would be used to create the site surface, and impervious 
surface construction would be minimized. 

Solar panels would be constructed atop piles driven between 6 and 12 feet 
underground. The piles are not expected to be significantly impacted by scour from 
water flows; however, occasional maintenance may be necessary after large storm 
events to repair any erosion damage and to clear fencing of windborne and waterborne 
debris. If deemed necessary by project engineers during the design phase, additional 
scour protection methods may be included, such as additional embedment depth for 
piles or strategic placement of rip rap to protect the ground surface. 

During operation, rainwater would drain freely from the panels to the ground. The lower 
front side of the panels would maintain a 2 foot clearance from ground level. Based on 
the limited volume of water falling from each panel, and the short height of the fall, it is 
not expected that erosion beyond an immediate micro level would occur. It is expected 
that water would fall from the panels and pond at the drip point before infiltrating or 
gradually migrating into the existing drainage patterns. If, over time, minor erosion is 
noted at the drip points, a surface treatment such as aggregate base could be added 
along the drip line to protect the surface and help spread the water back to sheet flow 
conditions. 

Based on these factors, the project would have a less than significant impact on existing 
drainage patterns, and site development would not result in substantial erosion or 
siltation on- or off-site. 

d) Less than Significant Impact. The Hydrology Study serves as the basis for analysis of 
drainage patterns and potential flooding impacts. 

The site is mostly vacant land of dirt and sand and is sparsely vegetated with widely 
spaced desert shrubs and grasses. The project site and surrounding land is relatively 
flat, with average ground slopes between 1 and 2 percent from west to east. Site 
drainage is characterized by shallow sheet flow conditions, with no significant drainage 
channels on the site. Offsite stormwater approaches the site as sheet flow from the 
southwest. Some of this stormwater originates from Coyote Wash, which drains to the 
dry Coyote Lake. The regional Coyote Wash watershed extends west from Coyote Lake 
across the majority of the town of Yucca Valley, and south into the mountains between 
Yucca Valley and Palm Springs. 

The project site has gone through significant development, so the site can be classified 
as “previously disturbed” and “previously developed.” The previous development 
significantly reduces the need for site leveling, cut and fill, and other invasive site 
modifications. For the vast majority of the array area, no site grading would be 
employed. The limited area of grading would spread existing sheet flow into a shallower 
sheet flow condition. The flood model prepared as a part of the Hydrology Study 
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demonstrates that the grading has minimal to no impact on downstream drainage 
patterns. 

Since an increase in impervious surface area could change drainage patterns and flow 
volumes, the project is designed to minimize impervious coverage in several ways. Site 
roadways would be constructed using pervious materials, and to minimum widths 
necessary to meet access and fire requirements. New impervious areas on the project 
site would be limited to equipment pads and solar panel pier foundations, totaling less 
than one percent of the total project footprint. In addition, some of the existing 
impervious surfaces such as concrete pads and structures are to be removed as a part 
of the project. New impervious areas within the switchyard would be limited to small 
footings or pads for equipment; most of the switchyard ground would consist of native or 
pervious materials. Finally, the solar panels would not create a contiguous impermeable 
surface. While the solar panels are impervious, the panels are separated and elevated 
from the ground surface. Any precipitation that falls onto a solar panel would run off on 
the soil and either infiltrate or run off the site as it has done historically. 

It is anticipated that stormwater runoff would not increase compared to existing 
conditions, as construction of new impervious surfaces would be minimal. Because flow 
and volume increases are not anticipated, the County Department of Public Works has 
determined that detention of post-development flows is not necessary. 

The project would not substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a 
manner that would result in on- or offsite flooding, and project-related impacts on 
existing drainage patterns would be less than significant (also see discussion in Item 
IX.c). 

e&f) Less than Significant Impact. The Hydrology Study serves as the basis for the 
analysis of the storm drain system capacity and the Project Description serves as the 
basis of analysis of pollutant sources. 

There are no existing or planned stormwater drainage systems in the project vicinity. 
Regionally, stormwater flows through unimproved desert washes to the dry Coyote 
Lake.  

The Hydrology Study determined that stormwater storage and infiltration characteristics 
would not change substantially with the project development, due primarily to the 
project’s minimal impervious footprint, removal of existing impervious surfaces, and 
perpetuation of existing flow paths through the site. The Hydrology Study calculations 
are based on the design approach that no storm drain pipes or imperviously lined 
swales are necessary and that all impervious surfaces would drain to native soils for 
infiltration. The Hydrology Study demonstrates that post-development drainage patterns 
and flow discharges would be substantially similar to pre-development conditions (see 
Item IX.d). 

The only potentially hazardous material within the fully operational site would be the 
mineral insulating oil in the step-up transformers. The transformer oil has low toxicity 
and is a fully bio-neutral, biodegradable fluid. In the case of a major transformer breach, 
oil would be captured in a built-in oil containment system suitably sized to accommodate 
the maximum possible spillage. Upon leakage / failure, the seeped fluid would be 
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removed by a certified vehicle and recapture system and the entire transformer would 
be replaced. 

Since the project would not exceed storm drain capacities or provide substantial 
sources of polluted runoff, impacts would be less than significant. 

g) No Impact. The project is a solar energy generation facility and would not include any 
housing. Therefore, there would be no impact related to the placement of housing within 
a FEMA delineated 100-year flood zone. No further analysis is warranted. 

h) Less than Significant Impact. The project is in FEMA Zone X per map numbers 
06071C8145H and 06071C8175H, defined as areas determined to be outside the 0.2% 
annual chance (500-year) flood zone. The closest FEMA defined 100-year flood zone is 
approximately ¼ mile south of the site, and encompasses Coyote Wash and Coyote Dry 
Lake. There would be no impact related to impedance or redirection of flood flows within 
that 100-year flood zone, and therefore no special consideration was included in the site 
design to meet FEMA flood mitigation requirements. 

The flood model prepared as a part of the Hydrology Study indicates that portions of the 
site would experience shallow sheet flow conditions during a 100-year storm event. The 
site structures, including the solar panel piles and equipment pads, would cover less 
than one percent of the site, and have a very low potential for redirecting flows due to 
their small footprint. In addition, existing structures are to be removed, reducing the risk 
of redirected flows from existing structures. 

The potential impacts are less than significant, because the project is not located within 
a FEMA defined flood zone and the structures result in minimal risk for redirecting or 
impeding flows. 

i) Less than Significant Impact. The project would not expose people or structures to a 
significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of 
the failure of a levee or dam, because the project site is not within any identified path of 
a potential inundation flow that might result in the event of a dam or levee failure or that 
might occur from a river, stream, lake, or sheet flow situation. No further analysis is 
warranted. 

j) No Impact. The project site would not be subject to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or 
mudflow. A tsunami is a series of ocean waves generated in the ocean by an impulsive 
disturbance. Due to the inland location of the project, tsunamis are not considered a 
threat. A seiche is an oscillating surface wave in a restricted or enclosed body of water 
generated by ground motion, usually during an earthquake. Inundation from a seiche 
can occur if the wave overflows a containment wall or the banks of a water body. No 
impacts are expected to occur because the project is not adjacent to any marine or 
inland water bodies. The soils in the project area are moderately well drained, the 
terrain is relatively flat, and mudflows have not historically been an issue in the project 
area. No further analysis is warranted. 

SIGNIFICANCE: No significant adverse impacts are identified or anticipated and no mitigation 
measures are required. 

123 of 467



Initial Study  Page 67 of 94 
Joshua Tree Solar Farm 
January 2016 

 

Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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

a) Physically divide an established community?     

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

    

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

    

 

Land Use 

a) No Impact. The project would not physically divide an established community, because 
the project is located in an unincorporated part of the County that has sparse residential 
development and would occupy an area that is a decommissioned airport. The project 
would not require the abandonment or relocation of any public rights-of-way, nor would 
it create an impediment for residents in the project area. Therefore, there would be no 
impact related to the dividing of an established community. No further analysis is 
warranted. 

b) No Impact. The current General Plan land use zoning designations for the project area 
are Community Industrial, Institutional, and Rural Living which allow development of 
electrical power generation with a CUP; therefore, there is no impact associated with a 
conflict with the General Plan land use zoning designation for the site. The project 
complies with the principles and priorities of the Joshua Tree Community Plan. There is 
no impact and no further analysis is warranted. 

c) No Impact. The project area is within the boundaries of the West Mojave Plan. The 
West Mojave Plan is a federal land use plan amendment to the Bureau of Land 
Management’s California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA) Plan that presents a 
comprehensive strategy to conserve and protect sensitive plants and animals and the 
natural communities of which they are a part. The West Mojave Plan is applicable only 
to BLM-administered public lands within the West Mojave Plan area. Although the study 
area is within the West Mojave Plan area, it is not encompassed within BLM lands; 
therefore, future development would not be subject to the requirements of the West 
Mojave Plan.  

The Desert Renewable Energy Conservation Plan (DRECP), currently in draft form, is 
an ongoing effort and process by CEC, CDFW, BLM, and USFWS that the County is 
increasingly involved with. The project is not located in an area that is in conflict with the 
DRECP. The project conforms with the ideals in the plan pertaining to developing 
projects on previously disturbed land, as is being done with this project on the 
decommissioned airport. Much of the project site is already paved or disturbed as a 
result of the remaining airport infrastructure including runways.  
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SIGNIFICANCE: No significant adverse impacts are identified or anticipated and no mitigation 
measures are required. 
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Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

XI. MINERAL RESOURCES -- Would the project:     

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

    

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

    

 

Mineral Resources 

a) No Impact. The USGS Mineral Resources Spatial Data Mapper indicates that no 
metallic or nonmetallic mineral resources have been mapped on the project area. In 
addition, no active mines or mining claims are located on or in the immediate vicinity of 
the project site. Implementation of the project would not result in the loss of any known 
mineral resources on the site. No further analysis is warranted. 

b) No Impact. The project would not result in the loss of availability of a locally important 
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other 
land use plan. There is no impact and no further analysis is warranted. 

SIGNIFICANCE: No significant adverse impacts are identified or anticipated and no mitigation 
measures are required. 
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Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

XII. NOISE -- Would the project result in:     

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

Noise  

a) Less than Significant Impact. Operation of the project would not generate noise in 
excess of the applicable regulations. Construction would generally occur between dawn 
and dusk, Monday through Saturday, 7 AM to 7 PM. 

Sensitive noise receptors in the vicinity of the project site include residents to the north 
of the project site and one directly to the east. With implementation of the standard 
requirements, no significant impacts are anticipated. The requirements ensure that 
noise generation from construction equipment/vehicle operation would occur during 
daytime hours and would be localized, temporary, and transitory in nature. 

b) Less than Significant Impact. Groundborne vibration and groundborne noise could 
originate from earth movement during the construction phase of the project. The project 
will comply with all applicable requirements for long-term operation, as well as with 
measures to reduce excessive groundborne vibration and noise, to ensure that the 
project would not expose persons or structures to excessive groundborne vibration. 
Impacts would be less than significant. 
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c) Less than Significant Impact. The project would not create a substantial permanent 
increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the 
project. The project would result in temporary noise increases during construction but 
would not create any substantial permanent increase in the ambient noise levels. 
Operational-period activities would include the occasional use of vehicles and the use of 
equipment that produce minimal noise levels at site boundaries. 

Inverters would be distributed throughout the solar field. The final inverter design has 
not yet been determined; however, uncontrolled inverter noise is expected to be up to 
75 dBA immediately adjacent (3 - 5 feet away) to the inverters. Noise would only be 
produced by inverters during daytime hours, when the PV panels are producing 
electricity. The PV panels are fixed-tilt and thus have no motors to generate noise. 

Therefore, the project would not have a substantial adverse effect related to a 
substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels and no mitigation measures are 
required. 

d) Less than Significant Impact. The project is adjacent to mostly undeveloped and/or 
vacant lands; therefore, noise generated during construction of the project could 
potentially result in some temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinity above levels existing without the project. Specifically, construction of the 
project may potentially create some elevated short-term construction noise impacts from 
construction equipment. Compliance with the standard requirements would ensure that 
impacts are below a level of significance by requiring the muffling of construction 
equipment where feasible, and requiring that stationary construction equipment be 
placed in a manner so that emitted noise is directed away from sensitive receptors. 

During operations, noise from the facility would occur periodically due to occasional 
maintenance activities, four annual panel washings, and periodic visits by security staff. 
These activities would produce limited amounts of noise from pickup trucks and other 
light vehicles; such impacts would be temporary. Additionally, operating vehicles would 
only be located at any single point on the site for a very limited duration. Maintenance, 
repair, and washing activities would occur exclusively during daylight hours.  

Therefore, temporary or periodic noise impacts would be less-than-significant. 

e) No Impact. The project area is located on the decommissioned Roy Williams Airport (Hi 
Desert Airport). No other airport is nearby. 

f) No Impact. The project area is not located within the vicinity of an active private airstrip. 
The nearest private airstrip is Cones Field, located approximately 11 miles to the east of 
the project area. Due to the distance of the airstrip from the project site, there would be 
no noise impacts from the airstrip on workers in the area. 

SIGNIFICANCE: Adherence with the standard requirements will keep noise at less than 
significant levels.  
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NOISE STANDARD REQUIREMENT/CONDITION OF APPROVAL: 

N-1  The developer shall submit for review and obtain approval of an agreement letter 
that stipulates that all construction contracts/subcontracts contain as a 
requirement that the following noise attenuation measures be implemented: 

a) Noise levels of any project use or activity shall be maintained at or below 
adopted County noise standards (SBCC 83.01.080). The use of noise-
producing signals, including horns, whistles, alarms, and bells, shall be for 
safety warning purposes only. 

b) Construction equipment shall be muffled per manufacturer’s specifications. 
Electrically powered equipment shall be used instead of pneumatic or internal 
combustion powered equipment, where feasible. 

c) All stationary construction equipment shall be placed in a manner so that 
emitted noise is directed away from sensitive receptors nearest the project 
site. 
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Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING -- Would the project:     

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

Population and Housing 

a) No Impact. The project will not induce substantial population growth in the area, either 
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for 
example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure). Construction is anticipated 
to take approximately 7 months, an estimated peak workforce of 125 to 150 
construction workers on the site. These workers would commute to the site from nearby 
communities such as Joshua Tree, Twentynine Palms, and Yucca Valley, as well as 
from larger population centers a greater distance away, such as Palm Springs and 
Banning. Ride sharing will be encouraged. There would be no permanent staffing onsite 
during operations. Accordingly, the project would not result in any impacts to housing or 
related infrastructure, nor would it require construction of additional housing. The project 
would not result in a substantial adverse effect related to substantial population growth 
in the area, and no mitigation measures are required. 

b) No Impact. The project would not displace existing housing. The project site is a 
decommissioned airport with no housing or people. There would be no impact related to 
displacement of housing. 

c) No Impact. The project would not displace local residents. The project site is a 
decommissioned airport with no housing or people. There would be no impact related to 
the displacement of people. 

SIGNIFICANCE: No significant adverse impacts are identified or anticipated and no mitigation 
measures are required. 
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Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES     

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

    

Fire protection?     

Police protection?     

Schools?     

Parks?     

Other public facilities?     

 

Public Services 

a) Fire – Less than Significant Impact. The project area is serviced by the San 
Bernardino County Fire Department. 

The nearest fire station is Panorama Heights Station 35, located 1.9 miles southeast of 
the project site. This station houses one Type I Engine Company and one Water 
Tender. Joshua Tree Station 36 is located 4.5 miles southwest of the project site, in 
Joshua Tree. This station houses one Type I Engine Company, one Squad vehicle, and 
one reserve engine. The project would not substantially impact service ratios, response 
times, or other performance objectives related to fire protection. However, during 
construction, some public services including fire protection may be required; these 
would be short-term requirements and would not require increases in the level of public 
service offered or affect the agency’s response time. The project would incorporate 
perimeter and internal access driveway systems that are accessible to emergency 
equipment. Entry gates would include Knox® locks or similar devices to allow 24-hour 
access for emergency responders. 

Comprehensive safety measures that comply with federal, state, and local worker safety 
and fire protection codes and regulations would be implemented for the project that 
would minimize the potential for fires to occur during project construction and 
operations. Because of the low probability and short-term nature of potential fire 
protection needs during construction, the project would not result in significant impacts 
associated with fire protection. 

Police Protection – Less than Significant Impact. The project area and other 
unincorporated portions of the County are served by the San Bernardino County 
Sherriff’s Department. The project would not impact service ratios, response times, or 
other performance objectives related to police protection. However, during construction, 
some public services including police protection may be required. These would be 
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short-term requirements and would not require increases in the level of public service 
offered or affect the agency’s response times. In order to protect against theft and 
vandalism, the project would employ its own security patrol crews to survey the project 
site during construction and operation of the project. Additionally, the project would 
incorporate security fencing, entry lighting, and security camera systems. 

Schools – No Impact. Long-term operation of the facilities would place no demand on 
school services because it would not involve the construction of facilities that require 
such services and would not involve the introduction of a temporary or permanent 
human population into this area. There would be no impact on schools and no further 
analysis is warranted. 

Parks – No Impact. Long-term operation of the facilities would place no demand on 
parks because it would not involve the construction of housing and would not involve 
the introduction of a temporary or permanent human population into this area. There 
would be no impact on parks and no further analysis is warranted. 

Other Public Facilities – No Impact. The project would not result in an increased 
resident population or a significant increase in the local workforce. Based on these 
factors, the project would not result in any long-term impacts to other public facilities 
and no further analysis is warranted. 

SIGNIFICANCE: No significant adverse impacts are identified or anticipated and no mitigation 
measures are required. As required by the County Development Code, payment of the Public 
Safety Services Impact Fees will be a condition of approval. 
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Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

XV.  RECREATION --     

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

    

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

    

 

Recreation 

a) No Impact. The project would not increase the use of existing neighborhood and 
regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration 
of the facility would occur or be accelerated. No new residences or recreational facilities 
would be constructed as part of the project and the project would not induce population 
growth in adjacent areas. No significant adverse impacts on recreation would result 
from implementation of the project and no further analysis is warranted. 

b) No Impact. The project does not include recreational facilities or require the 
construction or expansion of recreational facilities, which might have an adverse 
physical effect on the environment. No new residences or recreational facilities would 
be constructed as part of the project. The project would not induce population growth in 
adjacent areas and would not increase the use of recreational facilities in surrounding 
neighborhoods. No significant adverse impacts on recreation would result from 
implementation of the project and no further analysis is warranted. 

SIGNIFICANCE: No significant adverse impacts are identified or anticipated and no mitigation 
measures are required. 
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Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC -- Would the project:     

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?     

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

    

 

Transportation/Traffic  

a) Less than Significant Impact. A Trip Generation Analysis was prepared for the project 
by Tetra Tech (July 2012). The Trip Generation Analysis reveals that the project would 
not result in any decline in the performance of the area’s circulation system.  

At its peak, approximately 150 construction workers are expected to be on-site. 
Assuming an average of 1.25 workers per vehicle (carpooling factor), the anticipated 
passenger car equivalent (PCE) trips generated by the Project will be 120 one-way trips 
during both the AM and PM peak hours. Additionally, 80 one-way trips are anticipated 
for equipment vehicles. 

During operations, the project facility will be primarily managed, monitored, and 
controlled remotely. Therefore it is assumed that the project will have 1 to 2 employees 
1 to 2 times per month on site for system inspections and 2 to 6 employees on site 1 to 
2 times per month for troubleshooting and maintenance requirements. Additionally, the 
panels will be washed approximately four times per year with 2 to 4 employees on site 
at that time.  
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This number of trips would have a minimal impact on access routes to the project site, 
including SR-62 and Sunfair Road.  

Due to the rural nature of the project area, alternative means of transportation, including 
mass transit and pedestrian and bicycle routes, are generally sparse, and would 
therefore not be negatively impacted by the project. The Morongo Basin Transit 
Authority does have a bus route, Route #1 that traverses Twentynine Palms Highway in 
both an east and west direction. Currently, the nearest bus stops to the project would be 
the Hi-Desert Hospital and Copper Mountain College. Construction workers may be 
able to request a stop at the intersection of Twentynine Palms Highway and Sunfair 
Road. From that point, they would either walk or share rides with other construction 
workers north to the project site.  

During operations, because the site would be unmanned, there would be no increase in 
demand for alternative means of transportation. Therefore, the project would not conflict 
with any applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for 
the performance of the circulation system. No significant adverse impacts on 
transportation or traffic would result from implementation of the project and no further 
analysis is warranted. 

b) Less than Significant Impact. As noted under impact. a), above, the Trip Generation 
Analysis prepared for the project reveals that the project would not result in any decline 
in the performance of the area’s circulation system during either the construction or 
operational periods. The project would therefore not conflict with an applicable 
congestion management program, including but not limited to level of service standards 
and travel demand measures, or other standards established by the county congestion 
management agency for designated roads or highways. The project would result in a 
less-than-significant increase in traffic in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity 
of the street system.  

At the initiation of project construction, equipment that may include water trucks, 
backhoes, and loaders would be mobilized to the project site using Sunfair Road as 
shown in the table below 

Estimated Construction Duration, Equipment and Workers by Activity 

Activity Duration Equipment Pieces Workers 

Fencing 2 Months Bobcat 1 2 

Trencher 1 

Pick Up Truck 1 

Demolition – existing 
structures and related 
infrastructure 

1 Month Backhoe 2 4 

Bulldozer 1 

5 cubic yard dump truck 2 

Site Preparation and 
Clearing/Grading 

1 Month Water Truck – 3 axles 3 Maximum – 150 
 

Average – 125 
Grader 2 

Bulldozer 1 

25-Cubic Yard Paddle Scraper 1 (optional) 

10-Ton Roller 2 

Utility Upgrades Intermittent, 
up to 6 Months 

Line truck (with spool trailer) 1 2 

Boom truck (with bucket) 2 
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Estimated Construction Duration, Equipment and Workers by Activity 

Activity Duration Equipment Pieces Workers 

Underground Work 2 Months Small Backhoe 2 6 

Small Sheepsfoot Roller 2 

Trencher 2 

5-Cubic Yard Dump Truck 2 

5kW Generator 2 

System Installation 3 Months 4x4 Forklift 4 8 

Small Crane 1 

ATV Vehicle 4 

Pick-Up Truck 5 

Pile Driver 2 

5-kW Generator 4 

Testing/Commissioning 1 Month Pick-Up Truck 2 2 

Clean Up/Restoration 1 Months Grader 2 2 

 

This equipment would then be stored onsite for the duration of construction and used as 
construction progresses. Regular deliveries of materials (including solar panels) and 
commuting trips by workers would also use Sunfair Road; the construction-period would 
have a minimal impact on area roadways. During operations, the project would be 
unmanned and would generate very few trips per week for security and maintenance 
purposes. Based on these facts, no significant adverse impacts on transportation or 
traffic would result from implementation of the project and no further analysis is 
warranted. 

c) No Impact. The project would not affect air traffic patterns. The project site is itself 
located on the decommissioned Roy Williams Airport. There are military aircraft to the 
east at Twentynine Palms, but no impacts are expected from this project. 

Potential impacts associated with reflectivity and glare are discussed above. Based on 
the analysis the project would result in less-than-significant impacts related to glare. 
Therefore, no significant adverse impacts on air traffic patterns would result from 
implementation of the project and no further analysis is warranted. 

d) No Impact. The project would not include design features that could affect traffic safety, 
nor would it cause incompatible uses to be present on local roads. Project gates would 
be inset in accordance with County design standards to prevent vehicle stacking into 
public roads. No new roads are proposed as part of this project, and no significant 
increase in traffic is projected during project construction or operations. Therefore, no 
significant adverse impacts related to roadway design features or incompatible uses 
would result from implementation of the project and no further analysis is warranted. 

e) Less than Significant Impact. The project would not result in inadequate emergency 
access to the project area. During project construction, public roads would remain open 
and available for use by emergency vehicles and other traffic. The project would not 
result in any roadway closures in the vicinity of the project site. 
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Access points into the project site would be equipped with Knox® locks or similar 
devices to permit emergency responders to enter the site 24 hours per day. Perimeter 
and internal drives would be included to allow access to all points within the project site. 

f) No Impact. Due to the rural nature of the project area, no bicycle, or pedestrian facilities 
presently exist or are planned for implementation in the vicinity of the project site. The 
Morongo Basin Transit Authority services this area by bus with the nearest stop at 
Twentynine Palms Highway and the Hi-Desert Medical Center. Services on SR-62 
would not be impacted by the project. No alternative transportation policies, plans, or 
programs have been designated for the project area. Because the project would be 
unmanned during operations, project implementation would not result in an increase in 
demand or decline in performance for public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities in 
the region. Therefore, the project would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or 
programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease 
the performance of safety of such facilities. No significant adverse impacts would result 
from implementation of the project and no further analysis is warranted. 

SIGNIFICANCE: No significant adverse impacts are identified or anticipated and no mitigation 
measures are required. 
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Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

Utilities and Service Systems 

a) No Impact. The project would not exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the 
Colorado River Basin RWQCB. During construction, wastewater would be contained 
within portable toilet facilities and disposed of at an approved site. No employees would 
be permanently stationed at the site, and no permanent restrooms are planned. The 
project would discharge uncontaminated water that is used to clean the solar panels, 
with no toxicants or cleaning agents used. The County General Plan defers to 
applicable RWQCB water control requirements, and the project's water discharge does 
not require treatment or permitting according to the regulations of the Colorado River 
Basin RWQCB. 

b) Less than Significant Impact. The project would not require or result in the 
construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities. The potential construction of a new private water well would be a less than a 
significant impact.  

c) No Impact. The project would not require the construction or expansion of storm water 
drainage facilities. The project would discharge uncontaminated water that is used to 
clean the solar panels, with no toxicants or cleaning agents used. The insubstantial 
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quantity of discharged water generated by cleaning would be absorbed into the soils 
onsite. Only a small percentage of the project site would be covered in impervious 
surfaces with implementation of the project.  

d) No Impact. A detailed discussion of water demand and water supply is provided below 
and in the Hydrology section of the Initial Study. 

 Water Demand 

Water is expected to be supplied by the JBWD. At peak demand, approximately 30 acre 
feet of water would be needed over the course of six months of project construction. 
This amount of water represents less than 2% of the average annual water provided to 
the region through the JBWD (approximately 1,700 acre feet per year). 

The project would require minimal water use during operations, consisting of 
approximately 2 acre feet of water per year to conduct four washings (1/2 acre foot per 
washing). Because the project would not have a permanent workforce, no toilet facilities 
would be required and there would be no demand for wastewater service or other onsite 
water. Potable water for drinking either during construction or operation, would be 
brought onsite by workers for their individual needs.  Decommissioning, which would 
likely occur in the year 2055, would require approximately 12 acre feet.    

Allocation of water for 30 acre-ft of usage during construction  

Clearing  1,200,000 gal 
Demo  200,000 gal 
Process Access Roads  1,290,000 gal 
Trenching  300,000 gal 
Access Roads & Class II Base 1,200,000 gal 
Dust Control  5,280,000 gal 
Total 9,470,000 gal - approximately 30 acre-feet 

Allocation of water for 2 acre-ft of usage during operations (panel washing) 

Panel washing – 1.9 gallons per panel, 4 washings per year  
86,130 panels x 4 washings per year x 1.9 gallons per washing = 654,588 gals per 
year for washing   
654,588 gal = 2.009 acre feet per year for operations 
 

Water Supply 

On October 23, 2015, JBWD issued a “Conditional Will Serve Letter” for the project in 
response to its inquiry for future water service.  This letter states that due to the current 
Declared State of Emergency in California, the JBWD must implement water service 
conservation measures and restrictions.  Thus, future water service for the project could 
not be guaranteed at that time, and would be subject to meeting a number of specific 
conditions.   

The JBWD has a recharge program in place whereby surface water is transferred to a 
recharge pond through the Morongo pipeline.  The applicant is willing to work with the 
JBWD to purchase water to be placed into the recharge pond, thus assuring that the 
project will not cause groundwater depletions in excess of the basin’s safe yield. There 
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are ongoing discussions with JBWD to issue a standard Will Serve letter or execute a 
water supply agreement that will guarantee water for the project without condition. In the 
event that water still cannot be obtained from the JBWD, the applicant proposes to 
establish a new groundwater supply well on the project site.   

New Groundwater Well 

If water cannot be supplied to the project by the JBWD, the applicant proposes to install 
a new groundwater well on the project property, likely on the 2 acre parcel of land on 
the west side of the project site. The site at one time was served by an on-site private 
well. In this scenario, San Bernardino County would issue a permit for the new well and 
the cost of the new well would be assumed by the applicant.  

The Hydrology section of this IS describes the groundwater baseline conditions. The 
record shows that there is adequate groundwater volume beneath the project site to 
serve the water demand for the project without significantly impacting water supplies. 
The project would not deplete groundwater in excess of the basin’s safe yield or lower 
the local groundwater table level. Groundwater aquifer volume and recharge would not 
be significantly impacted by the implementation of the project. 

e) No Impact. The project would not require or result in the construction of new 
wastewater treatment facilities or the expansion of existing wastewater treatment 
facilities. Accordingly, no impacts are anticipated from implementation of the project. 

f) Less than Significant Impact. Less than significant impacts related to landfill capacity 
are anticipated from the project. The project largely consists of short-term construction 
activities (with short-term waste generation limited to minor quantities of construction 
debris) and would not result in long-term solid waste generation. Solid wastes 
associated with the project would be disposed as appropriate in a local landfill or at a 
recycling facility. The nearest active landfill is the Landers Sanitary Landfill, located 
approximately 8 miles northwest of the project site. The estimated closure of the landfill 
is August 2018, with a current remaining capacity of 765,098 cubic yards (source 
http://www.calrecycle.ca.gov/SWFacilities/Directory/). A Construction/Demolition Waste 
Management Plan will also be prepared.  

The panels would eventually need to be disposed (decommissioned). Most parts of the 
PV system are recyclable. Panels typically consist of silicon, glass, and a metal frame. 
Concrete from deconstruction would be recycled through local recyclers. Metal and 
scrap equipment and parts that do not have free flowing oil would be sent for salvage. 
Equipment containing any free flowing oil would be managed as hazardous waste and 
be evaluated before disposal at a properly-permitted disposal facility. Oil and lubricants 
removed from equipment would be managed as used oil and disposed in accordance 
with applicable State hazardous waste disposal requirements. A Decommissioning Plan 
and Surety Bond will be developed to ensure that decommissioning will be performed in 
accordance with County and State requirements.  
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g) Less than Significant Impact. The project would comply with all federal, state, and 
local statutes and regulation related to solid waste. The project would consist of short 
term construction and demolition activities (with short-term waste generation limited to 
minor quantities of construction debris) and thus would not result in long-term solid 
waste generation. Solid wastes produced during the demolition and construction phases 
of this project, or during future decommission activity would be disposed of in 
accordance with all applicable statutes and regulations. Accordingly, anticipated 
impacts from the project related to landfill capacity are less than significant. 

SIGNIFICANCE: No significant adverse impacts are identified or anticipated and no mitigation 
measures are required. 

141 of 467



Initial Study  Page 85 of 94 
Joshua Tree Solar Farm 
January 2016 

 

Issues 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less than 
Significant 

with Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact No Impact 

XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE --     

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

Mandatory Findings of Significance 

a) Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The project would have 
less than significant impacts, after mitigation is applied, with respect to the potential for 
substantially degrading the quality of the environment; substantially reducing the habitat 
of a fish or wildlife species; causing a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels; threatening to eliminate a plant or animal community; reducing the 
number or restricting the range of an endangered, rare, or threatened species; or 
eliminating important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory.  

Potential to Degrade Quality of Environment. The project would not have the potential to 
degrade the quality of the environment. As indicated in the foregoing analysis, with 
respect to all of the environmental issues analyzed, there would be less than significant 
impact with incorporation of the mitigation measures.  

Substantial Impacts on Biological Resources. The project would not:  

 Substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species;  

 Cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels;  

 Threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community; or  

 Reduce the number or restrict the range of an endangered, rare or threatened 
species.  

It is presumed that developments near the project site were constructed after 
completing an environmental review and that all environmental impacts were mitigated 
to levels that were less than significant.  
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Adherence with mitigation measures will reduce impacts for loss of potential habitat to 
less than significant. There are no known wildlife corridors and migratory routes 
associated with the project. Wildlife corridors provide linkages between isolated 
populations and allow for genetic flow between populations. Typically, these would be 
associated with a drainage feature, mountain pass, or optimum habitat conditions. Due 
to the absence of these features within the site, or within close proximity, the project is 
not expected to impinge upon any migratory corridors.  

Avian mortalities have been a recent topic of discussion at solar facilities in southern 
California. However, this project is substantially smaller and is located in a more 
disturbed and developed area than other solar projects. Although any structure can 
pose a collision risk to birds, the project does not contain tall structures that would 
extend into the airspace of birds migrating at high elevations. Additionally, the panels 
that will be used for this project are coated with a non-reflective material.  The material 
is designed to enhance light absorption and reduce light reflection (glare), thereby 
reducing the likelihood that birds would identify the project site as a water body.  

The solar facility would have a maximum height of 12 feet, so there is a low likelihood 
birds would use the panels for nesting or perching. Additionally, the panels are flat and 
are not a trough, which would make it difficult to build a nest in or on the panels. 
Therefore, it is not anticipated there would be impacts associated with perching or 
nesting of avian species. For the above reasons, the project is expected to have a 
minimal contribution to cumulative impacts on birds. Mitigation measures BIO-1, -3, -4, 
-7, and -8 will help offset direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts on birds. 

b) Less than Significant Impact. Cumulative impacts are defined as two or more 
individual effects that, when considered together, are considerable or that compound or 
increase other environmental impacts. The cumulative impact from several projects is 
the change in the environment that results from the incremental impact of the 
development when added to the impacts of other closely related past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable or probable future developments. Cumulative impacts can result 
from individually minor, but collectively significant, developments taking place over a 
period. The CEQA Guidelines, Section 15130 (a) and (b), states:  

(a) Cumulative impacts shall be discussed when the project’s incremental effect is 
cumulatively considerable.  

(b) The discussion of cumulative impacts shall reflect the severity of the impacts and 
their likelihood of occurrence, but the discussion need not provide as great detail as 
is provided of the effects attributable to the project. The discussion should be guided 
by the standards of practicality and reasonableness.  

While there are several other photovoltaic projects recently approved or currently 
planned within San Bernardino County, only one is within one mile of the proposed 
project. The cumulative impact from the operation of these projects would be negligible 
since the projects are not concentrated in one area. Furthermore, the proposed project 
is located on already disturbed land. In addition, the construction period for this project 
is not expected to overlap with other planned projects. Therefore, the project’s less than 
significant impacts related to construction (e.g., Air Quality, Noise) will not cumulate with 
impacts from other projects to become potentially significant. 
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c) Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated. The incorporation of 
design measures, County policies, standards, guidelines, Air Quality standard 
requirements to reduce particulate matter during construction, and biological mitigation 
measures to reduce impacts to species and habitat would ensure that there would be no 
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly. Impacts of the 
project would be less than significant with the following mitigation and standard 
requirements that will be considered conditions of approval for the project.  

AESTHETICS MITIGATION MEASURES: 

AES-1  Building Materials. As appropriate, on-site switchyard buildings shall use non-
reflective materials and neutral colors as approved by the Land Use Services 
Department, Planning Division. 

AIR QUALITY STANDARD REQUIREMENTS/BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES: 

AQ-1 AQ Operational Mitigation. Operation of all off-road and on-road diesel 
vehicles/equipment shall comply with the County Diesel Exhaust Control 
Measures [SBCC §83.01.040 (c)], including but not limited to: 

a) Equipment/vehicles shall not be left idling for periods in excess of five 
minutes. 

b) Engines shall be maintained in good working order to reduce emissions. 

c) Onsite electrical power connections shall be made available where feasible.  

d) Ultra low-sulfur diesel fuel shall be utilized. 

e) Electric and gasoline powered equipment shall substituted for diesel powered 
equipment where feasible. 

f) Signs shall be posted requiring all vehicle drivers and equipment operators to 
tum off engines when not in use. 

g) All transportation refrigeration units (TRUs) shall be provided electric 
connections. 

AQ-2 AQ Dust Control Plan. The developer shall prepare, submit and obtain approval 
from County Planning of a Dust Control Plan (DCP) consistent with MDAQMD 
guidelines and a letter agreeing to include in any construction 
contracts/subcontracts a requirement that project contractors adhere to the 
requirements of the DCP. The DCP shall include the following elements to reduce 
dust production: 

a) Exposed soils and haul roads shall be watered up to three (3) times per day 
to reduce fugitive dust during grading/construction activities. Inactive areas 
shall be treated with soil stabilizers such as hay bales or aggregate cover. 

b) Street sweeping shall be conducted when visible soil accumulations occur 
along site access roadways to remove dirt dropped by construction vehicles. 

c) Site access driveways and adjacent streets shall be washed daily, if there are 
visible signs of any dirt track-out at the conclusion of any workday. 
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d) Construction vehicle tires shall be cleaned prior to leaving the project site. 

e) All trucks hauling dirt away from the site shall be covered, and speeds on 
unpaved roads shall be reduced below 15 miles per hour. 

f) During high wind conditions (i.e., sustained wind speeds exceeding 20 mph), 
areas with disturbed soil shall be watered hourly and activities on unpaved 
surfaces shall cease until wind speeds no longer exceed 20 mph. 

g) Storage piles that are to be left in place for more than three working days 
shall either be sprayed with a non-toxic soil binder, covered with plastic or 
revegetated. 

AQ-3  AQ Installation. The developer shall submit for review and obtain approval from 
County Planning of evidence that all air quality mitigation measures have been 
installed properly and that specified performance objectives are being met to the 
satisfaction of County Planning and County Building and Safety. 

AQ-4 AQ Signage. The developer shall agree to erect a sign for fugitive dust issues. 
The MDAQMD requires a sign to be erected not later than the commencement of 
construction at the project site entrance. This sign will include a phone number 
and contact information for anyone who wants to report dust issues resulting from 
the project construction.  

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES MITIGATION MEASURES: 

BIO-1  General Avoidance and Minimization Measures 

 Implement a worker environmental awareness training for all project 
personnel. 

 Limit areas of disturbance to the minimum necessary for development. 

 Salvage the topsoil containing the native seed bank and redistribute over 
temporarily disturbed areas to facilitate passive revegetation. 

 The project has been designed to minimize night lighting. All outdoor lighting, 
including street lighting, will be provided in accordance with the County Night 
Sky Protection Ordinance and will only be provided as necessary to meet 
safety standards. Outdoor lighting will be shielded or directed away from 
adjacent native habitat to protect species from direct night lighting. 

 The projected increases in noise will be reduced to the maximum extent 
practicable during construction activities. During all grading on-site, the 
construction contractors will equip all construction equipment, fixed or mobile, 
with properly operating and maintained mufflers, consistent with 
manufacturers' standards to reduce construction equipment noise to the 
maximum extent possible. Enforce a 15 mph speed limit on project roads. 

 Vehicles and equipment to remain on designated roadways 

 Standard dust control procedures will be implemented to minimize dust. If 
water is used as a dust suppressant, it will be administered such that pooling 
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or ponding of water is minimized so that it does not provide a wildlife 
attractant. 

 Trash will be kept in raven and coyote-proof containers and removed regularly 
from the project so that it does not provide a wildlife attractant. 

BIO-2  Desert Tortoise 

There is no evidence that tortoises are using the project site or have used it in the 
recent past. Therefore, potential impacts to tortoises are expected to be limited to 
tortoises that may wander on site. If tortoises walk onto the project site, they could 
be injured or killed (e.g., collision with vehicles or equipment). Because of these 
reasons, the following mitigation measures are designed to avoid impacts to 
tortoises.  

 Install permanent tortoise exclusion fencing around the perimeter of the main 
project site to exclude tortoise during construction and operation. Clearance 
surveys of the fenced site will be conducted by qualified biologists to ensure 
that no tortoises are inside the site. Clearance surveys will be conducted as 
soon as feasible after tortoise exclusion fencing is installed. Any newly 
installed fence will be monitored appropriately during and after fence 
installation to ensure that no tortoises exhibit fence walking behavior that could 
result in injury or death to the tortoise.  

 Monitor and maintain the fence at appropriate intervals throughout 
construction and operations. This includes monitoring during storm events or 
other circumstances that could damage the fence. 

 Enforce speed limits of 15 miles per hour on roads within the project site.  

 Ensure that a biological monitor is on site during all initial surface grubbing and 
grading in the event that a tortoise is encountered. Biological monitors must be 
present during construction of the perimeter fence, during ground disturbance 
in unfenced areas, and during active construction in unfenced areas to 
properly implement mitigation measures. A biologist must be available (not 
onsite) during construction activities in fenced areas that have been surveyed 
for and cleared of tortoises and other biological resources to promptly 
implement protection measures for biological resources in the unlikely event 
that a tortoise or other biological resource is detected onsite. 

BIO-3 Burrowing Owl 

Owls could move onto the site prior to project development, so focused burrowing 
owl take avoidance surveys will be completed according to CDFW (CDFG 2012) 
guidelines within 14 days of site grading. If owls are found on site prior to 
construction, a passive relocation plan may be developed to minimize impacts to 
onsite owls, and avoidance will adhere to CDFW guidance for avoidance buffers 
(CDFG 2012). Other standard measures such as speed limits, limiting the area of 
disturbance, and having a biological monitor present for construction outside of 
the fenced site will contribute toward avoiding and minimizing any potential 
impacts to this species and their habitat. 
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BIO-4 Nesting Birds 

Vegetation removal during construction, and construction noise and activity, could 
potentially adversely impact nesting birds. Therefore, to the extent feasible, 
vegetation removal should take place outside of the breeding season, which is 
typically February 15 to August 31. If construction will take place during the 
breeding season, pre-construction clearance surveys to locate nesting birds 
should be conducted immediately prior to construction. If active nests are present 
within the construction area, they must be avoided by establishing a non-
disturbance buffer until the young fledge or the nest fails (as determined by a 
qualified biologist familiar with bird breeding and behavior). Nesting birds that are 
adjacent to active construction will also be avoided by this approved buffer. The 
buffer areas will be delineated and flagged to ensure avoidance.  

BIO-5 Desert Kit Fox  

Kit fox could move onto the site prior to project development, so surveys will be 
completed within 30 days of site grading and may be conducted concurrently with 
desert tortoise surveys. Depending on the results of those surveys, a plan may be 
developed to address individuals that are denning within the project site. Other 
standard measures such as speed limits, limiting area of disturbance, and having 
biological monitors present will contribute toward minimizing any potential impacts 
to this species and their habitat. 

BIO-6 Protected Plants 

Species protected by the California Desert Native Plant Protection Act and the 
San Bernardino County Code (beavertail cactus, buckhorn cholla, Joshua tree, 
and silver cholla) are present on the project site and will directly impacted by 
development. Where feasible, individuals of these species will be avoided. For 
those that cannot be avoided, removal will comply with the California Desert 
Native Plant Protection Act and the San Bernardino County Code and be 
transplanted into the perimeter landscape buffer. 

BIO-7 Weed Management 

Due to the disturbed nature of the site, there are several established non-native 
species (i.e., weeds) present within the project. Although eradication of these 
existing weeds is not considered feasible, the following best management 
practices will be implemented during construction and operations of the project to 
help control the spread of existing weeds and the introduction of new weed 
species: 

 Limit the size of any vegetation/ground disturbance to a minimum and limit 
ingress and egress to defined routes; 

 Passively reestablish vegetation on temporarily disturbed sites;  

 Prevent spread of weeds via vehicular sources by implementing methods for 
cleaning construction vehicles; 
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 Use only certified weed-free straw, hay bales, and seed if used for erosion 
control and sediment barrier installations; 

 Invasive, non-native species shall not be used in landscaping plans; 

 Monitor weed invasions and rapidly implement control measures to eradicate 
new weed invasions. 

BIO-8  Contribute to the USFWS Regional Raven Management Program to reduce raven 
impacts to desert tortoises. A one-time payment will be submitted the USFWS 
Regional Raven Management Program. The amount shall be a one-time payment 
of $105 per acre for the 115-acre project site. Payment will be to the National Fish 
and Wildlife Foundation (NFWF) 

CULTURAL RESOURCES MITIGATION MEASURES: 

CR-1 A Tribal Cultural Resources Monitoring, Discovery, Treatment and Disposition 
Plan will be established prior to commencing construction.  The Plan will address 
Tribal monitoring and evaluation/disposition of new discoveries including human 
remains. The Plan will allow for one or more Native American cultural resources 
specialists to monitor all ground-disturbing activities and excavations on the 
project site.  If any Cultural Resources are encountered, ground-disturbing 
activities in the area shall be temporarily redirected from the vicinity of the find.  
All cultural resources encountered will be documented on the California 
Department of Parks and Recreation Site Forms to be filed with the CHRIS 
SBAIC.  If any human remains are encountered unexpectedly during construction 
or grading activities, the Applicant will comply with State Health and Safety Code 
Section 7050.5 such that no further disturbance in the area of such discovery 
occurs until the County Coroner has made necessary findings as to origin and 
disposition pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 5097.98.  If any such 
remains are determined to be of Native American descent, the County Coroner 
will notify the NAHC, which is required to identify the person(s) thought to be the 
Most Likely Descendent of the deceased Native American, who then, in 
consultation with the landowner, will take additional steps, as necessary, in 
accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(e) and Public Resources 
Code Section 5097.98. 

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES MITIGATION MEASURES: 

PR-1 Prior to the approval of the project plans and specifications by San Bernardino 
County, the project shall confirm that the plans and specifications stipulate that if 
evidence of subsurface paleontological resources are found during construction, 
excavation and other construction activity in that area shall cease and the 
contractor shall a county certified Paleontologist to determine the extent of the 
find and take proper actions.  

NOISE STANDARD REQUIREMENTS: 

N-1  The developer shall submit for review and obtain approval of an agreement letter 
that stipulates that all construction contracts/subcontracts contain as a 
requirement that the following noise attenuation measures be implemented: 
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a) Noise levels of any project use or activity shall be maintained at or below 
adopted County noise standards (SBCC 83.01.080). The use of noise-
producing signals, including horns, whistles, alarms, and bells, shall be for 
safety warning purposes only. 

b) Construction equipment shall be muffled per manufacturer’s specifications. 
Electrically powered equipment shall be used instead of pneumatic or internal 
combustion powered equipment, where feasible. 

c) All stationary construction equipment shall be placed in a manner so that 
emitted noise is directed away from sensitive receptors nearest the project 
site. 
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References to the County refer to County Staff responsible for the preparation of the Initial Study and Mitigated 

Negative Declaration.  
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Letter 1 

Bob Engel 

February 8, 2016 

 

 

Response 1-1 

The County acknowledges the commenter’s future residency near the Project. The County notes the commenter’s 

approval of the Joshua Tree Solar Project.  

Response 1-2 

The County notes the commenter’s opinion regarding the status of the airport. The County acknowledges the 

commenter’s approval of new business opportunities and jobs in the area. 

Response 1-3 

The County notes the commenter’s request for employment at the Joshua Tree Solar Plant. The County notes the 

commenter’s previous occupation and employment. 

Response 1-4 

The County notes the commenter’s statement regarding employment, real estate demand, and demographics in 

the Project area. The County notes the commenter’s opinion regarding locating the Project in the area. 

Response 1-5 

The County acknowledges the commenter’s retirement status, homeowner status, U.S Army veteran status, college 

education status, and employment status.  

The County notes the commenter’s opinions regarding religion and politics. This comment expresses an opinion 

and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND. 

Response 1-6 

The County acknowledges the commenter’s request to provide information regarding the public hearing for the 

Joshua Tree Solar Project. The County notes the commenter’s address and phone number and has added the 

commenter’s contact information to the Project email and distribution list, and interested parties’ database.  
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Letter 2 

Deborah O’Key 

February 8, 2016 

 

 

Response 2-1 

The County acknowledges the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment 

expresses an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND. 

Response 2-2 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about lights at night interfering with astronomy and theatre viewing at 

the Joshua Tree Astronomy Arts Theatre. However, as discussed in the IS/MND, the Project would not create a 

new source of substantial light which would adversely affect nighttime views in the area. Any potential impacts from 

lighting would be minimized through compliance with all development standards, Zoning Ordinance standards, and 

the goals, policies, and implementation measures of the General Plan. San Bernardino County Ordinance No. 3900 

regulates glare, outdoor lighting, and night sky protection. Nighttime lighting associated with the project would be 

subject to County approval and compliance with San Bernardino County requirements and the provisions of Chapter 

83.07 of the County Development Code. 

The project will not create a significant source of light. Light sources associated with the project will be minimal, and 

will be restricted to that required for nighttime safety and security according to county requirements. Lighting will be 

installed and directed downward and shielded to avoid light trespass. Additionally, lighting will be minimized via use 

of motion sensors or other lighting management controls. 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about dust contaminating the Joshua Tree Astronomy Arts Theatre 

equipment. The County also notes the commenter’s concerns about potential air quality impacts from the Project.  

The County contacted the Mojave Air Quality Management District (MDAQMD) and their response and interest in 

the Project was limited to a request for a Dust Control Plan. The IS/MND discusses that the Project will produce 

some dust during the construction phase, which will be short-term and temporary, especially since the Project site 

is relatively small (115 acres) and on land that is already disturbed. As with all construction projects that occur within 

the County, the Project will be subject to the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District’s (MDAQMD) Rule 

403.2 (Fugitive Dust Control for the Mojave Desert Planning Area). Rule 403.2 specifically requires the preparation 

of a dust control plan prior to construction of the Project. Best management practices for the control of dust are 

included in the IS/MND and will be required as a Condition for Approval of the Project. In addition to the requirements 

for dust control (e.g., watering), the dust control plan will include the contact information  of a representative from 

the construction management team to facilitate the reporting to the MDAQMD, as well as facilitating responses to 

any dust related issues. Any complaints related to dust control during construction of the Project should be directed 

to the MDAQMD’s complaint line at (800) 635-4617.  Additionally, the County will implement its own review of a 

construction and operational dust control plan per the Project Conditions of Approval.  In the event of non-

compliance, the County will utilize its Code Enforcement to bring the property into compliance.     

Response 2-3 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential air quality impacts to health from the Project. As stated 

in the previous response, the Project will produce some dust during the construction phase, which will be short-

term and temporary. As with all construction projects that occur within the County, the Project will be subject to the 

Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District’s (MDAQMD) Rule 403.2 (Fugitive Dust Control for the Mojave 

Desert Planning Area). Rule 403.2 specifically requires the preparation of a dust control plan prior to construction 
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of the Project. Best management practices for the control of dust are included in the IS/MND and will be required 

as a Condition for Approval of the Project. In addition to the requirements for dust control (e.g., watering), the dust 

control plan will include the contact information  of a representative from the construction management team to 

facilitate the reporting to the MDAQMD, as well as facilitating responses to any dust related issues. Any complaints 

related to dust control during construction of the Project should be directed to the MDAQMD’s complaint line at 

(800) 635-4617.  Additionally, the County will implement its own review of a construction and operational dust control 

plan per the Project Conditions of Approval.  In the event of non-compliance, the County will utilize its Code 

Enforcement to bring the property into compliance.     

 

Regarding the commenter’s concerns that grading from construction of the Project would cause Valley Fever, Valley 

Fever spores are generally found only in unbroken, undisturbed soil crust. Since the Project site is located on a 

highly disturbed piece of property that was formerly developed and used as an airport, and is not located on desert 

land with old soil crust, it is extremely unlikely that these spores would exist at the Project site.  Furthermore, the 

County Public Health Department has determined that development projects in San Bernardino County do not pose 

a significant risk to public health from Valley Fever. 

Response 2-4 

The County notes the commenter’s attached photo. This comment does not specifically comment on the content or 

adequacy of the IS/MND. 

Response 2-5 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about water supply usage for the Project.  The project would require 

minimal water use during operations, consisting of approximately 2-acre-feet of water per year to conduct four 

washings (1/2-acre-foot per washing).  Potable water for drinking either during construction or operation, would be 

brought onsite by workers for their individual needs.   

The County acknowledges that there is dust created by the cement manufacturing facility.  

Response 2-6 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 2-7 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding tourism and the Joshua Tree Community Plan. The Project 

is sited in an area that is suitable for solar development and that the Project follows the guidance in the Solar 

Ordinance. The airport property has long been an industrial land use.  The property is currently zoned as Community 

Industrial (IC) and Institutional (IN), which allows for a variety of light industrial use, therefore, the Project is in 

compliance with applicable community plans. Furthermore, since the Project site is located on a previous airport 

site, it would not conflict with nor require a change to existing land use or zoning. 
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Letter 3 

Ed Gala 

January 19, 2016 

 

 

Response 3-1 

The County acknowledges that the commenter has no land use concerns regarding the Project since it is being 

proposed on previously developed land.  

Response 3-2 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential aesthetics impacts from the Project. The aesthetic 

impacts of the Project have been thoroughly described in the Visual Resources Report and analyzed in the IS/MND. 

It should be emphasized that the Project site currently is an abandoned airport site, located adjacent to a cement 

manufacturing plant, and thus is already disturbed from a visual/aesthetic perspective. 

The Project meets the all applicable requirement and findings of the County Solar Ordinance.  These findings are 

documented in Exhibit A, Findings, of the Staff Report. The visual conditions in 2012 are not materially different 

than they are today, so the visual simulations are still an adequate representation of the visual environment.  

This comment states that the visual photo simulations were taken from a long distance from the site and suggests 

a photo simulation be prepared as viewed from the existing airport entrance. The visual simulations were conducted 

from nearby areas and are representative of what the Project will look like.   

This comment also suggested the use of berms surrounding the site and landscaped with native vegetation to 

provide a screen for the Project. As described in the Findings, several Project design features will act to minimize 

visual impacts. A proposed chain link fence around the perimeter and along Sunfair Road would be consistent in 

type with that of other rural properties in the area and within the maximum allowed height.  

The Project site is flat and contains no significant geological features or vegetation that could be considered scenic. 

None of the proposed onsite equipment would obstruct any viewsheds in the area.  Overall, the Project is largely 

obscured from view of adjacent residences. Consequently, the proposed facility would blend with and be 

subordinate to the environment and character of the area.   

The Project’s low, flat profile would not limit views across the Project to the mountains. As discussed in the IS/MND, 

the Project site currently consists of previously disturbed, abandoned airport property of low scenic value. 
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Letter 4 

Jim Schmuck 

January 15, 2016 

 

 

Response 4-1 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding potential impacts to property values from the Joshua Tree 

Solar Project. This comment expresses an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy 

of the IS/MND. There is no known impact from the development renewable energy facilities on property values. In 

addition, pursuant to CEQA, an economic impact is not an impact on the physical environment that must be 

addressed in an environmental document (see Public Resources Code § 21082.2.).   
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Letter 5 

Julio Garcia 

January 13, 2016 

 

 

Response 5-1 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 5-2 

The County acknowledges the commenter’s issue with the website link and has ensured it is working.  

Response 5-3 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  
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Letter 6 

Kenneth and Sally Jayes 

January 31, 2016 

 

 

Response 6-1 

The County acknowledges the commenter’s residency near the Project. The County notes the commenter’s 

concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses an opinion and does not specifically 

comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 6-2 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND. 

Response 6-3 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential aesthetics impacts from the Project.  The aesthetic 

impacts of the Project have been thoroughly described in the Visual Resources Report and analyzed in the IS/MND. 

It should be emphasized that the Project site currently is an abandoned airport site, located adjacent to a cement 

manufacturing plant, and thus is already disturbed from a visual/aesthetic perspective. 

The Project will have low visibility from most public vantage points due to the short height of the panels and the 

perimeter fence that will block views for those driving along Sunfair. At the far south end of Sunfair, the Project will 

be visible to viewers from that height on the hill, but the Project is over 2 miles away. The Project is not within 2 

miles of Joshua Tree National Park, and therefore does not violate the criteria set forth in the San Bernardino Solar 

Ordinance, 84.29.035 (25). 

It is important to note that there is no legal access to the JTNP from the viewpoint at the northern boundary of the 

park. Signs at that location prohibit the public from entering or using the park from the northern property edge. The 

Project will not be visible from the JTNP campgrounds, visitor centers, or designated or named trails in JTNP, 

except from a few locations on a trail named Burro Loop. This lack of visibility is due to the topography and elevation 

of the mountains which would block most JTNP users from seeing the Project. Unlike Cascade, which was built on 

previously undisturbed land, the Joshua Tree Solar Project will be built on disturbed land. The viewshed of the 

project will replace an already disturbed view which was a decommissioned airport. The Project will be in the 

foreground, and will not change the view of the dominant feature of the mountains in the background.  

Similarly, the Project will not be seen from the Town of Joshua Tree. At the town’s closest point on Sunburst Street, 

the Project will be almost 3 miles in the distance. Again, given the low height of the panels, the Project will not be 

visible to residents of the Town of Joshua Tree.  

Response 6-4 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 6-5 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding disturbance of the land and native animal species from the 

Project. The Project is sited in proximity to seriously disturbed land, including an existing cement manufacturing 

facility. The Project site is highly disturbed and does not provide high quality desert habitat for any species.  It is a 
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decommissioned airport, currently zoned for light industrial or commercial use.  Previously developed land is 

preferred for the building location of a solar site, as opposed to building solar projects on undisturbed land. The 

County does have policies and goals in place to protect the desert that provides high quality habitat for desert plants 

and animals.  However, due to the highly disturbed nature of the site, it provides very limited ecological value.  

Response 6-6 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 6-7 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  
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Letter 7 

Teresa Sitz 

February 5, 2016 

 

 

Response 7-1 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. The comment states that 

the Project is too close to the park. As stated in the Findings, the Project is not within 2 miles of Joshua Tree National 

Park, and therefore does not violate the criteria set forth in the San Bernardino Solar Ordinance, 84.29.035 (25). 

Similarly, at the Town of Joshua Tree’s closest point on Sunburst Street, the Project will be almost 3 miles in the 

distance.   

The north boundary of Joshua Tree National Park is located at the southern end of Sunfair Road, a distance of 

approximately 2.1 miles from the southern boundary of the project, and 2.3 miles from the entrance of the project 

site. While the Project will be visible from that location, there is no public access to Joshua Tree National Park from 

this location. 

Response 7-2 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding effects to the economy from the Project.  This comment 

expresses an opinion; There is no known impact from the development renewable energy facilities on property 

values.  In addition, pursuant to CEQA, an economic impact is not an impact on the physical environment that must 

be addressed in an environmental document (see Public Resources Code § 21082.2.).   

Response 7-3 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 7-4 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding aesthetics, habitat, air quality, and benefits to the 

community.  

The aesthetic impacts of the Project have been thoroughly described in the Visual Resources Report and analyzed 

in the IS/MND. It should be emphasized that the Project site currently is an abandoned airport site, located adjacent 

to a cement manufacturing plant, and thus is already disturbed from a visual/aesthetic perspective. 

The Project will have low visibility from most public vantage points due to the short height of the panels and the 

perimeter fence that will block views for those driving along Sunfair. At the far south end of Sunfair, the Project will 

be visible to viewers from that height on the hill, but the Project is over 2 miles away. The Project is not within 2 

miles of Joshua Tree National Park, and therefore does not violate the criteria set forth in the San Bernardino Solar 

Ordinance, 84.29.035 (25). 

It is important to note that there is no legal access to the JTNP from the viewpoint at the northern boundary of the 

park. Signs at that location prohibit the public from entering or using the park from the northern property edge. The 

Project will not be visible from the JTNP campgrounds, visitor centers, or designated or named trails in JTNP, 

except from a few locations on a trail named Burro Loop. This lack of visibility is due to the topography and elevation 

of the mountains which would block most JTNP users from seeing the Project. Unlike Cascade, which was built on 

previously undisturbed land, the Joshua Tree Solar Project will be built on disturbed land. The viewshed of the 
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project will replace an already disturbed view which was a decommissioned airport. The Project will be in the 

foreground, and will not change the view of the dominant feature of the mountains in the background.  

Similarly, the Project will not be seen from the Town of Joshua Tree. At the town’s closest point on Sunburst Street, 

the Project will be almost 3 miles in the distance. Again, given the low height of the panels, the Project will not be 

visible to residents of the Town of Joshua Tree. 

The commenter alleges that the project will destroy habitat. The analysis contained in the Initial Study and its 

background reports does not indicate any significant unmitigatable impact related to habitat.   

The Applicant’s team and environmental consultants coordinated and implemented all of the biology studies with 

the California Department of Wildlife (CDFW) and the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Survey protocols 

were followed and agreed to by the agencies. The Project’s potential biological impacts have been adequately 

evaluated.  

It should be emphasized that the Project site is highly disturbed and does not provide high quality desert habitat for 

any species. It is a decommissioned airport, currently zoned for light industrial or commercial use. The County 

respects the need to protect the desert that provides high quality habitat for desert plants and animals. However, 

this site does not have high biological value.  

The County also notes the commenter’s concerns about potential air quality impacts from the Project.  The County 

contacted the Mojave Air Quality Management District (MDAQMD) and their response and interest in the Project 

was limited to a request for a Dust Control Plan.  The IS/MND discusses that the Project will produce some dust 

during the construction phase, which will be short-term and temporary, especially since the Project site is relatively 

small (115 acres) and on land that is already disturbed. As with all construction projects that occur within the County, 

the Project will be subject to the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District’s (MDAQMD) Rule 403.2 (Fugitive 

Dust Control for the Mojave Desert Planning Area). Rule 403.2 specifically requires the preparation of a dust control 

plan prior to construction of the Project. Best management practices for the control of dust are included in the 

IS/MND and will be required as a Condition for Approval of the Project. In addition to the requirements for dust 

control (e.g., watering), the dust control plan will include the contact information  of a representative from the 

construction management team to facilitate the reporting to the MDAQMD, as well as facilitating responses to any 

dust related issues. Any complaints related to dust control during construction of the Project should be directed to 

the MDAQMD’s complaint line at (800) 635-4617.  Additionally, the County will implement its own review of a 

construction and operational dust control plan per the Project Conditions of Approval.  In the event of non-

compliance, the County will utilize its Code Enforcement to bring the property into compliance.     

The county also note’s the commenter’s concerns regarding the potential for negative economic impacts associated 

with the Project.  There is no known impact from the development renewable energy facilities upon surrounding 

property values.  In addition, pursuant to CEQA, an economic impact is not an impact on the physical environment 

that must be addressed in an environmental document (see Public Resources Code § 21082.2.).  

Response 7-5 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 7-6 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential water supply impacts from the Project. As described 

in the IS, water will be provided either by a well on site or by the Joshua Basin Water District (JBWD). A well 

application will be submitted to the County, and the Applicant intends to drill a well to meet the Project water demand 
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in the event that water cannot be served by the JBWD. Water demand is described in detail in the Utilities section 

of the IS/MND. At peak demand, approximately 30 acre feet of water will be needed during the 6 months of project 

construction; this represents less than 2 percent of the average annual water provided to the region through the 

JBWD (approximately 1,700 acre feet per year for the region).  

Regardless of whether the Project uses water from an onsite well or from the JBWD, the impact to the groundwater 

basin will not be significant. The well is not in an adjudicated basin. USGS groundwater records show that there is 

adequate groundwater volume beneath the Project site to serve the water demand for the Project without 

significantly impacting water supplies. The Project would not deplete groundwater in excess of the basin’s safe yield 

or lower the local groundwater table level. Groundwater aquifer volume and recharge would not be significantly 

impacted by the implementation of the Project.  

In addition, the JBWD has a recharge program in place whereby surface water is transferred through the Morongo 

pipeline, to a recharge pond owned by JBWD, and allowed to recharge back into the underlying aquifer, essentially 

offsetting future groundwater withdrawals. If the Project uses water from JBWD, the Applicant will purchase water 

to be placed into the recharge pond -- or pay a fee that would be used by JBWD to purchase water for recharge. 

Response 7-7 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 7-8 

Comment noted. 
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Letter 8 

Margaret Kennedy 

February 8, 2016 

 

 

Response 8-1 

The County acknowledges the commenter’s residency near the Project. The County notes the commenter’s 

concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. The County acknowledges the commenter’s statement that the 

area is residential and not industrial. It should be emphasized that the Project site is currently an abandoned airport 

site, located adjacent to a cement manufacturing plant, and is not a residential area. The airport property has long 

been an industrial land use. The property is currently zoned as Community Industrial (IC) and Institutional (IN), 

which allows for a variety of light industrial uses. 

Response 8-2 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential water supply impacts from the Project. As described 

in the IS, water will be provided either by a well on site or by the Joshua Basin Water District (JBWD). A well 

application will be submitted to the County, and the Applicant intends to drill a well to meet the Project water demand 

in the event that water cannot be served by the JBWD. Water demand is described in detail in the Utilities section 

of the IS/MND. At peak demand, approximately 30 acre feet of water will be needed during the 6 months of project 

construction; this represents less than 2 percent of the average annual water provided to the region through the 

JBWD (approximately 1,700 acre feet per year for the region).  

Regardless of whether the Project uses water from an onsite well or from the JBWD, the impact to the groundwater 

basin will not be significant. The well is not in an adjudicated basin. USGS groundwater records show that there is 

adequate groundwater volume beneath the Project site to serve the water demand for the Project without 

significantly impacting water supplies. The Project would not deplete groundwater in excess of the basin’s safe yield 

or lower the local groundwater table level. Groundwater aquifer volume and recharge would not be significantly 

impacted by the implementation of the Project.  

In addition, the JBWD has a recharge program in place whereby surface water is transferred through the Morongo 

pipeline, to a recharge pond owned by JBWD, and allowed to recharge back into the underlying aquifer, essentially 

offsetting future groundwater withdrawals. If the Project uses water from JBWD, the Applicant will purchase water 

to be placed into the recharge pond -- or pay a fee that would be used by JBWD to purchase water for recharge. 

Response 8-3 

The commenter’s alleges that no local employment or energy benefits will result from the Project. The applicant has 

identified approximately 50 million dollars in total expenditures associated with the Project. The Project will create 

employment opportunities, particularly during construction. In addition, pursuant to CEQA, an economic impact is 

not an impact on the physical environment that must be addressed in an environmental document (see Public 

Resources Code § 21082.2.).   

The Project site is adjacent to an existing SCE electrical distribution line which will 

take energy produced by the project into the grid, and will therefore enhance the public supply of energy.   
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Response 8-4 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential aesthetics impacts from the Project.  The aesthetic 

impacts of the Project have been thoroughly described in the Visual Resources Report and analyzed in the IS/MND. 

It should be emphasized that the Project site currently is an abandoned airport site, located adjacent to a cement 

manufacturing plant, and thus is already disturbed from a visual/aesthetic perspective. 

The Project will have low visibility from most public vantage points due to the short height of the panels and the 

perimeter fence that will block views for those driving along Sunfair. At the far south end of Sunfair, the Project will 

be visible to viewers from that height on the hill, but the Project is over 2 miles away. The Project is not within 2 

miles of Joshua Tree National Park, and therefore does not violate the criteria set forth in the San Bernardino Solar 

Ordinance, 84.29.035 (25). 

It is important to note that there is no legal access to the JTNP from the viewpoint at the northern boundary of the 

park. Signs at that location prohibit the public from entering or using the park from the northern property edge. The 

Project will not be visible from the JTNP campgrounds, visitor centers, or designated or named trails in JTNP, 

except from a few locations on a trail named Burro Loop. This lack of visibility is due to the topography and elevation 

of the mountains which would block most JTNP users from seeing the Project. Unlike Cascade, which was built on 

previously undisturbed land, the Joshua Tree Solar Project will be built on disturbed land. The viewshed of the 

project will replace an already disturbed view which was a decommissioned airport. The Project will be in the 

foreground, and will not change the view of the dominant feature of the mountains in the background.  

Similarly, the Project will not be seen from the Town of Joshua Tree. At the town’s closest point on Sunburst Street, 

the Project will be almost 3 miles in the distance. Again, given the low height of the panels, the Project will not be 

visible to residents of the Town of Joshua Tree.  

Response 8-5 

The commenter claims that the Project will kill birds because they will collide with PV panels. The Applicant is 

committed to using a non-reflective coating on the PV panels, which will reduce the likelihood of the panels 

appearing as water. Additionally, it should be noted that there are no known threatened or endangered avian 

species living in or around the Project site, nor is there any evidence in the record demonstrating that there are 

localized conditions or other factors that suggest a risk of significant avian mortality associated with the Project. 

Response 8-6 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND. 

Response 8-7 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the vision for Joshua Tree. The Project is sited in an area 

that is suitable for solar development and that the Project follows the guidance in the Solar Ordinance. The airport 

property has long been an industrial land use.  The property is currently zoned as Community Industrial (IC) and 

Institutional (IN), which allows for a variety of light industrial use, therefore, the Project is in compliance with 

applicable community plans. Furthermore, since the Project site is located on a previous airport site, it would not 

conflict with nor require a change to existing land use or zoning.   

 

180 of 467



 Initial Study Response to Comments Page 1 of 4 
 
APNs: 060723119 and 060736406 
Applicant: Joshua Tree Solar Farm, LLC 
Project #: P201400482/CUP  
March 2016 
 
   

9-2 

9-1 

9-5 

9-3 

9-4 

181 of 467



Page 2 of 4 Initial Study Response to Comments  
 

APNs: 060723119 and 060736406 
Applicant: Joshua Tree Solar Farm, LLC 

Project #: P201400482/CUP  
March 2016 

 
Letter 9 

Thomas Cosenza 

February 6, 2016 

 

 

Response 9-1 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential aesthetics impacts from the Project. The aesthetic 

impacts of the Project have been thoroughly described in the Visual Resources Report and analyzed in the IS/MND. 

It should be emphasized that the Project site currently is an abandoned airport site, located adjacent to a cement 

manufacturing plant, and thus is already disturbed from a visual/aesthetic perspective. 

The Project will have low visibility from most public vantage points due to the short height of the panels and the 

perimeter fence that will block views for those driving along Sunfair. At the far south end of Sunfair, the Project will 

be visible to viewers from that height on the hill, but the Project is over 2 miles away. The Project is not within 2 

miles of Joshua Tree National Park, and therefore does not violate the criteria set forth in the San Bernardino Solar 

Ordinance, 84.29.035 (25). 

It is important to note that there is no legal access to the JTNP from the viewpoint at the northern boundary of the 

park. Signs at that location prohibit the public from entering or using the park from the northern property edge. The 

Project will not be visible from the JTNP campgrounds, visitor centers, or designated or named trails in JTNP, 

except from a few locations on a trail named Burro Loop. This lack of visibility is due to the topography and elevation 

of the mountains which would block most JTNP users from seeing the Project. Unlike Cascade, which was built on 

previously undisturbed land, the Joshua Tree Solar Project will be built on disturbed land. The viewshed of the 

project will replace an already disturbed view which was a decommissioned airport. The Project will be in the 

foreground, and will not change the view of the dominant feature of the mountains in the background.  

Similarly, the Project will not be seen from the Town of Joshua Tree. At the town’s closest point on Sunburst Street, 

the Project will be almost 3 miles in the distance. Again, given the low height of the panels, the Project will not be 

visible to residents of the Town of Joshua Tree.  

Response 9-2 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding effects to the economy from the Project.  The applicant has 

identified approximately 50 million dollars in total expenditures associated with the Project. addition, pursuant to 

CEQA, an economic impact is not an impact on the physical environment that must be addressed in an 

environmental document (see Public Resources Code § 21082.2.).   

Response 9-3 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 9-4 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 9-5 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  
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Letter 10 

Glen Howard 

January 9, 2016 

 

 

Response 10-1 

The County acknowledges the commenter’s request for information and will provide specific information regarding 

the Project if requested.  

Response 10-2 

Comment noted. 

Response 10-3 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  
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Letter 11 

Destiny Diaz 

February 7, 2016 

 

 

Response 11-1 

The County acknowledges the commenter’s residency near the Project. The County notes the commenter’s 

concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project.  

Response 11-2 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 11-3 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential aesthetics impacts from the Project. The aesthetic 

impacts of the Project have been thoroughly described in the Visual Resources Report and analyzed in the IS/MND. 

It should be emphasized that the Project site currently is an abandoned airport site, located adjacent to a cement 

manufacturing plant, and thus is already disturbed from a visual/aesthetic perspective. 

The Project will have low visibility from most public vantage points due to the short height of the panels and the 

perimeter fence that will block views for those driving along Sunfair. At the far south end of Sunfair, the Project will 

be visible to viewers from that height on the hill, but the Project is over 2 miles away. The Project is not within 2 

miles of Joshua Tree National Park, and therefore does not violate the criteria set forth in the San Bernardino Solar 

Ordinance, 84.29.035 (25). 

It is important to note that there is no legal access to the JTNP from the viewpoint at the northern boundary of the 

park. Signs at that location prohibit the public from entering or using the park from the northern property edge. The 

Project will not be visible from the JTNP campgrounds, visitor centers, or designated or named trails in JTNP, 

except from a few locations on a trail named Burro Loop. This lack of visibility is due to the topography and elevation 

of the mountains which would block most JTNP users from seeing the Project. Unlike Cascade, which was built on 

previously undisturbed land, the Joshua Tree Solar Project will be built on disturbed land. The viewshed of the 

project will replace an already disturbed view which was a decommissioned airport. The Project will be in the 

foreground, and will not change the view of the dominant feature of the mountains in the background.  

Similarly, the Project will not be seen from the Town of Joshua Tree. At the town’s closest point on Sunburst Street, 

the Project will be almost 3 miles in the distance. Again, given the low height of the panels, the Project will not be 

visible to residents of the Town of Joshua Tree.  

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding tourism and the economic impacts from the Project. The 

applicant has identified approximately 50 million dollars in total expenditures associated with the Project. addition, 

pursuant to CEQA, an economic impact is not an impact on the physical environment that must be addressed in an 

environmental document (see Public Resources Code § 21082.2.). 

The Project is sited in an area that is suitable for solar development and that the Project follows the guidance in the 

Solar Ordinance. 
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Response 11-4 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding land use and zoning of the Project site. The airport property 

has long been an industrial land use. The property is currently zoned as Community Industrial (IC) and Institutional 

(IN), which allows for a variety of light industrial use.   

The County also notes the commenter’s concerns about impacts from the Project on a historical site.  However, 

while the airport was first developed in the 1920s, there are no buildings or structures at the property which convey 

this period of development. The current buildings were primarily constructed less than 45 years ago (1973-1975) 

and are not representative of any earlier period of the property’s history. Therefore, the property no longer appears 

to be associated with early aviation events in the area. The Roy Williams airport does not have status as a historic 

property.  

Response 11-5 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding tourism and property values impacted by the Joshua Tree 

Solar Project.  The applicant has identified approximately 50 million dollars in total expenditures associated with the 

Project.  In addition, pursuant to CEQA, an economic impact is not an impact on the physical environment that must 

be addressed in an environmental document (see Public Resources Code § 21082.2.).  

Response 11-6 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the date of the air quality report. The air quality report was 

accepted by the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District (MDAQMD). They will require preparation and 

implementation of a Dust Control Plan to control dust and ensure that air quality is not worsened, both during 

construction and operations.  Additionally, the County will implement its own review of a construction and 

operational dust control plan per the Project Conditions of Approval.  In the event of non-compliance, the County 

will utilize its Code Enforcement to bring the property into compliance.     

The Project will be subject to the MDAQMD Rule 403.2 (Fugitive Dust Control for the Mojave Desert Planning Area). 

Rule 403.2 specifically requires the preparation of a dust control plan prior to construction of the Project. In addition 

to the requirements for dust control (e.g., watering), the Dust Control Plan will include the contact information  of a 

representative from the construction management team to facilitate the reporting to the MDAQMD, as well as 

facilitating responses to any dust related issues. Any complaints related to dust control during construction of the 

Project should be directed to the MDAQMD’s complaint line at (800) 635-4617. 

Response 11-7 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about loose soils and potential air quality impacts from the Project. 

The County acknowledges that there are loose soils on the Project site and surrounding desert area. Minimal 

grading will be done on the Project site. The IS/MND discusses that the Project will produce some dust during the 

construction phase, which will be short-term and temporary, especially since the Project site is relatively small (115 

acres) and on land that is already disturbed. As with all construction projects that occur within the County, the 

Project will be subject to the MDAQMD’s Rule 403.2 (Fugitive Dust Control for the Mojave Desert Planning Area). 

Rule 403.2 specifically requires the preparation of a dust control plan prior to construction of the Project. Best 

management practices for the control of dust are included in the IS/MND and will be required as a Condition for 

Approval of the Project. As discussed in the previous response, the dust control plan will include the contact 

information of a representative from the construction management team to facilitate the reporting to the MDAQMD, 

as well as facilitating responses to any dust related issues. Any complaints related to dust control during 

construction of the Project should be directed to the MDAQMD’s complaint line at (800) 635-4617.  Additionally, the 

County will implement its own review of a construction and operational dust control plan per the Project Conditions 
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of Approval.  In the event of non-compliance, the County will utilize its Code Enforcement to bring the property into 

compliance.     

Response 11-8 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about the potential for concrete particles and dust from the concrete 

plant (that may have settled on the site) to be disturbed by the Project. The commenter also stated that soil samples 

and dust monitoring should be required during construction and operation.  

It is acknowledged that a cement plant is located to the south of the proposed Project site. The Project will be 

subject to the MDAQMD’s Rule 403.2 (Fugitive Dust Control for the Mojave Desert Planning Area). Rule 403.2 

specifically re-quires the preparation of a dust control plan prior to construction of the Project. Best management 

practices for the control of dust are included in the IS/MND and will be required as a Condition for Approval of the 

Project. In addition to the requirements for dust control (e.g., watering), the dust control plan will include the contact 

information  of a representative from the construction management team to facilitate the reporting to the MDAQMD, 

as well as facilitating responses to any dust related issues. Any complaints related to dust control during 

construction of the Project should be directed to the MDAQMD’s complaint line at (800) 635-4617. Additionally, the 

County will implement its own review of a construction and operational dust control plan per the Project Conditions 

of Approval.  In the event of non-compliance, the County will utilize its Code Enforcement to bring the property into 

compliance.     

See Responses 11-6 and 11-7 regarding dust control. 

Response 11-9 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential air quality impacts from the Project and signage for 

contact information. The County and the MDAQMD will require a sign for neighbors to be able to call in complaints 

regarding dust.  See Comment 11-6. A sign requirement has been included as a best management practice (AQ-

4) in the Initial Study.   Additionally, the County will implement its own review of a construction and operational dust 

control plan per the Project Conditions of Approval.  In the event of non-compliance, the County will utilize its Code 

Enforcement to bring the property into compliance.     

Response 11-10 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 11-11 

The County acknowledges the information about a different solar project.   

Response 11-12 

The County acknowledges the information about a different solar project. However, the condition of a different solar 

project does not mean that the proposed solar project will have the same issues. The County will stand behind the 

Conditions of Approval for this Project and see that they are enforced. 

Response 11-13 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about buffer areas around the Project site. The Project will be required 

to be set back 15 feet from Sunfair Road with adequate fencing and screening. The property is currently zoned as 

Community Industrial (IC) and Institutional (IN), which allows for a variety of light industrial use, and has been used 

as an airport in the past, not as a residential area.  
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Response 11-14 

The commenter alleges the Project is in violation of the County Solar Ordinance and claims that the Project is within 

1 mile of the boundary of the Joshua Tree National Park.  Project site is just over 2 miles from the JTNP northern 

boundary. The transmission line is already established in the right of way along Sunfair Road.  Southern California 

Edison (SCE) will be upgrading the line and replacing some poles. However, these poles are already in existence 

and do not constitute a new project feature.  

Response 11-15 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the potential impacts to birds from the Project. The 

commenter states that the County does not require notices to be posted that allows for neighbors to call in 

complaints regarding dust, debris or dead birds.   

The County is unaware of scientific evidence demonstrating that photovoltaic panels attract birds and cause 

mortalities, and the commenters have not produced any such evidence. Nevertheless, the Applicant is committed 

to using a non-reflective coating on the PV panels, which will reduce the likelihood of the panels appearing as water. 

Additionally, it should be noted that there are no known threatened or endangered avian species living in or around 

the Project site, nor is there any evidence in the record demonstrating that there are localized conditions or other 

factors that suggest a risk of significant avian mortality associated with the Project. 

The County notes that the commenter has identified project characteristics that are often present at locations where 

the claimed type of avian mortality has occurred. Those “risk” factors have included: large size of the project, the 

project’s proximity to large bodies of water, and highly reflective material on the panels.  These factors are not 

present at this Project and therefore the Project is distinguishable from other solar projects where avian mortality of 

the type claimed by commenter has occurred. 

The County and the MDAQMD will require a sign for neighbors to be able to call in complaints regarding dust.  See 

Comment 11-6. Any complaints related to dust control during construction of the Project should be directed to the 

MDAQMD’s complaint line at (800) 635-4617.  Additionally, the County will implement its own review of a 

construction and operational dust control plan per the Project Conditions of Approval.  In the event of non-

compliance, the County will utilize its Code Enforcement to bring the property into compliance.     

Response 11-16 

The commenter states that the Project site is clearly visible from a major highway and alleges the Project would 

violate the provisions of the Solar Ordinance regarding visual qualities. The County has determined the project 

meets the required findings for approval including findings related to visual impacts.  

The Project site will not be visible from SH 62. Visual simulations were done from this location demonstrating the 

solar project will not be seen from the major highway.  The highest feature on the Project will be no more than 12 

feet high. This is roughly half the height of an average family residence.  At this time, Two Mile Road is only a dirt 

track and not an existing transportation corridor.  

Response 11-17 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential water supply impacts from the Project. As described 

in the IS, water will be provided either by a well on site or by the Joshua Basin Water District (JBWD). A well 

application will be submitted to the County, and the Applicant intends to drill a well to meet the Project water demand 

in the event that water cannot be served by the JBWD. Water demand is described in detail in the Utilities section 

of the IS/MND. At peak demand, approximately 30 acre feet of water will be needed during the 6 months of project 
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construction; this represents less than 2 percent of the average annual water provided to the region through the 

JBWD (approximately 1,700 acre feet per year for the region).  

Regardless of whether the Project uses water from an onsite well or from the JBWD, the impact to the groundwater 

basin will not be significant. The well is not in an adjudicated basin. USGS groundwater records show that there is 

adequate groundwater volume beneath the Project site to serve the water demand for the Project without 

significantly impacting water supplies. The Project would not deplete groundwater in excess of the basin’s safe yield 

or lower the local groundwater table level. Groundwater aquifer volume and recharge would not be significantly 

impacted by the implementation of the Project.  

 

In addition, the JBWD has a recharge program in place whereby surface water is transferred through the Morongo 

pipeline, to a recharge pond owned by JBWD, and allowed to recharge back into the underlying aquifer, essentially 

offsetting future groundwater withdrawals. If the Project uses water from JBWD, the Applicant will purchase water 

to be placed into the recharge pond -- or pay a fee that would be used by JBWD to purchase water for recharge.   

Response 11-18 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  The commenter also 

alleges that the Project does not comply with the Solar Ordinance. The Project adequately complies with all 

applicable provision of the County Code including the Solar Ordinance.    These findings are documented in Exhibit 

A, Findings, of the Staff Report. 
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Letter 13 

Larry Bowden/Simi Dabah Sculpture Foundation 

February 8, 2016 

 

 

Response 13-1 

Comment noted.  

Response 13-2 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 13-3 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential aesthetics impacts from the Project. The aesthetic 

impacts of the Project have been thoroughly described in the Visual Resources Report and analyzed in the IS/MND.  

It should be emphasized that the Project site currently is an abandoned airport site, located adjacent to a cement 

manufacturing plant, and thus is already disturbed from a visual/aesthetic perspective. 

The Project will have low visibility from most public vantage points due to the short height of the panels and the 

perimeter fence that will block views for those driving along Sunfair. From the east side of Sunfair, the Project view 

when built will be lower in height than the existing buildings currently located on the decommissioned airport 

property.  At the far south end of Sunfair, the Project will be visible to viewers from that height on the hill, but the 

Project is over 2 miles away. The Project is not within 2 miles of Joshua Tree National Park, and therefore does not 

violate the criteria set forth in the San Bernardino Solar Ordinance, 84.29.035 (25).  

It is important to note that there is no legal access to the JTNP from the viewpoint at the northern boundary of the 

park. Signs at that location prohibit the public from entering or using the park from the northern property edge. The 

Project will not be visible from the JTNP campgrounds, visitor centers, or designated or named trails in JTNP, 

except from a few locations on a trail named Burro Loop.  This lack of visibility is due to the topography and elevation 

of the mountains which would block most JTNP users from seeing the Project. Unlike Cascade, which was built on 

previously undisturbed land, the Joshua Tree Solar Project will be built on disturbed land. The viewshed of the 

project will replace an already disturbed view which was a decommissioned airport. The Project will be in the 

foreground, and will not change the view of the dominant feature of the mountains in the background.  

Similarly, the Project will not be seen from the Town of Joshua Tree. At the town’s closest point on Sunburst Street, 

the Project will be almost 3 miles in the distance. Again, given the low height of the panels, the Project will not be 

visible to residents of the Town of Joshua Tree. 

The County also notes the commenter’s concerns about potential air quality impacts from the Project.  The County 

contacted the Mojave Air Quality Management District (MDAQMD) and their response and interest in the Project 

was limited to a request for a Dust Control Plan. The IS/MND discusses that the Project will produce some dust 

during the construction phase, which will be short-term and temporary, especially since the Project site is relatively 

small (115 acres) and on land that is already disturbed. As with all construction projects that occur within the County, 

the Project will be subject to the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District’s (MDAQMD) Rule 403.2 (Fugitive 

Dust Control for the Mojave Desert Planning Area). Rule 403.2 specifically requires the preparation of a dust control 

plan prior to construction of the Project. Best management practices for the control of dust are included in the 

IS/MND and will be required as a Condition for Approval of the Project. In addition to the requirements for dust 

control (e.g., watering), the dust control plan will include the contact information  of a representative from the 

construction management team to facilitate the reporting to the MDAQMD, as well as facilitating responses to any 
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dust related issues. Any complaints related to dust control during construction of the Project should be directed to 

the MDAQMD’s complaint line at (800) 635-4617.  Additionally, the County will implement its own review of a 

construction and operational dust control plan per the Project Conditions of Approval.  In the event of non-

compliance, the County will utilize its Code Enforcement to bring the property into compliance.     

The county also note’s the commenter’s concerns regarding the potential for negative economic impacts associated 

with the Project.  The applicant has identified approximately 50 million dollars in total expenditures associated with 

the Project.  In addition, pursuant to CEQA, an economic impact is not an impact on the physical environment that 

must be addressed in an environmental document (see Public Resources Code § 21082.2.). 

Response 13-4 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project.  This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND. Refer to Response 13-3 

regarding jobs and economic concerns.  

Response 13-5 

Comments noted. 

Response 13-6 

The County acknowledges the commenter’s request to be informed when there is another opportunity to provide 

input regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project.  
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Letter 14 

Craig Collins/Southern California Environmental Justice Alliance 

February 8, 2016 

 

 

Response 14-1 

The commenter describes the parties on whose behalf he is commenting, states a legal standard, and makes a 

legal conclusion about the County’s analysis. The legal standard for County’s environmental review is set forth 

below in this Response 14-1. The technical justification for the County’s position is presented in the following 

responses beginning with Response 14-6.  

In conducting CEQA analysis for a project (and assuming the activity is not exempt or otherwise not subject to 

CEQA), the lead agency conducts an Initial Study prepared pursuant CEQA Guidelines §§ 15060-15065. The Initial 

Study is used to support and justify the agency’s next step: adoption of a Negative Declaration, or Mitigated Negative 

Declaration (MND), or preparation of an EIR. CEQA Guidelines §§15063, 15371.  

A MND is appropriate where the agency determines, based on an Initial Study, that no significant environmental 

effects will occur because revisions in the project have been made or mitigation measures will be implemented 

which will reduce all potentially significant impacts to less than significant levels, and where there is no substantial 

evidence that the Project, as revised, may have a significant effect on the environment. Pub. Resources Code 

§21064.5. “[T]he purpose of CEQA is not to generate paper, but to compel government at all levels to make 

decisions with environmental consequences in mind.” Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 

Cal. 3d 553, 564. Preparation of a MND rather than an EIR allows an agency to fulfill this purpose and “eliminate 

unnecessary EIRs” (Guidelines §15063), thereby streamlining the permitting process for appropriate projects while 

still identifying and mitigating potential significant environmental effects.  

The commenter asserts that the MND is insufficient and that an EIR must be prepared. However, CEQA does not 

require an EIR just because a party asserts claims of “significant effects.” Rather CEQA requires a showing of 

“substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before [it], that a project may have a significant effect on the 

environment.” Guidelines §15064(a)(1) (emphasis added). “Said another way, if a lead agency is presented with a 

fair argument that a project may have a significant effect on the environment, the lead agency shall prepare an EIR 

even though it may also be presented with other substantial evidence that the project will not have a significant 

effect.” Guidelines §15064(f)(1). The key inquiry is identifying what is a “fair argument” supported by “substantial 

evidence. The commenter urges that any opinion or claim meets the standard, when in fact, CEQA itself as well as 

multiple court decisions make clear that more is required.  

Under CEQA, “substantial evidence” is defined as “facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert 

opinion supported by facts.” Guidelines §15384. It includes “enough relevant information and reasonable inferences 

from this information that a fair argument can be made to support a conclusion, even though other conclusions 

might also be reached.” Id.  

“Evidence is relevant if it has "any tendency in reason to prove or disprove any disputed fact that is of consequence 

to the determination of the action.” Western States Petroleum Assn. v. Sup. Ct. (1995) 9 Cal. 4th 559, 570 (citing 

Evid. Code §210). Evidence is “enough” if it presents “a reasonable possibility that a project would have significant 

environmental effects” – which is the basic question underlying whether a “fair argument” has been made. Berkeley 
Hillside Preservation v. City of Berkeley (2015) 60 Cal.4th 1086, 1119. Substantial evidence is not “argument, 

speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly erroneous or inaccurate, or evidence of 
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social or economic impacts which do not contribute to or are not caused by physical impacts on the environment.” 

PRC §21082.2(c); Guidelines §15064(f)(5). Based on this standard, not all information or narrative put forth as 

“expert opinion” qualifies as substantial evidence. Indeed, expert opinions “rise only to the level of reliability and 

credibility as the evidence constituting the foundation for those opinions.” Citizens’ Comm. to Save our Village v. 
City of Claremont (1995) 37 Cal.App.4th 1157, 1170. This means that “expert opinion” is only substantial evidence 

if it is supported by credible, reliable, and relevant information.  

In examining what constitutes “substantial evidence,” the courts have made clear that: 

1. “[F]ears and…desires” of project opponents do not qualify as substantial evidence (Perley v. County 
of Calaveras (1982) 137 Cal.App.3d 424, 436-7);  

2. “[A]n expert’s opinion which says nothing more than ‘it is reasonable to assume’ that something 

‘potentially…may occur’” is not substantial evidence (Apartment Assoc. of Greater Los Angeles v. 
City of Los Angeles (2001) 90 Cal.App.4th 1162, 1176); and  

3. “[A] suggestion to investigate further is not evidence, much less substantial evidence, of an adverse 

impact” and is therefore “insufficient to create a fair argument of a significant effect on the 

environment” (Parker Shattuck Neighbors v. Berkeley City Council (2013) 222 Cal.App.4th 768, 786).  

Ultimately, it is within the County’s “discretion to determine whether evidence offered by the citizens claiming a fair 

argument exists meets CEQA's definition of ‘substantial evidence,’” and the County is “given…the benefit of the 

doubt on any legitimate, disputed issues of credibility.” Pocket Protectors v. City of Sacramento (2004) 124 

Cal.App.4th 903, 928. While the commenter describes numerous disagreements with County’s environmental 

review and conclusions, as clarified in these responses to comments, that opinion is not based on relevant facts 

and therefore does not constitute substantial evidence. 

Response 14-2 

The commenter states a legal standard and legal conclusion. The commenter does not support its conclusion with 

any relevant facts.  

Response 14-3 

The commenter states a legal standard and legal conclusion. The commenter does not support its conclusion with 

any relevant fact.  

Response 14-4 

The commenter states a legal standard and legal conclusion. The commenter does not support its conclusion with 

any relevant fact.  

Response 14-5 

The commenter states a legal standard and legal conclusion. The commenter does not support its conclusion with 

any relevant fact.  

Response 14-6 

The commenter partially restates portions of the IS and questions whether the County’s description in the IS is 

accurate. The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines question as stated in the comment is not 

complete. The complete CEQA Guidelines checklist asks ““Would the project create a new source of substantial 

light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?” The County disagrees with the 

commenter’s underlying assumption that any amount of glare would create an adverse effect on daytime views that 
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would rise to a level of significance warranting the preparation of an EIR. The appropriate legal standard for 

preparation of an EIR is stated in Response 14-1.  

In addition, the Applicant is committed to using a non-reflective coating on the PV panels which will further minimize 

reflection.  

Response 14-7 

The commenter characterizes and questions the County’s air quality analysis, but puts forth no facts supporting a 

different analysis or conclusion. Commenter’s statement is non-expert opinion without factual support, and therefore 

does not constitute substantial evidence. See Response 14-1 for the appropriate legal standard for what may be 

considered “substantial evidence.” 

The Initial Study air quality discussion, is a summary of an Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Technical Report 

prepared by Tetra Tech in August of 2012. The air quality analysis presented in that report analyzed the potential 

air quality impacts associated with the Project.  

The commenter alleges that the analysis of construction impacts to PM10 and possibly PM2.5 are flawed but provides 

no technical justification for this allegation. The Project would not violate any air quality standard or contribute 

substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation.  

Response 14-8 

The commenter questions the methodology used for County’s air quality analysis. The commenter puts forth no 

facts supporting a different analysis or conclusion. Commenter’s statement is non-expert opinion without factual 

support and does not constitute substantial evidence. See Response 14-1 for the appropriate legal standard for 

what may be considered “substantial evidence.” 

As stated in the Air Quality report, the exposure assessment identifies and quantifies all routes of human exposure 

to substances of concern. Based on land use surrounding the proposed Project and consistent with EPA guidelines, 

a “rural profile” was assumed. The air quality analysis did assume that a receptor was within 250 feet of the project 

site; however this property is not known to be currently occupied. 

Response 14-9 

The commenter questions the County’s air quality analysis with regard to cumulative impacts, asserting that the 

County’s IS/MND is flawed because it fails to provide a list of other proposed construction projects in the region.  

Please see Responses 17-32, 17-33 and 17-34.  

Response 14-10 

The commenter states that greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, as it pertains to localized criteria pollutants, have 

not been considered. 

The commenter puts forth no facts supporting a different analysis or conclusion. Commenter’s statement is non-

expert opinion without factual support and does not constitute substantial evidence upon which the County will rely. 

See Response 14-1 for the appropriate legal standard for what may be considered “substantial evidence.” 

GHG was modeled and considered in the Air Quality report. Construction related emissions are temporary and 

finite. Furthermore, this other solar project will also contribute to an overall net reduction in GHG emissions when 

the benefits of its operation are taken into account.  
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In addition, the project would comply with the San Bernardino County Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Plan. 

During its operational life, the Project would offset its operational GHG emissions since development of renewable 

energy resources is an integral component of the California AB 32 implementation strategy. Pursuant to the 

guidance of the CEQA Guidelines, the County’s analysis of greenhouse gas emissions is intended to understand 

and reduce the emissions of greenhouse gases to reduce climate change rather than address localized pollution 

which is analyzed in the Air Quality section of the IS.  

Response 14-11  

The commenter restates portions of the County’s air quality analysis and questions whether the analysis is accurate, 

whether the Project will be problematic for achieving the goals of a regional air quality management plan, and 

whether best management practices for air quality for the Project will ensure compliance with Rule 403. The 

commenter puts forth no facts supporting a different analysis or conclusion. Commenter’s statement is non-expert 

opinion without factual support and does not constitute substantial evidence. See Response 14-1 for the appropriate 

legal standard for what may be considered “substantial evidence.” 

With regard to compliance with Rule 403, the Project will be subject to the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management 

District’s (MDAQMD) Rule 403.2 (Fugitive Dust Control for the Mojave Desert Planning Area). Rule 403.2 

specifically requires the preparation of a dust control plan prior to construction of the Project. In addition to the 

requirements for dust control (e.g., watering), the dust control plan will include the contact information of a 

representative from the construction management team to facilitate the reporting to the MDAQMD, as well as 

facilitating responses to any dust related issues. Any complaints related to dust control during construction of the 

Project should be directed to the MDAQMD’s complaint line at (800) 635-4617.  Additionally, the County will 

implement its own review of a construction and operational dust control plan per the Project Conditions of Approval.  

In the event of non-compliance, the County will utilize its Code Enforcement to bring the property into compliance.     

See also Responses 17-24 and 17-25.  

Response 14-12 

The commenter restates a conclusion from the County’s air quality analysis and questions the County’s air quality 

analysis with regard to cumulative impacts, asserting that the County’s IS/MND is flawed because it fails to provide 

a list of other proposed construction projects in the region. The County disagrees with commenter’s opinion that the 

air quality analysis is flawed on this basis as County has met the legal standard for analyzing cumulative impacts. 

See Response 14-9 for the legal standard on cumulative impacts and a discussion of the single closely related 

project, which is already constructed and will therefore not contribute to cumulative air quality impacts from the 

Project.  

See also Responses 17-33 and 17-34.  

Response 14-13 

The commenter questions the County’s conclusions with regard to whether the Project would expose sensitive 

receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. The commenter puts forth no facts supporting a different analysis 

or conclusion. Commenter’s statement is non-expert opinion without factual support and does not constitute 

substantial evidence. See Response 14-1 for the appropriate legal standard for what may be considered “substantial 

evidence.  

An appropriate health risk assessment (HRA) was prepared as part of the Air Quality report and did consider a 

receptor as close as 250 feet away from the project (even though that property is considered to be vacant). Standard 
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toxic air contaminants were analyzed in the HRA and it was determined that the Project would not expose sensitive 

receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.  

See also Response 14-8 and 17-25. 

Response 14-14 

The commenter challenges the adequacy of air quality best management practices (BMPs) incorporated into the 

Project design, arguing that (1) BMPs discussed in the Air Quality Report that were not adopted in the IS should be 

required for the Project, and (2) the BMPs proposed in the IS are inadequate. 

The County developed the standard list of air quality BMPs listed in the IS/MND. These BMPS are industry 

standards for construction projects of this type. The County is required to consider and impose feasible mitigation 

measures that would substantially lessen or avoid the Project’s significant environmental effects. Pub. Resources 

Code § 21002. The County did this in identifying appropriate measures to address air quality impacts, and need not 

evaluate or adopt additional measures. Pub. Resources Code §21081, CEQA Guidelines §15091(a) Beyond this, 

the County “need not, under CEQA, adopt every nickel and dime mitigation scheme brought to its attention.” San 
Franciscans for Reasonable Growth v. City & County of San Francisco (1989) 209 Cal.App.3d 1502, 1519 (agency’s 

duty to condition approval on incorporation of mitigation measures only exists when such measures would 

"substantially lessen" a significant environmental effect, “the agency need not, under CEQA, adopt every nickel and 

dime mitigation scheme brought to its attention.”).  

AQ-2 is the requirement for a Dust Control Plan. The details that the commenter has requested, such as who will 

be responsible for reading the weather vane, or determining the wind speed, will be described in the Dust Control 

Plan.  

Also, contrary to the commenter’s claims, CEQA does not require that every detail of construction-related equipment 

be discussed in the IS. Rather, CEQA requires environmental documents to be prepared with “sufficient detail to 

enable the public and the decisionmakers to understand the environmental impacts of the proposed project.” Dry 
Creek Citizens Coalition v. County of Tulare (1999) 70 Cal. App. 4th 20, 36 (upholding mitigation measures for 

erosion prevention that relied on general design criteria). Thus, the County appropriately described the mitigation 

measures in sufficient detail such that public and decision makers can understand the Project’ proponent’s general 

obligations and can enforce them.  

Response 14-15 

The commenter states a legal standard and legal conclusion. The County disagrees with commenter’s stated legal 

standard and conclusion as described in the responses, including in Response 14-1 and the Responses beginning 

with 14-16. 

Response 14-16 

The commenter alleges that birds, including endangered species, will be killed because they will mistake the panels 

for a water body and fly into the solar panels. Commenter cites to the fact that dead Yuma Clapper Rails have been 

found at two separate solar farms and then states a number of opinions about whether the Project should be further 

analyzed for a potential to endanger birds. Commenter’s speculation is based on facts that are not relevant to and 

are distinguishable from this Project, as described below. Commenter’s speculation about the Project’s potential 

impacts does not constitute substantial evidence. See Response 14-1 for the appropriate legal standard for what 

may be considered “substantial evidence.” 

The Applicant is committed to using a non-reflective coating on the PV panels, which will reduce the likelihood of 

the panels appearing as water. Additionally, it should be noted that there are no known threatened or endangered 
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avian species living in or around the Project site, nor is there any evidence in the record demonstrating that there 

are localized conditions or other factors that suggest a risk of significant avian mortality associated with the Project. 

The County notes that some literature as cited by the commenter has identified common characteristics that are 

often present at locations where the claimed type of avian mortality has occurred. Those “risk” factors have included: 

large size of the project, the project’s proximity to large bodies of water, and highly reflective material on the panels. 

These factors are not present at this Project and therefore the Project is distinguishable from other solar projects 

where avian mortality of the type claimed by commenter has occurred. 

Response 14-17 

The commenter states that the cumulative impacts should have considered additional solar projects approved or 

pending approval in San Bernardino County.   Cumulative impacts have been appropriately addressed in the initial 

study.  

For the Project, there is only one closely related past, present and reasonably foreseeable probable future project 

in the area. While there are several other photovoltaic projects recently approved or currently planned within San 

Bernardino County, only one is closely related to the Project. That project is within one mile of the proposed Project. 

However, there are no anticipated cumulative effects arising from the Project in conjunction with this other project. 

None of the proposed or approved solar projects will be built at the same time. Thus, there will be no overlapping 

construction activities resulting from these projects at the time the Project is being constructed. Therefore, the 

Project’s less than significant impacts related to construction (e.g., air quality, noise) will not be experienced 

cumulatively with construction impacts from the other solar projects such that there is a potentially significant 

cumulative impact. 

During operation of the Project, there will be no significant cumulative impact relating to operation of these other 

solar projects because the projects are not concentrated in one area. Operation of the Project is essentially a 

passive use, so the only potential effects of the Project are visual impacts and low water use (i.e., for panel washing). 

In terms of cumulative visual impacts, the other solar projects that will be built are distributed throughout the County, 

and will not be aggregated near the Project, and thus there is no potentially significant cumulative visual impact.  

See also responses 17-32 and 17-33.  

Response 14-18 

The commenter poses questions with regard to exclusionary fencing for desert tortoises. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-2 in the IS/MND proposes that a desert tortoise fence will be built to restrict desert tortoise 

movements into the Project site.  

Desert tortoise surveys will be performed prior to fence erection to locate any unlikely tortoises that may be enclosed 

within the fence. Based on the disturbed nature of the site, the entirety of the Project area is either poor quality 

desert tortoise habitat or developed and not habitat. For these reasons, desert tortoise is presumed absent from 

the Project site; regardless adequate precautions will be taken to ensure there will be no impact to desert tortoise.  

Response 14-19 

The commenter states an opinion about requiring a passive relocation program for burrowing owl. The County notes 

the commenter’s opinion. For clarification, a relocation program will be develop, in the unlikely event that a 

burrowing owl is found on the Project site prior to construction.  
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Response 14-20 

The commenter poses questions with regard to MM BIO-4. As stated in BIO-4, if active nests are present within the 

construction area, they must be avoided by establishing a non-disturbance buffer until the young fledge or the nest 

fails (as determined by a qualified biologist familiar with bird breeding and behavior). Nesting birds that are adjacent 

to active construction will also be avoided by this approved buffer. The buffer areas will be delineated and flagged 

to ensure avoidance. 

Response 14-21 

The commenter states an opinion about performing surveys for desert kit fox before construction. The County notes 

the commenter’s opinion. The commenter puts forth no facts supporting a modification to the mitigation measures. 

Commenter’s statement is non-expert opinion without factual support and does not constitute substantial. See 

Response 14-1 for the appropriate legal standard for what may be considered “substantial evidence.” 

Response 14-22 

The commenter poses questions with regard to MM BIO-6 and states that the County should require mitigation for 

potential impacts to the Utah vine milkweed. The commenter discusses statements made by the California Native 

Plant Society (“CNPS) and County’s own analysis, but puts forth no facts supporting a different analysis or 

conclusion that the Utah vine milkweed is significant in the location of the Project. Commenter’s statement is non-

expert opinion without factual support and does not constitute substantial evidence. See Response 14-1 for the 

appropriate legal standard for what may be considered “substantial evidence.” 

It should be emphasized that the Project site is a decommissioned airport, currently zoned for light industrial or 

commercial use. While there is a potential for Utah vine milkweed to be found onsite prior to construction, BIO-6, 

allows for removal of individual species, which will be transplanted to the perimeter landscape buffer. The removal 

and transfer will be done by qualified biologists.  

Response 14-23  

The commenter states conclusions from the IS and states a legal conclusion. The commenter puts forth no facts 

supporting a different analysis or conclusion. Commenter’s statement is non-expert opinion without factual support 

and does not constitute substantial evidence. See Response 14-1 for the appropriate legal standard for what may 

be considered “substantial evidence.” 

Response 14-24 

The commenter states that the AECOM study on cultural resources is not available for review. The cultural resource 

report is confidential and is available to qualified archeologists and Tribes for review. It is important to note that the 

AB52 process has been carried out between the County and the Tribes with an interest in the Project.  

Response 14-25 

The commenter states language from the IS and suggests paleontology has not been adequately addressed in the 

IS. The County does not believe that this is the case and does not agree that another study is warranted. The 

commenter puts forth no facts whatsoever supporting a different analysis or conclusion. Commenter’s statement is 

entirely non-expert opinion without reference to factual support, and therefore does not constitute substantial 

evidence upon which the County will rely. See Response 14-1 for the appropriate legal standard for what may be 

considered “substantial evidence.” 

As described in the Initial Study, a paleontology study was conducted for the nearby Cascade Solar Project (PCR 

2011b) which did not reveal any paleontological resources. Based on a similar geologic position (up-gradient and 
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within the same alluvial fan drainage), and the same surface materials (Quaternary alluvium), the Project area 

appears to be extremely similar if not identical to the surveyed Cascade Solar Project area. A Geotechnical 

Evaluation for the Joshua Tree Project shows similar subsurface materials. The results and recommendations of 

the Cascade Solar Project Paleontological Resources Assessment would be applicable to the Joshua Tree Solar 

Project area. Additionally, there is currently a mitigation measure that would protect paleontological resources if 

they should be discovered at the Project site during construction.  

Response 14-26 

The commenter alleges that there is a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires due to the 

Project but provides no evidence to support this allegation. Commenter’s statement is non-expert opinion without 

factual support and does not constitute substantial evidence. See Response 14-1 for the appropriate legal standard 

for what may be considered “substantial evidence.”  

The project site is not within an area of high or very high fire hazard, as determined by San Bernardino County Fire 

Department which services the Project area. There are two fire stations within 5 miles of the Project site.  

The potential for fire exists with any electrical installation but the risk with photovoltaic projects is low in general and 

is reduced further by eliminating installation errors and proper maintenance. The Project will include comprehensive 

safety measures that comply with federal, state, and local worker safety and fire protection codes and regulations 

would be implemented for the project that would minimize the potential for fires to occur during project construction 

and operations resulting in a low fire probability. Through compliance with these standards, the risks associated 

with wildfires on the project site are reduced to below a level of significance. 

Response 14-27 

The commenter states that the County’s analysis of impacts to hydrology is inadequate because the Project will 

result in overdraft. See Response 14-1 for the appropriate legal standard for what may be considered “substantial 

evidence.” 

See also Responses 17-12 and 18-4. 

Response 14-28 

The commenter disputes the County’s analysis and conclusions with regard to the Project’s noise impacts. 

commenter puts forth no facts supporting a different analysis or conclusion. Commenter’s statement is non-expert 

opinion without factual support and does not constitute substantial evidence. See Response 14-1 for the appropriate 

legal standard for what may be considered “substantial evidence.”  

It should be noted that the Project site is a decommissioned airport and the property is currently zoned for light 

industrial or commercial use which would result in existing ambient noise in absence of the Project. Operation of 

the project would not generate noise in excess of the applicable regulations.  

Noise is discussed in the Noise section of the IS/MND. Adherence with the standard requirements, such as 

construction hours limited to Monday through Saturday, 7 AM to 7 PM, will keep noise to less than significant levels. 

BIO-1 also contains provisions for noise reduction.  

Response 14-29 

The commenter questions the estimates used in the Trip Generation Analysis. The commenter questions these 

estimates but does not put forth any new or conflicting evidence that would warrant the County changing its 

conclusions, and therefore the comment is not substantial evidence. See Response 14-1 for the appropriate legal 

standard for “substantial evidence.” As contemplated by CEQA, an IS is prepared early in the design phase of a 
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project, and therefore some project components and estimates may undergo further refining throughout the 

permitting process. Guidelines §15063(c)(4).  

The traffic study that was prepared for the Project is thorough and adequate because the estimates of vehicles 

and truck traffic needed during construction and operations are consistent with other similar projects of this size 

and type. There will be variations in the traffic estimates and vehicle types over time. As the Project proceeds, the 

Applicant will be meeting with the County Road Department to ensure that adequate provisions are in place for 

additional traffic during construction. Additionally, this is a relatively small project and the amount of construction 

traffic will be minimal and of short duration (6 months). Traffic during operations will be practically nonexistent.  

Response 14-30 

Thank you for your comments. They will become part of the record and will be considered by the County in making 

its decision on the Project.  
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Letter 15 

Michael Cicero/Change.org, Sensible Solar Action Group 

February 2016 

 

 

Response 15-1  

This response addresses several concerns presented by the commenter. The County notes the commenter’s 

opposition to the project. The commenter alleges the project will have a negative impact on water resources, wildlife, 

air quality, view shed (aesthetics), native soils, property values, and tourism and local economy. Responses to 

these concerns are included below.  

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential water supply impacts from the Project. As described 

in the IS, water will be provided either by a well on site or by the Joshua Basin Water District (JBWD). A well 

application will be submitted to the County, and the Applicant intends to drill a well to meet the Project water demand 

in the event that water cannot be served by the JBWD. Water demand is described in detail in the Utilities section 

of the IS/MND. At peak demand, approximately 30 acre feet of water will be needed during the 6 months of project 

construction; this represents less than 2 percent of the average annual water provided to the region through the 

JBWD (approximately 1,700 acre feet per year for the region).  

Regardless of whether the Project uses water from an onsite well or from the JBWD, the impact to the groundwater 

basin will not be significant. The well is not in an adjudicated basin. USGS groundwater records show that there is 

adequate groundwater volume beneath the Project site to serve the water demand for the Project without 

significantly impacting water supplies. The Project would not deplete groundwater in excess of the basin’s safe yield 

or lower the local groundwater table level. Groundwater aquifer volume and recharge would not be significantly 

impacted by the implementation of the Project.  

In addition, the JBWD has a recharge program in place whereby surface water is transferred through the Morongo 

pipeline, to a recharge pond owned by JBWD, and allowed to recharge back into the underlying aquifer, essentially 

offsetting future groundwater withdrawals. If the Project uses water from JBWD, the Applicant will purchase water 

to be placed into the recharge pond -- or pay a fee that would be used by JBWD to purchase water for recharge.  

The commenter alleges that the project would have a negative impact to wildlife and states that the area is a wildlife 

corridor. The analysis contained in the Initial Study and its background reports does not indicate any significant 

unmitigatable impact related to wildlife.   

The Applicant’s team and environmental consultants coordinated and implemented all of the biology studies with 

the California Department of Wildlife (CDFW) and the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Survey protocols 

were followed and agreed to by the agencies. Neither the CDFW nor the USFWS mentioned the presence of wildlife 

corridors or expressed concerns regarding wildlife corridors. The Project’s potential biological impacts have been 

adequately evaluated.  

It should be emphasized that the Project site is highly disturbed and does not provide high quality desert habitat for 

any species. It is a decommissioned airport, currently zoned for light industrial or commercial use. The County 

respects the need to protect the desert that provides high quality habitat for desert plants and animals. However, 

this site does not have high biological value. 

The County also notes the commenter’s concerns about potential air quality impacts from the Project. The County 

contacted the Mojave Air Quality Management District (MDAQMD) and their response and interest in the Project 

was limited to a request for a Dust Control Plan. The IS/MND discusses that the Project will produce some dust 
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during the construction phase, which will be short-term and temporary, especially since the Project site is relatively 

small (115 acres) and on land that is already disturbed. As with all construction projects that occur within the County, 

the Project will be subject to the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District’s (MDAQMD) Rule 403.2 (Fugitive 

Dust Control for the Mojave Desert Planning Area). Rule 403.2 specifically requires the preparation of a dust control 

plan prior to construction of the Project. Best management practices for the control of dust are included in the 

IS/MND and will be required as a Condition for Approval of the Project. In addition to the requirements for dust 

control (e.g., watering), the dust control plan will include the contact information of a representative from the 

construction management team to facilitate the reporting to the MDAQMD, as well as facilitating responses to any 

dust related issues. Any complaints related to dust control during construction of the Project should be directed to 

the MDAQMD’s complaint line at (800) 635-4617.  Additionally, the County will implement its own review of a 

construction and operational dust control plan per the Project Conditions of Approval.  In the event of non-

compliance, the County will utilize its Code Enforcement to bring the property into compliance.     

The County also notes the commenter’s concerns about potential impacts to view shed from the Project. Potential 

impacts of the Project to aesthetics and view sheds have been thoroughly described in the Visual Resources Report 

and analyzed in the IS/MND. It should be emphasized that the Project site currently is an abandoned airport site, 

located adjacent to a cement manufacturing plant, and thus is already disturbed from a visual/aesthetic perspective. 

The Project will have low visibility from most public vantage points due to the short height of the panels and the 

perimeter fence that will block views for those driving along Sunfair. At the far south end of Sunfair, the Project will 

be visible to viewers from that height on the hill, but the Project is over 2 miles away. The Project is not within 2 

miles of Joshua Tree National Park, and therefore does not violate the criteria set forth in the San Bernardino Solar 

Ordinance, 84.29.035 (25). 

It is important to note that there is no legal access to the JTNP from the viewpoint at the northern boundary of the 

park. Signs at that location prohibit the public from entering or using the park from the northern property edge. The 

Project will not be visible from the JTNP campgrounds, visitor centers, or designated or named trails in JTNP, 

except from a few locations on a trail named Burro Loop. This lack of visibility is due to the topography and elevation 

of the mountains which would block most JTNP users from seeing the Project. Unlike Cascade, which was built on 

previously undisturbed land, the Joshua Tree Solar Project will be built on disturbed land. The viewshed of the 

project will replace an already disturbed view which was a decommissioned airport. The Project will be in the 

foreground, and will not change the view of the dominant feature of the mountains in the background.  

Similarly, the Project will not be seen from the Town of Joshua Tree. At the town’s closest point on Sunburst Street, 

the Project will be almost 3 miles in the distance. Again, given the low height of the panels, the Project will not be 

visible to residents of the Town of Joshua Tree.  

The commenter alleges that the project will have a negative impact on native soils. Again, it is important to emphasis 

that the site is a decommissioned airport, currently zoned for light industrial or commercial use. The County respects 

the need to protect native soils. 

The county also note’s the commenter’s concerns regarding the potential for negative economic impacts associated 

with the Project. The applicant has identified approximately 50 million dollars in total expenditures associated with 

the Project.  In addition, pursuant to CEQA, an economic impact is not an impact on the physical environment that 

must be addressed in an environmental document (see Public Resources Code § 21082.2.). 

Response 15-2 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  
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Response 15-3 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-4 

The commenter alleges that habitat will be destroyed at the Project site. The analysis contained in the Initial Study 

and its background reports does not indicate any significant unmitigatable impact related to habitat.   

The Applicant’s team and environmental consultants coordinated and implemented all of the biology studies with 

the California Department of Wildlife (CDFW) and the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Survey protocols 

were followed and agreed to by the agencies. The Project’s potential biological impacts have been adequately 

evaluated.  

Again, it should be emphasized that the Project site is highly disturbed and does not provide high quality desert 

habitat for any species. It is a decommissioned airport, currently zoned for light industrial or commercial use and 

does not have high biological value. 

Response 15-5 

The commenter alleges that the Project area is highly populated and a corridor for wildlife. The analysis contained 

in the Initial Study and its background reports does not indicate any significant unmitigatable impact related to 

wildlife.   

The project site and surrounding area is not populated. The project site is a decommissioned airport, currently 

zoned for light industrial or commercial use.  

The Applicant’s team and environmental consultants coordinated and implemented all of the biology studies with 

the California Department of Wildlife (CDFW) and the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Survey protocols 

were followed and agreed to by the agencies. Neither the CDFW nor the USFWS mentioned the presence of wildlife 

corridors or expressed concerns regarding wildlife corridors. The Project’s potential biological impacts have been 

adequately evaluated.  

Again, it should be emphasized that the Project site is highly disturbed and does not provide high quality desert 

habitat for any species. It is a decommissioned airport, currently zoned for light industrial or commercial use and 

does not have high biological value. 

Response 15-6 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-7 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-8 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential aesthetics impacts from the Project. The aesthetic 

impacts of the Project have been thoroughly described in the Visual Resources Report and analyzed in the IS/MND. 

It should be emphasized that the Project site currently is an abandoned airport site, located adjacent to a cement 

manufacturing plant, and thus is already disturbed from a visual/aesthetic perspective. 
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The Project will have low visibility from most public vantage points due to the short height of the panels and the 

perimeter fence that will block views for those driving along Sunfair. At the far south end of Sunfair, the Project will 

be visible to viewers from that height on the hill, but the Project is over 2 miles away. The Project is not within 2 

miles of Joshua Tree National Park, and therefore does not violate the criteria set forth in the San Bernardino Solar 

Ordinance, 84.29.035 (25). 

It is important to note that there is no legal access to the JTNP from the viewpoint at the northern boundary of the 

park. Signs at that location prohibit the public from entering or using the park from the northern property edge. The 

Project will not be visible from the JTNP campgrounds, visitor centers, or designated or named trails in JTNP, 

except from a few locations on a trail named Burro Loop. This lack of visibility is due to the topography and elevation 

of the mountains which would block most JTNP users from seeing the Project. Unlike Cascade, which was built on 

previously undisturbed land, the Joshua Tree Solar Project will be built on disturbed land. The viewshed of the 

project will replace an already disturbed view which was a decommissioned airport. The Project will be in the 

foreground, and will not change the view of the dominant feature of the mountains in the background.  

Similarly, the Project will not be seen from the Town of Joshua Tree. At the town’s closest point on Sunburst Street, 

the Project will be almost 3 miles in the distance. Again, given the low height of the panels, the Project will not be 

visible to residents of the Town of Joshua Tree.  

Response 15-9 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-10 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding housing values and growth potential impacted by the 

Joshua Tree Solar Project. The applicant has identified approximately 50 million dollars in total expenditures 

associated with the Project. In addition, pursuant to CEQA, an economic impact is not an impact on the physical 

environment that must be addressed in an environmental document (see Public Resources Code § 21082.2.).  

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential aesthetics impacts from the Project. The aesthetic 

impacts of the Project have been thoroughly described in the Visual Resources Report and analyzed in the IS/MND. 

It should be emphasized that the Project site currently is an abandoned airport site, located adjacent to a cement 

manufacturing plant, and thus is already disturbed from a visual/aesthetic perspective. 

The Project will have low visibility from most public vantage points due to the short height of the panels and the 

perimeter fence that will block views for those driving along Sunfair. At the far south end of Sunfair, the Project will 

be visible to viewers from that height on the hill, but the Project is over 2 miles away. The Project is not within 2 

miles of Joshua Tree National Park, and therefore does not violate the criteria set forth in the San Bernardino Solar 

Ordinance, 84.29.035 (25). 

It is important to note that there is no legal access to the JTNP from the viewpoint at the northern boundary of the 

park. Signs at that location prohibit the public from entering or using the park from the northern property edge. The 

Project will not be visible from the JTNP campgrounds, visitor centers, or designated or named trails in JTNP, 

except from a few locations on a trail named Burro Loop. This lack of visibility is due to the topography and elevation 

of the mountains which would block most JTNP users from seeing the Project. Unlike Cascade, which was built on 

previously undisturbed land, the Joshua Tree Solar Project will be built on disturbed land. The viewshed of the 

project will replace an already disturbed view which was a decommissioned airport. The Project will be in the 

foreground, and will not change the view of the dominant feature of the mountains in the background.  
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Similarly, the Project will not be seen from the Town of Joshua Tree. At the town’s closest point on Sunburst Street, 

the Project will be almost 3 miles in the distance. Again, given the low height of the panels, the Project will not be 

visible to residents of the Town of Joshua Tree.  

Response 15-11 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding tourism and property values impacted by the Joshua Tree 

Solar Project. The applicant has identified approximately 50 million dollars in total expenditures associated with the 

Project.  In addition, pursuant to CEQA, an economic impact is not an impact on the physical environment that must 

be addressed in an environmental document (see Public Resources Code § 21082.2.).  

The County also notes the commenter’s concerns about potential air quality impacts from the Project. The County 

contacted the Mojave Air Quality Management District (MDAQMD) and their response and interest in the Project 

was limited to a request for a Dust Control Plan. The IS/MND discusses that the Project will produce some dust 

during the construction phase, which will be short-term and temporary, especially since the Project site is relatively 

small (115 acres) and on land that is already disturbed. As with all construction projects that occur within the County, 

the Project will be subject to the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District’s (MDAQMD) Rule 403.2 (Fugitive 

Dust Control for the Mojave Desert Planning Area). Rule 403.2 specifically requires the preparation of a dust control 

plan prior to construction of the Project. Best management practices for the control of dust are included in the 

IS/MND and will be required as a Condition for Approval of the Project. In addition to the requirements for dust 

control (e.g., watering), the dust control plan will include the contact information of a representative from the 

construction management team to facilitate the reporting to the MDAQMD, as well as facilitating responses to any 

dust related issues. Any complaints related to dust control during construction of the Project should be directed to 

the MDAQMD’s complaint line at (800) 635-4617.  Additionally, the County will implement its own review of a 

construction and operational dust control plan per the Project Conditions of Approval.  In the event of non-

compliance, the County will utilize its Code Enforcement to bring the property into compliance.     

The County also notes the commenter’s concerns about potential aesthetics impacts from the Project. The aesthetic 

impacts of the Project have been thoroughly described in the Visual Resources Report and analyzed in the IS/MND. 

It should be emphasized that the Project site currently is an abandoned airport site, located adjacent to a cement 

manufacturing plant, and thus is already disturbed from a visual/aesthetic perspective. 

The Project will have low visibility from most public vantage points due to the short height of the panels and the 

perimeter fence that will block views for those driving along Sunfair. At the far south end of Sunfair, the Project will 

be visible to viewers from that height on the hill, but the Project is over 2 miles away. The Project is not within 2 

miles of Joshua Tree National Park, and therefore does not violate the criteria set forth in the San Bernardino Solar 

Ordinance, 84.29.035 (25). 

It is important to note that there is no legal access to the JTNP from the viewpoint at the northern boundary of the 

park. Signs at that location prohibit the public from entering or using the park from the northern property edge. The 

Project will not be visible from the JTNP campgrounds, visitor centers, or designated or named trails in JTNP, 

except from a few locations on a trail named Burro Loop. This lack of visibility is due to the topography and elevation 

of the mountains which would block most JTNP users from seeing the Project. Unlike Cascade, which was built on 

previously undisturbed land, the Joshua Tree Solar Project will be built on disturbed land. The viewshed of the 

project will replace an already disturbed view which was a decommissioned airport. The Project will be in the 

foreground, and will not change the view of the dominant feature of the mountains in the background.  

Similarly, the Project will not be seen from the Town of Joshua Tree. At the town’s closest point on Sunburst Street, 

the Project will be almost 3 miles in the distance. Again, given the low height of the panels, the Project will not be 

visible to residents of the Town of Joshua Tree.  
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Response 15-12 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-13 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-14 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

The County also notes the commenter’s concerns about impacts from the Project on a historical site. However, 

while the airport was first developed in the 1920s, there are no buildings or structures at the property which convey 

this period of development. The current buildings were primarily constructed less than 45 years ago (1973-1975) 

and are not representative of any earlier period of the property’s history. Therefore, the property no longer appears 

to be associated with early aviation events in the area. 

Response 15-15 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project location. This comment 

expresses an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-16 

The commenter alleges that the project would have damaging effects to the desert ecosystem. The analysis 

contained in the Initial Study and its background reports does not indicate any significant unmitigatable impact 

related to habitat.   

The Applicant’s team and environmental consultants coordinated and implemented all of the biology studies with 

the California Department of Wildlife (CDFW) and the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Survey protocols 

were followed and agreed to by the agencies. The Project’s potential biological impacts have been adequately 

evaluated.  

Again, it should be emphasized that the Project site is highly disturbed and does not provide high quality desert 

habitat for any species. It is a decommissioned airport, currently zoned for light industrial or commercial use and 

does not have high biological value. 

Response 15-17 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-18 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-19 

The county also note’s the commenter’s concerns regarding the potential for negative economic impacts associated 

with the Project. The applicant has identified approximately 50 million dollars in total expenditures associated with 
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the Project. In addition, pursuant to CEQA, an economic impact is not an impact on the physical environment that 

must be addressed in an environmental document (see Public Resources Code § 21082.2.). 

Response 15-20 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential water supply impacts from the Project.  

As described in the IS, water will be provided either by a well on site or by the Joshua Basin Water District (JBWD). 

A well application will be submitted to the County, and the Applicant intends to drill a well to meet the Project water 

demand in the event that water cannot be served by the JBWD. Water demand is described in detail in the Utilities 

section of the IS/MND. At peak demand, approximately 30 acre feet of water will be needed during the 6 months of 

project construction; this represents less than 2 percent of the average annual water provided to the region through 

the JBWD (approximately 1,700 acre feet per year for the region).  

Regardless of whether the Project uses water from an onsite well or from the JBWD, the impact to the groundwater 

basin will not be significant. The well is not in an adjudicated basin. USGS groundwater records show that there is 

adequate groundwater volume beneath the Project site to serve the water demand for the Project without 

significantly impacting water supplies. The Project would not deplete groundwater in excess of the basin’s safe yield 

or lower the local groundwater table level. Groundwater aquifer volume and recharge would not be significantly 

impacted by the implementation of the Project.  

In addition, the JBWD has a recharge program in place whereby surface water is transferred through the Morongo 

pipeline, to a recharge pond owned by JBWD, and allowed to recharge back into the underlying aquifer, essentially 

offsetting future groundwater withdrawals. If the Project uses water from JBWD, the Applicant will purchase water 

to be placed into the recharge pond -- or pay a fee that would be used by JBWD to purchase water for recharge.  

Response 15-21 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-22 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-23 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-24 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-25 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-26 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

246 of 467



 Initial Study Response to Comments Page 23 of 66 
 
APNs: 060723119 and 060736406 
Applicant: Joshua Tree Solar Farm, LLC 
Project #: P201400482/CUP  
March 2016 
 
Response 15-27 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-28 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. The aesthetic impacts of the 

Project have been thoroughly described in the Visual Resources Report and analyzed in the IS/MND. It should be 

emphasized that the Project site currently is an abandoned airport site, located adjacent to a cement manufacturing 

plant, and thus is already disturbed from a visual/aesthetic perspective. 

The Project will have low visibility from most public vantage points due to the short height of the panels and the 

perimeter fence that will block views for those driving along Sunfair. At the far south end of Sunfair, the Project will 

be visible to viewers from that height on the hill, but the Project is over 2 miles away. The Project is not within 2 

miles of Joshua Tree National Park, and therefore does not violate the criteria set forth in the San Bernardino Solar 

Ordinance, 84.29.035 (25).  

It is important to note that there is no legal access to the JTNP from the viewpoint at the northern boundary of the 

park. Signs at that location prohibit the public from entering or using the park from the northern property edge. The 

Project will not be visible from the JTNP campgrounds, visitor centers, or designated or named trails in JTNP, 

except from a few locations on a trail named Burro Loop. This lack of visibility is due to the topography and elevation 

of the mountains which would block most JTNP users from seeing the Project. Unlike Cascade, which was built on 

previously undisturbed land, the Joshua Tree Solar Project will be built on disturbed land. The viewshed of the 

project will replace an already disturbed view which was a decommissioned airport. The Project will be in the 

foreground, and will not change the view of the dominant feature of the mountains in the background.  

Similarly, the Project will not be seen from the Town of Joshua Tree. At the town’s closest point on Sunburst Street, 

the Project will be almost 3 miles in the distance. Again, given the low height of the panels, the Project will not be 

visible to residents of the Town of Joshua Tree. 

The county also note’s the commenter’s concerns regarding the potential for negative economic impacts associated 

with the Project. The applicant has identified approximately 50 million dollars in total expenditures associated with 

the Project. In addition, pursuant to CEQA, an economic impact is not an impact on the physical environment that 

must be addressed in an environmental document (see Public Resources Code § 21082.2.).  

The commenter alleges that the project area is a wildlife corridor. The analysis contained in the Initial Study and its 

background reports does not indicate any significant unmitigatable impact related to wildlife corridors.  

The Applicant’s team and environmental consultants coordinated and implemented all of the biology studies with 

the California Department of Wildlife (CDFW) and the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Survey protocols 

were followed and agreed to by the agencies. Neither the CDFW nor the USFWS mentioned the presence of wildlife 

corridors or expressed concerns regarding wildlife corridors. The Project’s potential biological impacts have been 

adequately evaluated.  

Again, it should be emphasized that the Project site is highly disturbed and does not provide high quality desert 

habitat for any species. It is a decommissioned airport, currently zoned for light industrial or commercial use and 

does not have high biological value. 

Response 15-29 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. The aesthetic impacts of the 

Project have been thoroughly described in the Visual Resources Report and analyzed in the IS/MND. It should be 
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emphasized that the Project site currently is an abandoned airport site, located adjacent to a cement manufacturing 

plant, and thus is already disturbed from a visual/aesthetic perspective. 

The Project will have low visibility from most public vantage points due to the short height of the panels and the 

perimeter fence that will block views for those driving along Sunfair. At the far south end of Sunfair, the Project will 

be visible to viewers from that height on the hill, but the Project is over 2 miles away. The Project is not within 2 

miles of Joshua Tree National Park, and therefore does not violate the criteria set forth in the San Bernardino Solar 

Ordinance, 84.29.035 (25).  

It is important to note that there is no legal access to the JTNP from the viewpoint at the northern boundary of the 

park. Signs at that location prohibit the public from entering or using the park from the northern property edge. The 

Project will not be visible from the JTNP campgrounds, visitor centers, or designated or named trails in JTNP, 

except from a few locations on a trail named Burro Loop. This lack of visibility is due to the topography and elevation 

of the mountains which would block most JTNP users from seeing the Project. Unlike Cascade, which was built on 

previously undisturbed land, the Joshua Tree Solar Project will be built on disturbed land. The viewshed of the 

project will replace an already disturbed view which was a decommissioned airport. The Project will be in the 

foreground, and will not change the view of the dominant feature of the mountains in the background.  

Similarly, the Project will not be seen from the Town of Joshua Tree. At the town’s closest point on Sunburst Street, 

the Project will be almost 3 miles in the distance. Again, given the low height of the panels, the Project will not be 

visible to residents of the Town of Joshua Tree. 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential wildlife impacts from the Project. The Applicant’s team 

and environmental consultants coordinated and implemented all of the biology studies with the California 

Department of Wildlife (CDFW) and the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Survey protocols were followed 

and agreed to by the agencies. The Project’s potential biological impacts have been adequately evaluated.  

Again, it should be emphasized that the Project site is highly disturbed and does not provide high quality desert 

habitat for any species. It is a decommissioned airport, currently zoned for light industrial or commercial use and 

does not have high biological value. 

Response 15-30 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential air quality impacts from the Project. The County 

contacted the Mojave Air Quality Management District (MDAQMD) and their response and interest in the Project 

was limited to a request for a Dust Control Plan. The IS/MND discusses that the Project will produce some dust 

during the construction phase, which will be short-term and temporary, especially since the Project site is relatively 

small (115 acres) and on land that is already disturbed. As with all construction projects that occur within the County, 

the Project will be subject to the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District’s (MDAQMD) Rule 403.2 (Fugitive 

Dust Control for the Mojave Desert Planning Area). Rule 403.2 specifically requires the preparation of a dust control 

plan prior to construction of the Project. Best management practices for the control of dust are included in the 

IS/MND and will be required as a Condition for Approval of the Project. In addition to the requirements for dust 

control (e.g., watering), the dust control plan will include the contact information of a representative from the 

construction management team to facilitate the reporting to the MDAQMD, as well as facilitating responses to any 

dust related issues. Any complaints related to dust control during construction of the Project should be directed to 

the MDAQMD’s complaint line at (800) 635-4617.  Additionally, the County will implement its own review of a 

construction and operational dust control plan per the Project Conditions of Approval.  In the event of non-

compliance, the County will utilize its Code Enforcement to bring the property into compliance.     

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential water supply impacts from the Project.  
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As described in the IS, water will be provided either by a well on site or by the Joshua Basin Water District (JBWD). 

A well application will be submitted to the County, and the Applicant intends to drill a well to meet the Project water 

demand in the event that water cannot be served by the JBWD. Water demand is described in detail in the Utilities 

section of the IS/MND. At peak demand, approximately 30 acre feet of water will be needed during the 6 months of 

project construction; this represents less than 2 percent of the average annual water provided to the region through 

the JBWD (approximately 1,700 acre feet per year for the region).  

Regardless of whether the Project uses water from an onsite well or from the JBWD, the impact to the groundwater 

basin will not be significant. The well is not in an adjudicated basin. USGS groundwater records show that there is 

adequate groundwater volume beneath the Project site to serve the water demand for the Project without 

significantly impacting water supplies. The Project would not deplete groundwater in excess of the basin’s safe yield 

or lower the local groundwater table level. Groundwater aquifer volume and recharge would not be significantly 

impacted by the implementation of the Project.  

In addition, the JBWD has a recharge program in place whereby surface water is transferred through the Morongo 

pipeline, to a recharge pond owned by JBWD, and allowed to recharge back into the underlying aquifer, essentially 

offsetting future groundwater withdrawals. If the Project uses water from JBWD, the Applicant will purchase water 

to be placed into the recharge pond -- or pay a fee that would be used by JBWD to purchase water for recharge.  

Response 15-31 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-32 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-33 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-34 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-35 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-36 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential water supply impacts from the Project.  

As described in the IS, water will be provided either by a well on site or by the Joshua Basin Water District (JBWD). 

A well application will be submitted to the County, and the Applicant intends to drill a well to meet the Project water 

demand in the event that water cannot be served by the JBWD. Water demand is described in detail in the Utilities 

section of the IS/MND. At peak demand, approximately 30 acre feet of water will be needed during the 6 months of 

project construction; this represents less than 2 percent of the average annual water provided to the region through 

the JBWD (approximately 1,700 acre feet per year for the region).  
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Regardless of whether the Project uses water from an onsite well or from the JBWD, the impact to the groundwater 

basin will not be significant. The well is not in an adjudicated basin. USGS groundwater records show that there is 

adequate groundwater volume beneath the Project site to serve the water demand for the Project without 

significantly impacting water supplies. The Project would not deplete groundwater in excess of the basin’s safe yield 

or lower the local groundwater table level. Groundwater aquifer volume and recharge would not be significantly 

impacted by the implementation of the Project.  

In addition, the JBWD has a recharge program in place whereby surface water is transferred through the Morongo 

pipeline, to a recharge pond owned by JBWD, and allowed to recharge back into the underlying aquifer, essentially 

offsetting future groundwater withdrawals. If the Project uses water from JBWD, the Applicant will purchase water 

to be placed into the recharge pond -- or pay a fee that would be used by JBWD to purchase water for recharge.  

Response 15-37 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-38 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-39 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential water supply impacts from the Project. As described 

in the IS, water will be provided either by a well on site or by the Joshua Basin Water District (JBWD). A well 

application will be submitted to the County, and the Applicant intends to drill a well to meet the Project water demand 

in the event that water cannot be served by the JBWD. Water demand is described in detail in the Utilities section 

of the IS/MND. At peak demand, approximately 30 acre feet of water will be needed during the 6 months of project 

construction; this represents less than 2 percent of the average annual water provided to the region through the 

JBWD (approximately 1,700 acre feet per year for the region).  

Regardless of whether the Project uses water from an onsite well or from the JBWD, the impact to the groundwater 

basin will not be significant. The well is not in an adjudicated basin. USGS groundwater records show that there is 

adequate groundwater volume beneath the Project site to serve the water demand for the Project without 

significantly impacting water supplies. The Project would not deplete groundwater in excess of the basin’s safe yield 

or lower the local groundwater table level. Groundwater aquifer volume and recharge would not be significantly 

impacted by the implementation of the Project.  

In addition, the JBWD has a recharge program in place whereby surface water is transferred through the Morongo 

pipeline, to a recharge pond owned by JBWD, and allowed to recharge back into the underlying aquifer, essentially 

offsetting future groundwater withdrawals. If the Project uses water from JBWD, the Applicant will purchase water 

to be placed into the recharge pond -- or pay a fee that would be used by JBWD to purchase water for recharge. 

The commenter alleges that the Project area is a wildlife corridor. The County did not identify the Project  area as 

such.  

The Applicant’s team and environmental consultants coordinated and implemented all of the biology studies with 

the California Department of Wildlife (CDFW) and the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Survey protocols 

were followed and agreed to by the agencies. The Project’s potential biological impacts have been adequately 

evaluated.  
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Again, it should be emphasized that the Project site is highly disturbed and does not provide high quality desert 

habitat for any species. It is a decommissioned airport, currently zoned for light industrial or commercial use and 

does not have high biological value. 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential air quality impacts from the Project. The County 

contacted the Mojave Air Quality Management District (MDAQMD) and their response and interest in the Project 

was limited to a request for a Dust Control Plan. The IS/MND discusses that the Project will produce some dust 

during the construction phase, which will be short-term and temporary, especially since the Project site is relatively 

small (115 acres) and on land that is already disturbed. As with all construction projects that occur within the County, 

the Project will be subject to the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District’s (MDAQMD) Rule 403.2 (Fugitive 

Dust Control for the Mojave Desert Planning Area). Rule 403.2 specifically re-quires the preparation of a dust control 

plan prior to construction of the Project. Best management practices for the control of dust are included in the 

IS/MND and will be required as a Condition for Approval of the Project. In addition to the requirements for dust 

control (e.g., watering), the dust control plan will include the contact information of a representative from the 

construction management team to facilitate the reporting to the MDAQMD, as well as facilitating responses to any 

dust related issues. Any complaints related to dust control during construction of the Project should be directed to 

the MDAQMD’s complaint line at (800) 635-4617.   Additionally, the County will implement its own review of a 

construction and operational dust control plan per the Project Conditions of Approval.  In the event of non-

compliance, the County will utilize its Code Enforcement to bring the property into compliance.     

The County also notes the commenter’s concerns about potential aesthetics impacts from the Project. The aesthetic 

impacts of the Project have been thoroughly described in the Visual Resources Report and analyzed in the IS/MND. 

It should be emphasized that the Project site currently is an abandoned airport site, located adjacent to a cement 

manufacturing plant, and thus is already disturbed from a visual/aesthetic perspective. 

The Project will have low visibility from most public vantage points due to the short height of the panels and the 

perimeter fence that will block views for those driving along Sunfair. At the far south end of Sunfair, the Project will 

be visible to viewers from that height on the hill, but the Project is over 2 miles away. The Project is not within 2 

miles of Joshua Tree National Park, and therefore does not violate the criteria set forth in the San Bernardino Solar 

Ordinance, 84.29.035 (25). 

It is important to note that there is no legal access to the JTNP from the viewpoint at the northern boundary of the 

park. Signs at that location prohibit the public from entering or using the park from the northern property edge. The 

Project will not be visible from the JTNP campgrounds, visitor centers, or designated or named trails in JTNP, 

except from a few locations on a trail named Burro Loop. This lack of visibility is due to the topography and elevation 

of the mountains which would block most JTNP users from seeing the Project. Unlike Cascade, which was built on 

previously undisturbed land, the Joshua Tree Solar Project will be built on disturbed land. The viewshed of the 

project will replace an already disturbed view which was a decommissioned airport. The Project will be in the 

foreground, and will not change the view of the dominant feature of the mountains in the background.  

Similarly, the Project will not be seen from the Town of Joshua Tree. At the town’s closest point on Sunburst Street, 

the Project will be almost 3 miles in the distance. Again, given the low height of the panels, the Project will not be 

visible to residents of the Town of Joshua Tree.  

The county also note’s the commenter’s concerns regarding the potential for negative economic impacts associated 

with the Project. The applicant has identified approximately 50 million dollars in total expenditures associated with 

the Project.  In addition, pursuant to CEQA, an economic impact is not an impact on the physical environment that 

must be addressed in an environmental document (see Public Resources Code § 21082.2.). 
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Response 15-40 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-41 

The county note’s the commenter’s concerns regarding the potential for negative economic impacts associated with 

the Project. The applicant has identified approximately 50 million dollars in total expenditures associated with the 

Project.  In addition, pursuant to CEQA, an economic impact is not an impact on the physical environment that must 

be addressed in an environmental document (see Public Resources Code § 21082.2.).  

Response 15-42 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential water supply impacts from the Project. As described 

in the IS, water will be provided either by a well on site or by the Joshua Basin Water District (JBWD). A well 

application will be submitted to the County, and the Applicant intends to drill a well to meet the Project water demand 

in the event that water cannot be served by the JBWD. Water demand is described in detail in the Utilities section 

of the IS/MND. At peak demand, approximately 30 acre feet of water will be needed during the 6 months of project 

construction; this represents less than 2 percent of the average annual water provided to the region through the 

JBWD (approximately 1,700 acre feet per year for the region).  

Regardless of whether the Project uses water from an onsite well or from the JBWD, the impact to the groundwater 

basin will not be significant. The well is not in an adjudicated basin. USGS groundwater records show that there is 

adequate groundwater volume beneath the Project site to serve the water demand for the Project without 

significantly impacting water supplies. The Project would not deplete groundwater in excess of the basin’s safe yield 

or lower the local groundwater table level. Groundwater aquifer volume and recharge would not be significantly 

impacted by the implementation of the Project.  

In addition, the JBWD has a recharge program in place whereby surface water is transferred through the Morongo 

pipeline, to a recharge pond owned by JBWD, and allowed to recharge back into the underlying aquifer, essentially 

offsetting future groundwater withdrawals. If the Project uses water from JBWD, the Applicant will purchase water 

to be placed into the recharge pond -- or pay a fee that would be used by JBWD to purchase water for recharge. 

Response 15-43 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND. 

Response 15-44 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND. 

Response 15-45 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND. 

Response 15-46 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 
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Response 15-47 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND. 

Response 15-48 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-49 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential aesthetics impacts from the Project. The aesthetic 

impacts of the Project have been thoroughly described in the Visual Resources Report and analyzed in the IS/MND. 

It should be emphasized that the Project site currently is an abandoned airport site, located adjacent to a cement 

manufacturing plant, and thus is already disturbed from a visual/aesthetic perspective. 

The Project will have low visibility from most public vantage points due to the short height of the panels and the 

perimeter fence that will block views for those driving along Sunfair. At the far south end of Sunfair, the Project will 

be visible to viewers from that height on the hill, but the Project is over 2 miles away. The Project is not within 2 

miles of Joshua Tree National Park, and therefore does not violate the criteria set forth in the San Bernardino Solar 

Ordinance, 84.29.035 (25). 

It is important to note that there is no legal access to the JTNP from the viewpoint at the northern boundary of the 

park. Signs at that location prohibit the public from entering or using the park from the northern property edge. The 

Project will not be visible from the JTNP campgrounds, visitor centers, or designated or named trails in JTNP, 

except from a few locations on a trail named Burro Loop. This lack of visibility is due to the topography and elevation 

of the mountains which would block most JTNP users from seeing the Project. Unlike Cascade, which was built on 

previously undisturbed land, the Joshua Tree Solar Project will be built on disturbed land. The viewshed of the 

project will replace an already disturbed view which was a decommissioned airport. The Project will be in the 

foreground, and will not change the view of the dominant feature of the mountains in the background.  

Similarly, the Project will not be seen from the Town of Joshua Tree. At the town’s closest point on Sunburst Street, 

the Project will be almost 3 miles in the distance. Again, given the low height of the panels, the Project will not be 

visible to residents of the Town of Joshua Tree.  

The county also note’s the commenter’s concerns regarding the potential for negative economic impacts associated 

with the Project. The applicant has identified approximately 50 million dollars in total expenditures associated with 

the Project. In addition, pursuant to CEQA, an economic impact is not an impact on the physical environment that 

must be addressed in an environmental document (see Public Resources Code § 21082.2.).  

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential water supply impacts from the Project. As described 

in the IS, water will be provided either by a well on site or by the Joshua Basin Water District (JBWD). A well 

application will be submitted to the County, and the Applicant intends to drill a well to meet the Project water demand 

in the event that water cannot be served by the JBWD. Water demand is described in detail in the Utilities section 

of the IS/MND. At peak demand, approximately 30 acre feet of water will be needed during the 6 months of project 

construction; this represents less than 2 percent of the average annual water provided to the region through the 

JBWD (approximately 1,700 acre feet per year for the region).  

Regardless of whether the Project uses water from an onsite well or from the JBWD, the impact to the groundwater 

basin will not be significant. The well is not in an adjudicated basin. USGS groundwater records show that there is 

adequate groundwater volume beneath the Project site to serve the water demand for the Project without 

significantly impacting water supplies. The Project would not deplete groundwater in excess of the basin’s safe yield 
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or lower the local groundwater table level. Groundwater aquifer volume and recharge would not be significantly 

impacted by the implementation of the Project.  

In addition, the JBWD has a recharge program in place whereby surface water is transferred through the Morongo 

pipeline, to a recharge pond owned by JBWD, and allowed to recharge back into the underlying aquifer, essentially 

offsetting future groundwater withdrawals. If the Project uses water from JBWD, the Applicant will purchase water 

to be placed into the recharge pond -- or pay a fee that would be used by JBWD to purchase water for recharge. 

The commenter alleges that there are biological concerns at the Project site. The analysis contained in the Initial 

Study and its background reports does not indicate any significant unmitigatable impact related to biological 

concerns.   

The Applicant’s team and environmental consultants coordinated and implemented all of the biology studies with 

the California Department of Wildlife (CDFW) and the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Survey protocols 

were followed and agreed to by the agencies. The Project’s potential biological impacts have been adequately 

evaluated.  

Again, it should be emphasized that the Project site is highly disturbed and does not provide high quality desert 

habitat for any species. It is a decommissioned airport, currently zoned for light industrial or commercial use and 

does not have high biological value.  

Response 15-50 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-51 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-52 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-53 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-54 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-55 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-56 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  
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Response 15-57 

The commenter alleges that birds will be killed because they will collide the solar panels. Tthe Applicant is committed 

to using a non-reflective coating on the PV panels, which will reduce the likelihood of the panels appearing as water. 

Additionally, it should be noted that there are no known threatened or endangered avian species living in or around 

the Project site, nor is there any evidence in the record demonstrating that there are localized conditions or other 

factors that suggest a risk of significant avian mortality associated with the Project. 

The commenter also alleges that there are biological concerns at the Project site.  Project specific analysis does 

not indicate this.  

The Applicant’s team and environmental consultants coordinated and implemented all of the biology studies with 

the California Department of Wildlife (CDFW) and the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Survey protocols 

were followed and agreed to by the agencies. The Project’s potential biological impacts have been adequately 

evaluated.  

Again, it should be emphasized that the Project site is highly disturbed and does not provide high quality desert 

habitat for any species. It is a decommissioned airport, currently zoned for light industrial or commercial use and 

does not have high biological value.  

The County also notes the commenter’s concerns about water supply concerns related to the Project. As described 

in the IS, water will be provided either by a well on site or by the Joshua Basin Water District (JBWD). A well 

application will be submitted to the County, and the Applicant intends to drill a well to meet the Project water demand 

in the event that water cannot be served by the JBWD. Water demand is described in detail in the Utilities section 

of the IS/MND. At peak demand, approximately 30 acre feet of water will be needed during the 6 months of project 

construction; this represents less than 2 percent of the average annual water provided to the region through the 

JBWD (approximately 1,700 acre feet per year for the region).  

Regardless of whether the Project uses water from an onsite well or from the JBWD, the impact to the groundwater 

basin will not be significant. The well is not in an adjudicated basin. USGS groundwater records show that there is 

adequate groundwater volume beneath the Project site to serve the water demand for the Project without 

significantly impacting water supplies. The Project would not deplete groundwater in excess of the basin’s safe yield 

or lower the local groundwater table level. Groundwater aquifer volume and recharge would not be significantly 

impacted by the implementation of the Project.  

In addition, the JBWD has a recharge program in place whereby surface water is transferred through the Morongo 

pipeline, to a recharge pond owned by JBWD, and allowed to recharge back into the underlying aquifer, essentially 

offsetting future groundwater withdrawals. If the Project uses water from JBWD, the Applicant will purchase water 

to be placed into the recharge pond -- or pay a fee that would be used by JBWD to purchase water for recharge. 

Response 15-58 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-59 

The commenter alleges that there are biological concerns at the Project site. The analysis contained in the Initial 

Study and its background reports does not indicate any significant unmitigatable impact related to biological 

concerns.   
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The Applicant’s team and environmental consultants coordinated and implemented all of the biology studies with 

the California Department of Wildlife (CDFW) and the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Survey protocols 

were followed and agreed to by the agencies. The Project’s potential biological impacts have been adequately 

evaluated.  

Again, it should be emphasized that the Project site is highly disturbed and does not provide high quality desert 

habitat for any species. It is a decommissioned airport, currently zoned for light industrial or commercial use and 

does not have high biological value.  

Response 15-60 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-61 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-62 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-63 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND. 

Response 15-64 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-65 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-66 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND. 

Response 15-67 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND. 

Response 15-68 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND. 

Response 15-69 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential aesthetics impacts from the Project. The aesthetic 

impacts of the Project have been thoroughly described in the Visual Resources Report and analyzed in the IS/MND. 

It should be emphasized that the Project site currently is an abandoned airport site, located adjacent to a cement 

manufacturing plant, and thus is already disturbed from a visual/aesthetic perspective. 
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The Project will have low visibility from most public vantage points due to the short height of the panels and the 

perimeter fence that will block views for those driving along Sunfair. At the far south end of Sunfair, the Project will 

be visible to viewers from that height on the hill, but the Project is over 2 miles away. The Project is not within 2 

miles of Joshua Tree National Park, and therefore does not violate the criteria set forth in the San Bernardino Solar 

Ordinance, 84.29.035 (25). 

It is important to note that there is no legal access to the JTNP from the viewpoint at the northern boundary of the 

park. Signs at that location prohibit the public from entering or using the park from the northern property edge. The 

Project will not be visible from the JTNP campgrounds, visitor centers, or designated or named trails in JTNP, 

except from a few locations on a trail named Burro Loop. This lack of visibility is due to the topography and elevation 

of the mountains which would block most JTNP users from seeing the Project. Unlike Cascade, which was built on 

previously undisturbed land, the Joshua Tree Solar Project will be built on disturbed land. The viewshed of the 

project will replace an already disturbed view which was a decommissioned airport. The Project will be in the 

foreground, and will not change the view of the dominant feature of the mountains in the background.  

Similarly, the Project will not be seen from the Town of Joshua Tree. At the town’s closest point on Sunburst Street, 

the Project will be almost 3 miles in the distance. Again, given the low height of the panels, the Project will not be 

visible to residents of the Town of Joshua Tree.  

Response 15-70 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-71 

The commenter alleges that there are biological concerns at the Project site. The analysis contained in the Initial 

Study and its background reports does not indicate any significant unmitigatable impact related to biological 

concerns.   

The Applicant’s team and environmental consultants coordinated and implemented all of the biology studies with 

the California Department of Wildlife (CDFW) and the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Survey protocols 

were followed and agreed to by the agencies. The Project’s potential biological impacts have been adequately 

evaluated.  

Again, it should be emphasized that the Project site is highly disturbed and does not provide high quality desert 

habitat for any species. It is a decommissioned airport, currently zoned for light industrial or commercial use and 

does not have high biological value.  

The commenter also questions the impact of increasing traffic. This is a relatively small project and the amount of 

construction traffic will be minimal and of short duration (6 months). Traffic during operations will be practically 

nonexistent. 

Response 15-72 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-73 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential aesthetics impacts from the Project. The aesthetic 

impacts of the Project have been thoroughly described in the Visual Resources Report and analyzed in the IS/MND. 
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It should be emphasized that the Project site currently is an abandoned airport site, located adjacent to a cement 

manufacturing plant, and thus is already disturbed from a visual/aesthetic perspective. 

The Project will have low visibility from most public vantage points due to the short height of the panels and the 

perimeter fence that will block views for those driving along Sunfair. At the far south end of Sunfair, the Project will 

be visible to viewers from that height on the hill, but the Project is over 2 miles away. The Project is not within 2 

miles of Joshua Tree National Park, and therefore does not violate the criteria set forth in the San Bernardino Solar 

Ordinance, 84.29.035 (25). 

It is important to note that there is no legal access to the JTNP from the viewpoint at the northern boundary of the 

park. Signs at that location prohibit the public from entering or using the park from the northern property edge. The 

Project will not be visible from the JTNP campgrounds, visitor centers, or designated or named trails in JTNP, 

except from a few locations on a trail named Burro Loop. This lack of visibility is due to the topography and elevation 

of the mountains which would block most JTNP users from seeing the Project. Unlike Cascade, which was built on 

previously undisturbed land, the Joshua Tree Solar Project will be built on disturbed land. The viewshed of the 

project will replace an already disturbed view which was a decommissioned airport. The Project will be in the 

foreground, and will not change the view of the dominant feature of the mountains in the background.  

Similarly, the Project will not be seen from the Town of Joshua Tree. At the town’s closest point on Sunburst Street, 

the Project will be almost 3 miles in the distance. Again, given the low height of the panels, the Project will not be 

visible to residents of the Town of Joshua Tree.  

The commenter also alleges that there are biological concerns at the Project site. The analysis contained in the 

Initial Study and its background reports does not indicate any significant unmitigatable impact related to biological 

concerns.   

The Applicant’s team and environmental consultants coordinated and implemented all of the biology studies with 

the California Department of Wildlife (CDFW) and the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Survey protocols 

were followed and agreed to by the agencies. The Project’s potential biological impacts have been adequately 

evaluated.  

Again, it should be emphasized that the Project site is highly disturbed and does not provide high quality desert 

habitat for any species. It is a decommissioned airport, currently zoned for light industrial or commercial use and 

does not have high biological value.  

Response 15-74 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-75 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-76 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-77 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 
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Response 15-78 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-79 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-80 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-81 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential water supply impacts from the Project. As described 

in the IS, water will be provided either by a well on site or by the Joshua Basin Water District (JBWD). A well 

application will be submitted to the County, and the Applicant intends to drill a well to meet the Project water demand 

in the event that water cannot be served by the JBWD. Water demand is described in detail in the Utilities section 

of the IS/MND. At peak demand, approximately 30 acre feet of water will be needed during the 6 months of project 

construction; this represents less than 2 percent of the average annual water provided to the region through the 

JBWD (approximately 1,700 acre feet per year for the region).  

Regardless of whether the Project uses water from an onsite well or from the JBWD, the impact to the groundwater 

basin will not be significant. The well is not in an adjudicated basin. USGS groundwater records show that there is 

adequate groundwater volume beneath the Project site to serve the water demand for the Project without 

significantly impacting water supplies. The Project would not deplete groundwater in excess of the basin’s safe yield 

or lower the local groundwater table level. Groundwater aquifer volume and recharge would not be significantly 

impacted by the implementation of the Project.  

In addition, the JBWD has a recharge program in place whereby surface water is transferred through the Morongo 

pipeline, to a recharge pond owned by JBWD, and allowed to recharge back into the underlying aquifer, essentially 

offsetting future groundwater withdrawals. If the Project uses water from JBWD, the Applicant will purchase water 

to be placed into the recharge pond -- or pay a fee that would be used by JBWD to purchase water for recharge. 

Response 15-82 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-83 

The county note’s the commenter’s concerns regarding the potential for negative economic impacts associated with 

the Project. The applicant has identified approximately 50 million dollars in total expenditures associated with the 

Project. In addition, pursuant to CEQA, an economic impact is not an impact on the physical environment that must 

be addressed in an environmental document (see Public Resources Code § 21082.2.). 

Response 15-84 

The commenter alleges that there would be loss of habitat at the Project site. The analysis contained in the Initial 

Study and its background reports does not indicate any significant unmitigatable impact related to habitat.   

The Applicant’s team and environmental consultants coordinated and implemented all of the biology studies with 

the California Department of Wildlife (CDFW) and the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Survey protocols 

were followed and agreed to by the agencies. The Project’s potential biological impacts have been adequately 

evaluated.  
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Again, it should be emphasized that the Project site is highly disturbed and does not provide high quality desert 

habitat for any species. It is a decommissioned airport, currently zoned for light industrial or commercial use and 

does not have high biological value.  

Response 15-85 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-86 

The county note’s the commenter’s concerns regarding the potential for negative economic impacts associated with 

the Project. The applicant has identified approximately 50 million dollars in total expenditures associated with the 

Project.  In addition, pursuant to CEQA, an economic impact is not an impact on the physical environment that must 

be addressed in an environmental document (see Public Resources Code § 21082.2.).  

Response 15-87 

The commenter alleges that habitat will be destroyed at the Project site. The analysis contained in the Initial Study 

and its background reports does indicate any significant impact related to habitat loss.   

The Applicant’s team and environmental consultants coordinated and implemented all of the biology studies with 

the California Department of Wildlife (CDFW) and the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Survey protocols 

were followed and agreed to by the agencies. The Project’s potential biological impacts have been adequately 

evaluated.  

Again, it should be emphasized that the Project site is highly disturbed and does not provide high quality desert 

habitat for any species. It is a decommissioned airport, currently zoned for light industrial or commercial use and 

does not have high biological value.  

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential aesthetics impacts from the Project. The aesthetic 

impacts of the Project have been thoroughly described in the Visual Resources Report and analyzed in the IS/MND. 

It should be emphasized that the Project site currently is an abandoned airport site, located adjacent to a cement 

manufacturing plant, and thus is already disturbed from a visual/aesthetic perspective. 

The Project will have low visibility from most public vantage points due to the short height of the panels and the 

perimeter fence that will block views for those driving along Sunfair. At the far south end of Sunfair, the Project will 

be visible to viewers from that height on the hill, but the Project is over 2 miles away. The Project is not within 2 

miles of Joshua Tree National Park, and therefore does not violate the criteria set forth in the San Bernardino Solar 

Ordinance, 84.29.035 (25). 

It is important to note that there is no legal access to the JTNP from the viewpoint at the northern boundary of the 

park. Signs at that location prohibit the public from entering or using the park from the northern property edge. The 

Project will not be visible from the JTNP campgrounds, visitor centers, or designated or named trails in JTNP, 

except from a few locations on a trail named Burro Loop. This lack of visibility is due to the topography and elevation 

of the mountains which would block most JTNP users from seeing the Project. Unlike Cascade, which was built on 

previously undisturbed land, the Joshua Tree Solar Project will be built on disturbed land. The viewshed of the 

project will replace an already disturbed view which was a decommissioned airport. The Project will be in the 

foreground, and will not change the view of the dominant feature of the mountains in the background.  
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Similarly, the Project will not be seen from the Town of Joshua Tree. At the town’s closest point on Sunburst Street, 

the Project will be almost 3 miles in the distance. Again, given the low height of the panels, the Project will not be 

visible to residents of the Town of Joshua Tree.  

The county also note’s the commenter’s concerns regarding the potential for negative economic impacts associated 

with the Project. The applicant has identified approximately 50 million dollars in total expenditures associated with 

the Project. In addition, pursuant to CEQA, an economic impact is not an impact on the physical environment that 

must be addressed in an environmental document (see Public Resources Code § 21082.2.).  

The County also notes the commenter’s concerns about water supply concerns related to the Project. As described 

in the IS, water will be provided either by a well on site or by the Joshua Basin Water District (JBWD). A well 

application will be submitted to the County, and the Applicant intends to drill a well to meet the Project water demand 

in the event that water cannot be served by the JBWD. Water demand is described in detail in the Utilities section 

of the IS/MND. At peak demand, approximately 30 acre feet of water will be needed during the 6 months of project 

construction; this represents less than 2 percent of the average annual water provided to the region through the 

JBWD (approximately 1,700 acre feet per year for the region).  

Regardless of whether the Project uses water from an onsite well or from the JBWD, the impact to the groundwater 

basin will not be significant. The well is not in an adjudicated basin. USGS groundwater records show that there is 

adequate groundwater volume beneath the Project site to serve the water demand for the Project without 

significantly impacting water supplies. The Project would not deplete groundwater in excess of the basin’s safe yield 

or lower the local groundwater table level. Groundwater aquifer volume and recharge would not be significantly 

impacted by the implementation of the Project.  

In addition, the JBWD has a recharge program in place whereby surface water is transferred through the Morongo 

pipeline, to a recharge pond owned by JBWD, and allowed to recharge back into the underlying aquifer, essentially 

offsetting future groundwater withdrawals. If the Project uses water from JBWD, the Applicant will purchase water 

to be placed into the recharge pond -- or pay a fee that would be used by JBWD to purchase water for recharge. 

Response 15-88 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-89 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-90 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential water supply impacts from the Project. As described 

in the IS, water will be provided either by a well on site or by the Joshua Basin Water District (JBWD). A well 

application will be submitted to the County, and the Applicant intends to drill a well to meet the Project water demand 

in the event that water cannot be served by the JBWD. Water demand is described in detail in the Utilities section 

of the IS/MND. At peak demand, approximately 30 acre feet of water will be needed during the 6 months of project 

construction; this represents less than 2 percent of the average annual water provided to the region through the 

JBWD (approximately 1,700 acre feet per year for the region).  

Regardless of whether the Project uses water from an onsite well or from the JBWD, the impact to the groundwater 

basin will not be significant. The well is not in an adjudicated basin. USGS groundwater records show that there is 

adequate groundwater volume beneath the Project site to serve the water demand for the Project without 

significantly impacting water supplies. The Project would not deplete groundwater in excess of the basin’s safe yield 
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or lower the local groundwater table level. Groundwater aquifer volume and recharge would not be significantly 

impacted by the implementation of the Project.  

In addition, the JBWD has a recharge program in place whereby surface water is transferred through the Morongo 

pipeline, to a recharge pond owned by JBWD, and allowed to recharge back into the underlying aquifer, essentially 

offsetting future groundwater withdrawals. If the Project uses water from JBWD, the Applicant will purchase water 

to be placed into the recharge pond -- or pay a fee that would be used by JBWD to purchase water for recharge. 

Response 15-91 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-92 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential aesthetics impacts from the Project. The aesthetic 

impacts of the Project have been thoroughly described in the Visual Resources Report and analyzed in the IS/MND. 

It should be emphasized that the Project site currently is an abandoned airport site, located adjacent to a cement 

manufacturing plant, and thus is already disturbed from a visual/aesthetic perspective. 

The Project will have low visibility from most public vantage points due to the short height of the panels and the 

perimeter fence that will block views for those driving along Sunfair. At the far south end of Sunfair, the Project will 

be visible to viewers from that height on the hill, but the Project is over 2 miles away. The Project is not within 2 

miles of Joshua Tree National Park, and therefore does not violate the criteria set forth in the San Bernardino Solar 

Ordinance, 84.29.035 (25). 

It is important to note that there is no legal access to the JTNP from the viewpoint at the northern boundary of the 

park. Signs at that location prohibit the public from entering or using the park from the northern property edge. The 

Project will not be visible from the JTNP campgrounds, visitor centers, or designated or named trails in JTNP, 

except from a few locations on a trail named Burro Loop. This lack of visibility is due to the topography and elevation 

of the mountains which would block most JTNP users from seeing the Project. Unlike Cascade, which was built on 

previously undisturbed land, the Joshua Tree Solar Project will be built on disturbed land. The viewshed of the 

project will replace an already disturbed view which was a decommissioned airport. The Project will be in the 

foreground, and will not change the view of the dominant feature of the mountains in the background.  

Similarly, the Project will not be seen from the Town of Joshua Tree. At the town’s closest point on Sunburst Street, 

the Project will be almost 3 miles in the distance. Again, given the low height of the panels, the Project will not be 

visible to residents of the Town of Joshua Tree.  

Response 15-93 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-94 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-95 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 
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Response 15-96 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-97 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-98 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-99 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-100 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential water supply impacts from the Project. As described 

in the IS, water will be provided either by a well on site or by the Joshua Basin Water District (JBWD). A well 

application will be submitted to the County, and the Applicant intends to drill a well to meet the Project water demand 

in the event that water cannot be served by the JBWD. Water demand is described in detail in the Utilities section 

of the IS/MND. At peak demand, approximately 30 acre feet of water will be needed during the 6 months of project 

construction; this represents less than 2 percent of the average annual water provided to the region through the 

JBWD (approximately 1,700 acre feet per year for the region).  

Regardless of whether the Project uses water from an onsite well or from the JBWD, the impact to the groundwater 

basin will not be significant. The well is not in an adjudicated basin. USGS groundwater records show that there is 

adequate groundwater volume beneath the Project site to serve the water demand for the Project without 

significantly impacting water supplies. The Project would not deplete groundwater in excess of the basin’s safe yield 

or lower the local groundwater table level. Groundwater aquifer volume and recharge would not be significantly 

impacted by the implementation of the Project.  

In addition, the JBWD has a recharge program in place whereby surface water is transferred through the Morongo 

pipeline, to a recharge pond owned by JBWD, and allowed to recharge back into the underlying aquifer, 

essentially offsetting future groundwater withdrawals. If the Project uses water from JBWD, the Applicant will 

purchase water to be placed into the recharge pond -- or pay a fee that would be used by JBWD to purchase 

water for recharge. 

Response 15-101 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-102 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-103 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  
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Response 15-104 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-105 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-106 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-107 

The county note’s the commenter’s concerns regarding the potential for negative economic impacts associated with 

the Project. The applicant has identified approximately 50 million dollars in total expenditures associated with the 

Project.  In addition, pursuant to CEQA, an economic impact is not an impact on the physical environment that must 

be addressed in an environmental document (see Public Resources Code § 21082.2.). 

The County also notes the commenter’s concerns about potential aesthetics impacts from the Project. The aesthetic 

impacts of the Project have been thoroughly described in the Visual Resources Report and analyzed in the IS/MND. 

It should be emphasized that the Project site currently is an abandoned airport site, located adjacent to a cement 

manufacturing plant, and thus is already disturbed from a visual/aesthetic perspective. 

The Project will have low visibility from most public vantage points due to the short height of the panels and the 

perimeter fence that will block views for those driving along Sunfair. At the far south end of Sunfair, the Project will 

be visible to viewers from that height on the hill, but the Project is over 2 miles away. The Project is not within 2 

miles of Joshua Tree National Park, and therefore does not violate the criteria set forth in the San Bernardino Solar 

Ordinance, 84.29.035 (25). 

It is important to note that there is no legal access to the JTNP from the viewpoint at the northern boundary of the 

park. Signs at that location prohibit the public from entering or using the park from the northern property edge. The 

Project will not be visible from the JTNP campgrounds, visitor centers, or designated or named trails in JTNP, 

except from a few locations on a trail named Burro Loop. This lack of visibility is due to the topography and elevation 

of the mountains which would block most JTNP users from seeing the Project. Unlike Cascade, which was built on 

previously undisturbed land, the Joshua Tree Solar Project will be built on disturbed land. The viewshed of the 

project will replace an already disturbed view which was a decommissioned airport. The Project will be in the 

foreground, and will not change the view of the dominant feature of the mountains in the background.  

Similarly, the Project will not be seen from the Town of Joshua Tree. At the town’s closest point on Sunburst Street, 

the Project will be almost 3 miles in the distance. Again, given the low height of the panels, the Project will not be 

visible to residents of the Town of Joshua Tree.  

The commenter also alleges that there are biological concerns at the Project site.  The analysis contained in the 

Initial Study and its background reports does not indicate any significant unmitigatable impact related to biological 

concerns.   

The Applicant’s team and environmental consultants coordinated and implemented all of the biology studies with 

the California Department of Wildlife (CDFW) and the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Survey protocols 

were followed and agreed to by the agencies. The Project’s potential biological impacts have been adequately 

evaluated.  
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Again, it should be emphasized that the Project site is highly disturbed and does not provide high quality desert 

habitat for any species. It is a decommissioned airport, currently zoned for light industrial or commercial use and 

does not have high biological value. 

Response 15-108 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-109 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-110 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-111 

The county note’s the commenter’s concerns regarding the potential for negative economic impacts associated with 

the Project. The applicant has identified approximately 50 million dollars in total expenditures associated with the 

Project. In addition, pursuant to CEQA, an economic impact is not an impact on the physical environment that must 

be addressed in an environmental document (see Public Resources Code § 21082.2.).  

The County also notes the commenter’s concerns about potential aesthetics impacts from the Project. The aesthetic 

impacts of the Project have been thoroughly described in the Visual Resources Report and analyzed in the IS/MND. 

It should be emphasized that the Project site currently is an abandoned airport site, located adjacent to a cement 

manufacturing plant, and thus is already disturbed from a visual/aesthetic perspective. 

The Project will have low visibility from most public vantage points due to the short height of the panels and the 

perimeter fence that will block views for those driving along Sunfair. At the far south end of Sunfair, the Project will 

be visible to viewers from that height on the hill, but the Project is over 2 miles away. The Project is not within 2 

miles of Joshua Tree National Park, and therefore does not violate the criteria set forth in the San Bernardino Solar 

Ordinance, 84.29.035 (25). 

It is important to note that there is no legal access to the JTNP from the viewpoint at the northern boundary of the 

park. Signs at that location prohibit the public from entering or using the park from the northern property edge. The 

Project will not be visible from the JTNP campgrounds, visitor centers, or designated or named trails in JTNP, 

except from a few locations on a trail named Burro Loop. This lack of visibility is due to the topography and elevation 

of the mountains which would block most JTNP users from seeing the Project. Unlike Cascade, which was built on 

previously undisturbed land, the Joshua Tree Solar Project will be built on disturbed land. The viewshed of the 

project will replace an already disturbed view which was a decommissioned airport. The Project will be in the 

foreground, and will not change the view of the dominant feature of the mountains in the background.  

Similarly, the Project will not be seen from the Town of Joshua Tree. At the town’s closest point on Sunburst Street, 

the Project will be almost 3 miles in the distance. Again, given the low height of the panels, the Project will not be 

visible to residents of the Town of Joshua Tree.  

Response 15-112 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 
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Response 15-113 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential aesthetics impacts from the Project. The aesthetic 

impacts of the Project have been thoroughly described in the Visual Resources Report and analyzed in the IS/MND. 

It should be emphasized that the Project site currently is an abandoned airport site, located adjacent to a cement 

manufacturing plant, and thus is already disturbed from a visual/aesthetic perspective. 

The Project will have low visibility from most public vantage points due to the short height of the panels and the 

perimeter fence that will block views for those driving along Sunfair. At the far south end of Sunfair, the Project will 

be visible to viewers from that height on the hill, but the Project is over 2 miles away. The Project is not within 2 

miles of Joshua Tree National Park, and therefore does not violate the criteria set forth in the San Bernardino Solar 

Ordinance, 84.29.035 (25). 

It is important to note that there is no legal access to the JTNP from the viewpoint at the northern boundary of the 

park. Signs at that location prohibit the public from entering or using the park from the northern property edge. The 

Project will not be visible from the JTNP campgrounds, visitor centers, or designated or named trails in JTNP, 

except from a few locations on a trail named Burro Loop. This lack of visibility is due to the topography and elevation 

of the mountains which would block most JTNP users from seeing the Project. Unlike Cascade, which was built on 

previously undisturbed land, the Joshua Tree Solar Project will be built on disturbed land. The viewshed of the 

project will replace an already disturbed view which was a decommissioned airport. The Project will be in the 

foreground, and will not change the view of the dominant feature of the mountains in the background.  

Similarly, the Project will not be seen from the Town of Joshua Tree. At the town’s closest point on Sunburst Street, 

the Project will be almost 3 miles in the distance. Again, given the low height of the panels, the Project will not be 

visible to residents of the Town of Joshua Tree.  

Response 15-114 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential aesthetics impacts from the Project. The aesthetic 

impacts of the Project have been thoroughly described in the Visual Resources Report and analyzed in the IS/MND. 

It should be emphasized that the Project site currently is an abandoned airport site, located adjacent to a cement 

manufacturing plant, and thus is already disturbed from a visual/aesthetic perspective. 

The Project will have low visibility from most public vantage points due to the short height of the panels and the 

perimeter fence that will block views for those driving along Sunfair. At the far south end of Sunfair, the Project will 

be visible to viewers from that height on the hill, but the Project is over 2 miles away. The Project is not within 2 

miles of Joshua Tree National Park, and therefore does not violate the criteria set forth in the San Bernardino Solar 

Ordinance, 84.29.035 (25). 

It is important to note that there is no legal access to the JTNP from the viewpoint at the northern boundary of the 

park. Signs at that location prohibit the public from entering or using the park from the northern property edge. The 

Project will not be visible from the JTNP campgrounds, visitor centers, or designated or named trails in JTNP, 

except from a few locations on a trail named Burro Loop. This lack of visibility is due to the topography and elevation 

of the mountains which would block most JTNP users from seeing the Project. Unlike Cascade, which was built on 

previously undisturbed land, the Joshua Tree Solar Project will be built on disturbed land. The viewshed of the 

project will replace an already disturbed view which was a decommissioned airport. The Project will be in the 

foreground, and will not change the view of the dominant feature of the mountains in the background.  

Similarly, the Project will not be seen from the Town of Joshua Tree. At the town’s closest point on Sunburst Street, 

the Project will be almost 3 miles in the distance. Again, given the low height of the panels, the Project will not be 

visible to residents of the Town of Joshua Tree.  
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Response 15-115 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-116 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-117 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-118 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-119 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-120 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-121 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-122 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-123 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-124 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-125 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-126 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project..  

Response 15-127 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  
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Response 15-128 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential aesthetics impacts from the Project. The aesthetic 

impacts of the Project have been thoroughly described in the Visual Resources Report and analyzed in the IS/MND. 

It should be emphasized that the Project site currently is an abandoned airport site, located adjacent to a cement 

manufacturing plant, and thus is already disturbed from a visual/aesthetic perspective. 

The Project will have low visibility from most public vantage points due to the short height of the panels and the 

perimeter fence that will block views for those driving along Sunfair. At the far south end of Sunfair, the Project will 

be visible to viewers from that height on the hill, but the Project is over 2 miles away. The Project is not within 2 

miles of Joshua Tree National Park, and therefore does not violate the criteria set forth in the San Bernardino Solar 

Ordinance, 84.29.035 (25). 

It is important to note that there is no legal access to the JTNP from the viewpoint at the northern boundary of the 

park. Signs at that location prohibit the public from entering or using the park from the northern property edge. The 

Project will not be visible from the JTNP campgrounds, visitor centers, or designated or named trails in JTNP, 

except from a few locations on a trail named Burro Loop. This lack of visibility is due to the topography and elevation 

of the mountains which would block most JTNP users from seeing the Project. Unlike Cascade, which was built on 

previously undisturbed land, the Joshua Tree Solar Project will be built on disturbed land. The viewshed of the 

project will replace an already disturbed view which was a decommissioned airport. The Project will be in the 

foreground, and will not change the view of the dominant feature of the mountains in the background.  

Similarly, the Project will not be seen from the Town of Joshua Tree. At the town’s closest point on Sunburst Street, 

the Project will be almost 3 miles in the distance. Again, given the low height of the panels, the Project will not be 

visible to residents of the Town of Joshua Tree.  

The County also notes the commenter’s concerns about water supply concerns related to the Project. As described 

in the IS, water will be provided either by a well on site or by the Joshua Basin Water District (JBWD). A well 

application will be submitted to the County, and the Applicant intends to drill a well to meet the Project water demand 

in the event that water cannot be served by the JBWD. Water demand is described in detail in the Utilities section 

of the IS/MND. At peak demand, approximately 30 acre feet of water will be needed during the 6 months of project 

construction; this represents less than 2 percent of the average annual water provided to the region through the 

JBWD (approximately 1,700 acre feet per year for the region).  

Regardless of whether the Project uses water from an onsite well or from the JBWD, the impact to the groundwater 

basin will not be significant. The well is not in an adjudicated basin. USGS groundwater records show that there is 

adequate groundwater volume beneath the Project site to serve the water demand for the Project without 

significantly impacting water supplies. The Project would not deplete groundwater in excess of the basin’s safe yield 

or lower the local groundwater table level. Groundwater aquifer volume and recharge would not be significantly 

impacted by the implementation of the Project.  

In addition, the JBWD has a recharge program in place whereby surface water is transferred through the Morongo 

pipeline, to a recharge pond owned by JBWD, and allowed to recharge back into the underlying aquifer, essentially 

offsetting future groundwater withdrawals. If the Project uses water from JBWD, the Applicant will purchase water 

to be placed into the recharge pond -- or pay a fee that would be used by JBWD to purchase water for recharge. 

Response 15-129 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  
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Response 15-130 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-131 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-132 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-133 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-134 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-135 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-136 

The commenter alleges that birds will be killed because they will collide the solar panels. The Applicant is committed 

to using a non-reflective coating on the PV panels, which will reduce the likelihood of the panels appearing as water. 

Additionally, it should be noted that there are no known threatened or endangered avian species living in or around 

the Project site, nor is there any evidence in the record demonstrating that there are localized conditions or other 

factors that suggest a risk of significant avian mortality associated with the Project.  

Response 15-137 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-138 

The commenter alleges that there are biological concerns at the Project site. The analysis contained in the Initial 

Study and its background reports does not indicate any significant unmitigatable impact related to biological 

concerns.   

The Applicant’s team and environmental consultants coordinated and implemented all of the biology studies with 

the California Department of Wildlife (CDFW) and the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Survey protocols 

were followed and agreed to by the agencies. The Project’s potential biological impacts have been adequately 

evaluated.  

Again, it should be emphasized that the Project site is highly disturbed and does not provide high quality desert 

habitat for any species. It is a decommissioned airport, currently zoned for light industrial or commercial use and 

does not have high biological value. 
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Response 15-139 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-140 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-141 

The commenter alleges that there are biological concerns at the Project site. The analysis contained in the Initial 

Study and its background reports does not indicate any significant unmitigatable impact related to biological 

concerns.   

The Applicant’s team and environmental consultants coordinated and implemented all of the biology studies with 

the California Department of Wildlife (CDFW) and the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Survey protocols 

were followed and agreed to by the agencies. The Project’s potential biological impacts have been adequately 

evaluated.  

Again, it should be emphasized that the Project site is highly disturbed and does not provide high quality desert 

habitat for any species. It is a decommissioned airport, currently zoned for light industrial or commercial use and 

does not have high biological value.  

Response 15-142 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-143 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential aesthetics impacts from the Project. The aesthetic 

impacts of the Project have been thoroughly described in the Visual Resources Report and analyzed in the IS/MND. 

It should be emphasized that the Project site currently is an abandoned airport site, located adjacent to a cement 

manufacturing plant, and thus is already disturbed from a visual/aesthetic perspective. 

The Project will have low visibility from most public vantage points due to the short height of the panels and the 

perimeter fence that will block views for those driving along Sunfair. At the far south end of Sunfair, the Project will 

be visible to viewers from that height on the hill, but the Project is over 2 miles away. The Project is not within 2 

miles of Joshua Tree National Park, and therefore does not violate the criteria set forth in the San Bernardino Solar 

Ordinance, 84.29.035 (25). 

It is important to note that there is no legal access to the JTNP from the viewpoint at the northern boundary of the 

park. Signs at that location prohibit the public from entering or using the park from the northern property edge. The 

Project will not be visible from the JTNP campgrounds, visitor centers, or designated or named trails in JTNP, 

except from a few locations on a trail named Burro Loop. This lack of visibility is due to the topography and elevation 

of the mountains which would block most JTNP users from seeing the Project. Unlike Cascade, which was built on 

previously undisturbed land, the Joshua Tree Solar Project will be built on disturbed land. The viewshed of the 

project will replace an already disturbed view which was a decommissioned airport. The Project will be in the 

foreground, and will not change the view of the dominant feature of the mountains in the background.  
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Similarly, the Project will not be seen from the Town of Joshua Tree. At the town’s closest point on Sunburst Street, 

the Project will be almost 3 miles in the distance. Again, given the low height of the panels, the Project will not be 

visible to residents of the Town of Joshua Tree.  

Response 15-144 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-145 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-146 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-147 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-148 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-149 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential aesthetics impacts from the Project. The aesthetic 

impacts of the Project have been thoroughly described in the Visual Resources Report and analyzed in the IS/MND. 

It should be emphasized that the Project site currently is an abandoned airport site, located adjacent to a cement 

manufacturing plant, and thus is already disturbed from a visual/aesthetic perspective. 

The Project will have low visibility from most public vantage points due to the short height of the panels and the 

perimeter fence that will block views for those driving along Sunfair. At the far south end of Sunfair, the Project will 

be visible to viewers from that height on the hill, but the Project is over 2 miles away. The Project is not within 2 

miles of Joshua Tree National Park, and therefore does not violate the criteria set forth in the San Bernardino Solar 

Ordinance, 84.29.035 (25). 

It is important to note that there is no legal access to the JTNP from the viewpoint at the northern boundary of the 

park. Signs at that location prohibit the public from entering or using the park from the northern property edge. The 

Project will not be visible from the JTNP campgrounds, visitor centers, or designated or named trails in JTNP, 

except from a few locations on a trail named Burro Loop. This lack of visibility is due to the topography and elevation 

of the mountains which would block most JTNP users from seeing the Project. Unlike Cascade, which was built on 

previously undisturbed land, the Joshua Tree Solar Project will be built on disturbed land. The viewshed of the 

project will replace an already disturbed view which was a decommissioned airport. The Project will be in the 

foreground, and will not change the view of the dominant feature of the mountains in the background.  

Similarly, the Project will not be seen from the Town of Joshua Tree. At the town’s closest point on Sunburst Street, 

the Project will be almost 3 miles in the distance. Again, given the low height of the panels, the Project will not be 

visible to residents of the Town of Joshua Tree.  
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The commenter alleges that birds will be killed because they will collide the solar panels. The Applicant is committed 

to using a non-reflective coating on the PV panels, which will reduce the likelihood of the panels appearing as water. 

Additionally, it should be noted that there are no known threatened or endangered avian species living in or around 

the Project site, nor is there any evidence in the record demonstrating that there are localized conditions or other 

factors that suggest a risk of significant avian mortality associated with the Project. 

The commenter also alleges that there are biological concerns at the Project site. The analysis contained in the 

Initial Study and its background reports does not indicate any significant unmitigatable impact related to biological 

concerns.   

The Applicant’s team and environmental consultants coordinated and implemented all of the biology studies with 

the California Department of Wildlife (CDFW) and the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Survey protocols 

were followed and agreed to by the agencies. The Project’s potential biological impacts have been adequately 

evaluated.  

Again, it should be emphasized that the Project site is highly disturbed and does not provide high quality desert 

habitat for any species. It is a decommissioned airport, currently zoned for light industrial or commercial use and 

does not have high biological value. 

The County also notes the commenter’s concerns about water supply concerns related to the Project. As described 

in the IS, water will be provided either by a well on site or by the Joshua Basin Water District (JBWD). A well 

application will be submitted to the County, and the Applicant intends to drill a well to meet the Project water demand 

in the event that water cannot be served by the JBWD. Water demand is described in detail in the Utilities section 

of the IS/MND. At peak demand, approximately 30 acre feet of water will be needed during the 6 months of project 

construction; this represents less than 2 percent of the average annual water provided to the region through the 

JBWD (approximately 1,700 acre feet per year for the region).  

Regardless of whether the Project uses water from an onsite well or from the JBWD, the impact to the groundwater 

basin will not be significant. The well is not in an adjudicated basin. USGS groundwater records show that there is 

adequate groundwater volume beneath the Project site to serve the water demand for the Project without 

significantly impacting water supplies. The Project would not deplete groundwater in excess of the basin’s safe yield 

or lower the local groundwater table level. Groundwater aquifer volume and recharge would not be significantly 

impacted by the implementation of the Project.  

In addition, the JBWD has a recharge program in place whereby surface water is transferred through the Morongo 

pipeline, to a recharge pond owned by JBWD, and allowed to recharge back into the underlying aquifer, essentially 

offsetting future groundwater withdrawals. If the Project uses water from JBWD, the Applicant will purchase water 

to be placed into the recharge pond -- or pay a fee that would be used by JBWD to purchase water for recharge. 

Response 15-150 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-151 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

272 of 467



 Initial Study Response to Comments Page 49 of 66 
 
APNs: 060723119 and 060736406 
Applicant: Joshua Tree Solar Farm, LLC 
Project #: P201400482/CUP  
March 2016 
 
Response 15-152 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-153 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-154 

The commenter alleges that there are biological concerns at the Project site. The analysis contained in the Initial 

Study and its background reports does not indicate any significant unmitigatable impact related to biological 

concerns.   

The Applicant’s team and environmental consultants coordinated and implemented all of the biology studies with 

the California Department of Wildlife (CDFW) and the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Survey protocols 

were followed and agreed to by the agencies. The Project’s potential biological impacts have been adequately 

evaluated.  

Again, it should be emphasized that the Project site is highly disturbed and does not provide high quality desert 

habitat for any species. It is a decommissioned airport, currently zoned for light industrial or commercial use and 

does not have high biological value. 

Response 15-155 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-156 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-157 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-158 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-159 

The county note’s the commenter’s concerns regarding the potential for negative economic impacts associated with 

the Project. The applicant has identified approximately 50 million dollars in total expenditures associated with the 

Project. addition, pursuant to CEQA, an economic impact is not an impact on the physical environment that must 

be addressed in an environmental document (see Public Resources Code § 21082.2.). 

Response 15-160 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential air quality impacts from the Project. The County 

contacted the Mojave Air Quality Management District (MDAQMD) and their response and interest in the Project 

was limited to a request for a Dust Control Plan. The IS/MND discusses that the Project will produce some dust 

during the construction phase, which will be short-term and temporary, especially since the Project site is relatively 

small (115 acres) and on land that is already disturbed. As with all construction projects that occur within the County, 
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the Project will be subject to the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District’s (MDAQMD) Rule 403.2 (Fugitive 

Dust Control for the Mojave Desert Planning Area). Rule 403.2 specifically re-quires the preparation of a dust control 

plan prior to construction of the Project. Best management practices for the control of dust are included in the 

IS/MND and will be required as a Condition for Approval of the Project. In addition to the requirements for dust 

control (e.g., watering), the dust control plan will include the contact information of a representative from the 

construction management team to facilitate the reporting to the MDAQMD, as well as facilitating responses to any 

dust related issues. Any complaints related to dust control during construction of the Project should be directed to 

the MDAQMD’s complaint line at (800) 635-4617.  Additionally, the County will implement its own review of a 

construction and operational dust control plan per the Project Conditions of Approval.  In the event of non-

compliance, the County will utilize its Code Enforcement to bring the property into compliance.     

In regards to the comment about the potential for valley fever and air borne spores created during construction, 

again, the Project is not taking place on desert land with old soil crust. It is a highly disturbed piece of property that 

was formerly used as an airport. Valley fever spores are generally found in unbroken soil crust and are extremely 

unlikely to be on this property.  

Response 15-161 

The county note’s the commenter’s concerns regarding the potential for negative economic impacts associated with 

the Project. The applicant has identified approximately 50 million dollars in total expenditures associated with the 

Project.  In addition, pursuant to CEQA, an economic impact is not an impact on the physical environment that must 

be addressed in an environmental document (see Public Resources Code § 21082.2). 

Response 15-162 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-163 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-164 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-165 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-166 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential water supply impacts from the Project. As described 

in the IS, water will be provided either by a well on site or by the Joshua Basin Water District (JBWD). A well 

application will be submitted to the County, and the Applicant intends to drill a well to meet the Project water demand 

in the event that water cannot be served by the JBWD. Water demand is described in detail in the Utilities section 

of the IS/MND. At peak demand, approximately 30 acre feet of water will be needed during the 6 months of project 

construction; this represents less than 2 percent of the average annual water provided to the region through the 

JBWD (approximately 1,700 acre feet per year for the region).  

Regardless of whether the Project uses water from an onsite well or from the JBWD, the impact to the groundwater 

basin will not be significant. The well is not in an adjudicated basin. USGS groundwater records show that there is 
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adequate groundwater volume beneath the Project site to serve the water demand for the Project without 

significantly impacting water supplies. The Project would not deplete groundwater in excess of the basin’s safe yield 

or lower the local groundwater table level. Groundwater aquifer volume and recharge would not be significantly 

impacted by the implementation of the Project.  

In addition, the JBWD has a recharge program in place whereby surface water is transferred through the Morongo 

pipeline, to a recharge pond owned by JBWD, and allowed to recharge back into the underlying aquifer, essentially 

offsetting future groundwater withdrawals. If the Project uses water from JBWD, the Applicant will purchase water 

to be placed into the recharge pond -- or pay a fee that would be used by JBWD to purchase water for recharge. 

The commenter alleges that native vegetation would be destroyed. It should be emphasized that the Project site is 

highly disturbed and does not provide high quality desert habitat for any species. It is a decommissioned airport, 

currently zoned for light industrial or commercial use. The County respects the need to protect the desert that 

provides high quality habitat for desert plants and animals. However, this site does not have high biological value.  

The County also notes the commenter’s concerns about potential aesthetics impacts from the Project. The aesthetic 

impacts of the Project have been thoroughly described in the Visual Resources Report and analyzed in the IS/MND. 

It should be emphasized that the Project site currently is an abandoned airport site, located adjacent to a cement 

manufacturing plant, and thus is already disturbed from a visual/aesthetic perspective. 

The Project will have low visibility from most public vantage points due to the short height of the panels and the 

perimeter fence that will block views for those driving along Sunfair. At the far south end of Sunfair, the Project will 

be visible to viewers from that height on the hill, but the Project is over 2 miles away. The Project is not within 2 

miles of Joshua Tree National Park, and therefore does not violate the criteria set forth in the San Bernardino Solar 

Ordinance, 84.29.035 (25). 

It is important to note that there is no legal access to the JTNP from the viewpoint at the northern boundary of the 

park. Signs at that location prohibit the public from entering or using the park from the northern property edge. The 

Project will not be visible from the JTNP campgrounds, visitor centers, or designated or named trails in JTNP, 

except from a few locations on a trail named Burro Loop. This lack of visibility is due to the topography and elevation 

of the mountains which would block most JTNP users from seeing the Project. Unlike Cascade, which was built on 

previously undisturbed land, the Joshua Tree Solar Project will be built on disturbed land. The viewshed of the 

project will replace an already disturbed view which was a decommissioned airport. The Project will be in the 

foreground, and will not change the view of the dominant feature of the mountains in the background.  

Similarly, the Project will not be seen from the Town of Joshua Tree. At the town’s closest point on Sunburst Street, 

the Project will be almost 3 miles in the distance. Again, given the low height of the panels, the Project will not be 

visible to residents of the Town of Joshua Tree.  

Response 15-167 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-168 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential air quality impacts from the Project. The County 

contacted the Mojave Air Quality Management District (MDAQMD) and their response and interest in the Project 

was limited to a request for a Dust Control Plan. The IS/MND discusses that the Project will produce some dust 

during the construction phase, which will be short-term and temporary, especially since the Project site is relatively 

small (115 acres) and on land that is already disturbed. As with all construction projects that occur within the County, 
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the Project will be subject to the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District’s (MDAQMD) Rule 403.2 (Fugitive 

Dust Control for the Mojave Desert Planning Area). Rule 403.2 specifically re-quires the preparation of a dust control 

plan prior to construction of the Project. Best management practices for the control of dust are included in the 

IS/MND and will be required as a Condition for Approval of the Project. In addition to the requirements for dust 

control (e.g., watering), the dust control plan will include the contact information of a representative from the 

construction management team to facilitate the reporting to the MDAQMD, as well as facilitating responses to any 

dust related issues. Any complaints related to dust control during construction of the Project should be directed to 

the MDAQMD’s complaint line at (800) 635-4617.  Additionally, the County will implement its own review of a 

construction and operational dust control plan per the Project Conditions of Approval.  In the event of non-

compliance, the County will utilize its Code Enforcement to bring the property into compliance.     

In regards to comments about the potential for valley fever and air borne spores created during construction, again, 

the Project is not taking place on desert land with old soil crust. It is a highly disturbed piece of property that was 

formerly used as an airport. Valley fever spores are generally found in unbroken soil crust and are extremely unlikely 

to be on this property. Furthermore, the County Public Health Department has determined that development projects 

in San Bernardino County do not pose a significant risk to public health from Valley Fever  

Response 15-169 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND. 

Response 15-170 

The commenter alleges that there are biological concerns at the Project site. The analysis contained in the Initial 

Study and its background reports does not indicate any significant unmitigatable impact related to biological 

concerns.   

The Applicant’s team and environmental consultants coordinated and implemented all of the biology studies with 

the California Department of Wildlife (CDFW) and the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Survey protocols 

were followed and agreed to by the agencies. The Project’s potential biological impacts have been adequately 

evaluated.  

Again, it should be emphasized that the Project site is highly disturbed and does not provide high quality desert 

habitat for any species. It is a decommissioned airport, currently zoned for light industrial or commercial use and 

does not have high biological value.  

The commenter also alleges that birds will be killed because they will collide the solar panels. The Applicant is 

committed to using a non-reflective coating on the PV panels, which will reduce the likelihood of the panels 

appearing as water. Additionally, it should be noted that there are no known threatened or endangered avian 

species living in or around the Project site, nor is there any evidence in the record demonstrating that there are 

localized conditions or other factors that suggest a risk of significant avian mortality associated with the Project. 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential aesthetics impacts from the Project. The aesthetic 

impacts of the Project have been thoroughly described in the Visual Resources Report and analyzed in the IS/MND. 

It should be emphasized that the Project site currently is an abandoned airport site, located adjacent to a cement 

manufacturing plant, and thus is already disturbed from a visual/aesthetic perspective. 

The Project will have low visibility from most public vantage points due to the short height of the panels and the 

perimeter fence that will block views for those driving along Sunfair. At the far south end of Sunfair, the Project will 

be visible to viewers from that height on the hill, but the Project is over 2 miles away. The Project is not within 2 
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miles of Joshua Tree National Park, and therefore does not violate the criteria set forth in the San Bernardino Solar 

Ordinance, 84.29.035 (25). 

It is important to note that there is no legal access to the JTNP from the viewpoint at the northern boundary of the 

park. Signs at that location prohibit the public from entering or using the park from the northern property edge. The 

Project will not be visible from the JTNP campgrounds, visitor centers, or designated or named trails in JTNP, 

except from a few locations on a trail named Burro Loop. This lack of visibility is due to the topography and elevation 

of the mountains which would block most JTNP users from seeing the Project. Unlike Cascade, which was built on 

previously undisturbed land, the Joshua Tree Solar Project will be built on disturbed land. The viewshed of the 

project will replace an already disturbed view which was a decommissioned airport. The Project will be in the 

foreground, and will not change the view of the dominant feature of the mountains in the background.  

Similarly, the Project will not be seen from the Town of Joshua Tree. At the town’s closest point on Sunburst Street, 

the Project will be almost 3 miles in the distance. Again, given the low height of the panels, the Project will not be 

visible to residents of the Town of Joshua Tree.  

Response 15-171 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-172 

The commenter alleges that the land is undisturbed at the Project site.  It should be emphasized that the Project 

site is highly disturbed and does not provide high quality desert habitat for any species. It is a decommissioned 

airport, currently zoned for light industrial or commercial use. The County respects the need to protect the desert 

that provides high quality habitat for desert plants and animals. However, this site does not have high biological 

value.  

Response 15-173 

The commenter alleges that there are biological concerns at the Project site. The analysis contained in the Initial 

Study and its background reports does not indicate any significant unmitigatable impact related to biological 

concerns.   

The Applicant’s team and environmental consultants coordinated and implemented all of the biology studies with 

the California Department of Wildlife (CDFW) and the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Survey protocols 

were followed and agreed to by the agencies. The Project’s potential biological impacts have been adequately 

evaluated.  

Again, it should be emphasized that the Project site is highly disturbed and does not provide high quality desert 

habitat for any species. It is a decommissioned airport, currently zoned for light industrial or commercial use and 

does not have high biological value. 

Response 15-174 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-175 

The commenter alleges that the land at the Project site should stay open and non-commercial.  It should be 

emphasized that the Project site is highly disturbed and does not provide high quality desert habitat for any species. 
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It is a decommissioned airport, currently zoned for light industrial or commercial use. The County respects the need 

to protect the desert that provides high quality habitat for desert plants and animals. However, this site does not 

have high biological value.  

Response 15-176 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-177 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-178 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential aesthetics impacts from the Project. The aesthetic 

impacts of the Project have been thoroughly described in the Visual Resources Report and analyzed in the IS/MND. 

It should be emphasized that the Project site currently is an abandoned airport site, located adjacent to a cement 

manufacturing plant, and thus is already disturbed from a visual/aesthetic perspective. 

The Project will have low visibility from most public vantage points due to the short height of the panels and the 

perimeter fence that will block views for those driving along Sunfair. At the far south end of Sunfair, the Project will 

be visible to viewers from that height on the hill, but the Project is over 2 miles away. The Project is not within 2 

miles of Joshua Tree National Park, and therefore does not violate the criteria set forth in the San Bernardino Solar 

Ordinance, 84.29.035 (25). 

It is important to note that there is no legal access to the JTNP from the viewpoint at the northern boundary of the 

park. Signs at that location prohibit the public from entering or using the park from the northern property edge. The 

Project will not be visible from the JTNP campgrounds, visitor centers, or designated or named trails in JTNP, 

except from a few locations on a trail named Burro Loop. This lack of visibility is due to the topography and elevation 

of the mountains which would block most JTNP users from seeing the Project. Unlike Cascade, which was built on 

previously undisturbed land, the Joshua Tree Solar Project will be built on disturbed land. The viewshed of the 

project will replace an already disturbed view which was a decommissioned airport. The Project will be in the 

foreground, and will not change the view of the dominant feature of the mountains in the background.  

Similarly, the Project will not be seen from the Town of Joshua Tree. At the town’s closest point on Sunburst Street, 

the Project will be almost 3 miles in the distance. Again, given the low height of the panels, the Project will not be 

visible to residents of the Town of Joshua Tree.  

Response 15-179 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-180 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-181 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

278 of 467



 Initial Study Response to Comments Page 55 of 66 
 
APNs: 060723119 and 060736406 
Applicant: Joshua Tree Solar Farm, LLC 
Project #: P201400482/CUP  
March 2016 
 
Response 15-182 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-183 

The commenter alleges that there are biological concerns at the Project site. The analysis contained in the Initial 

Study and its background reports does not indicate any significant unmitigatable impact related to biological 

concerns.   

The Applicant’s team and environmental consultants coordinated and implemented all of the biology studies with 

the California Department of Wildlife (CDFW) and the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Survey protocols 

were followed and agreed to by the agencies. The Project’s potential biological impacts have been adequately 

evaluated.  

Again, it should be emphasized that the Project site is highly disturbed and does not provide high quality desert 

habitat for any species. It is a decommissioned airport, currently zoned for light industrial or commercial use and 

does not have high biological value.  

Response 15-184 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-185 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-186 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-187 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-188 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential aesthetics impacts from the Project. The aesthetic 

impacts of the Project have been thoroughly described in the Visual Resources Report and analyzed in the IS/MND. 

It should be emphasized that the Project site currently is an abandoned airport site, located adjacent to a cement 

manufacturing plant, and thus is already disturbed from a visual/aesthetic perspective. 

The Project will have low visibility from most public vantage points due to the short height of the panels and the 

perimeter fence that will block views for those driving along Sunfair. At the far south end of Sunfair, the Project will 

be visible to viewers from that height on the hill, but the Project is over 2 miles away. The Project is not within 2 

miles of Joshua Tree National Park, and therefore does not violate the criteria set forth in the San Bernardino Solar 

Ordinance, 84.29.035 (25). 

It is important to note that there is no legal access to the JTNP from the viewpoint at the northern boundary of the 

park. Signs at that location prohibit the public from entering or using the park from the northern property edge. The 

Project will not be visible from the JTNP campgrounds, visitor centers, or designated or named trails in JTNP, 

except from a few locations on a trail named Burro Loop. This lack of visibility is due to the topography and elevation 
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of the mountains which would block most JTNP users from seeing the Project. Unlike Cascade, which was built on 

previously undisturbed land, the Joshua Tree Solar Project will be built on disturbed land. The viewshed of the 

project will replace an already disturbed view which was a decommissioned airport. The Project will be in the 

foreground, and will not change the view of the dominant feature of the mountains in the background.  

Similarly, the Project will not be seen from the Town of Joshua Tree. At the town’s closest point on Sunburst Street, 

the Project will be almost 3 miles in the distance. Again, given the low height of the panels, the Project will not be 

visible to residents of the Town of Joshua Tree.  

Response 15-189 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-190 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-191 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-192 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-193 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-194 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-195 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND. 

Response 15-196 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential aesthetics impacts from the Project. The aesthetic 

impacts of the Project have been thoroughly described in the Visual Resources Report and analyzed in the IS/MND. 

It should be emphasized that the Project site currently is an abandoned airport site, located adjacent to a cement 

manufacturing plant, and thus is already disturbed from a visual/aesthetic perspective. 

The Project will have low visibility from most public vantage points due to the short height of the panels and the 

perimeter fence that will block views for those driving along Sunfair. At the far south end of Sunfair, the Project will 

be visible to viewers from that height on the hill, but the Project is over 2 miles away. The Project is not within 2 

miles of Joshua Tree National Park, and therefore does not violate the criteria set forth in the San Bernardino Solar 

Ordinance, 84.29.035 (25). 

It is important to note that there is no legal access to the JTNP from the viewpoint at the northern boundary of the 

park. Signs at that location prohibit the public from entering or using the park from the northern property edge. The 

Project will not be visible from the JTNP campgrounds, visitor centers, or designated or named trails in JTNP, 

except from a few locations on a trail named Burro Loop. This lack of visibility is due to the topography and elevation 
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of the mountains which would block most JTNP users from seeing the Project. Unlike Cascade, which was built on 

previously undisturbed land, the Joshua Tree Solar Project will be built on disturbed land. The viewshed of the 

project will replace an already disturbed view which was a decommissioned airport. The Project will be in the 

foreground, and will not change the view of the dominant feature of the mountains in the background.  

Similarly, the Project will not be seen from the Town of Joshua Tree. At the town’s closest point on Sunburst Street, 

the Project will be almost 3 miles in the distance. Again, given the low height of the panels, the Project will not be 

visible to residents of the Town of Joshua Tree.  

Response 15-197 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-198 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-199 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-200 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-201 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-202 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-203 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-204 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-205 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-206 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-207 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-208 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 
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Response 15-209 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-210 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project.  

Response 15-211 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-212 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-213 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-214 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-215 

The commenter alleges the Project site is pristine and wild. It should be emphasized that the Project site is highly 

disturbed and does not provide high quality desert habitat for any species. It is a decommissioned airport, currently 

zoned for light industrial or commercial use. The County respects the need to protect the desert that provides high 

quality habitat for desert plants and animals. However, this site does not have high biological value.  

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential aesthetics impacts from the Project. The aesthetic 

impacts of the Project have been thoroughly described in the Visual Resources Report and analyzed in the IS/MND. 

It should be emphasized that the Project site currently is an abandoned airport site, located adjacent to a cement 

manufacturing plant, and thus is already disturbed from a visual/aesthetic perspective. 

The Project will have low visibility from most public vantage points due to the short height of the panels and the 

perimeter fence that will block views for those driving along Sunfair. At the far south end of Sunfair, the Project will 

be visible to viewers from that height on the hill, but the Project is over 2 miles away. The Project is not within 2 

miles of Joshua Tree National Park, and therefore does not violate the criteria set forth in the San Bernardino Solar 

Ordinance, 84.29.035 (25). 

It is important to note that there is no legal access to the JTNP from the viewpoint at the northern boundary of the 

park. Signs at that location prohibit the public from entering or using the park from the northern property edge. The 

Project will not be visible from the JTNP campgrounds, visitor centers, or designated or named trails in JTNP, 

except from a few locations on a trail named Burro Loop. This lack of visibility is due to the topography and elevation 

of the mountains which would block most JTNP users from seeing the Project. Unlike Cascade, which was built on 

previously undisturbed land, the Joshua Tree Solar Project will be built on disturbed land. The viewshed of the 

project will replace an already disturbed view which was a decommissioned airport. The Project will be in the 

foreground, and will not change the view of the dominant feature of the mountains in the background.  

Similarly, the Project will not be seen from the Town of Joshua Tree. At the town’s closest point on Sunburst Street, 

the Project will be almost 3 miles in the distance. Again, given the low height of the panels, the Project will not be 

visible to residents of the Town of Joshua Tree.  
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Response 15-216 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-217 

The commenter alleges that there are biological concerns at the Project site. The analysis contained in the Initial 

Study and its background reports does not indicate any significant unmitigatable impact related to biological 

concerns.   

The Applicant’s team and environmental consultants coordinated and implemented all of the biology studies with 

the California Department of Wildlife (CDFW) and the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Survey protocols 

were followed and agreed to by the agencies. The Project’s potential biological impacts have been adequately 

evaluated.  

Again, it should be emphasized that the Project site is highly disturbed and does not provide high quality desert 

habitat for any species. It is a decommissioned airport, currently zoned for light industrial or commercial use and 

does not have high biological value. 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential aesthetics impacts from the Project. The aesthetic 

impacts of the Project have been thoroughly described in the Visual Resources Report and analyzed in the IS/MND. 

It should be emphasized that the Project site currently is an abandoned airport site, located adjacent to a cement 

manufacturing plant, and thus is already disturbed from a visual/aesthetic perspective. 

The Project will have low visibility from most public vantage points due to the short height of the panels and the 

perimeter fence that will block views for those driving along Sunfair. At the far south end of Sunfair, the Project will 

be visible to viewers from that height on the hill, but the Project is over 2 miles away. The Project is not within 2 

miles of Joshua Tree National Park, and therefore does not violate the criteria set forth in the San Bernardino Solar 

Ordinance, 84.29.035 (25). 

It is important to note that there is no legal access to the JTNP from the viewpoint at the northern boundary of the 

park. Signs at that location prohibit the public from entering or using the park from the northern property edge. The 

Project will not be visible from the JTNP campgrounds, visitor centers, or designated or named trails in JTNP, 

except from a few locations on a trail named Burro Loop. This lack of visibility is due to the topography and elevation 

of the mountains which would block most JTNP users from seeing the Project. Unlike Cascade, which was built on 

previously undisturbed land, the Joshua Tree Solar Project will be built on disturbed land. The viewshed of the 

project will replace an already disturbed view which was a decommissioned airport. The Project will be in the 

foreground, and will not change the view of the dominant feature of the mountains in the background.  

Similarly, the Project will not be seen from the Town of Joshua Tree. At the town’s closest point on Sunburst Street, 

the Project will be almost 3 miles in the distance. Again, given the low height of the panels, the Project will not be 

visible to residents of the Town of Joshua Tree.  

Response 15-218 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-219 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-220 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 
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Response 15-221 

The commenter alleges that habitat will be destroyed at the Project site. The analysis contained in the Initial Study 

and its background reports does not indicate any significant unmitigatable impact related to habitat.   

The Applicant’s team and environmental consultants coordinated and implemented all of the biology studies with 

the California Department of Wildlife (CDFW) and the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Survey protocols 

were followed and agreed to by the agencies. The Project’s potential biological impacts have been adequately 

evaluated.  

Again, it should be emphasized that the Project site is highly disturbed and does not provide high quality desert 

habitat for any species. It is a decommissioned airport, currently zoned for light industrial or commercial use and 

does not have high biological value. 

Response 15-222 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-223 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-224 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND. 

Response 15-225 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-226 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-227 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND. 

Response 15-228 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-229 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential aesthetics impacts from the Project. The aesthetic 

impacts of the Project have been thoroughly described in the Visual Resources Report and analyzed in the IS/MND. 

It should be emphasized that the Project site currently is an abandoned airport site, located adjacent to a cement 

manufacturing plant, and thus is already disturbed from a visual/aesthetic perspective. 

The Project will have low visibility from most public vantage points due to the short height of the panels and the 

perimeter fence that will block views for those driving along Sunfair. At the far south end of Sunfair, the Project will 

be visible to viewers from that height on the hill, but the Project is over 2 miles away. The Project is not within 2 

miles of Joshua Tree National Park, and therefore does not violate the criteria set forth in the San Bernardino Solar 

Ordinance, 84.29.035 (25). 
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It is important to note that there is no legal access to the JTNP from the viewpoint at the northern boundary of the 

park. Signs at that location prohibit the public from entering or using the park from the northern property edge. The 

Project will not be visible from the JTNP campgrounds, visitor centers, or designated or named trails in JTNP, 

except from a few locations on a trail named Burro Loop. This lack of visibility is due to the topography and elevation 

of the mountains which would block most JTNP users from seeing the Project. Unlike Cascade, which was built on 

previously undisturbed land, the Joshua Tree Solar Project will be built on disturbed land. The viewshed of the 

project will replace an already disturbed view which was a decommissioned airport. The Project will be in the 

foreground, and will not change the view of the dominant feature of the mountains in the background.  

Similarly, the Project will not be seen from the Town of Joshua Tree. At the town’s closest point on Sunburst Street, 

the Project will be almost 3 miles in the distance. Again, given the low height of the panels, the Project will not be 

visible to residents of the Town of Joshua Tree.  

Response 15-230 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND. 

Response 15-231 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND. 

Response 15-232 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-233 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-234 

The commenter alleges that there are land use impacts at the Project site.  It should be emphasized that the Project 

site is highly disturbed and does not provide high quality desert habitat for any species. It is a decommissioned 

airport, currently zoned for light industrial or commercial use. The County respects the need to protect the desert 

that provides high quality habitat for desert plants and animals. However, this site does not have high biological 

value. 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential water supply impacts from the Project. As described 

in the IS, water will be provided either by a well on site or by the Joshua Basin Water District (JBWD). A well 

application will be submitted to the County, and the Applicant intends to drill a well to meet the Project water demand 

in the event that water cannot be served by the JBWD. Water demand is described in detail in the Utilities section 

of the IS/MND. At peak demand, approximately 30 acre feet of water will be needed during the 6 months of project 

construction; this represents less than 2 percent of the average annual water provided to the region through the 

JBWD (approximately 1,700 acre feet per year for the region).  

Regardless of whether the Project uses water from an onsite well or from the JBWD, the impact to the groundwater 

basin will not be significant. The well is not in an adjudicated basin. USGS groundwater records show that there is 

adequate groundwater volume beneath the Project site to serve the water demand for the Project without 

significantly impacting water supplies. The Project would not deplete groundwater in excess of the basin’s safe yield 

or lower the local groundwater table level. Groundwater aquifer volume and recharge would not be significantly 

impacted by the implementation of the Project.  
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In addition, the JBWD has a recharge program in place whereby surface water is transferred through the Morongo 

pipeline, to a recharge pond owned by JBWD, and allowed to recharge back into the underlying aquifer, essentially 

offsetting future groundwater withdrawals. If the Project uses water from JBWD, the Applicant will purchase water 

to be placed into the recharge pond -- or pay a fee that would be used by JBWD to purchase water for recharge. 

Response 15-235 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-236 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-237 

The commenter alleges that there are wild life concerns at the Project site. The analysis contained in the Initial 

Study and its background reports does not indicate any significant unmitigatable impact related to wildlife concerns.   

The Applicant’s team and environmental consultants coordinated and implemented all of the biology studies with 

the California Department of Wildlife (CDFW) and the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Survey protocols 

were followed and agreed to by the agencies. The Project’s potential biological impacts have been adequately 

evaluated.  

Again, it should be emphasized that the Project site is highly disturbed and does not provide high quality desert 

habitat for any species. It is a decommissioned airport, currently zoned for light industrial or commercial use and 

does not have high biological value. 

Response 15-238 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND. 

Response 15-239 

The county note’s the commenter’s concerns regarding the potential for negative economic impacts associated with 

the Project. The applicant has identified approximately 50 million dollars in total expenditures associated with the 

Project.  In addition, pursuant to CEQA, an economic impact is not an impact on the physical environment that must 

be addressed in an environmental document (see Public Resources Code § 21082.2.). 

Response 15-240 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND. 

Response 15-241 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND. 

Response 15-242 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 
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Response 15-243 

The commenter alleges that the Project site contains natural desert habitat. It should be emphasized that the Project 

site is highly disturbed and does not provide high quality desert habitat for any species. It is a decommissioned 

airport, currently zoned for light industrial or commercial use. The County respects the need to protect the desert 

that provides high quality habitat for desert plants and animals. However, this site does not have high biological 

value.  

Response 15-244 

The commenter alleges that there are biological concerns at the Project site. The analysis contained in the Initial 

Study and its background reports does not indicate any significant unmitigatable impact related to biological 

concerns.   

The Applicant’s team and environmental consultants coordinated and implemented all of the biology studies with 

the California Department of Wildlife (CDFW) and the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Survey protocols 

were followed and agreed to by the agencies. The Project’s potential biological impacts have been adequately 

evaluated.  

Again, it should be emphasized that the Project site is highly disturbed and does not provide high quality desert 

habitat for any species. It is a decommissioned airport, currently zoned for light industrial or commercial use and 

does not have high biological value. 

The county note’s the commenter’s concerns regarding the potential for negative economic impacts associated with 

the Project. The applicant has identified approximately 50 million dollars in total expenditures associated with the 

Project.  In addition, pursuant to CEQA, an economic impact is not an impact on the physical environment that must 

be addressed in an environmental document (see Public Resources Code § 21082.2.).  

Response 15-245 

The commenter alleges that there are biological concerns at the Project site and that it is virgin desert land. The 

analysis contained in the Initial Study and its background reports does not indicate any significant unmitigatable 

impact related to biological concerns.   

The Applicant’s team and environmental consultants coordinated and implemented all of the biology studies with 

the California Department of Wildlife (CDFW) and the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Survey protocols 

were followed and agreed to by the agencies. The Project’s potential biological impacts have been adequately 

evaluated.  

Again, it should be emphasized that the Project site is highly disturbed and does not provide high quality desert 

habitat for any species. It is a decommissioned airport, currently zoned for light industrial or commercial use and 

does not have high biological value. 

Response 15-246 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential aesthetics impacts from the Project. The aesthetic 

impacts of the Project have been thoroughly described in the Visual Resources Report and analyzed in the IS/MND. 

It should be emphasized that the Project site currently is an abandoned airport site, located adjacent to a cement 

manufacturing plant, and thus is already disturbed from a visual/aesthetic perspective. 

The Project will have low visibility from most public vantage points due to the short height of the panels and the 

perimeter fence that will block views for those driving along Sunfair. At the far south end of Sunfair, the Project will 

be visible to viewers from that height on the hill, but the Project is over 2 miles away. The Project is not within 2 
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miles of Joshua Tree National Park, and therefore does not violate the criteria set forth in the San Bernardino Solar 

Ordinance, 84.29.035 (25). 

It is important to note that there is no legal access to the JTNP from the viewpoint at the northern boundary of the 

park. Signs at that location prohibit the public from entering or using the park from the northern property edge. The 

Project will not be visible from the JTNP campgrounds, visitor centers, or designated or named trails in JTNP, 

except from a few locations on a trail named Burro Loop. This lack of visibility is due to the topography and elevation 

of the mountains which would block most JTNP users from seeing the Project. Unlike Cascade, which was built on 

previously undisturbed land, the Joshua Tree Solar Project will be built on disturbed land. The viewshed of the 

project will replace an already disturbed view which was a decommissioned airport. The Project will be in the 

foreground, and will not change the view of the dominant feature of the mountains in the background.  

Similarly, the Project will not be seen from the Town of Joshua Tree. At the town’s closest point on Sunburst Street, 

the Project will be almost 3 miles in the distance. Again, given the low height of the panels, the Project will not be 

visible to residents of the Town of Joshua Tree.  

Response 15-247 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND. 

Response 15-248 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-249 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND. 

Response 15-250 

The commenter alleges that there are nature and wild life concerns at the Project site. The analysis contained in 

the Initial Study and its background reports does not indicate any significant unmitigatable impact related to to 

nature and wildlife concerns.   

The Applicant’s team and environmental consultants coordinated and implemented all of the biology studies with 

the California Department of Wildlife (CDFW) and the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Survey protocols 

were followed and agreed to by the agencies. The Project’s potential biological impacts have been adequately 

evaluated.  

Again, it should be emphasized that the Project site is highly disturbed and does not provide high quality desert 

habitat for any species. It is a decommissioned airport, currently zoned for light industrial or commercial use and 

does not have high biological value. 

Response 15-251 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-252 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  
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Response 15-253 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-254 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-255 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential aesthetics impacts from the Project. The aesthetic 

impacts of the Project have been thoroughly described in the Visual Resources Report and analyzed in the IS/MND. 

It should be emphasized that the Project site currently is an abandoned airport site, located adjacent to a cement 

manufacturing plant, and thus is already disturbed from a visual/aesthetic perspective. 

The Project will have low visibility from most public vantage points due to the short height of the panels and the 

perimeter fence that will block views for those driving along Sunfair. At the far south end of Sunfair, the Project will 

be visible to viewers from that height on the hill, but the Project is over 2 miles away. The Project is not within 2 

miles of Joshua Tree National Park, and therefore does not violate the criteria set forth in the San Bernardino Solar 

Ordinance, 84.29.035 (25). 

It is important to note that there is no legal access to the JTNP from the viewpoint at the northern boundary of the 

park. Signs at that location prohibit the public from entering or using the park from the northern property edge. The 

Project will not be visible from the JTNP campgrounds, visitor centers, or designated or named trails in JTNP, 

except from a few locations on a trail named Burro Loop. This lack of visibility is due to the topography and elevation 

of the mountains which would block most JTNP users from seeing the Project. Unlike Cascade, which was built on 

previously undisturbed land, the Joshua Tree Solar Project will be built on disturbed land. The viewshed of the 

project will replace an already disturbed view which was a decommissioned airport. The Project will be in the 

foreground, and will not change the view of the dominant feature of the mountains in the background.  

Similarly, the Project will not be seen from the Town of Joshua Tree. At the town’s closest point on Sunburst Street, 

the Project will be almost 3 miles in the distance. Again, given the low height of the panels, the Project will not be 

visible to residents of the Town of Joshua Tree.  

Response 15-256 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 

Response 15-257 

The commenter alleges that the Project will destroy natural habitat for native animals. The analysis contained in the 

Initial Study and its background reports does not indicate any significant unmitigatable impact related to biological 

concerns.   

The Applicant’s team and environmental consultants coordinated and implemented all of the biology studies with 

the California Department of Wildlife (CDFW) and the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Survey protocols 

were followed and agreed to by the agencies. The Project’s potential biological impacts have been adequately 

evaluated.  

Again, it should be emphasized that the Project site is highly disturbed and does not provide high quality desert 

habitat for any species. It is a decommissioned airport, currently zoned for light industrial or commercial use and 

does not have high biological value. 
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Response 15-258 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND.  

Response 15-259 

The commenter does not present a concern or a comment related to the Joshua Tree Solar Project. 
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Letter 16 

Michael Cicero/Change.org, Sensible Solar Action Group 

Signature Letter- 

February 2016 

 

This letter is the same as Letter 15 but the County is including it since it was provided separately and included 717 

signatures.  

Response 16-1  

This response addresses several concerns presented by the commenter. The County notes the commenter’s 

opposition to the project. The commenter alleges the project will have a negative impact on water resources, wildlife, 

air quality, view shed (aesthetics), native soils, property values, and tourism and local economy. Responses to 

these concerns are included below.  

The County notes the commenter’s concerns about potential water supply impacts from the Project. As described 

in the IS, water will be provided either by a well on site or by the Joshua Basin Water District (JBWD). A well 

application will be submitted to the County, and the Applicant intends to drill a well to meet the Project water demand 

in the event that water cannot be served by the JBWD. Water demand is described in detail in the Utilities section 

of the IS/MND. At peak demand, approximately 30 acre feet of water will be needed during the 6 months of project 

construction; this represents less than 2 percent of the average annual water provided to the region through the 

JBWD (approximately 1,700 acre feet per year for the region).  

Regardless of whether the Project uses water from an onsite well or from the JBWD, the impact to the groundwater 

basin will not be significant. The well is not in an adjudicated basin. USGS groundwater records show that there is 

adequate groundwater volume beneath the Project site to serve the water demand for the Project without 

significantly impacting water supplies. The Project would not deplete groundwater in excess of the basin’s safe yield 

or lower the local groundwater table level. Groundwater aquifer volume and recharge would not be significantly 

impacted by the implementation of the Project.  

In addition, the JBWD has a recharge program in place whereby surface water is transferred through the Morongo 

pipeline, to a recharge pond owned by JBWD, and allowed to recharge back into the underlying aquifer, essentially 

offsetting future groundwater withdrawals. If the Project uses water from JBWD, the Applicant will purchase water 

to be placed into the recharge pond -- or pay a fee that would be used by JBWD to purchase water for recharge.  

The commenter alleges that the project would have a negative impact to wildlife and states that the area is a wildlife 

corridor. The analysis contained in the Initial Study and its background reports does not indicate any significant 

unmitigatable impact related to wildlife corridors.   

The Applicant’s team and environmental consultants coordinated and implemented all of the biology studies with 

the California Department of Wildlife (CDFW) and the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Survey protocols 

were followed and agreed to by the agencies. Neither the CDFW nor the USFWS mentioned the presence of wildlife 

corridors or expressed concerns regarding wildlife corridors. The Project’s potential biological impacts have been 

adequately evaluated.  

It should be emphasized that the Project site is highly disturbed and does not provide high quality desert habitat for 

any species. It is a decommissioned airport, currently zoned for light industrial or commercial use. The County 

respects the need to protect the desert that provides high quality habitat for desert plants and animals. However, 

this site does not have high biological value. 
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The County also notes the commenter’s concerns about potential air quality impacts from the Project. The County 

contacted the Mojave Air Quality Management District (MDAQMD) and their response and interest in the Project 

was limited to a request for a Dust Control Plan. The IS/MND discusses that the Project will produce some dust 

during the construction phase, which will be short-term and temporary, especially since the Project site is relatively 

small (115 acres) and on land that is already disturbed. As with all construction projects that occur within the County, 

the Project will be subject to the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District’s (MDAQMD) Rule 403.2 (Fugitive 

Dust Control for the Mojave Desert Planning Area). Rule 403.2 specifically requires the preparation of a dust control 

plan prior to construction of the Project. Best management practices for the control of dust are included in the 

IS/MND and will be required as a Condition for Approval of the Project. In addition to the requirements for dust 

control (e.g., watering), the dust control plan will include the contact information  of a representative from the 

construction management team to facilitate the reporting to the MDAQMD, as well as facilitating responses to any 

dust related issues. Any complaints related to dust control during construction of the Project should be directed to 

the MDAQMD’s complaint line at (800) 635-4617.  Additionally, the County will implement its own review of a 

construction and operational dust control plan per the Project Conditions of Approval.  In the event of non-

compliance, the County will utilize its Code Enforcement to bring the property into compliance.     

The County also notes the commenter’s concerns about potential impacts to view shed from the Project. Potential 

impacts of the Project to aesthetics and view sheds have been thoroughly described in the Visual Resources Report 

and analyzed in the IS/MND. It should be emphasized that the Project site currently is an abandoned airport site, 

located adjacent to a cement manufacturing plant, and thus is already disturbed from a visual/aesthetic perspective. 

The Project will have low visibility from most public vantage points due to the short height of the panels and the 

perimeter fence that will block views for those driving along Sunfair. At the far south end of Sunfair, the Project will 

be visible to viewers from that height on the hill, but the Project is over 2 miles away. The Project is not within 2 

miles of Joshua Tree National Park, and therefore does not violate the criteria set forth in the San Bernardino Solar 

Ordinance, 84.29.035 (25). 

It is important to note that there is no legal access to the JTNP from the viewpoint at the northern boundary of the 

park. Signs at that location prohibit the public from entering or using the park from the northern property edge. The 

Project will not be visible from the JTNP campgrounds, visitor centers, or designated or named trails in JTNP, 

except from a few locations on a trail named Burro Loop. This lack of visibility is due to the topography and elevation 

of the mountains which would block most JTNP users from seeing the Project. Unlike Cascade, which was built on 

previously undisturbed land, the Joshua Tree Solar Project will be built on disturbed land. The viewshed of the 

project will replace an already disturbed view which was a decommissioned airport. The Project will be in the 

foreground, and will not change the view of the dominant feature of the mountains in the background.  

Similarly, the Project will not be seen from the Town of Joshua Tree. At the town’s closest point on Sunburst Street, 

the Project will be almost 3 miles in the distance. Again, given the low height of the panels, the Project will not be 

visible to residents of the Town of Joshua Tree.  

The commenter alleges that the project will have a negative impact on native soils. Again, it is important to emphasis 

that the site is a decommissioned airport, currently zoned for light industrial or commercial use. The County respects 

the need to protect native soils. 

The county also note’s the commenter’s concerns regarding the potential for negative economic impacts associated 

with the Project. The applicant has identified approximately 50 million dollars in total expenditures associated with 

the Project.  In addition, pursuant to CEQA, an economic impact is not an impact on the physical environment that 

must be addressed in an environmental document (see Public Resources Code § 21082.2.). 
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Response 16-2 

The County notes the commenter’s concerns regarding the Joshua Tree Solar Project. This comment expresses 

an opinion and does not specifically comment on the content or adequacy of the IS/MND. 
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Letter 17 

Adams Broadwell/Coalition for Responsible Solar 

Main Letter 

February 10, 2016 

 

Response 17-1 

The commenter describes the parties on whose behalf she is commenting and describes the Project. The 

commenter’s description is noted.  

Response 17-2 

The commenter further describes the Project and makes a legal conclusion about the County’s analysis. See 

responses 17-19, 17-21 and 17-22 

A Demolition Plan for the existing buildings on the decommissioned airport site will be developed in accordance 

with County requirements. Any asbestos containing materials, lead based paint, or PCBs will be removed according 

to industry standards prior to demolition. The underground storage tank, which was not leaking, was removed in 

2015 and documentation of the removal is in the record. 

Response 17-3 

The commenter further describes the Project’s location and states that local parties are concerned about the 

Project’s impacts. The commenter’s description is noted. According to the applicant, there is a structure at that 

distance, but it is believed to be vacant and not used as a residence.  

Response 17-4 

The commenter summarizes the opinion of an expert consulted for the purpose of commenting on the potential air 

quality impacts of the Project. As described in the further responses to comments below, the County does not 

believe that the expert opinion put forth constitutes substantial evidence. See responses 17-24 and 17-25.  

Response 17-5 

The commenter summarizes the opinion of an expert consulted for the purpose of commenting on the potential 

biological impacts of the Project. As described in the further responses to comments below, the County does not 

believe that the expert opinion put forth constitutes substantial evidence. See responses 17-15, 17-16 and 17-17.  

Response 17-6 

The commenter states a legal conclusion. As described in the further responses to comments below, the County 

disagrees with commenter’s legal conclusions and assertions of “substantial evidence” to support those 

conclusions.  

Response 17-7 

The commenter describes the qualifications of the “experts” consulted by commenter and relied on in this comment 

letter. The commenter further makes legal conclusions about its “expert” opinions. As described in the further 

responses to comments below, the County disagrees with commenter’s legal conclusions and assertions of 

“substantial evidence” to support those conclusions.  

Response 17-8 

The commenter describes the parties on whose behalf it is making comments. The commenter’s description is 

noted.  
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Response 17-9 

The commenter states legal standards and conclusions regarding the requirements for preparation of 

Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs) under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The commenter 

claims that instead of adopting a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND), the County should prepare an EIR for the 

Project, and sets forth a number of legal and technical arguments to support that claim. The County disagrees with 

commenter’s arguments, based on the legal standard for preparation of an EIR as well as the lack of substantial 

evidence put forth by the commenter to support her claims.  

In conducting CEQA analysis for a project that is not otherwise exempt from review, the lead agency conducts an 

Initial Study prepared pursuant CEQA Guidelines §§ 15060-15065. The Initial Study is used to support and justify 

the agency’s next step: adoption of a Negative Declaration, or Mitigated Negative Declaration (MNDS), or 

preparation of an EIR. CEQA Guidelines §§15063, 15371.  

A MND is appropriate where the agency determines, based on an Initial Study, that no significant environmental 

effects will occur because revisions in the project have been made or mitigation measures will be implemented 

which will reduce all potentially significant impacts to less than significant levels, and where there is no substantial 

evidence that the Project, as revised, may have a significant effect on the environment. Pub. Resources Code 

§21064.5. “[T]he purpose of CEQA is not to generate paper, but to compel government at all levels to make 

decisions with environmental consequences in mind.” Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 

Cal. 3d 553, 564. Preparation of a MND rather than an EIR allows an agency to fulfill this purpose and “eliminate 

unnecessary EIRs” (Guidelines §15063), thereby streamlining the permitting process for appropriate projects while 

still identifying and mitigating potential significant environmental effects. Consistent with this guidance, and based 

on the analysis of the Project’s Initial Study, the County determined that it may adopt a MND for the Project. 

The commenter asserts that the MND is insufficient and that an EIR must be prepared. However, CEQA does not 

require an EIR just because a party asserts claims of “significant effects.” Rather CEQA requires a showing of 

“substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before [it], that a project may have a significant effect on the 

environment.” Guidelines §15064(a)(1) (emphasis added). “Said another way, if a lead agency is presented with a 

fair argument that a project may have a significant effect on the environment, the lead agency shall prepare an EIR 

even though it may also be presented with other substantial evidence that the project will not have a significant 

effect.” Guidelines §15064(f)(1). The key inquiry is identifying what is a “fair argument” supported by “substantial 

evidence. The commenter urges that any opinion or claim meets the standard, when in fact, CEQA and multiple 

court decisions make clear that more is required.  

Under CEQA, “substantial evidence” is defined as “facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert 

opinion supported by facts.” Guidelines §15384. It includes “enough relevant information and reasonable inferences 

from this information that a fair argument can be made to support a conclusion, even though other conclusions 

might also be reached.” Id.  

“Evidence is relevant if it has "any tendency in reason to prove or disprove any disputed fact that is of 
consequence to the determination of the action.” Western States Petroleum Assn. v. Sup. Ct. (1995) 9 Cal. 
4th 559, 570 (citing Evid. Code §210). And evidence is “enough” if it supports “a reasonable possibility that 
a project would have significant environmental effects” – which is the basic question underlying whether a 
“fair argument” has been made. Berkeley Hillside Preservation v. City of Berkeley (2015) 60 Cal.4th 1086, 
1119. Substantial evidence is not “argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence 
which is clearly erroneous or inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute 
to or are not caused by physical impacts on the environment.” PRC §21082.2(c); Guidelines §15064(f)(5). 
Based on this standard, not all narrative put forth as “expert opinion” qualifies as substantial evidence. 
Indeed, expert opinions “rise only to the level of reliability and credibility as the evidence constituting the 
foundation for those opinions.” Citizens’ Comm. to Save our Village v. City of Claremont (1995) 37 
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Cal.App.4th 1157, 1170. This means that “expert opinion” is only substantial evidence if it is supported by 
credible, reliable, and relevant information.  

In examining what constitutes “substantial evidence,” the courts have made clear that: 

“[F]ears and…desires” of project opponents do not qualify as substantial evidence (Perley v. County of 
Calaveras (1982) 137 Cal.App.3d 424, 436-7);  

“[A]n expert’s opinion which says nothing more than ‘it is reasonable to assume’ that something 
‘potentially…may occur’” is not substantial evidence (Apartment Assoc. of Greater Los Angeles v. City of 
Los Angeles (2001) 90 Cal.App.4th 1162, 1176); and  

 “[A] suggestion to investigate further is not evidence, much less substantial evidence, of an adverse impact” 
and is therefore “insufficient to create a fair argument of a significant effect on the environment” (Parker 
Shattuck Neighbors v. Berkeley City Council (2013) 222 Cal.App.4th 768, 786).  

Ultimately, it is within the County’s “discretion to determine whether evidence offered by the citizens claiming a fair 

argument exists meets CEQA's definition of ‘substantial evidence,’” and the County is “given…the benefit of the 

doubt on any legitimate, disputed issues of credibility.” Pocket Protectors v. City of Sacramento (2004) 124 

Cal.App.4th 903, 928. While the commenter has put forth a large volume of expert opinion in the comment letter 

and attachments thereto, as clarified in these responses to comments, that opinion is not based on relevant facts 

and therefore does not constitute substantial evidence.  

Response 17-10 

The comment details legal standards and conclusions purportedly applicable respect to the description of the 

Project in the IS/MND. The County disputes the commenter’s stated legal standard, and as detailed below, the 

Project Description is complete and accurate. 

The commenter argues that the description of the Project in the IS/MND is flawed because it does not meet certain 

requirements set forth in CEQA. However, the commenter appears to be advocating for County to present an 

environmental analysis at the level of detail appropriate for an EIR rather than a MND.1 Indeed, the commenter has 

not demonstrated that the County’s IS/MND fails to meet the applicable legal standards for those documents.  

In contrast to the more detailed project description requirements for an EIR (see CEQA Guidelines §15124), the IS 

(upon which a MND relies) “shall contain in brief form….a description of the project including the location of the 

project.” CEQA Guidelines §15063. A Negative Declaration should include “(a) A brief description of the project, 

including a commonly used name for the project, if any; (b) The location of the project, preferably shown on a map, 

and the name of the project proponent;…” CEQA Guidelines §15071. The different legal standards applicable to an 

IS/MND and an EIR are in place because these documents serve different purposes. In particular, an IS/MND is 

intended to “facilitate environmental assessment early in the design of a project” and “eliminate unnecessary EIRs” 

(CEQA Guidelines §15063)….” Lighthouse Field Beach Rescue v. City of Santa Cruz (2005) 131 Cal.App.4th 1170, 

1192.  

As the commenter points out, the MND describes the Project’s “preliminary design” and notes that the design of the 

Project is still underway. MND, p.16. This closely correlates with the CEQA Guidelines, which state an IS should be 

prepared “early in the design” of a project. Guidelines §15071. It is understandable and expected that a project 

evaluated by an IS will continue to develop design-level details even after the IS is published for review. That does 

not make the analysis inadequate or the document misleading. The commenter argues that a fatal flaw in the Project 

                                                      
1 See, e.g., Leonoff v. Monterey County Bd. of Supervisors (1990) 222 Cal.App.3d 1337, 1347: “We are aware of 

no authority supporting objectors’ unstated premise that an initial study is inadequate unless it amounts to a full-
blown EIR based on expert studies of all potential environmental impacts. If this were true, the Legislature would 
not have provided in CEQA for negative declarations.”  
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description is that it does not specify exactly the size and number of solar PV panels that will be installed at the 

Project. While that level of specificity is not required here under CEQA, the commenter is mistaken as the IS does 

indeed provide the details she claims are lacking. The IS describes that the Project will have an installed capacity 

of 20 MWAC using fixed-tilt configuration at 15-25 degrees (IS, pg.4) and provides a detailed preliminary site plan 

showing the configuration—including proposed dimensions, positioning and location—of the solar PV array. IS, p.8. 

While the fine-grain detail of the array may be adjusted as the permitting process continues, the commenter’s claim 

that this information is not provided is unfounded. Additionally, even assuming arguendo that the commenter were 

in fact correct, CEQA would not require the alleged level of detail regarding the PV panels.  

Response 17-11 

The commenter states that the project description in the IS/MND is flawed because it fails to compile in one location 

a list of permits and regulations applicable to the Project under the jurisdiction of other agencies. Response to 

comment 17-10 addresses the legal standards applicable to County’s IS/MND with regard to its project description. 

Furthermore, the County disagrees that the IS/MND and supporting documents fail to inform the reviewing public 

of the necessary permits required for the Project and the rules by which the Project must comply. Nonetheless, in 

order to assist the reader, the County is providing here the requested list of permits required to construct and 

operate the Project.  

As described in the IS, the air quality best management practices are shown as AQ-1 through AQ-4. These are 

standard practices which the MDAQMD issues. AQ-2 contains the requirements of the Dust Control Plan which will 

also be reviewed by the MDAQMD.  Additionally, the County will implement its own review of a construction and 

operational dust control plan per the Project Conditions of Approval.  In the event of non-compliance, the County 

will utilize its Code Enforcement to bring the property into compliance.     

In regards to biology, the Applicant is not applying for an Incidental Take Permit. There are no known threatened 

and endangered species occupying the Project site. The Applicant has discussed the issue of desert tortoise with 

both the USFWS and the CDFW, and it is understood that an Incidental Take Permit is not being applied for from 

either agency.  

A water well permit will be applied for from San Bernardino Environmental Health Services. In the event the JBWD 

does not serve the Project with water, the Applicant will drill a water well onsite to serve the water needs of the 

Project. Other “permits’ necessary for the Project include ministerial permits such as a grading permit which will be 

issued by the County after the CUP permit is approved.  

Response 17-12 

The commenter claims that the project description in the IS/MND fails to provide sufficient information regarding the 

source of water for the Project. Response to comment 17-10 identifies the legal standards applicable to the County’s 

IS/MND with regard to the project description. As contemplated by CEQA, an IS is prepared early in the design 

phase of a project, and therefore some project components may undergo further refining throughout the permitting 

process. CEQA Guidelines §15063(c)(4). This is the case for the description of where and how the Project will 

obtain the water necessary for construction and the minimal water necessary for ongoing operation. All options for 

Project water have been identified and described in the IS and the potential impacts of those options have been 

analyzed. See the Hydrology and Utility sections of the IS for additional information.  

As described in the IS, water will be provided either by a well on site or by the Joshua Basin Water District (JBWD). 

A well application will be submitted to the County, and the Applicant intends to drill a well to meet the Project water 

demand in the event that water cannot be served by the JBWD. Water demand is described in detail in the Utilities 

section of the IS/MND. At peak demand, approximately 30 acre feet of water will be needed during the six months 
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of project construction; this represents less than 2% of the average annual water provided to the region through the 

JBWD (approximately 1,700 acre feet per year for the region).  

Regardless of whether the Project uses water from an onsite well or from the JBWD, the impact to the groundwater 

basin will not be significant. The well is not in an adjudicated basin. USGS groundwater records show that there is 

adequate groundwater volume beneath the Project site to serve the water demand for the Project without 

significantly impacting water supplies. The Project would not deplete groundwater in excess of the basin’s safe yield 

or lower the local groundwater table level. Groundwater aquifer volume and recharge would not be significantly 

impacted by the implementation of the Project. 

In addition, the JBWD has a recharge program in place whereby surface water is transferred through the Morongo 

pipeline, to a recharge pond owned by JBWD, and allowed to recharge back into the underlying aquifer, essentially 

offsetting future groundwater withdrawals. If the Project uses water from JBWD, the Applicant will purchase water 

to be placed into the recharge pond -- or pay a fee that would be used by JBWD to purchase water for recharge. 

Response 17-13 

The commenter states that the project description in the IS/MND fails to provide sufficient detail regarding the 

activities that will occur following the anticipated lifetime of the Project (i.e., in 30 to 40 years). Response to comment 

17-10 discusses the legal standards applicable to the County’s IS/MND with regard to its project description. 

Once again, the commenter is asking that the County’s IS/MND contain detail and analysis equivalent to that 

required for an EIR, but such detail is not necessary or warranted. See, e.g., Brentwood Assn. for No Drilling, Inc. 
v. City of Los Angeles (1982) 134 Cal.App.3d 491, 502 (negative declaration properly focused on proposed drilling 

program, and did not need to consider uncertain potential production after initial program was completed). As 

discussed in the Section 4.3 of IS/MND, the Project may be decommissioned following the anticipated lifetime of 

the Project; however, the Project could also be refurbished at that time for continued operation, instead of being 

decommissioned. It is expected that refurbishment would require a new CUP or extension of the proposed CUP, 

which would be separately subject to review under CEQA at that time. Regardless, as a Condition of Approval, the 

County will require the project applicant to prepare a decommissioning plan. The decommissioning plan will address 

post-operation decommissioning of the project solar facilities and require the applicant to comply with all applicable 

Federal, State and local laws applicable at the time of decommissioning, such as those requirements set forth in 

San Bernardino County Development Code Section 84.29.060. Thus, for example, recyclable materials would be 

transported to the appropriate County facility for sorting (e.g. materials recovery facility). Non-recyclable materials 

would be transferred to a permitted disposal facility. These materials would be removed from the site in accordance 

with the procedures outlined in the project’s Health and Safety Plan.  

Response 17-14 

The commenter states a legal standard and conclusion regarding the description of the Project’s environmental 

setting or “baseline”. As described in the further responses to comments below, the County disagrees with 

commenter’s legal conclusions.  

In order to determine whether a project’s environmental effects may be significant, an agency must describe “some 

measure of the environment’s state absent the project, a measure sometimes referred to as the ‘baseline’….” 

Communities for a Better Environment v. South Coast Air Quality Management Dist. (2010) 48 Cal. 4th 310, 315; 

CEQA Guidelines §15063(d)(2). This “baseline” is typically described as “the physical environmental conditions in 

the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time … environmental analysis is commenced.” CEQA Guidelines 

§15125(a); Communities for a Better Environment, 48 Cal.4th at 315. County’s IS/MND provides the necessary 

description of the environmental setting for the Project.  
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Response 17-15 

The commenter states that the County’s description of the environmental setting with respect to the potential 

presence of desert tortoise is flawed. The commenter states that investigations performed by an expert identified 

that the Project site is active desert tortoise habitat based on descriptions provided in regional databases. See 

response to comment 17-14 for the applicable legal standard for describing the environmental setting. The County 

disagrees with the conclusions asserted by the commenter’s expert, which are not supported by any new or different 

facts that were not disclosed in the IS. The County’s description of the environmental setting with regard to desert 

tortoise is based on technical surveys done by qualified biologists. Furthermore, the commenter has not conducted 

surveys at the Project site.  

No live tortoises or their sign were observed during Spring 2012 or 2015 surveys of the Project, and the entirety of 

the survey area is either poor quality desert tortoise habitat or developed and therefore not desert tortoise habitat. 

The lack of recent or past signs of tortoise indicates that tortoises do not currently use the Project and have not 

used it in recent years. Most of the Project is highly disturbed by the development and/or operation of the airport 

and the cement plant. The introduction of nonnative plant species and the proximity to a well-traveled paved road 

(Sunfair Road) further contribute to the lowered quality of the habitat. There are only small patches of relatively 

undisturbed Big Galleta Grass-Creosote Bush Scrub Steppe Alliance. The version of this community that occurs at 

the Project is inherently poor tortoise habitat and is further compromised by the surrounding disturbance. 

The desert tortoise surveys and other biology surveys were disclosed and discussed with the USFWS and the 

CDFW. These agencies have reviewed and approved the surveys that were performed. There are no desert 

tortoises using the Project site.  

The letter provided by Renee Owens is based on generalized information in California, and not site specific 

information. Ms. Owens has not conducted desert tortoise surveys at the Project site.  

Response 17-16 

The commenter states that the County’s description of the environmental setting with respect to the potential 

presence of burrowing owl is flawed. The commenter states that review of the Project’s biological reports performed 

by an expert identified that County’s burrowing owl surveys were unreliable. But commenter does not set forth any 

evidence or facts showing that burrowing owl have been or are likely to be found at the Project site; rather, the 

commenter merely asserts that the methodology of the surveys supporting the biological reports is flawed. 

Response to comment 17-14 sets forth the applicable legal standard for describing the environmental setting. The 

County disagrees with the conclusions asserted by the commenter’s expert and determines that the commenter’s 

expert has not put forth any reliable or relevant facts supporting their conclusions. The comment and the expert 

opinion upon which it relies is not substantial evidence. As the courts have determined: “an expert’s opinion which 

says nothing more than ‘it is reasonable to assume’ that something ‘potentially…may occur’” is not substantial 

evidence (Apartment Assoc. of Greater Los Angeles v. City of Los Angeles (2001) 90 Cal.App.4th 1162, 1176); and 

that “a suggestion to investigate further is not evidence, much less substantial evidence, of an adverse impact” and 

is therefore “insufficient to create a fair argument of a significant effect on the environment” (Parker Shattuck 
Neighbors v. Berkeley City Council (2013) 222 Cal.App.4th 768, 786). 

Burrowing Owl survey protocols were reviewed and approved by CDFW. A habitat assessment, surveys according 

to CDFW protocols (CDFG 2012), and an impact assessment were completed and can be found in the Project’s 

Burrowing Owl Survey Report for the Joshua Tree Solar Farm, prepared by Tetra Tech in July 2015. Mitigation 

measure BIO-3 in the IS/MND includes pre-construction take avoidance surveys and preparation of a passive 

relocation plan if owls are found to occupy the Project site at the time of construction. In addition, other standard 

measures such as speed limits, limiting the area of disturbance, and having a biological monitor present for 
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construction outside of the fenced site will contribute toward avoiding and minimizing any potential impacts to this 

species and their habitat.  

Response 17-17 

The commenter states that the County’s description of the environmental setting with respect to non-native plant 

species is flawed. The commenter requests that the County quantify the extent of non-native weeds already present 

at the site, but does not set forth any reason why such an analysis would further County’s understanding of the 

Project’s effects (i.e., the commenter does not state any facts indicating that a component of the Project is likely to 

result in weed proliferation or other undisclosed impacts). See response to comment 17-14 for the applicable legal 

standard for describing the environmental setting. The County disagrees with the underlying assumption that such 

an analysis is required to adequately assess the Project’s potential impact on biological resources. The commenter 

disagrees with the extent of County’s analysis, but has not put forth any reliable or relevant facts supporting the 

need for County’s analysis to be expanded, and therefore the comment is not substantial evidence. As the courts 

have determined, “a suggestion to investigate further is not evidence, much less substantial evidence, of an adverse 

impact” and is therefore “insufficient to create a fair argument of a significant effect on the environment” (Parker 
Shattuck Neighbors v. Berkeley City Council (2013) 222 Cal.App.4th 768, 786). 

Vegetation surveys were conducted at the Project site, including surveys for noxious weeds. The Mitigation Measure 

included in the IS (BIO-7) will adequately protect the site and the surrounding community from the spread of noxious 

weeds. 

Response 17-18 

The commenter states that the County’s description of the environmental setting is flawed because it does not 

describe “Valley Fever”. The commenter requests that the County impose specific mitigation measures aimed at 

reducing the likelihood of exposure to Valley Fever spores due to Project activities. See response to comment 17-

14 for the applicable legal standard for describing the environmental setting. The County disagrees with the 

commenter’s conclusion that such an analysis or mitigation is warranted for the Project. The commenter has not 

put forth and reliable or relevant facts supporting that Project activities would lead to a risk for exposure to Valley 

Fever spores, and therefore the comment is not substantial evidence of such a risk. As the courts have determined, 

“a suggestion to investigate further is not evidence, much less substantial evidence, of an adverse impact” and is 

therefore “insufficient to create a fair argument of a significant effect on the environment” (Parker Shattuck 
Neighbors v. Berkeley City Council (2013) 222 Cal.App.4th 768, 786). Furthermore, the County disagrees with the 

conclusion that it should require a mitigation measure for an unsupported potential impact. Under CEQA, the County 

may approve the Project once it has considered and imposed feasible mitigation measures to substantially lessen 

or avoid the Project’s significant environmental effects. Pub. Resources Code § 21002. Once the County has 

adopted feasible measures that will substantially lessen or avoid the Project’s significant impacts, it has met its 

burden–the County need not evaluate or adopt additional measures. Pub. Resources Code §21081, CEQA 

Guidelines §15091(a) (agency need not make further findings on the feasibility of mitigation measures if it 

determines that an impact is less than significant); San Franciscans for Reasonable Growth v. City & County of San 
Francisco (1989) 209 Cal.App.3d 1502, 1519 (agency’s duty to condition approval on incorporation of mitigation 

measures only exists when such measures would "substantially lessen" a significant environmental effect, “the 

agency need not, under CEQA, adopt every nickel and dime mitigation scheme brought to its attention.”). As 

described below, the Project does not present any risk factors for exposure to Valley Fever spores and therefore, 

the Project is unlikely to result in any such exposure. County’s determination that this topic not be further evaluated 

is sound.  

In regards to specific comments about the potential for Valley Fever and air borne spores to be created during 

construction, again, the Project is not taking place on desert land with old soil crust. It is a highly disturbed piece of 
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property that was formerly used as an airport. Valley Fever spores are generally found in unbroken soil crust and 

are extremely unlikely to be on this property.   Furthermore, the County Public Health Department has determined 

that development projects in San Bernardino County do not pose a significant risk to public health from Valley Fever  

Response 17-19 

The commenter states that the County’s description of the environmental setting with respect to hazardous materials 

is flawed. The commenter states that additional information should be provided regarding a previously removed 

underground storage tank. See response to comment 17-14 for the applicable legal standard for describing the 

environmental setting. The County disagrees that additional information regarding the removed tank is necessary 

to evaluate the potential impacts of the Project with regard to hazardous materials. The commenter has not put 

forth any reliable or relevant facts supporting the need for such additional information, and therefore the comment 

is not substantial evidence. As the courts have determined, “a suggestion to investigate further is not evidence, 

much less substantial evidence, of an adverse impact” and is therefore “insufficient to create a fair argument of a 

significant effect on the environment” (Parker Shattuck Neighbors v. Berkeley City Council (2013) 222 Cal.App.4th 

768, 786 [noting that the existence of contamination is not in itself a significant impact]).  

The underground storage tank was removed in 2015. There is no evidence that it leaked any hazardous materials 

as evidenced by the County’s approval of the tank removal and clean closure of the underground storage tank. .  

Response 17-20 

The commenter describes legal standards and makes legal conclusions. The County disagrees with commenter’s 

legal conclusions and assertions of “substantial evidence” to support those conclusions. See response to comment 

17-9.  

Response 17-21 

The commenter states that the County’s IS/MND is flawed because it fails to describe that Project activities will lead 

to potential hazards associated with asbestos and lead. Asbestos and lead based paint in the buildings will be 

removed pursuant to a Demolition Plan that will be developed in accordance with County requirements. 

Nevertheless, the commenter states that the County must require mitigation measures to reduce these undisclosed 

potential impacts. The commenter disagrees with the County’s conclusion with regard to the Project’s potential 

hazards, but does not put forth any new or conflicting evidence that would warrant the County changing its 

conclusion, and therefore the comment is not substantial evidence. In addition, the commenter has not put forth 

any reliable or relevant facts supporting the need for additional narrative regarding this topic. As the commenter 

notes, the existence of asbestos and lead is disclosed in the IS through the Phase I report upon which the IS relies. 

Section 3.7 of the IS states that a Demolition Plan will be prepared prior to the removal of the buildings. County 

disagrees that further description of these conditions in the IS is necessary to evaluate the potential impacts of the 

Project with regard to hazardous materials.  

Response 17-22 

The commenter states that the County’s IS/MND is flawed because it fails to describe that Project activities will lead 

to potential hazards associated with PCBs. The commenter states that the County must require mitigation measures 

to reduce these undisclosed potential impacts. The commenter disagrees with the County’s conclusion with regard 

to the Project’s potential hazards, but does not put forth any new or conflicting evidence that would warrant the 

County changing its conclusion, and therefore the comment is not substantial evidence. In addition, the commenter 

has not put forth any reliable or relevant facts supporting the need for additional narrative regarding this topic. As 

the commenter notes, the existence of PCBs is disclosed in the IS through the Phase I report upon which the IS 

relies. Section 4.2 of the IS acknowledges that transformers can contain hazardous fluids. County disagrees that 
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further description of these conditions in the IS is necessary to evaluate the potential impacts of the Project with 

regard to hazardous materials.  

Commenter further cites to McQueen v Board of Directors (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 1136. County disagrees that the 

facts or holding of that case are relevant to the facts of the Project. In the McQueen case, an agency failed entirely 

to conduct an initial study to evaluate the potential impacts of a project. The court determined that an agency had 

improperly concluded that categorical exemptions applied to a proposed project and required the agency to conduct 

review under CEQA. Here, the County evaluated the potential impacts of the Project, including due to the presence 

of PCBs – which are disclosed in the Phase I report on which the IS relies. Commenter’s disagreement with County’s 

conclusions is not substantial evidence of a potential impact.  

PCBs are found in nearly every electrical transformer. The existing transformer located on the Project site is not 

known to be leaking and does not present a current hazard. Should the transformer onsite need to be changed or 

removed, the contractor handling the transformer would do so in accordance with all environmental, health and 

safety requirements pertaining to transformers.  

Response 17-23 

The commenter disagrees with County’s conclusions with regard to air quality. County notes the commenter’s 

opinion and disagrees with their characterization, as described in more detail in the responses below.  

Response 17-24 

The commenter alleges that the air quality analysis is flawed. The air quality analysis was performed according to 

MDAQMD guidelines and accepted by MDAQMD. The guideline specifies that project emissions should be 

assessed in two phases: (1) construction and (2) operation. The proposed facility employs photovoltaic panels to 

convert sunlight directly into power. There are minimal air emissions during operations. The construction phase 

mainly involves installation of the PV panels. Emissions from the construction phase are short-term and air quality 

issues related to PM10 and PM2.5 will be addressed through the development and implementation of a Dust Control 

Plan, as described in AQ-2 of the IS/MND.  Additionally, the County will implement its own review of a construction 

and operational dust control plan per the Project Conditions of Approval.  In the event of non-compliance, the County 

will utilize its Code Enforcement to bring the property into compliance.     

The commenter states that the County’s air quality analysis is flawed because the air quality report relied on an 

equipment list, trip assumptions, and demolition estimates that differ from those described in the IS. The commenter 

questions these estimates but does not put forth any new or conflicting evidence that would warrant the County 

changing its conclusions, and therefore the comment is not substantial evidence. As contemplated by CEQA, an IS 

is prepared early in the design phase of a project, and therefore some project components and estimates may 

undergo further refining throughout the permitting process. Guidelines §15063(c)(4). This is the case for the 

elements that commenter disputes. 

Since the time that the air quality report was developed, the construction equipment estimates have been refined, 

and additional equipment necessary for construction has been identified. The commenter’s comparison of 13 pieces 

of equipment described in the air quality report versus 51 pieces of equipment described in the Initial Study is not 

an accurate comparison. Many of the 51 pieces of equipment would only be used for short period of time and would 

not be used at the same time. In any event, despite any discrepancy in the number or pieces of equipment, the 

emissions results would still be below applicable thresholds set by the MDAQMD.  

Additionally, the County does not agree with the calculations that SWAPE provided for the square footage of the 

buildings to be demolished. SWAPE estimated that that there are over 30,000 square feet of buildings to be 

demolished and used that calculation in the model runs. In actuality, many of the alleged buildings that SWAPE 
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calculated from an aerial image, are simply sheds or airplane hangars with metal roofs, do not contain asbestos or 

lead based paint, and will not contribute to air quality concerns. The commenter’s and SWAPE’s estimates are not 

based on project-specific facts, and are not supported by evidence. Therefore, the commenter’s air quality model 

runs are inaccurate.  

SWAPE provides inputs and calculations for the delivery trip numbers, worker numbers, and other vehicle numbers 

relating to air quality modeling that differ from those used in the Air Quality Report and IS. However, these numbers 

are just estimates, and do not provide substantial evidence of a fair argument of a potentially significant impact to 

air quality. In fact even using SWAPE's assumptions, the Project would not result in an exceedance of air quality 

emissions in excess of the thresholds set by the MDAQMD. 

The County stands behind the air quality model that was run and disagrees with SWAPE’s recalculation of air 

emissions, particularly the allegation that NOx would be exceeded. At this Project, if there were NOx emissions, 

they would primarily come from maintenance vehicles during operations and construction equipment during 

construction. However, the NOx emissions from construction are temporary because construction is short-term. 

AQ-1 of the IS/MND describes measures that would reduce emissions from vehicles, including compliance with 

County Diesel Exhaust Control Measures. A Dust Control Plan as described in AQ-2 of the IS/MND will be 

developed to control air quality issues related to dust during construction.  

Response 17-25 

The commenter states that Project emissions, based on the commenter’s own models, demonstrate that the Project 

will result in an increased risk of cancer to children and infants. The commenter again disagrees with the County’s 

model, but does not put forth relevant or project-specific facts that warrant the County changing its conclusions, 

and therefore the comment is not substantial evidence. The SWAPE model is not based on new/different 

substantiated facts; rather it changes input values—without justification—to create a different result. The Project’s 

air quality model was approved by the MDAQMD and has been used for estimating emissions on other projects.  

SWAPE claims that cancer risk is increased because of the potential for the buildings that will be demolished, to 

contain asbestos and lead based paint. SWAPE miscalculated the square footage of the buildings as discussed in 

17-24. Many of the buildings included in SWAPEs calculations are simply airplane hangars or sheds, consisting of 

poles and metal roofs. These buildings do not contain asbestos and lead based paint. Thus, the commenter’s claims 

of larger amounts of asbestos and lead based pain are off the mark. For the smaller set of buildings that do contain 

small amounts of asbestos and lead based paint, a Demolition Plan will be developed, and the buildings will be 

removed in accordance with all State and local requirements. Asbestos and lead based paint will not enter the 

environment, will not increase air emissions, and will not cause in an increase in cancer risk.  

Health risk impacts are conservatively assessed for all construction activities regardless of location or actual source-

receptor distance. The Health Risk Assessment in the air quality report summarizes the health risk assessment 

from construction activities. Note that the CARB HARP model uses conservative assumptions; actual concentration 

levels are expected to be less than what was analyzed in this report. The highest residential and worker receptor 

risks from construction results in concentrations well below the MDAQMD Risk Significance Level. Short-term 

concentration levels during the construction phase do not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 

concentrations, including those resulting in a cancer risk greater than or equal to 10 in a million and/or a Hazard 

Index (HI) (non-cancerous) greater than or equal to 1. Also, note that the CARB HARP model is the most detailed 

health risk model recommended by MDAQMD. The commenter does not state what risk model was used to make 

their conclusion that risk from construction exceeds the threshold limits.  

SWAPE provides inputs and calculations for the delivery trip numbers, worker numbers, and other vehicle numbers 

relating to air quality modeling that differ from those used in the Air Quality Report and IS. However, these numbers 
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are just estimates, and do not provide substantial evidence of a fair argument of a potentially significant impact to 

air quality. In fact even using SWAPE's assumptions, the Project would not result in an exceedance of air quality 

emissions in excess of the thresholds set by the MDAQMD. 

As described above, construction and operation of the Project will not result in emissions of criteria pollutants in 

excessive of established thresholds. Because emissions of toxic air contaminants from diesel-powered construction 

equipment is expected to be minimal, intermittent, and of short duration, the Project is not expected to increase 

substantially ambient concentrations of toxic air contaminants regionally or locally. Therefore, the Project would not 

expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. 

Response 17-26 

The commenter states that the Project may result in significant impacts associated with birds colliding with the 

Project’s PV panels. The commenter’s expert describes general conditions that are not Project specific. The 

commenter does not provide any different or relevant facts to support their speculation, and therefore their comment 

is not substantial evidence. “[A]n expert’s opinion which says nothing more than ‘it is reasonable to assume’ that 

something ‘potentially…may occur’” is not substantial evidence (Apartment Assoc. of Greater Los Angeles v. City 
of Los Angeles (2001) 90 Cal.App.4th 1162, 1176). Commenter’s assertion is speculation based on distinguishable 

observations, not on project-specific information. There is a lack of peer-reviewed scientific literature on this subject. 

At this point, risk to avian species due to the presence of PV panels is speculative. 

The County is unaware of scientific evidence demonstrating that photovoltaic panels attract birds and cause 

mortalities, and the commenters have not produced any such evidence. Nevertheless, the Applicant is committed 

to using a non-reflective coating on the PV panels, which will reduce the likelihood of the panels appearing as water. 

Additionally, it should be noted that there are no known threatened or endangered avian species living in or around 

the Project site, nor is there any evidence in the record demonstrating that there are localized conditions or other 

factors that suggest a risk of significant avian mortality associated with the Project. 

The County notes that some literature as cited by the commenter has identified common characteristics that are 

often present at locations where the claimed type of avian mortality has occurred. Those “risk” factors have included: 

large size of the project, the project’s proximity to large bodies of water, and highly reflective material on the panels. 

These factors are not present at this Project and therefore the Project is distinguishable from other solar projects 

where avian mortality of the type claimed by commenter has occurred. 

Response 17-27 

The commenter states that the Project may result in significant impacts to desert tortoise based on regional 

databases and observations outside the Project area. The commenter’s expert describes conditions that are not 

Project specific. The commenter does not provide any different or relevant facts to support their speculation about 

the presence of desert tortoise, and therefore their comment is not substantial evidence. “[A]n expert’s opinion 

which says nothing more than ‘it is reasonable to assume’ that something ‘potentially…may occur’” is not substantial 

evidence (Apartment Assoc. of Greater Los Angeles v. City of Los Angeles (2001) 90 Cal.App.4th 1162, 1176). 

Commenter’s assertion is speculation based on distinguishable observations, not on project-specific information. 

No desert tortoises have been found on the Project site. Three highly qualified desert tortoise experts conducted 

the desert tortoise surveys.  

The Applicant’s team and environmental consultants coordinated and implemented all of the biology studies with 

the California Department of Wildlife (CDFW) and the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Survey protocols 

were reviewed and approved by the agencies. The County and Applicant have responded to comments made by 

CDFW. 
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The Project site is highly disturbed and does not provide high quality desert habitat for any species. It is a 

decommissioned airport, currently zoned for light industrial or commercial use and does not have high biological 

value. Mitigation Measure, BIO-2 in the IS/MND will completely avoid potential impacts to DT because it will ensure 

that no DT is present at the site and will require exclusionary fencing so that the DT cannot get onto the site.  

Response 17-28 

The commenter states that the Project may result in significant impacts to desert kit fox. The Project site is highly 

disturbed and does not provide high quality desert habitat for any species. It is a decommissioned airport, currently 

zoned for light industrial or commercial use. This site does not have high biological value.  

The Project’s surveys for kit fox followed appropriate protocols and were approved by CDFW. An active kit fox den 

was observed in 2012. However, in 2015, no active dens were found. The County understands that kit fox move 

quickly and may be found on the Project site. Therefore, BIO-5 has been included in the IS/MND for the protection 

of any potentially occurring kit fox.  

BIO-5 in the IS/MND addresses avoidance and minimization measures for desert kit fox, including kit fox surveys 

prior to grading, and preparation of a plan to protect kit foxes should any be found during the preconstruction survey. 

This mitigation measure is a standard mitigation measure approved for construction projects in the area, and has 

been shown to be effective at minimizing impacts to desert kit fox. 

Response 17-29 

The commenter states that the Project may result in significant impacts to lizards and desert reptiles based on 

observations outside the Project area. The commenter’s expert describes conditions that are not Project specific. 

The commenter does not provide any different or relevant facts to support their speculation about the presence of 

lizard and reptiles, and therefore their comment is not substantial evidence. “[A]n expert’s opinion which says 

nothing more than ‘it is reasonable to assume’ that something ‘potentially…may occur’” is not substantial evidence 

(Apartment Assoc. of Greater Los Angeles v. City of Los Angeles (2001) 90 Cal.App.4th 1162, 1176). The 

commenter’s assertion is speculation based on distinguishable observations, not on project-specific information.  

There is no scientific basis for Coalition’s experts conclusions regarding attraction of lizards to the project. Based 

on several years of site-specific biological surveys, which are documented in the IS, there are no known threatened 

or endangered specific on the Project site, including lizards and other reptiles. The Mojave Fringe Toed Lizard is 

not known to occur in the area and has not been observed at the Project site. The lizard’s habitat exclusively 

consists of fine grained wind-blown sand dunes, which are not present at the Project site. The closest known 

occurrence (location) of a Mojave Fringe Toed Lizard is east of the city of 29 Palms, at least 30 miles from the 

Project site.  

The Project site is highly disturbed and does not provide high quality desert habitat for any species. It is a 

decommissioned airport, currently zoned for light industrial or commercial use and does not have high biological 

value.  

Response 17-30 

The commenter states that the Project may result in significant impacts to the environment because of economic 

and social changes in the Project area described by local residents. “Economic and social changes resulting from 

a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment.” CEQA Guidelines §15064(e). While County 

must consider economic and social effects, it must use those effects only to determine the significance of physical 
changes in the environment due to the Project. Id. Furthermore, the County’s analysis under CEQA is concerned 
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with the impact of the Project on the environment in general, not specific impacts to particular persons. Assoc. for 
the Protection of the Environmental Values v. City of Ukiah (1991) 2 Cal.App.4th 720, 734.  

The commenter recites claims of individuals with specific, and speculative, economic concerns about the Project. 

While the County considers the views held by members of the public in all areas affected by the Project (CEQA 

Guidelines §15064(c)), as required, the views and opinions expressed by the public in this area do not provide 

substantial evidence of a significant impact to the environment. Substantial evidence is defined in CEQA as “facts, 

reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts.” CEQA Guidelines §15384. 

Substantial evidence is not “argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly 

erroneous or inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to or are not caused by 

physical impacts on the environment.” PRC §21082.2(c); CEWQA Guidelines §15064(f)(5). The courts have 

clarified that “fears and…desires” of project opponents do not qualify as substantial evidence (Perley v. County of 
Calaveras (1982) 137 Cal.App.3d 424, 436-7). Speculation about the potential economic impact is unfounded. The 

Project site is highly disturbed and does not provide high quality views or habitat for desert species. It is a 

decommissioned airport, currently zoned for light industrial or commercial use. The Project is consistent with the 

sites General Plan and zoning designation.  

Response 17-31 

The commenter states a legal standard. County disagrees with the commenter’s description, as described in detail 

in the responses below.  

Response 17-32 

The commenter states that the County’s IS/MND is flawed because it fails to provide a list of geographically 

proximate projects that could result in cumulative impacts. The commenter implicitly argues that the County should 

evaluate potential cumulative impacts in the same manner as required in an EIR rather than an MND. Once again, 

the commenter is asking the County to apply the wrong legal standard. See San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue 
Center v. County of Stanislaus (1996) 42 Cal.App.4th 608, 622-23, distinguishing between the analysis of 

“cumulative impacts” that is appropriate in an IS vs. the more detailed requirements for an EIR. 

“Cumulative impacts refer to two or more individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable or 

which compound or increase other environmental impacts.” Guidelines §15355. The focus of a cumulative impacts 

analysis is on the incremental impact of the Project when added to other “closely related past, present, and 

reasonably foreseeable probably future projects.” Id. Other projects may be “closely related”, for example, because 

of their geographic proximity to the Project site, because the timing of their constructed may coincide with the 

Project’s construction, or because they do or will contribute similar impacts as the Project.  

The commenter suggests that the County’s cumulative impact analysis was deficient with respect to air quality 

because the County failed to make a list of other solar projects within the County. This misses the point of a 

cumulative impacts analysis, and no such list is a required component of an IS. Compare CEQA Guidelines § 15064 

(applicable to ISs) v. § 15130 (applicable to EIRs). In particular with regard to air quality, the most significant period 

for emissions is during construction of the Project – meaning that the relevant “closely related” projects are not 

necessarily other solar projects, but instead other projects that are geographically close and will undergo 

construction at or near the same time as the Project. There are no other such Projects approved or proposed in 

proximity to the Project at this time. 

As described in the IS, there is only one closely related past, present and reasonably foreseeable probable future 

project in the area. While there are several other photovoltaic projects recently approved or currently planned within 

San Bernardino County, only one –Cascade Solar–is within geographic proximity of the proposed Project, and it is 

already constructed. As such, there are no anticipated cumulative effects arising from construction of the Project in 
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conjunction with this other project. In addition, none of the approved or currently proposed solar projects in the 

County will be built at the same time as the Project. Thus, there will be no overlapping construction activities 

resulting from these projects at the time the Project is being constructed. Therefore, the Project’s less than 

significant impacts related to construction (e.g., Air Quality, Noise) will not be experienced cumulatively with 

construction impacts from other solar projects, or other projects, such that there is a potentially significant 

cumulative impact necessitating an EIR. 

During operation of the Project, there will be no significant cumulative impact relating to operation of these other 

solar projects because the projects are not concentrated in one area. Operation of the Project is essentially a 

passive use, so the only potential effects of the Project are visual impacts and minimal water use (i.e., for panel 

washing). In terms of cumulative visual impacts, the other solar projects that will be built are distributed throughout 

the County, and will not be aggregated near the Project.  

Response 17-33 

The commenter states that the County’s IS/MND is flawed because it fails to account for the incremental impacts 

of the Project with respect to air quality. See response to comment 17-32 for the appropriate legal standard for 

considering cumulative impacts. The cases cited to by commenter describe the requirements for a cumulative 

impact analysis appropriate for an EIR, not an IS/MND.  

As described in the IS/MND, Appendix G, Air quality, c., the Project will not result in a cumulatively considerable 

net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is in nonattainment under an applicable federal or 

state ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 

precursors). The Project's contribution to criteria pollutants during the temporary construction period will be localized 

and maintained below a level of significance. As also indicated, operational activities will generate insubstantial 

quantities of air pollutants that are not deemed cumulatively considerable. Since no other sources of potential long-

term air emissions will result, the Project’s individual impacts will be less than significant.  

Response 17-34 

The commenter states that the County’s cumulative impact analysis is flawed because the analysis of the Project’s 

air quality impacts considers the net benefit of reducing GHG emissions. Commenter misstates the applicable legal 

standard for a cumulative impacts analysis in an IS/MND and fails to consider that there are no “closely related” 

projects that would create a cumulative impact with the Project. See response to comment 17-32 for the correct 

legal standard for cumulative impacts analysis. As described above, there is only one “closely related” project for 

consideration of cumulative impacts. However, construction related emissions, which are temporary and finite, will 

not be cumulatively considerable. Furthermore, this other solar project will also contribute to an overall net reduction 

in GHG emissions when the benefits of its operation are taken into account.  

Generating power from solar energy reduces GHG emissions in comparison to conventional power generation 

from the combustion of fossil fuels. The solar energy produced by the proposed Project is estimated at 20 MW 

and would provide an estimated reduction 34,050 tons of CO2e per year during operation. After analyzing 

the Project’s operation emissions of 17.39 tons of CO2e annually, the net operation emissions would displace 

approximately 34,033 tons of CO2e each year during operation, which would provide a net benefit to the 

environment. 

Response 17-35 

The commenter states that the Project does not incorporate or require sufficient mitigation measures and states 

legal conclusions with regard to the legal standards for mitigation. The County disagrees with the commenter’s legal 

conclusions and asserts that the mitigation measures incorporated into the Project, which will be required as 
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conditions of approval, are adequate and enforceable. Furthermore, the mitigation measures that the commenter 

asks for the County to add to the Project have been determined to be unnecessary, as described in prior responses 

to comments regarding commenter’s letter. CEQA does not require mitigation measures for impacts that are not 

significant. Pub. Resources Code §21081, Guidelines §15091(a) (agency need not make further findings on the 

feasibility of mitigation measures if it determines that an impact is less than significant); San Franciscans for 
Reasonable Growth v. City & County of San Francisco (1989) 209 Cal.App.3d 1502, 1519 (agency’s duty to 

condition approval on incorporation of mitigation measures only exists when such measures would "substantially 

lessen" a significant environmental effect, “the agency need not, under CEQA, adopt every nickel and dime 

mitigation scheme brought to its attention.”).  

Response 17-36 

The commenter states a legal conclusion. The County disagrees with commenter’s legal conclusions as described 

in the responses to comments above.  

Response 17-37 

The commenter states a legal conclusion. The County disagrees with commenter’s legal conclusions as described 

in the responses to comments above. 

Response 17-38 

Thank you for your comments. They will become part of the record and will be considered by the County in making 

its decision on the Project. 

Response 17-39 

Thank you for your comments. They will become part of the record and will be considered by the County in making 

its decision on the Project.  
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Letter 18 

Adams Broadwell/Coalition for Responsible Solar 

Exhibit A Letter: SWAPE, Matt Hagemann, P.G, C.Hg., Paul Rosenfeld, Ph.D., Jessie Jaeger  

February 10, 2016 

 

 

Response to Adams Broadwell Exhibit A- SWAPE 

The SWAPE letter raises primarily assertions regarding air quality issues for the Project. The main issues from this 

letter are addressed in the responses to the comments to the Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo comment letter. 

Please see responses to comments 17-24 and 17-25 for these responses. However, the County provides additional 

responses to the SWAPE comment letter herein. SWAPE asserts that documentation of the UST removal is not 

included in the IS/MND, that there may be asbestos, lead based paint and PCBs on site, that Valley Fever was not 

considered, that an outdated air model was used, and that that the health risk assessment underestimates cancer 

risk.  

In regards to the concern about the underground storage tank, the tank was removed in 2015 and was not leaking. 

A closure report is available through County records.  

In regards to asbestos, lead based paint, and PCBs, a Demolition Plan for the existing buildings on the 

decommissioned airport site will be developed in accordance with County requirements. Any asbestos containing 

materials, lead based paint, or PCBs will be removed according to industry standards prior to demolition.    

In regard to comments about the potential for valley fever and air borne spores created during construction, the 

Project is not taking place on desert land with old soil crust. It is a highly disturbed piece of property that was 

formerly used as an airport. Valley fever spores are generally found in unbroken soil crust and are extremely unlikely 

to be on this property. Furthermore, the County Public Health Department has determined that development projects 

in San Bernardino County do not pose a significant risk to public health from Valley Fever.    
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Letter 19 

Adams Broadwell/Coalition for Responsible Solar 

Exhibit B Letter: Renée Owens, Senior Biologist 

February 9, 2016 

 

 

Response to Adams Broadwell Exhibit B- Renee Owens 

This comment letter challenges the biological studies that were done for the Joshua Tree Solar Farm Site. The main 

points from this document are argued in the comment letter from the law firm of Adams Broadwell Joseph & 

Cardozo, and are addressed in detail in the responses to that letter. A number of other opinions are advanced in 

the letter from Ms. Owens, but these opinions are not supported by substantial evidence and thus warrant no further 

response.   

However, as a general response to this letter, it should be emphasized that the Applicant’s team and environmental 

consultants coordinated and implemented all of the biology studies with the California Department of Wildlife 

(CDFW) and the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). All of the underlying biological work was done by qualified 

biologists, and survey protocols were followed. It should further be emphasized that the Project site is highly 

disturbed and does not provide high quality desert habitat for any species. It is a decommissioned airport, currently 

zoned for light industrial or commercial use and does not have high biological value.  

 

412 of 467



 Initial Study Response to Comments Page 1 of 4 
 
APNs: 060723119 and 060736406 
Applicant: Joshua Tree Solar Farm, LLC 
Project #: P201400482/CUP  
March 2016 
 

20-1 

20-2 

20-4 

20-3 

  

413 of 467



Page 2 of 4 Initial Study Response to Comments  
 

APNs: 060723119 and 060736406 
Applicant: Joshua Tree Solar Farm, LLC 

Project #: P201400482/CUP  
March 2016 

 
 

  

20-5 

20-6 

414 of 467



 Initial Study Response to Comments Page 3 of 4 
 
APNs: 060723119 and 060736406 
Applicant: Joshua Tree Solar Farm, LLC 
Project #: P201400482/CUP  
March 2016 
 
Letter 20 

Joshua Basin Water District 

February 10, 2016 

 

 

Response 20-1 

Statement of facts.  No response required. 

Response 20-2 

The initial Power Purchase Agreement will last twenty years. The Project may be repurposed or may be 

decommissioned after the initial twenty year period.  The existing owner/operator of the facility will be required to 

follow all current State, Federal, County, and applicable local ordinances in regards to water use and aquifer 

replenishment. 

Response 20-3 

The amount of water required for the construction of the plant has not substantially changed from the applicant’s 

original proposal. The increase in water expected for use for the operation and maintenance of the plant has been 

scaled to a higher wash scenario so that the consideration of water use is more conservative. The 2 AF per year 

for operations and maintenance represents a relatively small use for a commercial / industrial facility and would not 

adversely affect the availability of groundwater supplies. As stated in the letter above, the subsequent increase from 

the original 49 AF to the 120 AF would occur over a period of 40 years as compared to 20 years originally analyzed 

by JBWD. The operation of the Project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with 

groundwater recharge.  

Response 20-4 

The applicant has the option either to contract with the District for the water supply or to drill a private well pursuant 

to its property right to put a reasonable amount of groundwater to beneficial use on overlying land.  If the applicant 

pursues the private well option, then it will be required to permit the well through the existing County process and 

to follow all State, Federal, and County rules that apply to private wells. The operation of the Project would not 

substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge. Additionally, the applicant claims 

that claims an additional 7% overdraft is without basis.  The Copper Mountain sub-basin is not an adjudicated basin, 

and thus there are no established limits on groundwater extraction by current or future well owners.  Even if JBWD 

had the legal authority to do determine whether a property owner’s use of groundwater for beneficial use is 

reasonable, and it does not, there is no way for it to attribute any potential future overdraft (assuming it were to 

occur) to any single well owner, including JTSF.   

Response 20-5 

Statement of facts.  No response required. 

Response 20-6 

The applicant has the option either to contract with the District for the water supply or to drill a private well. 

Regardless of source, the operation of the Project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 

with groundwater recharge. If the JBWD he Water Supply Agreement is in its best interests, then the County would 

encourage the execution of an agreement as outlined in the letter.  

 

415 of 467



Page 4 of 4 Initial Study Response to Comments  
 

APNs: 060723119 and 060736406 
Applicant: Joshua Tree Solar Farm, LLC 

Project #: P201400482/CUP  
March 2016 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This page intentionally left blank. 

 

416 of 467



 Initial Study Response to Comments Page 1 of 10 
 
APNs: 060723119 and 060736406 
Applicant: Joshua Tree Solar Farm, LLC 
Project #: P201400482/CUP  
March 2016 
 

 

21-2 

21-1 

417 of 467



Page 2 of 10 Initial Study Response to Comments  
 

APNs: 060723119 and 060736406 
Applicant: Joshua Tree Solar Farm, LLC 

Project #: P201400482/CUP  
March 2016 

 

 

  

21-2 

Cont

 

21-3 

418 of 467



 Initial Study Response to Comments Page 3 of 10 
 
APNs: 060723119 and 060736406 
Applicant: Joshua Tree Solar Farm, LLC 
Project #: P201400482/CUP  
March 2016 
 

 

  

21-3 

Cont. 

21-4 

21-5 

419 of 467



Page 4 of 10 Initial Study Response to Comments  
 

APNs: 060723119 and 060736406 
Applicant: Joshua Tree Solar Farm, LLC 

Project #: P201400482/CUP  
March 2016 

 

 

  

21-5 

Cont. 

21-6 

21-7 

21-8 

420 of 467



 Initial Study Response to Comments Page 5 of 10 
 
APNs: 060723119 and 060736406 
Applicant: Joshua Tree Solar Farm, LLC 
Project #: P201400482/CUP  
March 2016 
 

 

  

21-8 

Cont. 

21-9 

21-10 

421 of 467



Page 6 of 10 Initial Study Response to Comments  
 

APNs: 060723119 and 060736406 
Applicant: Joshua Tree Solar Farm, LLC 

Project #: P201400482/CUP  
March 2016 

 

 

  

21-10 

Cont. 

21-11 

422 of 467



 Initial Study Response to Comments Page 7 of 10 
 
APNs: 060723119 and 060736406 
Applicant: Joshua Tree Solar Farm, LLC 
Project #: P201400482/CUP  
March 2016 
 

 

  

21-12 

423 of 467



Page 8 of 10 Initial Study Response to Comments  
 

APNs: 060723119 and 060736406 
Applicant: Joshua Tree Solar Farm, LLC 

Project #: P201400482/CUP  
March 2016 

 

 

Letter 21 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

February 8, 2016 

 

 

Response 21-1 

This comment provides an opening to the comment letter, stating the California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

(Department) reviewed the IS/MND. No further response is necessary. 

Response 21-2 

The comment briefly describes the project and proposed improvements and does not contain any substantive 

comments or questions about the IS/MND.  No further response is necessary. 

Response 21-3 

This comment provides a summary of the Department’s role as a Trustee Agency pursuant to CEQA Guideline 

15386 and a Responsible Agency pursuant to CEQA Guideline 15381. No further response is necessary. 

Response 21-4 

The County notes the State-listed species, fully protected species, and species of special concern identified by the 

Department within the project area. As provided on pages 29 through 40 of the IS, with the implementation of the 

proposed mitigation measures, the project would not result in the “take” of State-designated special status species, 

and the resulting possible impact to any State-listed species potentially occurring on-site would be less than 

significant.  

Response 21-5 

This comment provides a summary of the Desert Tortoise Survey and General Biological Resources Assessment 

prepared for the Project. It also summarizes the results from the Desert Tortoise Survey and General Biological 

Resources Assessment and the IS/MND Biological Resources Mitigation Measure BIO-2. It does not contain any 

substantive comments or questions about the IS/MND. No further response is necessary. 

Response 21-6 

This comment states that although exclusionary fencing is an appropriate minimization measure, if a desert tortoise 

is found within the fenced area it may not be moved or handled without a Take Permit from the Department.  

Comment noted.  As previously explained, protocol-level surveys were performed which did not identify the 

presence of tortoises at the site.  In addition, surveys will be performed in connection with the installation of an 

exclusionary fence, in accordance with Mitigation-Measure BIO-2, thereby ensuring that no tortoise would be fenced 

within the site. 

Response 21-7 

This comment states that the term clearance survey indicates that all desert tortoise will be moved or relocated out 

of the project impacted area (i.e. outside the exclusionary fencing), which would require an Incidental Take Permit.  

The term ‘clearance survey’ was not intended to indicate that tortoises would be moved or handled. Surveys will be 

performed to identify any tortoises, not to move or handle them.   In the unlikely event that a tortoise is identified, in 

accordance with Mitigation Measure BIO-2, the tortoise will be allowed to proceed unharmed without disturbance 

from Project-related activities.   
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Response 21-8 

A habitat assessment, surveys according to CDFW protocols (CDFG 2012), and an impact assessment were 

completed and can be found in the Project’s Burrowing Owl Survey Report for the Joshua Tree Solar Farm, prepared 

by Tetra Tech in July 2015.  Mitigation measure BIO-3 in the IS/MND includes pre-construction take avoidance 

surveys and preparation of a passive relocation plan if owls are found to occupy the project site at the time of 

construction. In addition, other standard measures such as speed limits, limiting the area of disturbance, and having 

a biological monitor present for construction outside of the fenced site will contribute toward avoiding and minimizing 

any potential impacts to this species and their habitat.  

Response 21-9 

BIO-5 in the IS/MND addresses avoidance and minimization measurers for desert kit fox, including preparation of 

a plan to address kit foxes that are using the site at the time of construction.  The American Badger was not found 

during surveys and is not included in the requirements of BIO-5.  

Response 21-10 

BIO-4 in the IS/MND includes mitigation measures to avoid take of migratory birds by conducting nesting bird 

surveys and establishing take avoidance buffers if nesting birds are found prior to construction. 

Response 21-11 

Bat surveys were conducted at the request of CDFW during a conference call the week of February 6, 2015.  In 

fact, CDFW reviewed and agreed to the proposed methods for surveying bats within the Project area.  The methods 

and the results of the bat surveys can be found in the 2015 Desert Tortoise Survey and General Biological 
Resources Assessment for the Joshua Tree Solar Farm (Airport Site) prepared by Tetra Tech in June 2015. No 

major roosts (i.e., guano, dead bats) were detected during the spring 2015 inspection of the on-site structures and 

trees. No bats were observed emerging from the on-site buildings or trees at dusk during focused monitoring. There 

are no important maternal or communal roosts that are apparent in the onsite structures and trees.  After completing 

CDFW-approved bat surveys that showed no presence of bats within the project site, no additional field work or 

evaluations are necessary or proposed. 

Response 21-12 

The Project’s Hydrology Report shows an absence of definable drainages within the Project site.  It is unclear what 

CDFW was describing in Figure 1 of the IS/MND.  There is currently an existing distribution line in the right- of-way 

along Sunfair Rd.  The SCE distribution line will not disturb a stream or lakebed.  SCE will be re-conductoring the 

transmission line in this area, but will not place any poles or fill in a potential streambed. No lakebeds exist within 

the SCE right-of-way along Sunfair Road.  Therefore, a Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement would not be 

required for this Project.  
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JOSHUA TREE GATEWAY COMMUNITIES VACATION RENTAL ASSOCIATION 
PO Box HC-1067, JOSHUA TREE CALIFORNIA, 92252 

 
March 15, 2016 
 
John Oquendo 
Senior Planner County of San Bernardino Land Use Services Department, Planning Division 
15900 Smoke Tree Street, Suite 131 
Hesperia, CA  92345     
John.oquendo@lus.sbcounty.gov sent via email 
 
RE: Nextera proposed solar project, aka Joshua Tree Solar Farm 
 
Dear Mr. Oquendo, 
 
We the undersigned members of the Joshua Tree Gateway Communities Vacation Rentals 
Association (JTGCVRA) are writing to express our opposition to the proposed project known as 
Joshua Tree Solar Farm. Our 
reasons follow. 
 
JOSHUA TREE PARK ECONOMIC OVERVIEW 
This year, tourism to Joshua Tree National Park is expected to draw more than 2 million visitors, 
up 25% from 2014. A fiscal analysis conducted by the U.S. Geological Survey and National Park 
Service economists concluded that in 2014, visitors to the park spent $73M in communities near 
the park, and supported approximately 1,030 jobs in the local area for “a cumulative benefit to the 
local economy of $97M” http://home.nps.gov/jotr/learn/news/jotr-creates-economicbenefits.htm. 
Using indicators such as recent issues with lines at local restaurants, traffic back-ups into the 
park entrance, and the new paradigm requiring that lodging and campsites be reserved far in 
advance, we can anticipate that tourism revenues in our area will continue their dramatic rise. 
 
JOSHUA TREE GATEWAY COMMUNITIES VACATION RENTAL ASSOCIATION 
JTGCVRA is a group of individual Vacation Rental (VR) homeowners and property managers, 
representing over one hundred vacation rental units. Our objectives include enhancing park 
attractions by providing lodging opportunities that are unique to our region, improving the 
aesthetic qualities of properties in the Morongo Basin, and guiding public policy to insure quality 
experiences for our guests while maintaining a thriving VR industry. We support environmentally 
sound practices as a means of promoting a vibrant local economy. 
 
ECONOMICS OF VACATION RENTALS IN THE AREA OF JOSHUA TREE 
To date, there are over three hundred advertised VRs in the greater Joshua Tree area operating 
as small or family-owned businesses, and there are at least half as many more rooms in overflow 
homes, unadvertised homes, and part-time VRs. VRs are an emerging phenomenon with few 
statistics for our area, so we determined the economics of the local industry by polling two-dozen 
established VR properties with rates ranging from $85 per night to $350 per night to derive a 
2015 average gross income of $30,000 per VR property. Based on the three hundred-plus 
number of advertised rentals listed on just one of many websites (Airbnb), we arrived at a 
conservative estimate of $9M VR gross revenues for 2015 in our area. 
 
PRESERVE OUR ECONOMIC DRIVER 
Those who have not spent time in the Morongo Basin might perceive it from the outside as a 
wasteland, questioning what might draw millions of visitors to a desert. The answer is simple and 
poetic. As one member of our community aptly stated, “They come for the Big Empty”, our 
sweeping scenic views as seen from atop otherworldly boulders, our air quality and dark night 
skies, an escape from visual pollution of urban and industrial development, and to experience the 
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flora and fauna that lives within and travels through our porous, open desert landscape. The 
uniqueness of Joshua Tree is intensified by the fact that limitless expanses can be so easily 
appreciated from within the comfort of homes which are in proximity to amenities. It is extremely 
critical that we maintain our unobstructed scenic vistas, and this is borne out by our tourism 
numbers. As VR homeowners, individual investors, and residents of the community, we know that 
our natural landscape shapes the health of our expanding local economy. 
 
CONFLICT WITH THE PROPOSED SOLAR PROJECT 
An important part of our mission is to preserve the desert by being environmentally aware, and 
many or our members support solar energy through their own investments in off-grid and grid-tied 
homes. But in the case of the proposed Nextera project, we cannot condone a “green energy” 
project that carries with it the environmental consequences of water hemorrhage, dust pollution, 
disturbance of habitat corridors, proven hazards to avian life, the use of industrial strength 
herbicides, and the disruption of scenic views from our National Park and our revenue properties. 
A project such as Nextera’s Joshua Tree Solar Farm would effectively compromise the very 
environment that it aspires to protect; thereby rendering its negative impacts greater than its 
overall benefits. Even without our state mandated water reductions, we strive for conscientious 
water usage by encouraging guests to be observant of living in the desert during this time of 
drought. The amount of water that would be required by this project would render our collective 
efforts meaningless. Furthermore, Nextera is seeking to procure groundwater rights as a means 
of moving forward with this poorly sited proposal. We maintain that the parcel ownership does not 
entitle its owner or its assigns to extraordinary use of the groundwater, such as 400 gallon per 
minute production pumping, and that industrial scale depletion was never an intended use for 
these well rights. Lastly, production wells would push aquifers even further into our current 
overdraft due to drought, effectively reducing the long-term groundwater supply of our entire 
community. Aquifer depletion will also effect the wildlife populations that are important part 
of the nature package that we offer to tourists. As a resource that belongs to all, decisions 
regarding our natural water systems are a collective concern. It is not the prerogative of a single 
property owner to usurp the best interests of the community. 
 
WILDLIFE 
In addition to being known tortoise habitat, homeowners report regular fox sightings at 5725 
Sunfair Road, directly across the street from the proposed project. 
 
SCENIC DEGRADATION 
60-70% of the project’s footprint is undisturbed land, with the existing airport disturbance 
occupying 30-40% of the site. The rural feel of this valley will be changed to 
industrial/commercial, particularly given the visual impact when coupled with the nearby Cascade 
solar development. In regards to the proposed Joshua Tree Solar Farm at the Roy Williams 
Airport, we would like to specifically note the following as pertains to vacation rental homes: 
-There are 122 known vacation rentals with views of the RW Airport area 
-Approximately sixty of these known vacation rental properties fall within five miles of the 
proposed project. 
-The project is highly visible from world-class hiking trails within the North Park Boundary 
Wilderness Area of Joshua Tree National Park. These are some of the most pristine and 
lightly traveled in the park, and include Burro Loop. 
-We maintain that VR owners have made a huge contribution to property values in the 
Morongo Basin by paying historically high prices for homes. Furthermore, through our 
rehabilitation of often-derelict properties, and the collection of 7% transient 
occupancy taxes on short-term rental receipts, county tax revenues directly increased as 
a result of our activities. Conversely, Nextera will be exempt from tax liability for virtually 
all of its improvements. 
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In conclusion, we invite concerned county agencies on a tour of the world-class boulders and 
hiking trails in the North Boundary Wilderness Area of Joshua Tree National Park which overlook 
the proposed solar project, to be placed almost exactly two miles from park boundaries. While in 
the area, we encourage a hosted visit to some of the nearby VR properties to soak in the beauty 
of the views. This will provide the most straightforward argument for disputing Nextera’s claims 
that the project will not interfere with the scenic attributes of the area. Such an outing will illustrate 
the shortcomings and biases of the photographs found in the Joshua Tree Solar Farm proposal. 
 
Thank you for your time and attention in this matter affecting our local economy and environment. 
 
Please feel free to reach out to us with questions. 
 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Thomas Fjalstam (415)717-5595 
totalunity@gmail.com 
 
Miriam Seger (213)705-8003 
miriamseger@mac.com 
 
 
Gayle Austin 
Tom Austin 
Jay Babcock 
Claire Calvino 
Mark Cranston 
Jessica Franklin 
Mark Johnston 
Mindy Kaufman 
Christine Lukasik 
Michelle Meyers 
Patty Micciche 
Gabriella Nagy 
Larry Amal Norman 
Drew Reese 
John Schuster 
Stephanie Smith 
Lisa Starr 
Eva Soltes 
Shelley Strong 
Vera Topinka 
Douglas Buckley 
J.B. Wells 
Bonnie Kopp 
 
 
 
cc:  
Supervisor James C. Ramos, Chairman 
Tom Hudson, Director Land Use Services 
Mark Lundquist, MAC Field Representative, Joshua Tre 
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Exhibit A: 122 Vacation Rental homes with views of Joshua Tree Solar site 
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Exhibit B: Scenic views from Joshua Tree National Park 
Inside Park boundary, on trail accessing Burro Loop 
 

 
Panorama from trailhead to Burro Loop, an extensive NPS trail network 
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Exhibit C: Example of view from residences north of Joshua Tree Solar Farm 
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Exhibit D: Views from randomly chosen VRs near Baseline Rd. 
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Exhibit E: Views from architectural masterpiece, the Doolittle House
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Simi Dabah Sculpture Garden, directly across from proposed Solar Farm 
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EXHIBIT F 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Valley Fever Memo 
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This information is in response to your recent inquiry regarding Valley Fever. Valley Fever is a fungal infection of 

the lungs that results from the inhalation of Coccidioides spores found in soil. The majority of people (60%) have 

no symptoms when infected. A smaller number (40%) experience moderate flu-like symptoms, and an even 

smaller group (5%) develops “disseminated Valley Fever”, which is a serious illness. 

 

Valley Fever can infect anyone, but is more common in: 

 Adults aged 60 or older, 

 Those with weakened immune systems, 

 Those with organ transplants, 

 Pregnant women, and 

 Those with Diabetes. 

 

San Bernardino County consistently has a lower incidence rate than both the National and State levels.  In 2010, 

the number of cases in San Bernardino County was 2.8/100,000 people, while the State was at 12.1/100,000. 

Nationally, the number of cases was at 4.2/100,000. In 2013, San Bernardino County’s incidence rate was 

3.0/100,000; 25% of these cases are found within the incarcerated population. 

 

To be considered highly endemic, a county must have more than 20 cases/100,000 people. While many counties 

in California have the fungus present, the only counties having a high endemic rate are Fresno, Kern, Kings, 

Madera, Merced, San Luis Obispo and Tulare.  

 

Some animals, such as dogs, can also contract Valley Fever. There have been no reports to Public Health of 

animal illnesses within San Bernardino County. 

 

The California Department of Public Health (CDPH) provides several recommendations to prevent valley fever 

exposure. Employers seeking more information can also find work related guidance through CDPH, as well as 

requirements for them to reduce employee exposure via the California Occupational Safety and Health 

Administration’s (Cal/OSHA’s) Department of Industrial Relations. Although the public health risk in San 

Bernardino County is low, we recommend those who work in dusty conditions adhere to the guidance from both 

CDPH and Cal/OSHA. 

November 12, 2014 

MAXWELL OHIKHUARE 
Health Officer 
Public Health Department 

TERRI RAHAL 
Planning Director   
Land Use Services Department 

909-387-6218 

COCCIDIOIDOMYCOSIS (VALLEY FEVER) IN SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY 
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http://www.cdph.ca.gov/HealthInfo/discond/Documents/VFGeneral.pdf
http://www.cdph.ca.gov/programs/hesis/documents/coccifact.pdf
http://www.dir.ca.gov/dosh/valley-fever-home.html
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