
 

Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative 
Declaration 

Baldy Mesa Solar Project 

August 31, 2020  

Lead Agency: 
 
James Hirsch, 760-246-2300 ext. 11190 
City of Adelanto 
Planning Department 
 
Proponent: 
 
Terrance Unrein, 970-302-9457  
Baldy Mesa Solar LLC 
5000 East Spring Street, Suite 130 
Long Beach, CA  90815 
 
Consultant:  
 
Stantec Consulting Services Inc. 
290 Conejo Ridge Avenue 
Thousand Oaks, California 91361 



DRAFT INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

 i 
 

Table of Contents 

ABBREVIATIONS ..................................................................................................................... V 

1.0 INTRODUCTION .......................................................................................................... 1.1 
1.1 PROJECT TITLE .......................................................................................................... 1.1 
1.2 LEAD AGENCY NAME AND ADDRESS ...................................................................... 1.1 
1.3 CONTACT PERSON AND PHONE NUMBER .............................................................. 1.1 
1.4 PROJECT LOCATION ................................................................................................. 1.1 
1.5 PROJECT SPONSOR'S NAME AND ADDRESS ......................................................... 1.1 
1.6 GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION ................................................................................. 1.1 
1.7 ZONING ....................................................................................................................... 1.2 
1.8 DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT...................................................................................... 1.2 
1.9 SURROUNDING LAND USES AND SETTING ............................................................. 1.2 
1.10 OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES WHOSE APPROVAL IS REQUIRED ............................. 1.3 

1.10.1 Intended Uses of the Initial Study and Permit Requirements ....................... 1.3 

2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION ........................................................................................... 2.1 
2.1 SOLAR PROJECT AND SITE DESCRIPTION ............................................................. 2.1 

2.1.1 Current Site Conditions ............................................................................... 2.1 
2.1.2 Surrounding Land Uses ............................................................................... 2.2 

2.2 SOLAR FACILITY COMPONENTS .............................................................................. 2.5 
2.2.1 Solar PV Generation Facility ....................................................................... 2.5 
2.2.2 Photovoltaic Modules .................................................................................. 2.5 
2.2.3 Installation, Array Assembly, and Racking................................................... 2.6 
2.2.4 Direct Current Collection, Inverters, Alternating Current Collection, 

and Medium Voltage Transformers ............................................................. 2.6 
2.2.5 Substation ................................................................................................... 2.6 
2.2.6 Data Collection System ............................................................................... 2.7 
2.2.7 Energy Storage System .............................................................................. 2.7 
2.2.8 Security Fencing ......................................................................................... 2.9 
2.2.9 Signage ....................................................................................................... 2.9 
2.2.10 Water Use ................................................................................................... 2.9 
2.2.11 Solid and Nonhazardous Waste ................................................................ 2.10 
2.2.12 Outdoor Lighting........................................................................................ 2.10 
2.2.13 Fire Control ............................................................................................... 2.10 
2.2.14 Hazardous Waste ...................................................................................... 2.10 

2.3 GENERATION TIE LINE AND COMMUNICATION LINE ............................................ 2.11 
2.4 SOLAR PROJECT CONSTRUCTION ........................................................................ 2.12 

2.4.1 Site Preparation ........................................................................................ 2.12 
2.4.2 PV System Installation, Testing, and Startup ............................................. 2.13 
2.4.3 Construction Workers, Hours, and Equipment ........................................... 2.13 

2.5 SOLAR PROJECT OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE ............................................. 2.14 
2.5.1 Operation .................................................................................................. 2.15 
2.5.2 Maintenance ............................................................................................. 2.15 



DRAFT INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

 ii 
 

2.6 SOLAR PROJECT DECOMMISSIONING .................................................................. 2.15 

3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AND IMPACT ANALYSIS ............................................ 3.1 
3.1 AESTHETICS ............................................................................................................... 3.3 

3.1.1 Setting ......................................................................................................... 3.3 
3.1.2 Impact Analysis ........................................................................................... 3.6 

3.2 AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES ...................................................... 3.11 
3.2.1 Setting ....................................................................................................... 3.11 
3.2.2 Impact Analysis ......................................................................................... 3.11 

3.3 AIR QUALITY ............................................................................................................. 3.14 
3.3.1 Setting ....................................................................................................... 3.14 
3.3.2 Impact Analysis ......................................................................................... 3.21 

3.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES ...................................................................................... 3.29 
3.4.1 Setting ....................................................................................................... 3.29 
3.4.2 Impact Analysis ......................................................................................... 3.38 

3.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES ......................................................................................... 3.63 
3.5.1 Setting ....................................................................................................... 3.63 
3.5.2 Impact Analysis ......................................................................................... 3.70 

3.6 ENERGY .................................................................................................................... 3.74 
3.6.1 Setting ....................................................................................................... 3.74 
3.6.2 Impact Analysis ......................................................................................... 3.74 

3.7 GEOLOGY AND SOILS ............................................................................................. 3.77 
3.7.1 Setting ....................................................................................................... 3.77 
3.7.2 Impact Analysis ......................................................................................... 3.79 

3.8 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS ............................................................................. 3.87 
3.8.1 Setting ....................................................................................................... 3.87 
3.8.2 Impact Analysis ......................................................................................... 3.89 

3.9 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS .............................................................. 3.93 
3.9.1 Setting ....................................................................................................... 3.93 
3.9.2 Impact Analysis ......................................................................................... 3.93 

3.10 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY .................................................................... 3.102 
3.10.1 Setting ..................................................................................................... 3.102 
3.10.2 Impact Analysis ....................................................................................... 3.102 

3.11 LAND USE AND PLANNING .................................................................................... 3.110 
3.11.1 Setting ..................................................................................................... 3.110 
3.11.2 Impact Analysis ....................................................................................... 3.110 

3.12 MINERAL RESOURCES .......................................................................................... 3.121 
3.12.1 Setting ..................................................................................................... 3.121 
3.12.2 Impact Analysis ....................................................................................... 3.121 

3.13 NOISE ...................................................................................................................... 3.123 
3.13.1 Setting ..................................................................................................... 3.123 
3.13.2 Impact Analysis ....................................................................................... 3.130 

3.14 POPULATION AND HOUSING ................................................................................ 3.135 
3.14.1 Setting ..................................................................................................... 3.135 
3.14.2 Impact Analysis ....................................................................................... 3.135 

3.15 PUBLIC SERVICES ................................................................................................. 3.138 



DRAFT INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

 iii 
 

3.15.1 Setting ..................................................................................................... 3.138 
3.15.2 Impact Analysis ....................................................................................... 3.139 

3.16 RECREATION .......................................................................................................... 3.144 
3.16.1 Setting ..................................................................................................... 3.144 
3.16.2 Impact Analysis ....................................................................................... 3.144 

3.17 TRANSPORTATION ................................................................................................ 3.146 
3.17.1 Setting ..................................................................................................... 3.146 
3.17.2 Impact Analysis ....................................................................................... 3.148 

3.18 TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES .......................................................................... 3.153 
3.18.1 Setting ..................................................................................................... 3.153 
3.18.2 Impact Analysis ....................................................................................... 3.154 

3.19 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS ...................................................................... 3.156 
3.19.1 Setting ..................................................................................................... 3.156 
3.19.2 Impact Analysis ....................................................................................... 3.157 

3.20 WILDFIRE ................................................................................................................ 3.162 
3.20.1 Setting ..................................................................................................... 3.162 
3.20.2 Impact Analysis ....................................................................................... 3.162 

3.21 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE ......................................................... 3.165 

4.0 PROPOSED FINDING ................................................................................................. 4.1 

5.0 LIST OF PREPARERS ................................................................................................ 5.1 

6.0 REFERENCES ............................................................................................................. 6.1 

LIST OF TABLES 
Table 1: Agency Permits and Environmental Review Requirements ........................................ 1.3 
Table 2: Related Projects ......................................................................................................... 2.4 
Table 3: Ambient Air Quality ................................................................................................... 3.19 
Table 4: Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District State and Federal Attainment 

Status ...................................................................................................................... 3.20 
Table 5: Unmitigated Proposed Projects Projected Maximum Emissions Estimates............... 3.22 
Table 6: Summary of Vegetation and Land Cover Types ....................................................... 3.30 
Table 7: Occurrence Potential for Special Status Wildlife in the Proposed Project Area ......... 3.32 
Table 8: Special Status Plants ............................................................................................... 3.36 
Table 10: Summary of Vegetation and Land Cover Type Impacts .......................................... 3.54 
Table 11: Summary of Vegetation and Land Cover Types ..................................................... 3.78 
Table 12: Lifetimes and Global Warming Potentials of Several Greenhouse Gases ............... 3.88 
Table 13: Maximum Project Construction GHG Emissions ..................................................... 3.89 
Table 14: Surrounding Land Use Designations .................................................................... 3.110 
Table 15: Adelanto North 2035 Comprehensive Sustainable Plan Consistency Analysis ..... 3.112 
Table 16: Definition of Sound Measurement ........................................................................ 3.124 
Table 17: Typical A-Weighted Sound Levels ........................................................................ 3.124 
Table 18: Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment ............................................ 3.126 
Table 19: Guideline Vibration Annoyance Potential Criteria ................................................. 3.126 
Table 20: Guideline Vibration Damage Potential Criteria ...................................................... 3.127 



DRAFT INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

 iv 
 

Table 21: Population Density and Associated Ambient Noise Levels ................................... 3.127 
Table 22: Existing Roadway Noise Levels ............................................................................ 3.128 
Table 23: Future 2010 Projected Noise Contours ................................................................. 3.128 
Table 24: Summary of Federal Highway Administration Roadway Construction Noise 

Model..................................................................................................................... 3.131 
Table 25: Vibration from Construction Equipment ................................................................ 3.133 
Table 26: Parks .................................................................................................................... 3.138 
Table 27: Schools ................................................................................................................ 3.139 
Table 28: Project’s Construction Traffic ................................................................................ 3.149 
Table 29: Water Supply Reliability Analysis Summary ......................................................... 3.156 

LIST OF FIGURES 
Figure 1: Project Location ........................................................................................................ 6.1 
Figure 2a: Site Plan: Facility Layout & 2b: Site Plan Gen-Tie Options ...................................... 6.1 
Figure 3a: Zoning Codes: Facility Layout & 3b: Zoning Codes: Gen-Tie Options ..................... 6.1 

LIST OF APPENDICES 

APPENDIX A AQ/GHG .................................................................................................... A.1 
A.1 CalEEMod Annual Output ............................................................................................ A.1 
A.2 CalEEMod Summer Output ......................................................................................... A.2 

APPENDIX B BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES ..................................................................... B.1 
B.1 Biological Resources Technical Report ....................................................................... B.1 
B.2 Jurisdictional Waters and Wetlands Delineation .......................................................... B.2 
B.3 Focused Rare Plant Survey Report ............................................................................. B.3 
B.4 Focused Desert Tortoise Survey Report ...................................................................... B.4 
B.5 Mojave Fringe-Toed Lizard Potential to Occur Technical Memorandum ...................... B.5 
B.6 Mohave Ground Squirrel Reports ................................................................................ B.6 
B.7 Desert Tortoise Drone Habitat Assessment ................................................................. B.7 
B.8 Gen Tie Option C Bio Surveys ..................................................................................... B.8 

APPENDIX C CULTURAL RESOURCES TECHNICAL REPORT (CONFIDENTIAL 
– AVAILABLE ON REQUEST) ................................................................................... C.1 

APPENDIX D PRELIMINARY DRAINAGE REPORT ....................................................... D.1 

APPENDIX E PHASE I ENVIRONMENTAL SITE ASSESSMENTS ................................ E.1 
E.1 Phase I Environmental Site ASsessment Baldy Mesa Solar ........................................ E.1 
E.2 Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Baldy Mesa Solar Phase II Site 1 ................. E.2 
E.3 Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Baldy Mesa Solar Phase II Site 2 ................. E.3 
E.4 Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Baldy Mesa Solar Phase II Site 3 ................. E.4 
E.5 Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Baldy Mesa Solar Phase II Site 4 ................. E.5 
E.6 Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Baldy Mesa Solar Phase II Site 5 ................. E.6 

 



DRAFT INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

  v 
  

Abbreviations 

μg/m3 Micrograms per cubic meter 
AB Assembly Bill 
AC alternating current 
ADT average daily trips 
af acre-foot 
afy Acre-feet per year 
amsl above mean sea level 
APE Area of Potential Effect  
APLIC Avian Power Line Interaction Committee 
Applicant Sustainable Power Group 
ATCM Airborne Toxic Control Measure 
ATP Archaeological Treatment Plan  
Authority Adelanto Public Utilities Authority 
BESS battery electrical storage system 
BMPs best management practices 
BMS battery management system 
BP years before the present 
BRC BCR Consulting  
BRTR Biological Resources Technical Report 
CAAQS California Ambient Air Quality Standards 
CalEEMod California Emissions Estimator Model 
CAL FIRE California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 
Caltrans California Department of Transportation 
CARB California Air Resources Board 
CBC California Building Code 
CDFG California Department of Fish and Game 
CDFW California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
CEQA California Environmental Quality Act 
CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
CFR Code of Federal Regulations 
CHRIS California Historical Resources Information System  
CH4 methane 
City City of Adelanto 
CMP Congestion Management Plan 
CNDDB California Natural Diversity Database 
CNEL Community Noise Equivalent Level 
CO carbon monoxide 
CO2 carbon dioxide 



DRAFT INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

  vi 
  

CO2e carbon dioxide equivalents 
County San Bernardino County 
CRHR California Register of Historical Resources 
CRPR California Rare Plant Ranks 
CRMMP Cultural Resources Mitigation Monitoring Plan  
CUP conditional use permit 
CUPA Certified Unified Program Agency 
DA Development Agreement 
dB Decibel 
dBA A-Weighted Decibel 
dBC C-Weighted Decibel 
DC direct current 
DL-2.5, 1 DU/2.5 AC Desert Living 
DL-5, DU/5 AC Desert Living Zoning District 
DPM Diesel Particulate Matter 
DTSC Department of Toxic Substances Control 
EIR Environmental Impact Report 
ESA Endangered Species Act 
Farmland Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance 
FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency 
FHWA Federal Highway Administration 
gen-tie generation-tie 
GHG greenhouse gas 
GPA General Plan Amendment 
GWP global warming potential 
HFC hydrofluorocarbon 
hp horsepower 
HM Habitat Management 
HVAC Heating, Ventilation and Air Conditioning 
Hz Hertz 
ISO International Organization for Standardization 
JD Jurisdictional Delineation 
JDSA Jurisdictional Delineation Survey Area 
kV kilovolt 
Kw kilowatts 
Ldn Day-Night Sound Level 
LDP Location Development Plan 
Leq Equivalent Sound Level 
LM Light Manufacturing 
Lmax Maximum Sound Level 
Lmin Minimum Sound Level 
LOS level of service 



DRAFT INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

  vii 
  

LRA Local Responsibility Area 
Lxx Percentile Exceeded Sound Level 
MBTA Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
MDAB Mojave Desert Air Basin 
MDAQMD Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District 
MESA Mapping Episodic Stream Activity 
met meteorological 
MI Manufacturing/Industrial 
MLD Most Likely Descendent  
MMRP Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
MND Mitigated Negative Declaration 
Morongo Morongo Band of Mission Indians  
MPH Miles Per Hour 
MRZ Mineral Resources Zone 
MU Mixed Use 
MV Minor Variance 
MW megawatt 
MWAC Megawatt – alternating current 
MWh megawatt hours 
NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
NERC North American Energy Reliability Corporation 
NESC National Electric Safety Code 
NFPA National Fire Protection Association 
N2O nitrous oxide 
NO nitric oxide 
NOX nitrogen oxides 
NO2 nitrogen dioxide 
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
NRCS Natural Resources Conservation Service 
NRHP National Register of Historic Places  
O3 ozone 
O&M Operations and Maintenance 
OEHHA California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment 
OHWM Ordinary High Water Mark 
OS Open Space 
OSHA Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
Pb Lead 
PCS Power Conditioning System 
PFC perfluorinated chemicals 
PLP polarized light pollution 
PM Particulate Matter 



DRAFT INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

  viii 
  

PM10 Particulate Matter less than 10 microns in diameter 
PM2.5 Particulate Matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter 
ppm parts per million 
PPV Peak Particle Velocity 
PRC Public Resources Code 
Proposed Project Baldy Mesa Solar Project 
PV photovoltaic 
RACT Reasonably Available Control Technology 
RCNM Roadway Construction Noise Model 
ROGs reactive organic gases 
ROW right-of-way 
R-S1 Single Family Residential 
R-S5 Single Family Residential 
RTP/SCS Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board 
SBCFD San Bernardino County Fire Department 
SCADA Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition 
SCAG Southern California Association of Governments 
SCCIC South Central Coastal Information Center 
SCE Southern California Edison 
SF6 sulfur hexafluoride 
SGC Strategic Growth Council 
SIP State Implementation Plan 
SMARA Surface Mining and Reclamation Act 
SMBMI San Manuel Band of Mission Indians  
SO2 Sulfur Dioxide 
SWCA SWCA Environmental Consultants 
SWPPP Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
TACs Toxic Air Contaminants 
TCR Traditional Cultural Resources  
TTM Tentative Track Map 
US United States 
USACE United States Army Corps of Engineers 
USEPA United States Environmental Protection Agency 
USFS United States Forest Service 
VHFHSZ Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone 
USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
VOCs Volatile Organic Carbons 
WEAP Worker’s Environmental Awareness Program Training  
WECC Western Electricity Coordinating Council 
WOTUS Water of the United States 



DRAFT INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

  ix 
  

WMPHCP West Mojave Plan Habitat Conservation Plan 
ZC Zone Change 
ZMA Zoning Map Amendment 

 
 



DRAFT INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

Introduction  

 1.1 
 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 PROJECT TITLE 

Baldy Mesa Solar Project (proposed Project) 

1.2 LEAD AGENCY NAME AND ADDRESS 

City of Adelanto 
Planning Department 
James Hirsch 
(760) 246-2300 ext. 11190 

1.3 CONTACT PERSON AND PHONE NUMBER 

sPower 
Terrance Unrein, Senior Permitting Manager 
(970) 302-9457 

1.4 PROJECT LOCATION 

The site is located in the City of Adelanto, San Bernardino County, at Latitude 34°36’33” N and 
Longitude 117°27’15” W. The proposed Project site spans approximately 1,197 acres, located 
in Sections 11, 12, and 13 of Township 6N, Range 6W and Sections 7 and 18 of Township 6N, 
Range 5W. It is bordered by Colusa Road to the north, Raccoon Avenue to the east, El Mirage 
Road to the south, and a portion of Vinton Road to the west. The proposed generation-tie line 
route is discussed in Section 2.3, Generation Tie Line and Communication Line. The Fremont 
Wash runs through portions of the site, specifically in the northeast corner (Figure 1). 

1.5 PROJECT SPONSOR'S NAME AND ADDRESS 

Baldy Mesa Solar, LLC (Applicant) 
5000 East Spring Street, Suite 130 
Long Beach, CA  90815 

1.6 GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION 

Relationship to  
Project Site 

Existing Land  
Description Land Use Zoning District 

Project Site  
(Figure 2a)  

Vacant undeveloped land, unpermitted dumping and off-
highway vehicles 

• OS (Open Space) 
• DL 5 (Desert Living 5) 
• DL 2.5 (Desert Living 2.5) 
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Relationship to  
Project Site 

Existing Land  
Description Land Use Zoning District 

Generation Tie 
Lines 
(Figure 2b) 

Vacant undeveloped lands, franchise right-of-way • DL 5 (Desert Living 5) 
• DL2.5 (Desert Living 2.5) 
• R-S1 (Single Family 

Residential) 
• R-S5 (Single Family 

Residential) 
• LM (Light Manufacturing) 
• MU (Mixed Use) 
• R-M12 (Medium Density 

Residential) 

1.7 ZONING 

Refer to the table above and Figures 3a and 3b for a depiction of the proposed Project’s zoning.  

1.8 DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT 

The Applicant proposes to construct and operate a utility-scale solar generating facility (proposed Project) 
proposed to be developed on approximately 1,197 acres within the City of Adelanto (City) in San 
Bernardino County (County). Solar electricity generated by the proposed Project would be delivered by an 
approximately 5-mile generation-tie (gen-tie) and communication line that would extend to the Southern 
California Edison (SCE) Roadway substation. The proposed Project site would require a Location and 
Development Plan, (LDP),  Solar Energy Overlay Zone and Conditional Use Permit (CUP) pursuant to a 
Zoning Code Amendment, (ZCA) and General Plan Amendment/ Zone Change (GPA/ZC) from the City 
for facility construction, operation, and decommissioning. Section 2.0, Project Description, provides a 
more detailed description of the project. 

1.9 SURROUNDING LAND USES AND SETTING 

The proposed Project site spans approximately 1,197 acres, located in Sections 11, 12, and 13 of 
Township 6N, Range 6W and Sections 7 and 18 of Township 6N, Range 5W. It is bordered by Colusa 
Road to the north, Raccoon Avenue to the east, El Mirage Road to the south, and a portion of Vinton 
Road to the west. The Fremont Wash runs through portions of the site, specifically in the northeast 
corner. Additionally, the City’s WWTP Pump Station is located along Muskrat Avenue and De Soto 
Avenue. PERC Water Corporation will be granted continual access to the pump station via access 
through the proposed Project. 

The main proposed Project area includes the solar arrays and infrastructure that would be enclosed in 
fencing. Gen-tie options are shown in Figures 2a and 2b.  

The majority of the area immediately surrounding the proposed Project consists of open space, with the 
Shadow Mountains to the north and United States Route 395 (US-395) to the east. The Fremont Wash 
traverses parts of the northern and western portions of the proposed Project. A residential community is 
located approximately 400 feet south of the southernmost parcels of the proposed Project. The gen-tie 
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routes are located along existing roads and traverse relatively flat open space, often adjacent to the 
residential communities that are interspersed throughout the area. 

1.10 OTHER PUBLIC AGENCIES WHOSE APPROVAL IS REQUIRED 

1.10.1 Intended Uses of the Initial Study and Permit Requirements 

This Initial Study is an informational document intended to inform the lead agency, other responsible or 
interested agencies, and the general public of potential environmental effects of the proposed Project. 
The environmental review process has been established to enable public agencies to evaluate potential 
environmental consequences and to examine and implement methods of eliminating or reducing any 
potentially significant adverse impacts. This document is intended to aid the City and the Applicant in 
determining the appropriate California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) document needed to support 
agency discretionary approvals, permits, and consultations. These permits, approvals, and consultations 
are described in Table 1. 

Table 1: Agency Permits and Environmental Review Requirements 

Agency Permits and Other Approvals 

City of Adelanto 

• Conditional Use Permit 
• Building Permits 
• Right of Way Encroachment Permit 
• Landscaping Permit 

Lahontan Regional 
Water Quality Control 
Board 

• National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System Permit and 
Report of Waste Discharge 

• Clean Water Act Section 401 
Water Quality Certification 

Mohave Desert Air 
Quality Management 
District  

• Dust Control Plan 

California Department 
of Fish and Wildlife 

• Incidental Take Permit 
• Streambed Alteration Agreement 

U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers 

• Clean Water Act Section 404 
Nationwide Permit 
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2.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The Applicant proposes to construct and operate a 200-megawatt (MWAC) maximum capacity utility-scale 
solar generating and energy storage facility proposed on approximately 1,197 acres located within the 
City of Adelanto (Figure 1). Renewable electricity generated by the proposed Project would be delivered 
by an approximately 5-mile gen-tie and communication line that would extend to the SCE Roadway 
substation located at the intersection of Delicious Street and Lawson Avenue. The proposed Project 
would operate year-round and would produce electric power during daylight hours. The Applicant 
proposes to begin site preparation and construction of the facility in 2020 or 2021. The proposed Project 
may be constructed in phases and would operate for a period of 35 years. Figures 2a and 2b (Site Plan) 
provide the location of the proposed Project site, including potential routes for the gen-tie and 
communication line. The proposed Project would require a solar overlay and CUP and from the City for 
facility construction, operation, and decommissioning.  

2.1 SOLAR PROJECT AND SITE DESCRIPTION 

The proposed Project involves the construction of a ground-mounted, utility-scale solar energy and 
energy storage facility located within the City. The proposed Project would employ solar photovoltaic (PV) 
modules that convert sunlight directly into electrical energy. The proposed Project would have a 
generating capacity of up to 200 MWAC located on approximately 1,197 acres.  

The proposed Project would consist of the following components: 

• PV modules; 
• Energy storage solutions; 
• Module mounting system; 
• Balance of system and electrical boxes; 
• Electrical inverters and transformers; 
• Electrical alternating current (AC) collection system, including switch gear; 
• Data monitoring equipment; 
• Transmission and gen-tie lines; and 
• Access roads and security fencing.  

The proposed Project site is contained primarily within the Desert Living zones (DL-5 and DL-2.5) with a 
portion located within the Open Space (OS) land use designation. While power generating facilities (>500 
kilowatts [kW]) are allowed in the OS zones with a CUP, they are currently not allowed in the Desert 
Living areas. Therefore the proposed Project site would require a Location and Development Plan, (LDP),  
Solar Energy Overlay Zone and Conditional Use Permit (CUP) pursuant to a Zoning Code Amendment, 
(ZCA) and General Plan Amendment/ Zone Change (GPA/ZC).. 

2.1.1 Current Site Conditions 

The majority of the proposed Project site is relatively flat and slopes gradually from southeast to 
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northwest from approximately 2,820 to 2,750 feet above mean sea level (amsl) towards the Fremont 
Wash. The Fremont Wash bisects the northwestern portion of the proposed Project area from southwest 
to northeast. Land use within and surrounding the proposed Project area is limited to sparse rural 
residential development and open space with a few unpaved roads across the site. 

2.1.2 Surrounding Land Uses 

The main proposed Project area, which includes the solar arrays and infrastructure that would be 
enclosed in fencing, encompasses approximately 1,197 acres. Gen-tie locations are shown in Figures 2a 
and 2b and discussed further in Section 2.3, Generation Tie Line and Communication Line.  

The majority of the area immediately surrounding the proposed Project consists of open space, with the 
Shadow Mountains to the north and US-395 to the east. The Fremont Wash traverses parts of the 
northern and western portions of the proposed Project. A residential community is located approximately 
400 feet south of the southernmost parcels of the proposed Project. The gen-tie routes are located along 
existing roads and traverse relatively flat open space, and in some areas, adjacent to residential 
communities that are interspersed throughout the area. 

Probable Future Projects List 

The State CEQA Guidelines require that a CEQA document discuss the cumulative impacts of a project 
when the project’s incremental effect is cumulatively considerable. As set forth in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15065(a)(3), “cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of an individual 
project are significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, other current projects, 
and probable future projects. 

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(a)(3), a project’s contribution is less than 
cumulatively considerable if the project is required to implement or fund its fair share of a mitigation 
measure or measures designed to alleviate the cumulative impact. In addition, the Lead Agency is 
required to identify facts and analysis supporting its conclusion that the contribution will be rendered less 
than cumulatively considerable. 

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b) further provides that the discussion of cumulative impacts 
reflects the severity of the impacts and their likelihood of occurrence, but the discussion need not provide 
as great detail as is provided for the effects attributable to the project alone. Rather, the discussion is to 
be guided by the standards of practicality and reasonableness and should focus on the cumulative impact 
to which the identified other projects contribute. 

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b) states that complying with one of the following two protocols is 
necessary to provide an adequate discussion of significant cumulative impacts: 

1. A list of past, present, and probable future projects producing related or cumulative impacts 
including, if necessary, those projects outside the control of the agency; or 
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2. A summary of projections contained in an adopted local, regional, or statewide plan, or related 
planning document, that describes or evaluates conditions contributing to the cumulative effect. 
Such plans may include: a general plan, regional transportation plan, or plans for the reduction of 
greenhouse gas emissions. A summary of projections may also be contained in an adopted or 
certified prior environmental document for such a plan. Such projections may be supplemented 
with additional information such as a regional modeling program. Any such document shall be 
referenced and made available to the public at a location specified by the Lead Agency. 

Cumulative study areas are defined based on an analysis of the geographical scope relevant to each 
particular environmental issue. Therefore, the cumulative study area for each individual environmental 
impact issue may vary. For example, a cumulative land use impact generally may only affect the 
compatibility of uses within the vicinity of a project site, while a cumulative air quality impact may affect 
the entire air basin.  

In order to determine which projects would be considered as potential related projects, , a desktop 
analysis was conducted to review the City of Adelanto Planning Department Development Activity Report 
2018 to Current 2020. There was a total of 182 entries: 

• 10 that were either incomplete or denied and were therefore discounted for the potential to be 
considered cumulative. 

• 39 that were blank for status, 22 with submittal dates from 2018 and were therefore assumed to 
be stale (2 years without status) and were discounted for the potential to be considered 
cumulative, the remaining 17 with submittal dates of 2019.  

o 7 of the remaining 17 were related to medical marijuana activities and were therefore 
discounted for the potential to be considered cumulative. 

o 9 of the remaining 17 included limited information available (address only) and were 
therefore discounted for the potential to be considered cumulative. 

o 1 of the remaining 17 included basic project details, which were evaluated for the 
potential to be considered cumulative. 

• 52 that were approved and related to medical marijuana activities for existing approved facilities 
(manufacturing, distribution transportation, testing, and/or nursery), and were therefore 
discounted for the potential to be considered cumulative. 

• 76 that were approved with limited information available (address only) and were therefore 
discounted for the potential to be considered cumulative. 

• 5 that were approved with basic project details, which were evaluated for the potential to be 
considered cumulative. 
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The six projects identified through this review were screened for their potential evaluation in the proposed 
Project’s cumulative impact analysis and are summarized below in Table 2. All six projects are located 
approximately 1.70- to 4.5-miles away from the proposed Project footprint.  

Table 2: Related Projects 

Project  Developer 
Information 

Location and Description APN/Size Date 
Submitted 

to City 

Status Distance 
from 

Proposed 
Project 

MCUP 
19-01  
MLDP 
19-04 

Verizon Wireless  
Allen Alejandre  
27130 Paseo 
Espada, Suite A-
1426  
San Juan 
Capistrano, CA. 
92675 

SCE lattice tower at the intersection of 
Victor Street and Bellflower Street 

3135-101-01 3/19/2019 Approved 
5/25/2019 

~3.5 miles 

CUP 19-
05  
LDP 19-
04 

Brahmbhatt 
Architects  
Sumit 
Brahmbhatt  
441 E. Whitter 
Blvd. Suite C  
La Habra, Ca. 
90631 

11305 Palmdale Road  
new 5,000 sf gas station and 4,300 car 
wash on 351,074 sf located in the  
Commercial (C) zone. 

3103-481-05  Approved 
9/18/2019 

~4.5 miles 

MLDP 19-
09 

Tandis Homes  
Saito Design 
Group, Inc.  
Mr. Al Saito  
20803 Valley 
Blvd, Ste. # 105  
Walnut, CA 
91789 

Proposal to construct 22 single family 
homes with a 48-unit subdivision TTM 
17600), located at the southeast corner 
of Raccoon Road and Kemper Avenue 
(Lots 4 through 23, 36 and 48) 

0459-072-04-
23, 36, 48 

6/11/2019 Approved 
7/30/2019 

~ 1.7 miles 

CUP 19-
08 

Walt Mitchell  
Adelanto Towne 
Center  
1156 N. 
Mountain 
Avenue  
Upland, CA. 
91786 

Southwest corner of US Highway 395 
and Mojave Drive proposal for off-site 
sales of beer and wine (type 20 ABC 
license) for 7- Eleven of approx 40 
square feet of floor sales. Building is 
located in phase 1 of MLDP 19-01 
located on 9.4 acres in the phase will 
consist of commercial (C) zone 

3135-201-08 
thru 16  
3135-201-18 
thru 21 

8/7/2019 Approved 
9/21/2019 

~3.10 miles 

CUP 19-
10 

GPA Inc.  
Gerald Minch  
P.O. Box 925  
Atwood, Ca. 
92811 

Proposal to construct nine new 
industrial buildings on 17 acres. The 
project will be constructed in two 
phases. The first phase will consist 
of a 96,981 sf building and the 
second phase will consist of a 
111,350 sf building 

3128-331-
01, 02, 04 & 
07 

9/12/2019  ~2.00 miles 
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Project  Developer 
Information 

Location and Description APN/Size Date 
Submitted 

to City 

Status Distance 
from 

Proposed 
Project 

MCUP 
20-01 

Ikanik Farms, 
Inc.  
Mr. Mike Storino  
5370 
Queensland 
Circle  
Corona, CA 
92879 

Add a 6,100 square foot (SF) addition 
and a 12,100 square foot (SF) addition to 
the existing 27,000 sf Building 2 

3129-261-61, 
62 & 64  
9367 Cassia 
Road & 
16444  
Beaver Road 

1/10/2020 Approved 
1/22/2020 

~ 2.00 miles 

Notes:  
https://www.ci.adelanto.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/1227/City-of-Adelanto-Activity-Report-22020 
https://www.ci.adelanto.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/1072/Adelanto-Towne-Center  
CUP = conditional use permit 
MCUP = Minor conditional use permit 
MLDP =  

 

The cumulative analysis for each environmental issue, including a discussion regarding the identification 
of relevant related projects, is provided in Section 3.0, Environmental Impact Analysis, of this Draft 
IS/MND. 

2.2 SOLAR FACILITY COMPONENTS 

2.2.1 Solar PV Generation Facility 

A series of PV module arrays would be mounted on racking systems supported by a pile-driven 
foundation. The module mounting system or racking system would be a tracker PV array configuration 
oriented to maximize the amount of incident solar radiation absorbed over the course of a year. For the 
tracking configuration, the modules would rotate from east to west over the course of the day.  

Electrical connections from a series of PV arrays would be channeled to combiner boxes located 
throughout the solar field. Electrical current would be collected and combined prior to feeding the 
inverters, which convert the electricity from DC to AC and step-up voltage to 34.5-kv. Inverters would be 
consolidated in areas to minimize cable routing, trenching, and electrical losses. The AC output from the 
inverters would be routed through an AC collection system and consolidated with system switchgear. The 
final output from the proposed Project will connect to a transformer that steps up the voltage to match the 
interconnection voltage of 115-kv. The energy would ultimately be delivered to the SCE transmission 
network at the Roadway Substation. 

2.2.2 Photovoltaic Modules 

The number of PV modules will depend on the final technology selected, design optimization, and 
detailed design. In addition, market conditions, economics, and environmental factors are also considered 
during the design process. Modules will be nonreflective and highly absorptive. 

The following PV module technologies (or comparable) may be used as part of the proposed Project: 

https://www.ci.adelanto.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/1227/City-of-Adelanto-Activity-Report-22020
https://www.ci.adelanto.ca.us/DocumentCenter/View/1072/Adelanto-Towne-Center
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• PV crystalline-silicon technology 
• Thin film cadmium telluride (CdTe) technology  

2.2.3 Installation, Array Assembly, and Racking 

The module mounting system provides the structure that supports the PV module arrays. The foundations 
are typically steel I-beams or piles driven into the soil using pneumatic or similar techniques for pile 
driving. Once the piles are installed, the module racking system can be installed to support the PV 
modules. For a tracking configuration, motors are installed to drive the tracking mechanism. The module 
mounting system would be oriented in rows within a PV design block reflecting a standard and uniform 
appearance across the facility. The PV modules would have a typical height of 6 feet and a maximum 
height of approximately 12 feet, depending on the angle of the tracking system as it changes over the 
course of each day, and may be elevated in some isolated areas to avoid flood zones.  

2.2.4 Direct Current Collection, Inverters, Alternating Current Collection, and 
Medium Voltage Transformers 

All solar modules will be electrically connected in strings. The power cables from multiple module strings 
are consolidated via combiner boxes throughout the solar field and delivered to the inverters via 
underground cables. The inverters convert the direct current (DC) power generated by modules to AC 
power.   

The inverters are connected directly to medium-voltage transformers that step up the output voltage of 
the inverter to 34.5 kilovolts (kV). The output of the transformers will be combined in series via 
underground collector cables and junction boxes. The junction boxes then consolidate the cables into 
larger feeder circuits that deliver the entire output of the system to the project substation.  

The underground electrical cables will be installed using standard trenching techniques, with directional 
boring techniques available to avoid sensitive resources, as necessary. The inverters will be fully 
enclosed and located adjacent to medium-voltage transformers, both of which will be installed on 
concrete foundations or elevated support structures. Switchgear cabinetry will be also be installed for 
circuit control.   

2.2.5 Substation 

The substation is where all of the underground 34.5 kV feeder circuits are collected and combined, the 
voltage is then stepped up to 115 kV via a transformer. The substation will consist of the following 
equipment:  

− Switchgear  
− Transformer  
− Circuit breaker  
− Controls and protection   
− Metering  
− Footings    
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− Reinforced concrete foundations    
− Oil containment area for the transformer   

The transformer will be pad-mounted and enclosed together with switchgear and a junction box. The 
primary switchgear includes the main circuit breaker and utility metering equipment; it will be enclosed 
separately, pad-mounted together with the generator step-up transformer. The substation area will be 
graded and excavated to accommodate the equipment. The substation will be located in the southeast 
region of the project site. The power will be delivered to the nearby SCE Roadway Substation located at 
the intersection of Delicious Street and Lawson Avenue via an approximate 5-mile 115 kV gen-tie.   

Modifications to the SCE Roadway Station would include a circuit breaker, switches and relays. 

2.2.6 Data Collection System 

The proposed Project would be designed with a comprehensive Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition 
(SCADA) system for remote monitoring of facility operations and remote control of critical components. 
Within the proposed Project site, the fiber-optic (or other) cable necessary for the monitoring system 
would be installed throughout the site, leading to a centrally located (or a series of) SCADA facilities.  

The data collection system would also include a meteorological (met) data collection system. The met 
data collection system would have the following weather sensors: a pyranometer for measuring solar 
irradiance, a thermometer to measure air temperature, a barometric pressure sensor to measure 
atmospheric pressure, and two wind sensors to measure speed and direction. 

2.2.7 Energy Storage System 

The proposed Project includes a battery electrical storage system (BESS) that would store up to +/- 100 
MWAC of electricity for dispatch into the local SCE grid via the same point of interconnection as the solar 
array. At complete buildout, The Applicant anticipates that the BESS would consist of between 15-30 
battery storage containers, which would each house battery modules mounted in racks (akin to server 
racks) and associated electrical equipment. The Applicant anticipates that the battery storage containers 
would be built using standard International Organization for Standardization (ISO) shipping containers, 
and would each measure approximately 53 feet in length, 8 feet in width, and 9 feet in height; though 
other smaller form-factor structures exist that may be used.  

Each storage container will be either completely outdoor accessible (with no internal access) or would 
have an access drive aisle. If in a building, the facility would be designed and constructed specific for the 
project at hand. The building would be built to all applicable building and fire codes and would house all 
batteries, electrical equipment, robust HVAC systems to maintain specific internal temperatures, and fire 
suppression systems. The entire BESS area would be fenced for security and to restrict access. 

Construction 

The battery storage containers would be constructed on concrete pads, and each container would be 
bolted. The Power Conditioning System (PCS) and the medium voltage control system (i.e., inverters and 
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transformers) would be constructed on level concrete pads between the battery storage containers. Minor 
rough grading may be needed for the preparation of the proposed PCS and medium voltage control 
system pads if the pads cannot be constructed using the existing slope. Any cut-and-fill as a result of any 
rough grading would be contained within the proposed Project site. No import or export of soil from the 
proposed Project site is expected. The BESS would be constructed over a 12-month period.   

Battery Modules, Battery Technology, and Fire Protection 

Each battery storage container would be located within a metal frame storage container with insulation, 
air conditioning, and fire suppression, with separate enclosures for the electronic controls, inverters, and 
rectifiers. The primary storage components would consist of self-contained electrochemical battery 
systems using conventional storage technologies with proven safety and performance records using the 
same chemistries and vendors as the batteries in a typical cell phone. The battery storage facility is 
designed such that the periodic maintenance and replacement of underperforming battery components 
(each a single “module”) can be easily performed on an as-needed basis, whereby each individual 
module can be replaced without needing to replace the entire system. The BESS modules and 
associated infrastructure (e.g., inverters, switches, etc.) would be serviced regularly via planned 
maintenance and on an as-needed basis by certified technicians. 

The battery will be a high-density battery that is rechargeable. These batteries will allow a safe and 
effective installation into a shipping container and are well-suited to perform beyond the planned daily 
operations for this facility (i.e., approximately one complete cycle each day). 

The proposed Project would use a built-in fire protection system and would include a fire extinguishing 
system. The system would be designed in accordance with National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) 
safety standards.  

DC electricity would be collected from the batteries and conveyed to the inverters. A series of battery 
modules forms a battery “rack”, and each rack is connected to a battery management system (BMS) to 
control that specific rack and control the voltage, current, and other operations. A number of series 
circuits are combined together to form an individual parallel circuit; parallel circuits are grouped together 
in individual racks which are sized appropriately, and each rack contains a rack-level BMS. The number 
of racks will vary according to final proposed Project specifications and can be sized to accommodate 
electrical design. Racks combine multiple parallel circuits through a fused bus system to collect the 
energy into one set of DC collection cables. The fuses within the racks create another line of protection 
from overcurrent. These cables run from the racks to the inverters, where they would terminate in the DC 
side of the inverter. 

In the event the Applicant decides to pursue building storage, an industrial size building(s) approximately 
10,000 square feet would be required. The building will contain battery modules, associated electrical 
equipment, and ancillary systems (including ventilation and cooling technology). The building would be 
constructed within the Project site, likely adjacent to the Project substation near the Koala Road access 
point. If a building were deemed necessary, the building would be constructed in compliance with 
California building and fire codes. The necessity for a building will be determined during final engineering. 
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If a building were necessary, an on-site fire suppression system would be installed in compliance with all 
applicable rules and regulations.  

Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA)  

The BESS would have a SCADA system that would allow for remote monitoring and control of inverters 
and other proposed Project components. The SCADA system would be able to monitor project output and 
availability and to run diagnostics on the equipment. The proposed Project would also have a cloud-
based (with local human-machine interface) overall plant control system (site controller) that would 
provide monitoring of the BESS as well as control of the balance of facility systems. The microprocessor 
and cloud-based site-controller would provide control, monitoring, alarm, and data storage functions for 
plant systems as well as communication with the project’s SCADA system. Critically, this system monitors 
all system facilities and would remotely and instantaneously shut down all system facilities in the event of 
a contingency (e.g., if system temperatures exceed pre-determined thresholds).  

2.2.8 Security Fencing 

To ensure the safety of the public and the facility, the proposed Project site would be fenced, and signs 
would be posted. Fencing would be placed around the entire proposed Project footprint, including the 
substation. The proposed Project would be fenced with an approximately 6-foot-high security fence, 
topped with barbed wire around high-voltage electrical equipment per applicable electrical safety code 
standards. Security measures would be installed as necessary to mitigate and deter unauthorized access 
and vandalism. Access to the proposed Project site would be controlled via gates installed at the site 
entrances. Manual swing gates would be constructed at the entry and egress points and in strategic 
locations, as required for convenience in accessing and maintaining each portion of the facility. The 
proposed Project would comply with North American Energy Reliability Corporation (NERC) and Western 
Electricity Coordinating Council (WECC) requirements for regulatory control and security systems. The 
security fence would include wildlife friendly design features to allow for wildlife to pass through the site in 
accordance with the Project’s Incidental Take Permit being sought from CDFW. 

2.2.9 Signage 

Signs warning of high-voltage danger would be posted on the perimeter fences and at all entry points. 
These signs would also include a no trespassing statement. Signs posted at the switching station(s) 
would conform to all codes and state requirements for safety. Signage would identify the project operator 
and owner and provide emergency contact information, including a telephone number. All signage would 
conform to City signage requirements, as detailed in Adelanto Municipal Code Chapter 17.70 (Signs). 

2.2.10 Water Use 

The proposed Project is anticipated to require approximately 323 acre-feet (af) of water during 
construction for soil conditioning, dust control, single panel wash, and other uses. Water, including for 
construction, would be obtained from existing municipal connections or via the City’s recycled water 
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program. During O&M, the proposed Project is anticipated to utilize up to 9.68 acre feet per year (afy) for 
period panel cleaning.   

2.2.11 Solid and Nonhazardous Waste 

During operation, the proposed Project would produce a small amount of solid waste associated with 
maintenance activities. This waste may include broken or rusted metal, defective or malfunctioning panel 
modules, electrical hardware, empty containers, cardboard, wood pallets, copper wire, scrap, steel, 
common trash, and wood wire spools and other miscellaneous solid wastes, including the typical refuse 
generated by maintenance workers. These materials would be collected onsite in trash bins and 
separated for recycling where possible, then disposed of at a licensed offsite landfill or recycling facility. 
All broken or defective solar modules would be returned to the manufacturer for recycling.  

2.2.12 Outdoor Lighting 

Project lighting would be installed for ongoing maintenance and security purposes. Low-level motion-
detection lighting would be installed at entry and egress gates around the perimeter of the facility. All 
project lighting would be shielded and directed downward to avoid light trespass and minimize the 
potential for glare or spillover onto adjacent properties. Motion-detecting lighting would be used from dusk 
to dawn for security purposes during operations. Project lighting would conform to National Electric Safety 
Code (NESC) requirements and all applicable City lighting requirements, as detailed in Adelanto 
Municipal Code Section 17.90.040 (Lighting). NESC recommends illuminating the switching station to a 
minimum of 22 lux or 2 foot-candles.   

2.2.13 Fire Control 

Perimeter roads and evenly distributed interior access roads would conform with San Bernardino County 
Fire Department (SBCFD) standards for solar facilities. The PV modules and ancillary equipment would 
represent a negligible fire risk; however, the applicant would have a fire prevention plan approved per 
applicable City and SBCFD regulations (such as Fire Safety Standard B-2). Fire department access 
devices and emergency contact placards would be located at all gated entrances. In addition, the 
proposed Project would meet the minimum standards set forth by Public Resource Code (PRC) 4290, 
Title 14, for fire protection and emergency water standards. Specifically, the proposed Project would 
include five 10,000-gallon water storage tanks. The tanks would be approximately 15 feet high with a 
diameter of 12 feet. Water storage tank connections shall meet SBCFD standards.   

2.2.14 Hazardous Waste 

The Applicant does not expect to generate hazardous waste during construction of the proposed Project. 
However, proposed Project construction would involve the use of some hazardous materials, such as 
fuels and lubricants used for construction vehicles and equipment. Such materials may be stored in 
temporary aboveground storage tanks or sheds located on the proposed Project site. The fuels stored on 
the proposed Project site would be contained within a locked container within a fenced and secure 
temporary staging area. Trucks and construction vehicles would be serviced at offsite facilities. The use, 
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storage, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials used in construction of the solar facility would be 
carried out in accordance with all federal, state, and County regulations. No extremely hazardous 
substances (i.e., those governed pursuant to Title 40, Part 335 of the Code of Federal Regulations [CFR]) 
are anticipated to be produced, used, stored, transported, or disposed of as a result of proposed Project 
construction. The proposed Project is located within the City; therefore, the Hazardous Materials Division 
of SBCFD has been designated by the State Secretary for Environmental Protection as the Certified 
Unified Program Agency (CUPA). The CUPA is responsible for managing hazardous materials and 
hazardous waste programs within the County. The CUPA also administers hazardous waste related 
permits and performs facility inspections and enforcement activities throughout the County.  

Material Safety Data Sheets for all applicable materials present on the project site would be readily 
available to onsite personnel as required by the CUPA. Operation and maintenance of the proposed 
Project is not expected to require large quantities of hazardous materials or to generate hazardous waste. 
However, there is the potential that hazardous materials (such as gasoline or diesel fuel) would remain 
onsite in quantities equal to or greater than 55 gallons of a liquid, 500 pounds of a solid or 200 cubic feet 
of a gas. Therefore, the Applicant would file and maintain a Hazardous Materials Business Plan with the 
CUPA. The transformers that would be located at the project substation would use biodegradable oil-
based esters or similar substances, which according to the U.S. Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration (OSHA) are not considered a hazardous material. Disposal of this oil would occur in 
accordance with all applicable regulations. The solar PV panels and inverters would produce no waste 
during project operation. Minor amounts of waste would be produced from the operation of the battery 
storage facility when cells reach the end of their lifespan and are returned to the manufacturer for 
recycling. Storage and usage of pesticides and/or herbicides for operational purposes would be governed 
by the Applicant’s standard pest and weed management plan.  

Activities associated with operation of the proposed Project are expected to handle and store only 
nominal quantities of hazardous and potentially hazardous materials, such as small amounts of fuels and 
lubricants. However, as there is the potential to store quantities of hazardous or potentially hazardous 
materials in excess of the above thresholds, the Applicant would file and maintain a Hazardous Materials 
Business Plan with the County. In the event of an accidental release, the Business Plan would detail the 
location and quantities of hazardous materials stored onsite. That information would be made available to 
emergency responders such as firefighters and medical personnel, who would, in part, use such 
information to contain the hazardous materials and avoid the creation of a significant hazard. 

2.3 GENERATION TIE LINE AND COMMUNICATION LINE 

An overhead 115 kV gen-tie line would connect the proposed Project to the existing SCE Roadway 
substation located at the intersection of Delicious Street and Lawson Avenue. 

The applicant is currently evaluating multiple routes to connect to the SCE Roadway Substation as 
identified below and displayed in Figures 2a and 2b.  
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• Route 1: begins on Koala Road 0.33 mile south of Colorado Street extending 1.38 miles south, 1.84 
miles east on Chamberlaine Way, 0.91 mile south on Verbena Road, and 0.97 mile east on Lawson 
Avenue where it connects to the Roadway Substation.  

• Route 2: begins on Koala Road 0.33 mile south of Colorado Street extending 0.14 mile south, 1.8 
miles east on El Mirage Road, 2.14 miles south on Verbena Road, and 0.97 mile east on Lawson 
Avenue where it connects to the Roadway Substation.  

• Route 3a: begins on Koala Road approximately 0.33 mile south of Colorado Avenue. It extends south 
for approximately 1.61 miles, interconnects at the corner of Koala Road and Bartlett Street where it 
extends for 0.61 mile east, then 0.61 mile south along Raccoon Avenue before connecting to Air 
Expressway Boulevard where it extends for 1.775 miles, north along Delicious Street for 
approximately 0.31 mile, 0.05 mile on Lawson Avenue where it connects to the Roadway Substation.  

• Route 3b: begins on Koala road approximately 0.33 mile south of Colorado Avenue. It extends south 
for approximately 2.03 miles, then crosses over the southwest corner of the parcel located at the 
northeast corner of Koala Road and Air Expressway within an existing utility right-of-way before 
connecting to Air Expressway Boulevard where it extends for approximately 2.11 miles, north along 
Delicious Street for approximately 0.31 mile, 0.05 mile on Lawson avenue where it connects to the 
Roadway substation.  

• Route 4: begins on Koala Road 0.33 mile south of Colorado Street extending 0.15 mile south, 0.63 
mile east on El Mirage Road, 2.46 mile south on Raccoon Avenue, 2.15 miles east on Air 
Expressway Boulevard, north along Delicious Street for approximately 0.31 mile, 0.05 mile on 
Lawson Avenue where it connects to the Roadway Substation. 

• Route 5: begins on Koala Road 0.33 mile south of Colorado Street extending 0.15 mile south, 0.63 
mile east on El Mirage Road, 1.53 mile south on Raccoon Avenue, 1.76 miles east on Bartlett 
Avenue, south along Delicious Street for approximately 0.25 mile, 0.05 mile on Lawson Avenue 
where it connects to the Roadway Substation. 

• Route 6: begins 0.23 mile west of Raccoon Ave and El Sereno Ave, 0.12 mile north of El Mirage 
Road, extending 1.64 miles south on Raccoon Avenue, 1.76 miles east on Bartlett Avenue, south 
along Delicious Street for approximately 0.25 mile, 0.05 mile on Lawson Avenue where it connects to 
the Roadway Substation. 

2.4 SOLAR PROJECT CONSTRUCTION 

Project construction would consist of two major phases: 

1. Site preparation; 
2. PV system installation, testing, and startup 

2.4.1 Site Preparation 

Construction of the PV facility would begin with the initial clearing of the site and grading of the staging 
areas and access roads (if required). The existing access to the proposed Project site would be improved 
to appropriate construction standards. The staging areas would include temporary construction offices, a 
first aid station, other temporary facilities, worker parking, truck loading and unloading facilities, and an 
area for assembly. Road corridors would be surveyed, cleared, and graded to bring equipment, materials, 
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and workers to the areas under construction. Buried electrical lines, PV array locations, and the locations 
of other facilities may be flagged and staked to guide construction activities. The proposed Project site 
would be fenced with a security fence that would have a secured controlled main access gate at the 
entrance.  

2.4.2 PV System Installation, Testing, and Startup 

PV system installation may include earthwork, grading, fill compaction, and erosion control to 
accommodate the placement of PV arrays, foundations or footings, access roads, and drainage features. 
PV modules require a moderately flat surface for installation. Construction of the PV arrays would include 
the installation of foundations, tracker racking system, PV modules, inverters, transformers, and buried 
electrical cables. System installation would begin with installing the steel piers support structures. The PV 
module foundation installation methods are expected to include vibratory driven I-beams piles. This 
activity would be followed by panel installation and electrical work. Buried cable installation would be 
conducted via sections of shallow trench.  

Inverter pads are expected be mounted on skids with an I-beam pile foundation. Concrete may be 
required for the footings, foundations, or pads for the transformers but would be in limited quantity and 
delivered from a nearby concrete facility.   

2.4.3 Construction Workers, Hours, and Equipment 

Construction of the proposed Project is expected to be completed in approximately 12 to 18 months. The 
onsite workforce would consist of laborers, skilled trades, supervisory, support, and construction 
management personnel.  

Construction activities would be conducted consistent with City regulations regarding hours of 
construction. As described in Code Section 17.90.020(d), construction shall be limited to between 7:00 
am to dusk on weekdays. The proposed Project would generate approximately 500 local jobs during the 
construction phase, with a maximum of 200 construction workers per day, and provide approximately one 
to six full-time positions during operations and maintenance (O&M) activities.  

Construction Traffic 

All materials for project construction would be delivered by truck. All truck traffic would occur on City-
designated truck routes. Most deliveries would be made from the south heading north on US-395, a 
divided four-lane, fully surfaced regional transportation route, to Rancho Road, then westward to Koala 
Road, traveling north to El Mirage Road then onto the proposed Project site. Traffic from construction 
activities would be temporary and would occur along area roadways as workers and materials are 
transported to and from the proposed Project site. Proposed Project components (e.g., PV solar panels, 
support structures, and electrical interconnection equipment) with the exception of pre-assembled 
components would be brought to the proposed Project site and assembled. Approximately 5,600 truck 
trips are assumed for proposed Project construction-related deliveries over the 18-month construction 
period; with approximately 4,500 of the trips taking place in the first six months, followed by 10 trips/day 
for the remaining 3 months, assuming a 5-day work week at approximately 37 deliveries per day 
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(e.g., tracking system, various supplies, and electrical system components). Following construction 
activities, construction area roadways would be restored to respective pre-construction conditions. During 
construction, all employees would park within the proposed Project site boundary. Detailed information on 
the construction equipment and timeline of construction activities is provided below.  

Construction Equipment 

The equipment that would be used during construction activities and the duration that the equipment 
would be used (gross numbers) is as follows: 

Site Preparation 

− One roller (95 horsepower [hp]) operating at a 0.56 load factor for 8 hours per day. 
− One rough terrain forklift (93 hp) operating at a 0.60 load factor for 8 hours per day. 
− Two rubber-tired dozers (357 hp) operating at a 0.59 load factor for 6 hours per day.  
− Two tractors/loaders/backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 7 hours per day. 
− Four water trucks (189 hp) operating at a 0.5 load factor for 8 hours per day. 
− Two small 10,000-watt (15 hp) generators operating at 0.5 percent load for 2 hours per day. 

Trenching 

− Two tractors/loaders/backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 7 hours per day. 
− Two trenchers (63 hp) operating at a 0.75 load factor for 8 hours per day. 
− Four water trucks (189 hp) operating at a 0.5 load factor for 8 hours per day. 
− Two small 10,000-watt (15 hp) generators operating at 0.5 percent load for 2 hours per day. 

PV Installation 

− Eight pile drivers (47 hp) operating at a 0.4 load factor for 6 hours per day. 
− One crane (399 hp) operating at a 0.43 load factor for 7 hours per day. 
− Two forklifts (145 hp) operating at a 0.3 load factor for 8 hours per day. 
− One tractor/loader/backhoe (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 7 hours per day. 
− Four water trucks (189 hp) operating at a 0.5 load factor for 8 hours per day. 
− Two small 10,000-watt (15 hp) generators operating at 0.5 percent load for 2 hours per day. 

Gen-tie and Landscaping 

− One tractor/loader/backhoe (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 7 hours per day. 
− One rubber-tired dozer (357 hp) operating at a 0.59 load factor for 6 hours per day. 
− Two trenchers (63 hp) operating at a 0.75 load factor for 8 hours per day. 
− Two water trucks (189 hp) operating at a 0.5 load factor for 8 hours per day. 

2.5 SOLAR PROJECT OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

Upon commissioning, the proposed Project would be fully operational. During operation, the proposed 
Project would be operated and monitored remotely, with as-needed site visits by Applicant personnel for 
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security, maintenance, and system issues. While one to three full-time personnel would be working 
remotely, monitoring potential O&M issues, there would be no full-time personnel onsite during operation. 
As the proposed Project’s PV arrays produce electricity passively with minimal moving parts, 
maintenance requirements would be limited. Any required planned maintenance would be scheduled to 
avoid peak load periods, while unplanned maintenance would be addressed on an as-needed basis, 
depending upon the event. An inventory of spare components would be readily available from a remote 
warehouse facility.  

2.5.1 Operation 

During operation of the proposed Project, the Applicant would do the following: 

• Remotely monitor the proposed Project for generation capacity, key performance metrics, and 
projected outputs. 

• Respond to automated alarms based on monitored data, including tolerances for system output and 
key performance metrics. 

• Communicate with customers, transmission system operators, City and regulatory agency staff, and 
other entities involved in operation of the Project as needed. 

• Periodically visit the site, estimated to be one vehicle visiting three times a month. 

2.5.2 Maintenance 

Maintenance performed on the proposed Project would primarily consist of equipment inspection, 
cleaning, and replacement. Typically, maintenance would be performed during the day; however, 
maintenance activities would occur at night when possible, during hours where the proposed Project 
would not be generating renewable energy. Maintenance staff would be based at an offsite location and 
would access the site as needed.  

2.6 SOLAR PROJECT DECOMMISSIONING 

The Applicant would decommission and remove the system and its components at the end of the life of 
the facility, anticipated to be at least 35 years. The proposed Project site could then be reverted to its 
original condition or converted to other uses in accordance with the applicable land use regulations in 
effect at that time. All decommissioning and restoration activities would adhere to the requirements of the 
appropriate governing authorities and would be conducted in accordance with the applicable federal, 
state, and City regulations at the time of decommissioning. Materials would be recycled to the extent 
feasible, with minimal disposal to occur in landfills in compliance with all applicable laws.  
Decommissioning of the Project, should it occur, is conservatively assumed to have impacts similar to 
those of construction.  It is likely that equipment requirements would be of similar scale, and that 
consumables such as water or fuel would be equal to or less than those used during construction. 
However, it is likely that actual impacts associated with decommissioning would be less than those of 
construction due factors such as the reduction in ground disturbance and increased in efficiencies in 
construction equipment 35 years in the future. 
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AND IMPACT ANALYSIS 

The proposed Project is herein evaluated for its potential to affect the 20 environmental resource areas 
presented in the model Environmental Checklist Form found in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15063(f) (listed below). The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by 
the proposed Project. As indicated in the analyses on the following pages, no substantial adverse 
changes in the environment will occur because appropriate mitigation measures will be successfully 
implemented by the Applicant to reduce effects to a less than significant level. 

 Aesthetics  Land Use and Planning 

 Agriculture and Forest Services  Mineral Resources 

 Air Quality  Noise 

 Biological Resources  Population and Housing 

 Cultural Resources  Public Services 

 Energy  Recreation 

 Geology and Soils  Transportation 

 Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Tribal Cultural Resources 

 Hazards and Hazardous Materials  Utilities and Service Systems 

  Hydrology and Water Quality  Wildfire 

 Impacts to the environment from construction, operation, and decommissioning of the proposed Project 
are herein described and analyzed to determine the level of significance under CEQA using criteria that 
have been established by regulations, accepted standards, or other definable criteria. Each 
environmental resource area is reviewed by analyzing a series of questions (i.e., Initial Study Checklist) 
pertaining to potential project impacts. Based on the substantiated analysis in each answer, one of four 
conclusions have been made regarding an impact’s significance determination under CEQA (see below).  

No Impact.  A finding of no impact is made when it is clear from the analysis that the proposed Project 
would not affect the environment. 

Less Than Significant Impact.  A finding of a less than significant impact is made when it is clear from 
the analysis that the proposed Project would cause no substantial adverse change in the environment, 
and no mitigation is required. 
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Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated.  A finding of a less than significant impact 
with mitigation incorporated is made when it is clear from the analysis that the proposed Project would 
cause no substantial adverse change in the environment when mitigation measures are successfully 
implemented by the Applicant. In this case, Baldy Mesa Solar, LLC is the Applicant and would be 
responsible for implementing measures identified in a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

Potentially Significant Impact.  A finding of a potentially significant impact is made when the analysis 
concludes that the proposed Project could have a substantially adverse change in the environment for 
one or more of the environmental resources assessed in the checklist that the implementation of 
mitigation measures would not sufficiently reduce, avoid, or alleviate. In this case, preparation of an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) would be required.



DRAFT INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

Environmental Setting and Impact Analysis  

 3.3 
 
4847-4881-7084, v. 3 

3.1 AESTHETICS 

3.1.1 Setting 

The aesthetic value of an area is a measure of its visual character and quality combined with the viewer 
response to the area (FHWA 1988). Scenic quality can best be described as the overall impression that 
an individual viewer retains after driving through, walking through, or flying over an area (BLM 1980). 
Viewer response is a combination of viewer exposure and viewer sensitivity. Viewer exposure is a 
function of the number of viewers, number of views seen, distance of the viewers, and viewing duration. 
Viewer sensitivity relates to the extent of the public’s concern for a particular viewshed. These terms and 
criteria are described in detail below. Identifying a project area’s visual resources and conditions involves 
three steps: 

• Objective identification of the visual features (visual resources) of the landscape. 
• Assessment of the character and quality of those resources relative to overall regional visual 

character. 
• Determination of the importance to people, or viewers’ sensitivity, of views of visual resources in the 

landscape. 

Visual Character 

Natural and artificial landscape features contribute to the visual character of an area or view. Visual 
character is influenced by geologic, hydrologic, botanical, wildlife, recreational, and urban features. Urban 
features include those associated with landscape settlements and development, including roads, utilities, 
structures, earthworks, and the results of other human activities. The perception of visual character can 
vary significantly seasonally or even hourly as weather, light, shadow, and elements that compose the 
viewshed change. The basic components used to describe visual character for most visual assessments 
are the elements of form, line, color, and texture of the landscape features (USFS 1995; FHWA 1988). 
The appearance of the landscape is described in terms of the dominance of each of these components. 

Visual Quality 

Visual quality is evaluated using the well-established approach to visual analysis adopted by the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA), employing the concepts of vividness, intactness, and unity 
(FHWA 1988; Jones et. al. 1975), described below. 

• Vividness is the visual power or memorability of landscape components as they combine in striking 
and distinctive visual patterns. 

• Intactness is the visual integrity of the natural and human-built landscape and its freedom from 
encroaching elements; this factor can be present in well-kept urban and rural landscapes and in 
natural settings. 
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• Unity is the visual coherence and compositional harmony of the landscape considered as a whole; it 
frequently attests to the careful design of individual components in the landscape. 

Visual quality is evaluated based on the relative degree of vividness, intactness, and unity, as modified by 
its visual sensitivity. High-quality views are highly vivid, relatively intact, and exhibit a high degree of 
visual unity. Low-quality views lack vividness, are not visually intact, and possess a low degree of visual 
unity. 

Visual Exposure and Sensitivity 

The measure of the quality of a view must be tempered by the overall sensitivity of the viewer. Viewer 
sensitivity or concern is based on the visibility of resources in the landscape, proximity of viewers to the 
visual resource, elevation of viewers relative to the visual resource, frequency and duration of views, 
number of viewers, and type and expectations of individuals and viewer groups. 

The importance of a view is related in part to the position of the viewer to the resource; therefore, visibility 
and visual dominance of landscape elements would depend on their placement within the viewshed. A 
viewshed is defined as all of the surface area visible from a particular location (e.g., an overlook) or 
sequence of locations (e.g., a roadway or trail) (FHWA 1988). To identify the importance of views of a 
resource, a viewshed must be broken into distance zones of foreground, middleground, and background. 
Generally, the closer a resource is to the viewer, the more dominant it is and the greater its importance to 
the viewer. Although distance zones in a viewshed may vary between different geographic regions or 
types of terrain, the standard foreground zone is 0.25-0.5 mile from the viewer, the middleground zone 
from the foreground zone to 3-5 miles from the viewer, and the background zone from the middleground 
to infinity (Litton 1968). 

Visual sensitivity depends on the number and type of viewers and the frequency and duration of views. 
Visual sensitivity is also modified by viewer activity, awareness, and visual expectations in relation to the 
number of viewers and viewing duration. For example, visual sensitivity is generally higher for views seen 
by people who are driving for pleasure; people engaging in recreational activities such as hiking, biking, 
or camping; and homeowners. Sensitivity tends to be lower for views seen by people driving to and from 
work or as part of their work (USFS 1995; FHWA 1988; U.S. Soil Conservation Service 1978). 
Commuters and nonrecreational travelers have generally fleeting views and tend to focus on commute 
traffic, not on surrounding scenery; therefore, they are generally considered to have low visual sensitivity. 
Residential viewers typically have extended viewing periods and are concerned about changes in the 
views from their homes; therefore, they are generally considered to have high visual sensitivity. Viewers 
using recreation trails and areas, scenic highways, and scenic overlooks are usually assessed as having 
high visual sensitivity. 

Judgments of visual quality and viewer response must be made based in a regional frame of reference 
(U.S. Soil Conservation Service 1978). The same landform or visual resource appearing in different 
geographic areas could have a different degree of visual quality and sensitivity in each setting. For 
example, a small hill may be a significant visual element on a flat landscape but have very little 
significance in mountainous terrain. 
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Visual Character of the Project Vicinity 

The proposed Project site is located within the northwestern portion of the City, immediately west of US-
395. The vicinity is comprised primarily of rural, residential, and open space land uses and is 
characterized by gradual change in elevation and terrain. Neither the City of Adelanto General Plan nor 
the municipal code designate any local scenic roadways or scenic viewsheds within the City. Additionally, 
the County General Plan Open Space Element Policy OS 5.3 does not designate any scenic roadways or 
routes in the vicinity of the proposed Project.   

In general, views of the proposed Project will be available but limited due to distance and intervening, 
rolling terrain. Views from residential subdivisions to the south represent the greatest concentration of 
City residents. The visual character of the existing landscape is of undeveloped rolling foothill landforms 
with low desert landcover in the form of grasses and shrubs. Notable manmade alterations include large-
scale linear transmission towers and poles; in addition to other utility-scale solar projects and regional 
support infrastructures. These features are most prevalent in conditions where their profile is silhouetted 
against the skyline, creating a notable contrast. 

A small number of scattered rural residences, existing energy infrastructure, and a few businesses are 
within the proposed Project vicinity, within 500 feet of the proposed Project right-of-way (ROW). The 
largest trees in the vicinity of the proposed Project are associated with residential landscaping 
approximately 500 feet south of the proposed Project, while the rest of the landscape is largely 
desertscape. The native vegetation in the area provides for a varying contrast with the desert landscapes’ 
monotone colors in the spring months when seasonal rains support vegetation growth. High-voltage utility 
lines are a prominent vertical visual resource in the proposed Project vicinity, with steel lattice support 
structures and steel and wood monopoles supporting the Roadway Substation. In addition, miles of 
wooden utility poles and associated lines, paralleling local roadways, and a lattice steel transmission line 
traverse the proposed Project’s vicinity. 

Wooden utility pole lines are in keeping with the rural visual character, while the lattice steel transmission 
lines detract from the visual character of the proposed Project site. Views in the vicinity are composed of 
gently rolling terrain, desertscape, rural residences and businesses, roadways, and manmade features 
(concrete lined waterways, wooden utility poles, and transmission lines) back-dropped by the Shadow 
Mountains and flat valley floor, which extends from the foot of the range and into the distant background. 
Additionally, the large portions of the desertscape are covered in illegal trash dumping grounds, and 
unpermitted OHV uses, detracting from the overall visual character of the site. The overall visual 
character contains moderately low scenic value due to the elevation quality of the rolling terrain 
contrasting against the adjacent flat valley floor, with relatively few manmade features that detract from 
the overall quality of views within the landscape.  
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3.1.2 Impact Analysis 

 
Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

I. AESTHETICS — Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, 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) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the 
existing visual character or quality of public views of the site 
and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are 
experienced from publicly accessible vantage point.) If the 
project is in an urbanized area, would the project conflict 
with applicable zoning and other regulations governing 
scenic quality? 

    

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

    

Discussion of Impacts 

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

No Impact. 

There are no designated scenic vistas near the proposed Project site or within the City, nor are there any 
designated scenic vistas from which the proposed Project would be visible. As there are no known or 
designated scenic vistas which the Project could be visible from, no impact would occur.  

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

No Impact. 

There are no rock outcroppings, historic buildings, or other designated scenic resources within or near the 
Project site. Neither the City of Adelanto General Plan nor the municipal code designate any local scenic 
roadways or scenic viewsheds within the City. There are no state-designated scenic highways in the City; 
therefore, the proposed Project would not damage scenic resources including but not limited to trees, 
rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway, or in the surrounding vicinity. The 
nearest designated scenic highway to the proposed Project is a portion of State Route 18 located 
approximately 47 miles southeast of the proposed Project.  Since the project site would not be visible 
from any Designated or Eligible State Scenic Highways, no impacts associated with scenic resources in 
the vicinity of a state scenic highway would occur.  
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As a result, there are no impacts to scenic resources during the construction phase, operations phase, 
and the decommissioning phase.  

c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views 
of the site and its surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced from publicly accessible 
vantage point.) If the project is in an urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable zoning 
and other regulations governing scenic quality? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. 

The majority of the area immediately surrounding the proposed Project consists of non-urbanized open 
space, with the Shadow Mountains to the north and US-395 to the east. The Fremont Wash traverses 
parts of the northern and western portions of the proposed Project site. A residential community is located 
approximately 400 feet south of the southernmost parcels of the proposed Project. The gen-tie routes are 
located along existing roads and traverse relatively flat open space, often adjacent to the residential 
communities that are interspersed throughout the area. The PV modules would have a typical height of 
approximately 6 feet and a maximum height of approximately 12 feet from the ground, depending on the 
angle of the tracking system as it changes over the course of each day, and may be taller in some 
isolated areas to elevate panels above established flood zones, but no taller than approximately 15 feet in 
some areas. The energy storage system would be built using standard ISO shipping containers and 
would each measure approximately 53 feet in length, 8 feet in width, and 9 feet in height; though other 
smaller form-factor structures exist that may be used, in addition to a possible central building. Depending 
on the final design of the 115 kV transmission line, typical pole heights could range from 50-75 feet in 
height. The proposed emergency water tanks could range from 12-14 feet in height.  

The proposed Project would introduce a source of infrastructure and manmade features (solar panels, 
fencing, electrical equipment, etc.), altering the existing visual character of the landscape from a rural 
nature to a more developed setting, which would be seen by viewers of high, moderate, and low 
sensitivity. However, existing manmade alterations in the area include large-scale linear transmission 
towers and poles in addition to other utility-scale solar projects and regional support infrastructures, and 
although views of the proposed Project will be available, they will be limited due to distance and 
intervening, rolling terrain.  In addition, the only residences in the general vicinity of the Project are 
located approximately 400 feet south of El Mirage road, the southern border of the Project. Other 
transient sources of views would include traffic along El Mirage Road. There are no known viewers with 
high visual sensitivity. Given the short nature of the panels which would not be visible from the existing 
residences, and the large number of existing transmission lines, the only Project features considered to 
have a potential effect on visual character or quality of a site are the fencing and the water storage tanks.  

A project is considered to “substantially degrade” the visual character or quality of a site if it would have a 
strongly negative influence on the public’s experience and appreciation of the visual environment. As 
such, visual changes are always considered in the context of a site’s or locale’s visual sensitivity. Visual 
changes caused by the project are evaluated in terms of their visual contrast with the area’s predominant 
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landscape elements and features, their dominance in views relative to other existing features, and the 
degree to which they could block or obscure views of aesthetically pleasing landscape elements.  

During the construction phase of the proposed Project, construction vehicles, materials, trailers, and other 
temporary construction equipment would be located on the proposed Project site. These temporary 
construction-related visual elements would be removed at the completion of construction. These 
temporary impacts related to construction would be similar in character to the other construction projects 
in the region, would be temporary and of short duration, and would be necessary to meet the Project 
objectives of Project construction. As such, the short-term presence of construction equipment on site 
during construction activities is not considered to be a potentially significant impact 

The proposed Project would modify the existing character of the proposed Project site by introducing 
solar arrays and associated facilities and infrastructure that would be visible within the foreground and 
middleground of residences along the surrounding roadways, to workers in nearby areas, and to roadway 
travelers using surrounding roadways. The proposed Project site is located in close proximity to the SCE 
Roadway Substation, transmission lines, and other associated infrastructure.  

The changes to the existing visual character resulting from project O&M would maintain the vividness, 
intactness, and unity, resulting in an overall visual quality that is still moderately low. As described in 
Section 2.0, Project Description, project fencing would be approximately 6 feet in height, installed around 
the perimeter of the proposed Project site. Perimeter fencing surrounding the proposed Project site would 
be raised at regular intervals above ground level to allow for the passage of wildlife. The proposed Project 
would also include slatted fencing along portions of the perimeter of the proposed Project site to reduce 
visual impacts to adjacent property owners and roadway travelers as part of mitigation measure AES-1 by 
reducing the visual character of the fencing, allowing viewers to see further distances through the fence, 
and blending into the existing surroundings more than a traditional fence. Implementation of AES-2 (Non-
Reflective Tanks) would help the required water tanks blend into the existing surroundings more than a 
traditional fence and prevent the glint and glare which traditional tanks can emit.  

The changes to the existing visual character resulting from proposed Project O&M would reduce the 
vividness, intactness, and unity and result in an overall visual quality that is moderately low. Although the 
PV systems would be located in a predominantly rural area, there is still the potential to impact residential 
views in close proximity to the proposed Project site. As such, the proposed Project could result in 
significant impacts to the existing visual character. The implementation of mitigation measures AES-1 and 
AES-2 would reduce the impacts to nearby viewers to a less than significant level during the construction 
phase, operations phase, and the decommissioning phase by using fencing which would increase views 
through the site and blend into the existing surroundings more than a traditional fence or traditional 
storage tanks. .  
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Mitigation Measures 

AES-1: Slatted Fencing: Due to the presence of single-family residences located approximately 400 
feet south of the southernmost parcels of the proposed Project, the Project shall install slatted 
fencing along El Mirage Road for panels located within 200 feet of El Mirage Road.  

AES-2: Non-Reflective Tanks: The applicant shall select and install water tanks constructed of a 
nonreflective material on the proposed Project site. The material shall be approved by the 
City prior to the issuance of construction permits.  

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

Less Than Significant Impact. 

Construction- and decommissioning-related activities at the proposed Project would occur during daylight 
hours and, as a result, no lighting would be necessary for these activities. These activities will lead to a 
temporary increase in truck and equipment traffic that may increase glare conditions due to light hitting 
the surface of equipment or trucks. However, this potential increase in glare would be short-term, 
intermittent, and temporary as any sources of glare will not be stationary for an extended period of time 
and would be eliminated once construction and decommissioning-related activities are completed. 
Therefore, construction- and decommissioning of the proposed Project would result not in substantial light 
or glare that would affect daytime or nighttime views.  

The proposed Project site is currently undeveloped and is devoid of lighting sources. Very minor sources 
of light are present from adjacent residences and residential streetlights. The proposed Project would 
include inward facing, low-level security lighting at entry, along the perimeter and egress gates. Proposed 
Project lighting would be directed downward onto the proposed Project site and would be shielded to 
illuminate only intended areas. These lighting measures would prevent light trespass falling outside the 
boundaries of the proposed Project site.  

A common misconception about PV panels is that they inherently cause or create “too much” glare. While 
in certain situations the glass surfaces of solar PV systems can produce glint (a momentary flash of bright 
light) and glare (a reflection of bright light for a longer duration), light absorption, rather than reflection, is 
central to the function of a solar PV panel―to absorb solar radiation and convert it to electricity. PV 
panels are constructed of dark-colored (usually blue or black) materials and are covered with anti-
reflective coatings. Modern PV panels reflect as little as 2 percent of incoming sunlight, about the same 
as water and less than soil or wood shingles (SEIA/Sandia 2013). In general, the Applicant intends to 
avoid the use of materials which could cause glint or glare, such as fiberglass, aluminum, or vinyl/plastic 
siding, or brightly painted steel roofs, to the extent practicable.  

Recreationists and roadway travelers would be transitory through the proposed Project area, and the 
effects of glare on these viewers would, at most, last moments as they pass by the proposed Project. 
Existing residences located approximately 400 feet south of the southernmost parcels of the proposed 
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Project site will not be affected by any potential glare from the proposed Project. The panels follow the 
sun from east to west and will not reflect any irradiance in their direction. Therefore, glare impacts on 
recreationists, roadway travelers, and existing residences would be less than significant during the 
construction phase, operations phase, and the decommissioning phase. No mitigation measures are 
required. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Six local projects have been determined to be a related project as defined by CEQA Guidelines 15130(b).  
All of which are located approximately 1.70- to 4.5-miles of the proposed Project. As stated above, 
current lighting conditions on and in the vicinity of the project site are minimal. The project level analysis 
concluded that impacts to aesthetics from the proposed Project were less than significant after 
implementation of mitigation. Each of the current and foreseeable projects have been or is being 
designed in accordance with CEQA and the City General Plan and zoning code. The geographic scope of 
the potential cumulative impacts with respect to aesthetics is usually limited to areas within the same 
viewshed as the Project. Therefore, visual resource impacts of the related projects are site-specific and 
would not result in a cumulative impact with other projects as they are not in the same viewshed. The 
proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative aesthetics impacts would be less than cumulatively 
considerable. 
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3.2 AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES 

3.2.1 Setting 

The proposed Project is located exclusively within the boundaries of the City, in northern San Bernardino 
County. According to the Adelanto 2035 Sustainable Plan (Adelanto 2014), the City does not contain 
zoning or land uses designated specifically for agricultural or forestry uses. The proposed Project site 
consists of areas designated for Desert Living, Mixed Use, Open Space, Single Family Residential, and 
Light Manufacturing Cannabis Only.  

3.2.2 Impact Analysis 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

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

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

    

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 by 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 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? 
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Discussion of Impacts 

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

No Impact.  

According to the California Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program 
(CFMMP 2016), the proposed Project site does not contain lands designated as Prime Farmland, Unique 
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland); therefore, there would be no impact during 
the construction phase, operations phase, and the decommissioning phase. 

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

No Impact.  

According to the City of Adelanto General Plan Land Use and Zoning Map and the California Department 
of Conservation (DOC 2015), the proposed Project site does not contain any lands zoned for agricultural 
use or any lands under a Williamson Act contract; therefore, there would be no impact during the 
construction phase, operations phase, and the decommissioning phase. 

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 Protection (as defined by Government Code section 51104(g))? 

No Impact.  

The proposed Project site is not zoned as forest land, timberland, or timberland production. Additionally, it 
does not meet the criteria of a timberland zone as defined by PRC Section 4526 or Government Code 
section 51104(g). Therefore, the proposed Project would not conflict with existing zoning for, or cause 
rezoning of, forest land, timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland Protection.  There would be no 
impact during the construction phase, operations phase, and the decommissioning phase. 

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

No Impact.  

There are no forests located within the City; the proposed Project site consists of former agricultural lands 
or undeveloped desert. Therefore, the proposed Project would not result in the loss of forest land or 
conversion of forest land to non-forest use. There would be no impact during the construction phase, 
operations phase, and the decommissioning phase.  
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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? 

No Impact.  

As discussed above, the proposed Project site does not contain any Farmland or forest lands which 
would be converted to either non-agricultural or non-forest use. Additionally, due to the location and 
nature of the proposed Project as utility-scale infrastructure, no other changes in the surrounding 
environment would result in the conversion of adjacent farmlands or forest lands to either non-agricultural 
or non-forest use. There would be no impact during the construction phase, operations phase, and the 
decommissioning phase.  

Cumulative Impacts 

The project level analysis concluded that there would be no impact to agricultural and forestry resources 
because of the lack of agricultural and forest lands on or adjacent to the proposed Project site. Thus, the 
proposed Project plus related cumulative projects would result in no significant cumulative impacts to 
agricultural and forestry resources. As the cumulative projects are approximately 1.7 miles or more away 
from the proposed Project, there would be no contribution to cumulative agricultural and forestry 
resources impacts. 
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3.3 AIR QUALITY 

3.3.1 Setting 

Regional Topography, Meteorology, and Climate  

The proposed Project site is located within the boundaries of in the Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB). The 
mountain ranges within the air basin bordering the proposed Project site influence wind direction and 
speed and atmospheric inversion layers in the Victor Valley. These mountain ranges channel winds 
through the valley, affecting both the climate and dispersion of air pollutants.  

Temperature inversions, when the upper air is warmer than the air beneath it, occur frequently in the 
valley. The inversions trap pollutant emissions near the Earth’s surface and prevent upward dispersal to 
the atmosphere. Inversions occur frequently throughout the year in the Victor Valley, though they are 
more prevalent and of a greater magnitude in late summer and fall. 

Air Pollutants of Concern 

The federal National Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and the state California Air Quality Standards 
(CAAQS) are established for six criteria pollutants: ozone (O3), Carbon Monoxide (CO), Lead (Pb), 
Nitrogen Oxides (NOx), Sulfur Dioxide (SO2), and Particulate Matter (PM). The following section 
discusses the criteria pollutants, as well as additional air pollutants of concern, Toxic Air Contaminates 
(TACs) and Diesel Particulate Matter (DPM). 

Ozone  

Ozone is a respiratory irritant that can cause severe ear, nose, and throat irritation and increase 
susceptibility to respiratory infections. It is also an oxidant that can cause extensive damage to plants 
through leaf discoloration and cell damage. It can cause substantial damage to other materials as well, 
such as synthetic rubber and textiles. 

O3 is not emitted directly into the air but is formed by a photochemical reaction in the atmosphere. O3 
precursors, reactive organic gases (ROGs), and NOX react in the atmosphere in the presence of sunlight 
to form O3. Because photochemical reaction rates depend on the intensity of ultraviolet light and air 
temperature, O3 is primarily a summer air pollution problem. ROG and NOX are mainly emitted by mobile 
sources and stationary combustion equipment. 

Hydrocarbons are organic gases that are made up of hydrogen and carbon atoms. There are several 
subsets of organic gases, including ROGs and volatile organic compounds (VOCs). ROGs are defined by 
state rules and regulations; VOCs are defined by federal rules and regulations. For the purposes of this 
assessment, hydrocarbons are classified and referred to as ROGs. Both ROGs and VOCs are emitted 
from the incomplete combustion of hydrocarbons or other carbon-based fuels or as a product of chemical 
processes. The major sources of hydrocarbons are combustion engine exhaust, oil refineries, and oil-
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fueled power plants. Other common sources are petroleum fuels, solvents, dry-cleaning solutions, and 
paint (through evaporation). 

The health effects of hydrocarbons result from the formation of O3. High levels of hydrocarbons in the 
atmosphere can interfere with oxygen intake by reducing the amount of available oxygen though 
displacement. Carcinogenic forms of hydrocarbons are considered TACs. There are no separate health 
standards for ROGs although some are also toxic; for example, benzene is both a ROG and a 
carcinogen.  

Nitrogen Oxides  

Nitrogen oxides are a family of highly reactive gases that are a primary precursor to the formation of 
ground-level O3 and react in the atmosphere to form acid rain. Nitrogen dioxide (NO2), often used 
interchangeably with NOX, is a brownish, highly reactive gas that is present in all urban environments. 
The major human sources of NO2 are combustion devices, such as boilers, gas turbines, and mobile and 
stationary reciprocating internal combustion engines. Combustion devices emit primarily nitric oxide (NO), 
which reacts through oxidation in the atmosphere to form NO2. The combined emissions of NO and NO2 
are referred to as NOX and reported as equivalent NO2. Because NO2 is formed and depleted by 
reactions associated with O3, the NO2 concentration in a particular geographical area may not be 
representative of local NOX emission sources.  

Inhalation is the most common route of exposure to NO2. Because NO2 has relatively low solubility in 
water, the principal site of toxicity is in the lower respiratory tract. The severity of the adverse health 
effects primarily depends on the concentration inhaled rather than the duration of exposure. An individual 
may experience a variety of acute symptoms, such as coughing, difficulty breathing, vomiting, headache, 
and eye irritation during or shortly after exposure. After a period of approximately 4 to 12 hours, an 
exposed individual may experience chemical pneumonitis or pulmonary edema with breathing 
abnormalities, cough, cyanosis, chest pain, and rapid heartbeat. Severe symptomatic NO2 intoxication 
after acute exposure has been linked to prolonged respiratory impairment, with such symptoms as 
emphysema, bronchitis, and aggravating existing heart disease.  

Carbon Monoxide  

Carbon monoxide, a colorless and odorless gas, interferes with the transfer of oxygen to the brain. It can 
cause dizziness and fatigue and can impair central nervous system functions. CO is emitted almost 
exclusively from the incomplete combustion of fossil fuels. In urban areas, motor vehicles, power plants, 
refineries, industrial boilers, ships, aircraft, and trains emit CO. Automobile exhaust is responsible for 
most of the CO in urban areas. CO is a nonreactive air pollutant that dissipates relatively quickly, so 
ambient CO concentrations generally follow the spatial and temporal distributions of vehicular traffic. CO 
concentrations are influenced by local meteorological conditions; primarily wind speed, topography, and 
atmospheric stability. CO from motor vehicle exhaust can become locally concentrated when surface-
based temperature inversions are combined with calm atmospheric conditions, a typical situation at dusk 
in urban areas between November and February. These locally concentrated peaks in CO are referred to 
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as CO hotspots. Because motor vehicles are the dominant source of CO emissions, CO hotspots are 
normally located near roads and freeways with high traffic volume. 

Other Criteria Pollutants  

Particulate Matter 

Particulate matter pollution consists of very small liquid and solid particles floating in the air, which can 
include smoke, soot, dust, salts, acids, and metals. PM also forms when gases emitted from industries 
and motor vehicles undergo chemical reactions in the atmosphere. Particulate matter less than 10 
microns in diameter, about 1/7th the thickness of a human hair, is referred to as PM10. Particulate matter 
that is 2.5 microns or less in diameter, roughly 1/28th the diameter of a human hair, is referred to as 
PM2.5. Major sources of PM10 include motor vehicles; wood burning stoves and fireplaces; dust from 
construction, landfills, and agriculture; wildfires and brush and waste burning; industrial sources; 
windblown dust from open lands; and atmospheric chemical and photochemical reactions. PM2.5 results 
from fuel combustion (from motor vehicles, power generation, and industrial facilities), residential 
fireplaces, and wood stoves. In addition, PM10 and PM2.5 can be formed in the atmosphere from gases 
such as SO2, NOX, and VOCs. 

PM10 and PM2.5 pose a greater health risk than larger-size particles. When inhaled, these tiny particles 
can penetrate the human respiratory system’s natural defenses and damage the respiratory tract. PM10 
and PM2.5 can increase the number and severity of asthma attacks, cause or aggravate bronchitis and 
other lung diseases, and reduce the body’s ability to fight infections. Very small particles of substances, 
such as lead, SO4, and nitrates, can cause lung damage directly. These substances can be absorbed into 
the blood stream and cause damage elsewhere in the body; they can also transport absorbed gases such 
as chlorides or ammonium into the lungs and cause injury. Whereas particles 2.5 to 10 microns in 
diameter tend to collect in the upper portion of the respiratory system, particles 2.5 microns or less are so 
tiny that they can penetrate deeper into the lungs and damage lung tissues. Suspended particulates also 
damage and discolor surfaces on which they settle and contribute to haze and reduce regional visibility. 

Toxic Air Contaminants  

Although NAAQS and CAAQS exist for criteria pollutants, no ambient standards exist for TACs. Many 
pollutants are identified as TACs because of their potential to increase the risk of developing cancer or 
other acute (short-term) or chronic (long-term) health problems. For TACs that are known or suspected 
carcinogens, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) has consistently found that there are no levels 
or thresholds below which exposure is risk free. Individual TACs vary greatly in the risks that they present; 
at a given level of exposure, one TAC may pose a hazard that is many times greater than another. For 
certain TACs, a unit risk factor can be developed to evaluate cancer risk. For acute and chronic health 
effects, a similar factor, called a Hazard Index, is used to evaluate risk. TACs are identified and their 
toxicity is studied by the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA). 
Examples of TAC sources include industrial processes, dry cleaners, gasoline stations, paint and solvent 
operations, and fossil fuel combustion sources.  
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Sulfur Oxides 

Sulfur oxides are any of several compounds of sulfur and oxygen, of which the most relevant to air quality 
is SO2. SO2 is a respiratory irritant that causes the bronchioles to constrict with inhalation at 5 parts per 
million or more. On contact with the moist mucous membranes, SO2 produces sulfurous acid, which is a 
direct irritant. Concentration rather than duration of the exposure is an important determinant of 
respiratory effects. Exposure to high SO2 concentrations may result in edema of the lungs or glottis and 
respiratory paralysis. SO2 is produced by coal and oil combustion and such stationary sources as steel 
mills, refineries, and pulp and paper mills. 

Lead 

Lead is a natural metal constituent of air, water, and the biosphere; it is neither created nor destroyed in 
the environment, so it persists forever. Pb was used several decades ago to increase the octane rating in 
automotive fuel; therefore, gasoline-powered automobile engines were a major source of airborne Pb. 
Since the use of leaded fuel has been phased out, the ambient concentrations of Pb have dropped 
dramatically. Short-term exposure to high levels of lead can cause vomiting, diarrhea, convulsions, coma, 
or even death. However, even small amounts of Pb can be harmful, especially to infants, young children, 
and pregnant women. Pb exposure is most serious for young children because they absorb Pb more 
easily than adults and are more susceptible to its harmful effects. Even low-level exposure may harm the 
intellectual development, behavior, size, and hearing of infants. During pregnancy, especially in the last 
trimester, Pb can affect the fetus. Female workers exposed to high levels of Pb have more miscarriages 
and stillbirths.  

Symptoms of long-term exposure to lower Pb levels may be less noticeable but are still serious. Anemia 
is common, and damage to the nervous system may cause impaired mental function. Other symptoms 
are appetite loss, abdominal pain, constipation, fatigue, sleeplessness, irritability, and headache. 
Continued excessive exposure, as in an industrial setting, can affect the kidneys. 

Diesel Particulate Matter 

In 1998, the CARB identified DPM as a TAC (CARB 1998). On a statewide basis, the average potential 
cancer risk associated with DPM is more than 500 potential cases per million people. OEHHA estimated 
that the potential cancer risk from a 70-year exposure to DPM at a concentration of 1 microgram per cubic 
meter (μg/m3) ranges from 130 to 2,400 excess cancer cases per million people. A scientific review panel 
concluded that an appropriate point estimate of unit risk for a 70-year exposure to DPM is 300 excess 
cancer cases per million people (CARB 2000).  

The DPM of greatest health concern are those in the categories of fine (PM10) and ultra-fine (PM2.5). 
These fine and ultra-fine particles may be composed of elemental carbon with adsorbed compounds, 
such as organic compounds, SO4, nitrate, metals, and other trace elements. The fine and ultra-fine 
particles are respirable, which means that they can avoid many of the human respiratory system defense 
mechanisms and enter deeply into the lungs. 
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Valley Fever  

Valley Fever (formally known as Coccidioidomycosis) is an infectious disease caused by the fungus 
Coccidioides immitis. Valley Fever is also known as Desert Fever or Cocci. Infection is caused by 
inhalation of Coccidioides immitis spores that have become airborne when dry, dusty soil or dirt is 
disturbed by natural processes such as wind or earthquakes, or by human-induced ground disturbing 
activities such as construction, farming, etc. Farmers, construction workers, and others who engage in 
soil-disturbing activities are at highest risk for Valley Fever. 

While cases of Valley Fever have been reported throughout California, with most being in the San 
Joaquin Valley (California Department of Public Health 2016), in 2015 there were 36 cases of Valley 
Fever in San Bernardino County, an incidence rate of 1.7 cases per 100,000 people (County 2017). 
Anyone who lives, works, or travels in a valley fever area could contract Valley Fever; however, those 
most at risk of developing severe symptoms from Valley Fever include older adults greater than 60 years 
of age, African Americans, Filipinos, Hispanics, pregnant women (especially in the later stages of 
pregnancy), persons with diabetes, and persons with weakened immune systems (California Department 
of Public Health 2016). 

Farmers, construction workers, and others who engage in soil-disturbing activities are at the highest risk 
for developing Valley Fever. During the construction of two solar power generating facilities in San Luis 
Obispo County, 1.2 cases of Valley Fever were observed per 100 workers (Centers for Disease Control 
and Prevention 2016). For comparison, the overall incidence in 2011 for states where Valley Fever is 
endemic (Arizona, California, Nevada, New Mexico, and Utah) was 42.6 cases per 100,000 residents (or 
approximately 0.43 case per 100 people) (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 2016). 

Asbestos  

Naturally occurring asbestos is found in serpentine soils in the foothills of California and can become 
ingested during earth moving activities such as grading. The Naturally Occurring Asbestos Hazards Map 
was reviewed to determine if the proposed Project would involve construction in areas with relative 
likelihood for the presence of natural occurring asbestos (USGS 2011). The proposed Project is not 
located in an area mapped as having or otherwise known to have ultramafic rock, serpentine, or naturally 
occurring asbestos. The nearest mapped unit is a former asbestos mine located approximately 25 miles 
northeast of the proposed Project (USGS 2011).  

Health Effects of Criteria Pollutants  

The EPA and CARB have established AAQS at levels above which concentrations could be harmful to 
human health and welfare, with an adequate margin of safety. Further, California air districts, like the 
MDAQMD, have established emission-based thresholds that provide project-level estimates of criteria air 
pollutant quantities that air basins can accommodate without affecting the attainment dates for the AAQS. 
Accordingly, elevated levels of criteria air pollutants as a result of a project’s emissions could cause 
adverse health effects associated with these pollutants. However, the health risks associated with 
exposure to criteria pollutants are evaluated on a regional level. As a result, the mass emissions 
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significance thresholds used in CEQA air quality analysis are not necessarily indicative of any localized 
human health impact that a project may have (SCAQMD 2015; SJVAPCD 2015). Therefore, even if the 
project were to exceed the mass regional emissions thresholds, this would not necessarily indicate that 
the project would cause or contribute to the exposure of sensitive receptors to ground-level 
concentrations in excess of health-protective levels. 

Existing Air Quality Conditions 

The Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District (MDAQMD) operates the Victorville―14306 Park 
Avenue monitoring station, which is the nearest monitoring station to the proposed Project. The station 
monitors O3, PM, and NO2; see Table 3, below. 

Table 3: Ambient Air Quality 

Air Pollutants Monitored at Victorville – Park Avenue  

 
Year 

2015 2016 2017 2018 

Ozone (O3) 

Maximum 1-hour concentration measured 0.132 
ppm 

0.100 
ppm 

0.088 
ppm 

0.107 
ppm 

Number of days exceeding national 0.12 ppm 1-hour standard 1 0 0 0 

Number of days exceeding state 0.09 ppm 1-hour standard 8 4 0 5 

Maximum 8-hour concentration measured 0.105 
ppm 

0.085 
ppm 

0.081 
ppm 

0.098 
ppm 

Number of days exceeding national 0.075 ppm 8-hour 
standard 21 18 7 27 

Number of days exceeding state 0.07 ppm 8-hour standard 38 33 17 55 

Particulate Matter (PM10) 

Maximum national 24-hour concentration measured 96.1 ppm 226.5 
ppm 

182.5 
ppm 

165.5 
ppm 

Number of days exceeding national 150 μg/m3 24-hour 
standard 0 1.9 1.0 1.0 

Particulate Matter (PM2.5) 

Maximum 24-hour concentration measured 50.2 ppm 41.5 ppm 27.2 ppm 32.7 ppm 

Number of days exceeding national 35 μg/m3 24-hour 
standard 0 1 0 0 

Maximum State 24-hour concentration measured 50.2 ppm 41.5 ppm 29.3 ppm 33.2 ppm 

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) 

Maximum 1-hour concentration measured 118.1 
ppm 97.2 ppm 57.3 ppm 51.4 ppm 

Number of days exceeding state 0.18 ppm 1-hour standard 1 0 0 0 



DRAFT INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

Environmental Setting and Impact Analysis  

 3.20 
 
4847-4881-7084, v. 3 

Air Pollutants Monitored at Victorville – Park Avenue  

 
Year 

2015 2016 2017 2018 

Ozone (O3) 

Annual arithmetic mean 10 10 12 11 

Notes:  
μg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter  
ppm = parts per million 
Source: CARB 2019.  

 

 

Attainment Status 

Local monitoring data (Table 3) are used to designate areas as nonattainment, maintenance, attainment, 
or unclassified for the NAAQS and CAAQS, see Table 4. The four designations are defined as follows. 

• Nonattainment: assigned to areas where monitored pollutant concentrations consistently violate the 
standard in question. 

• Maintenance: assigned to areas where monitored pollutant concentrations exceeded the standard in 
question in the past but are no longer in violation of that standard. 

• Attainment: assigned to areas where pollutant concentrations meet the standard in question over a 
designated period of time. 

• Unclassified: assigned to areas where data are insufficient to determine whether a pollutant is 
violating the standard in question. 

Table 4: Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District State and Federal Attainment 
Status 

Criteria Pollutant  State Designation  Federal Designation  
Ozone  Nonattainment Nonattainment 

PM10 Nonattainment Nonattainment 

PM2.5 Nonattainment Unclassified/Attainment 

Carbon Monoxide Unclassified Unclassified/Attainment 

Nitrogen dioxide  Attainment Unclassified/Attainment 

Sulfur Dioxide  Attainment Unclassified/Attainment 

Lead Attainment Unclassified/Attainment 

Hydrogen Sulfide  Unclassified - 

Visibility Reducing Particles  Unclassified - 
Source: CARB 2018, USEPA 2018  

 



DRAFT INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

Environmental Setting and Impact Analysis  

 3.21 
 
4847-4881-7084, v. 3 

3.3.1.2 Sensitive Receptors 

Sensitive land uses are defined as locations where human populations, especially children, seniors, and 
sick persons, are located and where there is reasonable expectation of continuous human exposure 
according to the averaging period for the air quality standards (e.g., 24-hour, 8-hour, and 1-hour). Typical 
sensitive receptors include residences, hospitals, and schools. While the proposed Project site is in a 
rural area, the nearest sensitive receptor is a residential community located approximately 400 feet south 
of the southernmost parcels of the proposed Project. 

3.3.2 Impact Analysis 

 

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 
district 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) 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? 

    

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

    

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to 
odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of people? 

    

Discussion of Impacts 

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

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. 

MDAQMD and the County have adopted goals and rules intended to improve air quality in the region and 
the MDAB as a whole. The western Mojave Desert is in nonattainment for state and federal O3 and PM10 

and state PM2.5. The 2016 8-Hour Ozone State Implementation Plan (SIP): Western Mojave Desert 
Nonattainment Area, 2015 8-Hour Ozone Reasonably Available Control Technology (RACT) SIP 
Analysis: Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District, 2014 Proposed Updates to the 1997 8-Hour 
Ozone Standard SIPs: Coachella Valley and Western Mojave Desert 8-Hour Ozone Nonattainment 
Areas, 2008 Early Progress Plan, 2007 Western Mojave Desert Nonattainment Area 8-Hour Ozone Plan, 
and 1995 Mojave Desert Planning Area PM10 Attainment Plan outline a number of control strategies to 
help the MDAQMD reach attainment.  

https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/planning/sip/planarea/mojavesedsip.htm#2016
https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/planning/sip/planarea/mojavesedsip.htm#2016
https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/planning/sip/planarea/mojavesedsip.htm#2015MD
https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/planning/sip/planarea/mojavesedsip.htm#2015MD
https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/planning/sip/planarea/mojavesedsip.htm#2014
https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/planning/sip/planarea/mojavesedsip.htm#2014
https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/planning/sip/planarea/mojavesedsip.htm#2014
https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/planning/sip/planarea/mojavesedsip.htm#EPP
https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/planning/sip/planarea/mojavesedsip.htm#2007
https://ww3.arb.ca.gov/planning/sip/planarea/mojavesedsip.htm#1995
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Construction emissions for the proposed Project are shown in Table 5. The complete California Emissions 
Estimator Model (CalEEMod) output file, including all assumptions used, is included as Appendix A. 

Table 5: Unmitigated Proposed Projects Projected Maximum Emissions Estimates 

Project Emissions 
(lbs/day) 

ROG CO NOx PM10 PM2.5 

Total Project Construction 
Emissions  10.6 72.4 80 20.3 8.9 

MDAQMD Construction 
Significance Thresholds 137 548 137 82 65 

Exceed Threshold No No No No No 

Total Project Operation Emissions 0.050 0.586 0.001 0.000* 0.000* 

MDAQMD Annual Significance 
Thresholds 25 100 25 15 12 

Exceed Threshold No No No No No 
Notes: 
CO = carbon monoxide 
lbs/day = pounds per day 
MDAQMD = Mojave Desert Air Quality Management 
District 

 
NOx = nitrogen oxides 
PM2.5 = ultra-fine particulate matter 
PM10 = fine particulate matter 
ROG = reactive organic gases 
* = nonzero value that rounds to zero 

As shown in Table 5, neither construction nor operation of the proposed Project would not exceed the 
MDAQMD’s thresholds of significance for any criteria pollutants. For a conservative estimate, emissions 
during Project decommissioning-related activities were considered to be equal to those during 
construction-related activities. As decommissioning would occur decades in the future, however, the 
equipment fleet for decommissioning is expected to be substantially cleaner than that assumed for the 
construction analysis. However, out of an abundance of caution, mitigation measure AQ-1 (Dust Control) 
would be implemented. Moreover, the proposed Project would increase the amount of renewable energy 
available in California. Accordingly, the proposed Project would contribute to the region’s long-term goals 
of increasing energy efficiency and reducing air pollution. Consequently, the proposed Project would be 
consistent with current MDAQMD air quality plans. In addition, the proposed Project would also comply 
with all MDAQMD rules and regulations. Based on the factors presented above, the proposed Project 
would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of any applicable land use plan or policy.  

Maintenance of the proposed Project would be performed by up to six remote employees as well as two 
panel washing events per year. It is anticipated that panel washing would result in the generation of 
roughly 10 trips per event, as the events would last approximately 5 days, and two workers would carpool 
to the site each time. Thus, there is minimal anticipated increase in operational emissions associated with 
ongoing maintenance. Impacts would be less than significant with mitigation incorporate during the 
construction phase, operations phase, and the decommissioning phase. 
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Mitigation Measures 

AQ-1: Dust Control: Fugitive dust emissions during construction, operational, and 
decommissioning activities shall be controlled by the Applicant through regular watering or 
other dust preventive measures using the following procedures, as specified by the 
MDAQMD, including but not limited to MDAQMD Rule 401, Visible Emissions, and Rule 403, 
Fugitive Dust: 

• Onsite vehicle speed shall be limited to 15 miles per hour. 

• All onsite construction roads with vehicle traffic shall be watered periodically during 
operation. Watering frequency during operation shall be determined by the MDAQMD. 

• Streets adjacent to the proposed Project site shall be swept as needed to remove silt that 
may have accumulated from construction activities to prevent excessive amounts of dust. 

• All material excavated or graded shall be sufficiently watered to prevent excessive 
amounts of dust. Watering shall occur at least twice daily during construction with 
complete coverage, preferably in the late morning and after work is done for the day. 

• All clearing, grading, earth-moving, or excavation activities shall cease during periods of 
high winds (i.e., greater than 25 miles per hour averaged over one hour) to prevent 
excessive amounts of dust. 

• All material transported on- or offsite shall be either sufficiently watered or securely 
covered to prevent excessive amounts of dust. 

• The area disturbed by clearing, grading, earth-moving, or excavation operations shall be 
minimized to prevent excessive amounts of dust. 

b) 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? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated 

Air pollution is largely a cumulative impact. The non-attainment status of regional pollutants is a result of 
past and present development, and the MDAQMD develops and implements plans for future attainment 
of ambient air quality standards. Since air quality is measured on a regional level, the MDAQMD sets 
allowable regional emission thresholds to measure the contributions of each individual project on a 
cumulative level. In other words, the MDAQMD project-level thresholds of significance described above 
are used to determine whether a project’s individual emissions would have a cumulatively significant 
impact on air quality. The proposed Project would be considered to contribute considerably to a 
significant cumulative impact if project emissions resulted in an increase in non-attainment criteria 
pollutants ROG, NOx, PM10, or PM2.5 of more than the thresholds illustrated in Table 5. As described for 
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Impact a) and shown in Table 5, short-term construction and decommissioning emissions would not 
exceed the applicable significance thresholds for any criteria pollutants. 

As previously indicated, the MDAQMD requires that all construction activities comply with fugitive dust 
control requirements and guidance documents. Fugitive dust emissions from the proposed Project were 
estimated based on the assumption that up to 350 acres would be graded during site preparation as a 
result of constructing gen-tie route and any grading required for the PV installation. Implementation of 
mitigation measure AQ-1 (Dust Control) would reduce fugitive dust emissions from construction activities, 
thus potential impacts would be less than significant.  

The proposed Project’s operational emissions would result from remote employee trips and approximately 
two panel washing events per year. Thus, there is minimal anticipated increase in operational emissions 
associated with ongoing maintenance, resulting in a less than significant impact from proposed Project 
operation emissions.   

Mitigation Measures 

AQ-1: Dust Control 

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated 

Construction associated with implementation of the proposed Project would involve the operation of 
heavy equipment and activities that would temporarily produce additional dust and air emissions. The 
nearest sensitive receptor to the proposed Project is a residential community located approximately 400 
feet south of the southernmost parcels of the proposed Project.  

This sensitive receptor could be affected by construction-generated air emissions depending on location 
and distance and duration of construction activities. Some land uses are considered more sensitive to air 
pollution than others due to the types of population groups or activities involved. Heightened sensitivity 
may be caused by health problems, proximity to the emissions source, or duration of exposure to air 
pollutants. Children, pregnant women, the elderly, and those with existing health problems are especially 
vulnerable to the effects of air pollution. Accordingly, land uses that are typically considered to be 
sensitive receptors include residences, schools, childcare centers, playgrounds, retirement homes, 
convalescent homes, hospitals, and medical clinics.  

Fugitive Dust 

Fugitive dust is typically generated during earth-moving activities such as grading and excavation. 
Fugitive dust emissions from the proposed Project were estimated based on the assumption that up to 
350 acres would be graded during site preparation as a result of constructing gen-tie route and any 
grading required for the PV installation. As discussed in Impact a), to minimize potential impacts to 
sensitive receptors, fugitive dust controls would be implemented through application of mitigation 
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measure AQ-1 (Dust Control), which includes watering exposed soils and soils being transported offsite, 
as well as watering and speed limits on dirt roads. These measures would dampen and secure loose soils 
that turn into fugitive dust when caught in the wind, effectively limiting emissions of fugitive dust from 
construction activities. 

Valley Fever 

Construction of the proposed Project has the potential to generate substantial amounts of fugitive dust 
that may suspend Coccidioides spores and expose sensitive receptors. The City is located in an area with 
low Valley Fever activity (California Department of Public Health 2016); however, there is still a potential 
for exposure. Fugitive dust control measures implemented by mitigation measure AQ-1 (Dust Control), 
such as wetting the soil, would reduce fugitive dust minimizing exposure of Coccidioides spores to 
workers and receptors. Therefore, with the implementation of mitigation measure AQ-1 (Dust Control), 
impacts related to Valley Fever from the proposed Project would be less than significant.  

Asbestos  

As described in Section 3.3.1, Air Quality Setting, the proposed Project is not located in an area mapped 
as having or otherwise known to have ultramafic rock, serpentine or naturally occurring asbestos. The 
nearest mapped unit is approximately 25 miles northeast of the proposed Project (USGS 2011). 
Therefore, the Statewide Asbestos Airborne Toxic Control Measure (ATCM) would not apply unless 
ultramafic rock or serpentine is discovered during grading or excavation of the proposed Project. In the 
unexpected event that ultramafic rock or serpentine is discovered, the MDAQMD must be notified no later 
than the following business day and must comply with the State of California ATCM for Construction, 
Grading, Quarrying, and Surface Mining Operations.  

Toxic Air Contaminants 

Construction of the project would result in temporary increases in emissions of diesel particulate matter 
(DPM) from off-road diesel equipment and vehicle trips. Health-related risks associated with DPM 
emissions are primarily associated with long-term exposure and associated risk of contracting cancer. As 
such, the calculation of cancer risk associated with exposure to TACs are typically calculated based on a 
long-term period of exposure. Based on updated guidelines from the Office of Environmental Health 
Hazard Assessment, cancer risks are based on constant daily exposure for 30 years and 25 years for 
offsite residential and worker receptors, respectively. Construction activities would occur over an 
approximately 18-month construction period, which would constitute approximately 5 percent and 6 
percent of the residential and worker exposure durations, respectively. 

Construction activities would span across the Project site which is approximately 1,197 acres. The 
nearest sensitive receptors are located approximately 400 feet away in a residential community south of 
El Mirage Road. Construction activities located near the residential community would be limited to a few 
weeks as construction tasks are completed, and construction activities progress away from this location to 
other areas of the Project site.  
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The nearest meteorological station for the Project area is the Southern California Logistics Airport and 
best represents meteorological conditions for the Project area.1 Based on data from this meteorological 
station, the prevailing wind direction is south to north and southwest to northeast as shown in the below 
graphic. Receptors located downwind of construction activities are likely to be exposed to higher 
concentrations of pollutants. The nearest sensitive receptors would be located upwind of construction 
activities and are likely to be exposed to lower concentrations of DPM. 

 

Overall, sensitive receptors would not be constantly exposed to DPM emissions for an extended period of 
time and the receptors are not located downwind of the prevailing wind direction where concentrations of 
DPM are likely to be high. For these reasons and given the relatively high dispersive properties of DPM, 
exposure to construction generated DPM would not be anticipated to exceed applicable thresholds for 
cancer risk and non-cancer risks including the chronic and acute hazard index. Therefore, the Project 

 
 
1 CARB, HARP AERMOD Meteorological Files. Available at :https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/documents/harp-
aermod-meteorological-files. Accessed on June 15, 2020. 

https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/documents/harp-aermod-meteorological-files
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/resources/documents/harp-aermod-meteorological-files
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would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations and impacts would be less 
than significant.  

Localized Carbon Monoxide Emissions 

CO emissions are a function of vehicle idling time, meteorological conditions, and traffic flow. Under 
certain extreme meteorological conditions, CO concentrations near a congested roadway or intersection 
may reach unhealthy levels (i.e., adversely affect residents, school children, hospital patients, the elderly, 
etc.).  

According to the transportation impact analysis presented in Section 3.17, Transportation, roadway 
segments within the vicinity of the proposed Project would operate at level of service (LOS) A or better 
and would increase traffic 1.43 percent during the most intensive phase of the proposed Project. Should 
diesel vehicles be utilized on the Project, they would be subject to CCR Title 43, Article 4.8, Chapter 9, 
Section 2449 which limits the idling time of self propelled diesel off-road equipment to no more than five 
consecutive minutes. Because LOS levels will not degrade appreciably and will remain LOS A, the 
proposed Project would not generate congested traffic conditions resulting in a CO hotspot, and this 
impact would be less than significant. The operational trips would not constitute a substantial increase in 
localized CO emissions and therefore would result in a less than significant impact.  

Conclusion 

As discussed above, with implementation of mitigation measure AQ-1 (Dust Control), the proposed 
Project would not cause or be exposed to substantial pollutant concentrations, including localized CO, 
TACs, or fugitive dust. Therefore, exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations 
would not occur, and the impact is less than significant with mitigation during the construction phase, 
operations phase, and the decommissioning phase. 

Mitigation Measures 

AQ-1: Dust Control 

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a substantial number 
of people? 

Less Than Significant Impact. 

Odors are generally regarded as an annoyance rather than a health hazard. Due to the subjective nature 
of odor impacts, the number of variables that can influence the potential for an odor impact, and the 
variety of odor sources, quantitative methodologies to determine the presence of a significant odor impact 
do not exist. According to the CARB’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook, some of the most common 
sources of odor complaints received by local air districts are sewage treatment plants, landfills, recycling 
facilities, waste transfer stations, petroleum refineries, biomass operations, autobody shops, coating 
operations, fiberglass manufacturing, foundries, rendering plants, and livestock operations (CARB 2005).  



DRAFT INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

Environmental Setting and Impact Analysis  

 3.28 
 
4847-4881-7084, v. 3 

As discussed under Impact c) above, construction of the proposed Project would require use of diesel-
based equipment that could result in emissions of diesel fumes. Diesel fumes from construction 
equipment can be found to have objectionable odors in addition to the health risks associated with DPM 
described in Impact c). Diesel odors from construction may be perceived as objectionable in lower 
concentrations than required to start to cause a health risk. These emissions would be temporary and 
intermittent throughout construction and would follow federal, state, and local regulation, including 
applicable MDAQMD rules and regulations. These emissions are not anticipated to result in an adverse 
effect to a substantial number of people because of the duration, anticipated distance of receptors from 
construction activities, and regulations and equipment designed to limit emissions.  

Cumulative Impacts 

Six local projects have been determined to be a related project as defined by CEQA Guidelines 15130(b).  
All of which are located approximately 1.70- to 4.5-miles of the proposed Project. The overall air quality 
impacts of the Project are expected to be below significance thresholds. The project level analysis 
concluded that impacts to air quality would be less than significant because they are below MDAQMD 
thresholds and would be subject to MDAQMD dust control measures ((Mitigation Measure AQ-1 (Dust 
Control).  

Other significantly large projects in the Basin are not believed to be under consideration for construction 
during construction of the proposed Project. Should such a project exist; however, it would be subject to 
the MDAQMD regulatory program and permitting standards, including the requirement to minimize 
emissions through the utilization of BACT, the full mitigation of emissions through offset programs, and 
demonstrations that the Project would not cause or significantly add to a violation of California or federal 
ambient air quality standards. In addition, the project as well as most of the related cumulative projects 
would comply with the district’s rules review process. Therefore, the project’s incremental contribution to 
that impact is not cumulatively considerable.
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3.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

3.4.1 Setting  

Existing Site Conditions 

The proposed Project site (defined as the solar project site and gen-tie options) is relatively flat, with a 
maximum elevation of approximately 2,815 feet amsl at the southwestern corner of the proposed Project 
site at El Mirage Road and a minimum elevation of approximately 2,7545 feet amsl at the northeastern 
corner just north of Colusa Road. The majority of the area immediately surrounding the proposed Project 
site consists of open space, with the Shadow Mountains to the north and US-395 to the east. The 
Fremont Wash traverses parts of the northern and western portions of the proposed Project site.  

Some homes (approximately six) are located near the proposed Project site. A residential community is 
located approximately 400 feet south of the southernmost parcels of the proposed Project site. The gen-
tie routes are located along existing roads and traverse relatively flat open space, often adjacent to the 
residential communities that are interspersed throughout the area. 

Baseline Data Collection Methodology 

Information used in preparing this section was derived from a number of sources including the following: 

• Biological Resources Technical Report (BRTR) prepared by SWCA Environmental Consultants 
(SWCA) (Appendix B.1), 

• Preliminary Wetlands/Waters Jurisdictional Delineation Report prepared by Stantec (Appendix B.2) 
• Focused Rare Plant Survey Report prepared by SWCA (Appendix B.3) 
• Focused Desert Tortoise Survey Report prepared by SWCA (Appendix B.4) 
• Mohave Ground Squirrel Habitat Survey Letter of Findings prepared by ENVIRA (Appendix B.5) 
• Mojave Fringe-toed Lizard Potential to Occur Technical Memorandum prepared by SWCA (Appendix 

B.6) 

Vegetation Communities and Observed Plant Species 

Mapping of plant communities follows the classification system described in the second edition of A 
Manual of California Vegetation (Sawyer et al. 2009). Species’ scientific and common names correspond 
to those described in the second edition of The Jepson Manual (Baldwin et al. 2012). 

A detailed list of species observed during the field survey is presented in the BRTR (Appendix B.1) and 
Focused Rare Plant Survey Report (Appendix B.3). Observations were primarily comprised of common 
plant species characteristic of habitat within the Mojave Desert area of Southern California. One rare or 
special-status plant species, Beaver Dam breadroot (Pediomelum castoreum), and one plant species 
currently under consideration for protection under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA), Joshua 
tree, were observed within the Project area. These species are discussed further in Special Status Plants 
below. 
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Habitat types within the proposed Project site are best described as a mixture of Mojave desert scrub and 
chenopod scrub interspersed with Joshua Tree Woodlands. Ten vegetation communities were identified 
on-site including White Bursage Scrub (Ambrosia dumosa Shrubland Alliance), Fourwing Saltbush Scrub 
(Atriplex canescens Shrubland Alliance), Allscale Scrub (Atriplex polycarpa Shrubland Alliance), Mojave-
Sonoran Desert Dunes (Dicoria canescens - Abronia villosa - Panicum urvilleanum Sparsely Vegetated 
Alliance), Nevada Joint Fir Scrub (Ephedra nevadensis Shrubland Alliance), Creosote Bush Scrub 
(Larrea tridentata Shrubland Alliance), Creosote Bush-White Bursage Scrub (Larrea tridentata-Ambrosia 
dumosa Shrubland Alliance), Joshua Tree Woodland (Yucca brevifolia Woodland Alliance), Rubber 
Rabbitbrush Scrub (Ericameria nauseosa Shrubland Alliance), and Red Brome or Mediterranean Grass 
Grasslands (Bromus rubens - Schismus [arabicus, barbatus] Herbaceous Semi-Natural Alliance). A 
summary of the vegetation and land cover types within the proposed Project site is presented in the table 
below.  

Table 6: Summary of Vegetation and Land Cover Types 

Vegetation Community Global Rank State Rank Acres within the proposed 
Project site 

Creosote Bush-White Bursage Scrub 
Lareea tridentate-Ambrosia dumosa Shrubland 
Alliance 

G5 S5 588.86 

Allscale Scrub 
Aitriplex polycarpa Shrubland Alliance 

G4 S4 410.68 

Creosote Bush Scrub 
Larrea tridentate Shrubland Alliance G5 S5 132.93 

Joshua Tree Woodland 
Yucca brevifolia Woodland Alliance G4 S3.2 53.26 

White Bursage Scrub 
Ambrosia dumosa Shrubland Alliance G5 S5 32.23 

Developed/Disturbed N/A N/A 59.68 

Fourwing Saltbrush Scrub 
Atriplex canescens Shrubland Alliance G5 S4 9.39 

Nevada Joint Fir Scrub 
Ephedra nevadensis Shrubland Alliance G5 S4 3.05 

Mojave-Sonoran Desert Dunes 
Dicoria canescens – Abroia villosa – Panicum 
urvilleanum Sparsely Vegetated Alliance 
 

G4 S3.2 1.60 

Rubber Rabbitbrush Scrub 
Ericameria nauseosa Shrubland Alliance G5 S5 0.35 

Red Brome or Mediterranean Grass Grasslands 
Bromus rubens – Schismus (arabicus, barbatus) 
Herbaceous Semi-Natural Alliance 

N/A N/A 2.30 
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Global Rank: 
 G4 = Over 100 viable occurrences worldwide/statewide, and/or more than 32,000 acres 
 G5 = Demonstrably secure because of its worldwide/statewide abundance 
State Rank: 
 S3 = 21-100 viable occurrences worldwide/statewide, and/or more than 6,400-32,000 acres 
 S4 = Over 100 viable occurrences worldwide/statewide, and/or more than 32,000 acres 
 S5 = Demonstrably secure because of its worldwide/statewide abundance 
Additional State Threat Rank: 
 0.2 = Threatened 
Acres within the main project area, excludes the gen-tie routes. Disturbed and undisturbed vegetation alliances were 
mapped separately as shown in the BRTR. Acres here include both. 

 
Jurisdictional Waters and Wetlands 

Based on the data collected in the field and further detailed within the Preliminary Wetlands/Waters 
Jurisdictional Delineation Report (Appendix B.2), two types of jurisdictional features occur within the 
Jurisdictional Delineation Survey Area (JDSA, defined as the solar Project site, proposed gen-tie 
alignments, and a 100-foot buffer): United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) non-wetland 
(ephemeral desert washes) waters of the United States (WOTUS) and California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife (CDFW) jurisdictional waters. No portion of the JDSA meets the three criteria for federal wetlands 
(dominance of hydrophytic vegetation, evidence of wetland hydrology, and hydric soils), and no surface 
water was present during the survey event.  

Federal (USACE) Non-Wetland Waters 

Based on Stantec’s professional opinion following an assessment of hydrology, soil characteristics, 
vegetation, and the limits of the ordinary high water mark (OHWM), there are 1.21 acres of non-wetland 
WOTUS present within the JDSA. 

CDFW Jurisdictional Waters 

Following an assessment of hydrology and/or the presence of bed and bank, a total of 16.57 acres of 
CDFW jurisdictional streams are present within the JDSA. 

Common Wildlife 

Common wildlife directly observed onsite included eight species of birds, one reptile, and three mammals 
(a complete list of wildlife observed is presented in Appendix A of the BRTR [Appendix B.1]). The birds 
most frequently encountered were typical of the Mojave Desert: common raven (Corvus corax), horned 
lark (Eremophila alpestris), sagebrush sparrow (Artemisiospiza nevadensis), and white-crowned sparrow 
(Zonotrichia leucophrys). Two species of mammals were observed: white-tailed antelope squirrel 
(Ammospermophilus leucurus) and black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus californicus). In addition, there was 
recent evidence of coyote and other common mammals. Please refer to BRTR’s Appendix C (Faunal 
Compendium) of Appendix B.4 (Focused Desert Tortoise Survey Report) for a detailed account of all 
species documented during focused surveys.  
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Special-Status Wildlife 

Based on the results of the literature and database review described in Appendix A of the BRTR 
(Appendix B.1), a total of 31 special-status wildlife species were found to historically occur within the 
region. These species were evaluated for their potential to occur in the proposed Project area based on 
considerations of local records, habitat conditions, and environmental requirements (Table 7). After this 
assessment, 11 species were considered to have the potential to occur at or near the proposed Project 
site, each of which is discussed in detail as part of the BRTR in Appendix B.1.  

Five special-status species or their diagnostic sign were observed during the various surveys: loggerhead 
shrike (Lanius ludovicianus) was observed directly, and signs of desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizii), 
burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), desert kit fox (Vulpes macrotis arsipus), and American badger 
(Taxidea taxus) were identified. Mohave ground squirrel (Xerospermophilus mohavensis) are known to 
occur in the area, and there are California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) records immediately 
adjacent to the proposed Project site. A habitat suitability memorandum and map for this species, specific 
to the proposed Project site, is presented in Appendix B.5. 

Table 7: Occurrence Potential for Special Status Wildlife in the Proposed Project Area 

Scientific Name Status1
 Habitat Type Occurrence Potential 

INVERTEBRATES 

Crotch bumble bee 
Bombus crotchii SC  

Coastal California to Sierra-Cascade 
crest, and to Mexico. Food plant genera 
include Antirrhinum, Phacelia, Clarkia, 
Dendromecon, Eschscholzia, and 
Eriogonum. 

Low. Food plant species are present 
(Eriogonum) in the proposed Project 
site however, there are no recent 
records for this species within or 
adjacent to the Project site 

San Emigdio 
blue butterfly 
Plebulina emigdionis 

SA 
Desert canyons and along riverbeds. 
Host plant is Atriplex canescens; 
possibly Lotus purshianus. 

Absent. No suitable habitat is 
present within the proposed Project 
site. 

Victorville 
shoulderband 
Helminthoglypta 
mohaveana 

SA 
Known only from along the Mojave 
River in San Bernardino County. Found 
among granite boulders and at the base 
of rocky cliffs. 

Absent. No suitable habitat is 
present within the proposed 
Project site. 

FISH 

Mohave tui chub 
Siphateles 
bicolor 
mohavensis 

CSSC 

Endemic to the Mojave River basin, 
alkaline, mineralized waters. Needs 
deep pools, ponds, or slough-like areas. 
Needs vegetation for spawning. 

Absent. No suitable habitat is 
present within the proposed 
Project site. 

AMPHIBIANS 
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Scientific Name Status1
 Habitat Type Occurrence Potential 

Arroyo toad 
Anaxyrus californicus FE 

Semi-arid regions near washes or 
intermittent streams, including valley- 
foothill and desert riparian, desert wash, 
etc. 

Absent. No suitable habitat in the 
proposed Project site. The Fremont 
Wash does not contain the specific 
habitat needs for this species, 
specifically sufficient riparian 
vegetation. 

California red-
legged frog 
Rana draytonii 

FT, 
CSSC 

Lowlands and foothills in or near 
permanent sources of deep water with 
dense, shrubby, or emergent riparian 

  vegetation.
  

Absent. No suitable habitat in the 
proposed Project site. 

REPTILES 

Western pond turtle 
Emys marmorata CSSC 

Ponds, marshes, rivers, streams, and 
irrigation ditches, with aquatic 
vegetation, below 6,000 feet elevation. 
Need basking sites and suitable (sandy 
banks or grassy open fields) upland 
habitat up to 0.5 kilometers from water 
for egg-laying. 

Absent. No suitable habitat in the 
proposed Project site. 

Desert tortoise 
Gopherus agassizii 

FT, 
ST 

Desert scrub, desert wash, and Joshua 
tree habitats; occurs in almost every 
desert habitat. Requires friable soil for 
burrow and nest construction. Creosote 
bush habitat with annual wildflower 

  blooms preferred.
  

Present. Several burrows and scat 
were found during the focused 
surveys. The nearest CNDDB 
record is from 2002 located 2.7 
miles to the north. 

Coast (Blainville’s) 
horned lizard 
Phrynosoma blainvillii 

 

CSSC 

Most common in lowlands along sandy 
washes with scattered low bushes. 
Open areas for sunning, bushes for 
cover, patches of loose soil for burial, 
and abundant supply of ants and other 
insects. 

Absent. There is no suitable 
habitat within the proposed Project 
site. Desert horned lizards 
(Phrynosoma platyrhinos) replace 
this species in hotter, drier areas. 

BIRDS 
 

Tricolored blackbird 
Agelaius tricolor 

ST, 
CSSC 

Requires open water, protected nesting 
substrate, and foraging areas with 
insect prey within a few kilometers of 
colony. 

Absent. Habitat is unsuitable for 
foraging; no nesting habitat is 
present. 

Golden eagle 
Aquila chrysaetos 

CFP 
WL 

Forages in open grasslands, desert 
scrub, and agricultural fields. Nests on 
ledges on cliff faces, rock outcrops, 
and occasionally in large trees. 

High (foraging). Absent (nesting). 
Suitable habitat for wintering and 
foraging eagles is present. No 
nesting habitat present. 

Long-eared owl 
Asio otus CSSC 

Riparian bottomlands grown to tall 
willows and cottonwoods; requires 
adjacent open land, with rodent food 
sources and raptor nests for breeding. 

Absent. No suitable habitat in the 
proposed Project site. 
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Scientific Name Status1
 Habitat Type Occurrence Potential 

Burrowing owl 
Athene cunicularia 

CSSC Open grassland, shrublands and 
croplands 

Present. Burrows were found 
throughout the proposed Project 
site. Some had signs of burrowing 
owl occupation such as 
whitewash, pellets, and feathers. 
The nearest record of this species 
is from 2007 and is located 
3.3 miles to the southeast. 

Swainson’s hawk 
Buteo swainsoni ST 

Nests in stands with few trees in 
juniper-sage flats, riparian areas,  
oak savannahs, and occasionally 
Joshua trees in desert habitats. 
Forages in natural grasslands, 
pastures, agricultural fields, and 
desert scrub in desert habitats.  

Low. Potential nesting (e.g. 
Joshua tree woodland) and 
foraging (e.g. desert scrub) 
habitat is present on the proposed 
Project site; however, local 
records are concentrated near 
more traditional habitat for the 
species near the Mojave River 
and areas of agriculture. 

Mountain plover 
Charadrius montanus CSSC 

Short grasslands, freshly plowed fields, 
newly sprouting grain fields, and 
sometimes sod farms. Short vegetation, 
bare ground, and flat topography. 
Prefers grazed areas and areas with 
burrowing rodents. 

Absent. No suitable habitat in the 
proposed Project site. 

Western yellow-billed 
cuckoo 
Coccyzus americanus 
occidentalis 

FT, SE 

Riparian forest nester along the broad, 
lower flood-bottoms of larger river 
systems. Nests in riparian jungles of 
willow, often mixed with cottonwoods, 
with lower story of blackberry, nettles, 
or wild grape. 

Absent. No suitable habitat in the 
proposed Project site. 

Southwestern willow 
flycatcher 
Empidonax traillii 
extimus 

FE, SE Riparian woodlands in Southern 
California. 

Absent. No suitable habitat in the 
proposed Project site. 

Yellow-breasted chat 
Icteria virens CSSC 

Summer resident; inhabits riparian 
thickets of willow and other brushy 
tangles near watercourses. Nests in 
low, dense riparian, consisting of 
willow,  blackberry, and wild grape.  

Absent. No suitable habitat in the 
proposed Project site. 

Loggerhead shrike 
Lanius ludovicianus CSSC 

Broken woodlands, savannah, pinyon- 
juniper, Joshua tree, and riparian 
woodlands, desert oases, scrub and 
washes. Prefers open country for 
hunting, with perches for scanning, and 
fairly dense shrubs and brush for 
nesting. 

Present. Species was observed 
during the field survey. 
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Scientific Name Status1
 Habitat Type Occurrence Potential 

Summer tanager 
Piranga rubra CSSC 

Summer resident of desert riparian 
along lower Colorado River, and locally 
elsewhere in California deserts. 
Requires cottonwood-willow riparian for 
nesting and foraging; prefers older, 
dense stands along streams. 

Absent. No suitable habitat in the 
Project site. 

Yellow warbler 
Setophaga petechia CSSC 

Riparian plant associations. Nests and 
forages in willow shrubs and thickets, 
and in other riparian plants including 
cottonwoods, sycamores, ash, and 
alders. 

Absent. No suitable habitat in the 
Project site. 

Least Bell's vireo 
Vireo bellii pusillus FE, SE 

Summer resident of Southern 
California. Low riparian habitats near of 
water or dry river bottoms, below 2,000 
feet. 

Absent. No suitable habitat in the 
Project site. 

Gray vireo 
Vireo vicinior CSSC 

Dry chaparral; west of desert, in 
chamise-dominated habitat; mountains 
of Mojave Desert, associated with 
juniper & Artemisia. 

Absent. No suitable habitat in the 
Project site. 

MAMMALS 

Pallid bat 
Antrozous pallidus CSSC 

Deserts, grasslands, shrublands, 
woodlands and forests. Most common 
in open, dry habitats with rocky areas 
for roosting. Roosts must protect bats 
from high temperatures. Very sensitive 
to disturbance of roosting sites. 

Low (foraging only). Habitat in the 
proposed Project site is suitable for 
foraging; there is no roosting 
habitat present. This species has 
been recorded 14.2 miles 
southeast of the proposed Project 
site in 2016. 

Pallid San Diego 
pocket mouse 
Chaetodipus 
fallax pallidus 

CSSC 

San Diego County in desert wash, 
desert scrub, desert succulent scrub, 
pinyon-juniper, etc. Sandy, 
herbaceous areas, usually in 
association with rocks or coarse 
gravel. 

Low. There is suitable habitat in the 
proposed Project site, specifically 
within the Fremont Wash. The 
nearest record of this species is 
from 1920 and is located 5.2 miles 
to the east. 

Townsend's big-
eared bat 
Corynorhinus 
townsendii 

CSSC 

Most common in mesic sites. Roosts in 
caves and mines, sometimes buildings, 
bridges, trees. Roosting sites limiting. 
Extremely sensitive to human 
disturbance. 

Low (foraging only). Habitat in the 
proposed Project site is suitable for 
foraging; there is no roosting 
habitat present. This species has 
been recorded 5.2 miles east of the 
proposed Project site in 1930. 

Western mastiff 
bat  
Eumops perotis 
californicus 

CSSC 

Many open, semi-arid to arid habitats, 
including conifer and deciduous 
woodlands, coastal scrub, grasslands, 
chaparral, etc. Roosts in crevices in cliff 
faces, high buildings, trees and tunnels. 

Low (foraging only). Habitat in the 
proposed Project site is suitable for 
foraging; there is no roosting 
habitat present. The nearest 
CNDDB record of this species is 
from 1997, approximately 7.6 miles 
west of the proposed Project site. 
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Scientific Name Status1
 Habitat Type Occurrence Potential 

Mohave river vole 
Microtus 
californicus 
mohavensis 

CSSC 

Weedy herbaceous growth in wet areas 
along Mojave River. Sometimes found 
in irrigated pastures. Burrows into soft 
soil. Feeds on leafy parts of grasses, 
sedges and herbs. 

Absent. No suitable habitat in the 
proposed Project site. 

Desert kit fox 
Vulpes macrotis arsipus CPF 

Desert scrub, washes, and arid 
grasslands 

Present. Several dens with fresh 
scat were found during the survey. 
Species not tracked in any public 
databases. 

American badger 
Taxidea taxus 

CSSC 

Dry open stages of most shrub, forest, 
and herbaceous habitats, with friable 
soils. Needs sufficient food (rodents) 
and open uncultivated ground for 
burrows. 

Present. Several dens with clearly 
visible signs, such as claw marks 
were found. The most recent record 
is from 1987 and 20 miles south of 
the proposed Project site. 

Mohave ground 
squirrel 
Xerospermophilus 
mohavensis 

ST 

Open desert scrub, alkali scrub and 
Joshua tree woodland. Prefers sandy to 
gravelly soils, avoids rocky areas. Uses 
burrows at base of shrubs for cover. 

High. The presence of this species 
could not be confirmed due to the 
timing of the survey. This species 
does not emerge from hibernation 
until March-June. There is suitable 
habitat in the proposed Project 
site. The nearest CNDDB record is 
from 2005 and within 40 meters of 
the proposed Project site. 

1 Federal Rankings: 
FC = Federal Candidate for Listing  
FE = Federally Endangered  
FT = Federally Threatened  
WL = Watch List 

State Rankings: 
CFP = California Fully Protected 
CPF = California Protected Fur-bearer  
CSSC = California Species of Special Concern  
SA = CDFW Special Animal 
SC = State Candidate for Endangered Listing  
SE= State Endangered 
 
 

    
 

 
 

Special-Status Plants 

As noted in the BRTR (Appendix B.1) and Focused Rare Plant Survey Report (Appendix B.3), one rare or 
special-status plant species (Beaver Dam breadroot), one species currently under consideration for 
CESA protection (Joshua tree), and six additional special-status plants were determined to have a low, 
moderate, or high potential to occur; each is discussed in detail below in Table 8.  

 Table 8: Special Status Plants 

Species Status1 Habitat Description2 Blooming 
Period Potential for Occurrence 

desert cymopterus 
Cymopterus 
deserticola 

1B.2 

Joshua Tree Woodland, Mojavean 
desert scrub. On fine to coarse, 
loose, sandy soil of flats in old dune 
areas with well-drained sand. 630-
1,500 meters. 

March-May 

Low. There is suitable 
habitat in the survey area; 
the nearest record of this 
species is from 1941, 13.1 
miles to the southeast. 
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Species Status1 Habitat Description2 Blooming 
Period Potential for Occurrence 

Mojave 
monkeyflower 
Diplacus 
mohavensis 

1B.2 

Joshua Tree Woodland, Mojavean 
desert scrub. Dry sandy or rocky 
washes along the Mojave River. 
660-1,270 meters. 

April-June 

Low. There is moderate 
quality habitat in the 
survey area; the nearest 
record of this species is 
from 1998, 5.9 miles to 
the east. 

Booth's evening- 
primrose 
Eremothera boothii 
ssp. boothii 

2B.3 
Joshua Tree Woodland, pinon 
and juniper woodland. 290-2,410 
meters. 

June-August 

Low. There is marginally 
suitable habitat in the 
survey area; the nearest 
record of this species is 
from 1989, 5.0 miles to 
the east. 

Barstow woolly 
sunflower 
Eriophyllum 
mohavense 

1B.2 

Chenopod scrub, Mojavean desert 
scrub, desert playas. Mostly in open, 
silty or sandy areas with Saltbush 
Scrub or Creosote Bush Scrub. 
Barren ridges or margins of playas. 
605-1,290 meters. 

March-May 

Moderate. There is 
suitable habitat in the 
survey area; the nearest 
record of this species is 
from 2011, 13.3 miles to 
the northwest. 

sagebrush loeflingia 
squarrosa var. 
artemisiarum 

2B.2 

Great Basin scrub, Sonoran Desert 
scrub, desert dunes. Sandy flats 
and dunes. Sandy areas around 
clay slicks with Sarcobatus, Atriplex, 
Tetradymia, etc. 700-1,615 meters. 

April-May 

Low. There is marginally 
suitable habitat in the 
survey area; the nearest 
record of this species is 
from 2005, 9.1 miles to 
the south. 

short-joint beavertail 
Opuntia basilaris var. 
brachyclada 

1B.2 

Chaparral, Joshua Tree Woodland, 
Mojavean desert scrub, pinon-
juniper woodland. Sandy soil or 
coarse, granitic loam. 425-1,800 
meters. 

April-June 

Low. There is marginally 
suitable habitat in the 
survey area; the nearest 
record of this species is 
from 2006, 13.1 miles to 
the south. 

Beaver Dam 
breadroot 
Pediomelum 
castoreum 

1B.2 
Joshua Tree Woodland, Mojavean 
desert scrub. Sandy soils; washes 
and road cuts. 610-1,065 meters. 

April-May 
Present. This species 
was documented within 
the proposed Project site. 

southern mountains 
skullcap Scutellaria 
bolanderi ssp. 
austromontana 

1B.2 

Chaparral, cismontane woodland, 
lower montane coniferous forest. 
In gravelly soils on streambanks 
or in mesic sites in oak or pine 
woodland. 425-2,000 meters. 

June-August 
Absent. There is no 
suitable habitat in the 
survey area. 

San Bernardino 
aster 
Symphyotrichum 
defoliatum 

1B.2 

Meadows and seeps, cismontane 
woodland, coastal scrub, lower 
montane coniferous forest, marshes 
and swamps, valley and foothill 
grassland. Vernally mesic grassland 
or near ditches, streams and 
springs; disturbed areas. 2-2,040 
meters  

July-November 
Absent. There is no 
suitable habitat in the 
survey area. 
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Species Status1 Habitat Description2 Blooming 
Period Potential for Occurrence 

Joshua tree 
Yucca brevifolia 

Proposed
3 

Well-drained sandy and gravelly 
alluvial fans adjacent to desert 
mountain ranges. 487 to 2,195 
meters. 

April-May 

Present. This 
species was 
documented within 
the proposed Project 
site.  

Notes: 
1. Ranks for the species included in this list are sourced from CNDDB. All plants included in this list are limited to California 

Rare Plant Ranks (CRPR). 
2. Habitat descriptions are direct quotes from CNDDB, consisting of the general and microhabitat descriptions of the 

corresponding element. 
3. Proposed for listing as Threatened under the California Endangered Species Act. 
CRPR Rankings: 
1B: Rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere. 
2B: Rare, threatened, or endangered in California, but more common elsewhere. 
 0.2: Fairly threatened in California.  
 0.3: Not very threatened in California 

3.4.2 Impact Analysis 

 

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 Wildlife 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, or regulations or by the California 
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 

    

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally 
protected wetlands (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? 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES — Would the project:     

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? 

    

Discussion of Impacts 

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 Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. 

Special-Status Plant Species 

Operation and decommissioning of the proposed Project is not expected to result in direct or indirect 
impacts to listed or other special-status plants; however, construction would potentially result in impacts to 
Joshua tree, a species currently proposed for listing under the CESA, and Beaver Dam breadroot. Joshua 
tree woodland habitat accounts for <4% of the Project site, and, in general, individual trees are sparse. 
Surveys to identify specimen trees and Joshua tree habitat requiring mitigation, as defined by the San 
Bernardino County Development Code 88.01, will be conducted prior to Project initiation.  

The majority of special-status plants known to occur in the region have been determined to have no or a 
low potential to occur within the proposed Project site. One California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) 1B.2 
species, Barstow woolly sunflower (Eriophyllum mohavense) was determined to have a moderate 
potential of occurrence. If any listed or other special-status plants are encountered during pre-
construction surveys, they would be marked and avoided to the maximum extent possible.  

If present, direct impacts to special-status plants include trampling or crushing from heavy equipment, 
vehicles, or foot traffic; alterations to the native seed bank due to soil compaction; and modifications to 
existing hydrological conditions. Indirect impacts could include the disruption of native seed banks 
through soil alterations, the accumulation of fugitive dust, increased erosion and sediment transport, and 
the colonization of non-native and invasive plant species. Excessive dust can decrease or limit plant 
survivorship by decreasing photosynthetic output, reducing transpiration, and adversely affecting 
reproductive success. Ground-disturbing activities that would occur during construction of the proposed 
Project can result in the proliferation and spread of non-native invasive plants to new areas. Because 
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noxious weeds can permanently degrade rare plant and animal habitats, their proliferation could 
adversely affect sensitive plant species if they are present.  

Typically, impacts to a small number of nonstate or federally listed special-status plants (i.e., impacts to a 
few individuals), or impacts to a population where loss of a few occurrences would not adversely affect 
the range of the special-status plant species, are not typically considered significant under CEQA. 
Pursuant to coordination with the Lead Agency, if proposed Project activities result in the loss of more 
than 10 percent of the known individuals within the occurrence, or the special-status plant species has a 
CRPR of 1.B or list 2, these impacts would be considered significant. 

Special-Status Wildlife 

Special-Status Reptiles 

One special-status reptile, desert tortoise (federally and state listed as threatened), was determined to be 
present within the proposed Project areas. During the protocol surveys conducted within the proposed 
Project areas, no live tortoises were found, although one tortoise burrow in good condition was observed 
along with scat. The desert tortoise habitat present on-site has been determined to be of moderate 
quality, due to an abundance of anthropogenic disturbances and habitat degradation over time. Across 
the entirety of the proposed Project area, 59 burrows were identified as potential tortoise burrows, 
meaning that they had been originally excavated by desert tortoise, whether or not they were currently 
suitable for occupancy. Construction activities associated with the proposed Project could result in the 
direct loss of sensitive and reptiles such as desert tortoise and the loss of suitable foraging habitat. Given 
the ecology of these species and their cryptic nature, it is likely that a few individuals may occur in or near 
the proposed Project site. Direct impacts could result from potential mechanical crushing during 
construction, fugitive dust, and general disturbance due to increased human activity. Project 
implementation may also result in permanent loss of habitat from the removal of trash and debris piles or 
trampling of soft friable soils required for burrowing. Indirect impacts could include compaction of soils 
and the introduction of exotic plant species.  

Operational impacts include increased human presence, the spread of noxious weeds due to the use of 
new or improved access roads, and increased perch sites for avian predators, such as common raven. 
Inspection and maintenance of the Project could result in trampling or crushing of small invertebrates and 
reptiles by vehicular or foot traffic, alterations in topography and hydrology, increased erosion and 
sedimentation, and the introduction of non-native, invasive plants due to increased human presence (e.g., 
weed seed travelling on vehicles).  

Special-Status Birds 

Construction activities associated with the proposed Project could result in direct and indirect impacts to a 
variety of sensitive resident and migratory birds. Direct impacts to listed species are not anticipated 
because nesting habitat for most listed birds is not present onsite. Swainson’s hawks may nest in Joshua 
trees and forage in desert scrub in the region, however no incidental observations of the species or 
historic nests have been documented within the Project site. Surveys will be conducted to confirm the 
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absence or presence of nesting Swainson’s hawks prior to Project initiation. There are several nonlisted 
special-status species that are known from the region, some of which were identified during the field 
surveys. These include the golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos [California fully protected]), burrowing owl 
(California species of special concern), and the loggerhead shrike (California species of special concern). 

Construction activities associated with the proposed Project could result in direct and indirect impacts to a 
variety of sensitive resident and migratory birds. Direct impacts to listed species are not anticipated 
because nesting habitat for most listed birds is not present onsite. There are several nonlisted special-
status species that are known from the region, some of which were identified during the field surveys. 
These include the golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos [California fully protected]), burrowing owl (California 
species of special concern), and the loggerhead shrike (California species of special concern). 

If the proposed Project construction were to occur during the avian nesting season (generally considered 
to be between February 15 and September 15; although some raptors species may nest as early as 
January) indirect impacts to nesting birds could occur. Nesting birds are expected to occur in the 
proposed Project areas and may nest in the debris piles and various vegetation communities across the 
site. Direct impacts to special-status birds, should they occur, include ground-disturbing activities 
associated with construction, increased noise levels from heavy equipment, increased human presence, 
and exposure to fugitive dust. Construction during the breeding season could result in the displacement of 
breeding birds and the abandonment of active nests. Indirect impacts include human disturbance, the 
spread of noxious weeds, and disruption of breeding or foraging activity. Weed management could also 
affect nesting.  

Additional causes of avian injuries and fatalities at commercial-scale solar projects resulting from the 
operations of solar facilities are continuing to be evaluated by the USFWS and CDFW. Though solar PV 
monitoring efforts are in their infancy, some studies suggest that the Project’s PV panels may attract birds 
to the Project site where they might mistake the reflective panels for a water body, known as the “lake 
effect” hypothesis (Roth, 2016), and these birds could be at risk of collision with Project infrastructure. A 
USFWS summary of avian solar facility mortalities by Dietsch (2016) cited 3,545 bird deaths at seven 
Southern California solar farms from 2012 to April 2016, including the mortality of several special-status 
birds. 

It should be kept in mind, however, that background avian mortalities in desert environments tend to be 
high due to the harsh conditions, and recent studies have indicated that when background mortality is 
properly considered, solar PV projects do not present a significant collision risk. For example, recent 
avian monitoring programs at the California Valley Solar Ranch (CVSR) and the Topaz Solar Farm in San 
Luis Obispo County have studied avian mortality events at solar facilities and off-site baseline study 
areas. During a 12-month period in 2014, H.T. Harvey and Associates recorded 368 avian mortalities at 
CVSR. 

Kosciuch et al. (2020) analyzed avian fatality data from 13 studies at 10 PV solar sites in the 
Southwestern US and calculated an average fatality estimate of 2.49 birds per megawatt per year. 
Kosciuch et al. (2020) found the species with the highest adjusted composition of fatalities among 
projects were widely-distributed ground dwelling birds with large populations in the area where the studies 
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occurred.  Fatalities of water-obligate birds (species that cannot take-off from land including loons and 
grebes) were higher at PV solar sites near the Salton Sea, a known stop-over area (Kosciuch et al. 2020).  
However, no study that Kosciuch et al. (2020) reviewed investigated the potential cause of water-obligate 
mortality at PV solar. 

Special Status Mammals 

Construction activities associated with the proposed Project could result in direct and indirect impacts to a 
variety of listed and other special-status mammals. The proposed Project site supports suitable habitat for 
the state threatened Mohave ground squirrel, and this species is known to occur in the general vicinity of 
the proposed Project site. There are historical records for this species within 130 feet of the proposed 
Project site.  

Desert kit fox (a state protected furbearing mammal) and American Badger (California Species of Special 
Concern) were detected within the boundaries of the proposed Project site and are known to occur in 
adjacent habitat. Bats, including Townsend’s big eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii) and Western 
mastiff bat (Eumops perotis) (both California Species of Special Concern), may forage near the proposed 
Project site; however, there is no suitable roosting habitat onsite.  

Direct impacts could include mortality from grading and vegetation removal activities, disturbance from 
noise and vibration, impacts from man-made sources of light, and increased traffic. Indirect impacts to 
mammals could include alteration of soils, such as compaction that could preclude burrowing, the 
degradation of habitat through the changes in prey base, increased predation by coyotes both onsite and 
offsite, and the spread of exotic weeds. Increased noise from road traffic and humans onsite may cause 
kit fox to avoid some foraging areas and abandon dens. 

The Applicant may seek a Section 2081 Incidental Take Permit from CDFW for desert tortoise and 
Mohave ground squirrel following further coordination with CDFW. The Applicant has coordinated with the 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and USFWS has determined that an incidental take 
authorization for desert tortoise would not be required.  

If construction, operation, and decommissioning of the proposed Project were to impact special-status 
species, these impacts would be considered significant. Therefore, mitigation measures BIO-1 through 
BIO-13, which would require pre-construction clearance surveys prior to ground disturbance, relocation of 
wildlife found within proposed Project impact areas during pre-construction surveys, daily monitoring, 
compensation for impacts to listed and special-status plant species, a biological monitor during site 
disturbing activities, implementation of environmental awareness training to educate proposed Project 
personnel regarding onsite plants and wildlife, implementation of site-wide best management practices 
(BMPs; i.e., restriction on open trenches and guidelines for refueling near drainage features), preparation 
of a kit fox and badger management plan, preparation of a raven management plan, controls for weed 
removal and prevention, and nesting bird surveys and avoidance measures for active nests. These 
measures would be implemented to mitigate these potentially significant impacts. Implementation of these 
mitigation measures would ensure that potential impacts to special-status plant and wildlife species are 
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reduced to a less than significant level during the construction phase, operations phase, and the 
decommissioning phase.  

Mitigation Measures 

BIO-1 Wildlife Pre-Construction Clearance Surveys and Biological Monitoring: Prior to ground 
disturbance or vegetation clearing within the proposed Project site, a lead biologist shall 
conduct pre-construction clearance surveys for wildlife (no more than 7 days prior to site 
disturbing activities) where suitable habitat is present and directly impacted by construction 
activities. The lead biologist must be approved by the City prior to the commencement of 
surveys. Wildlife found within the proposed Project site or in areas potentially affected by the 
proposed Project shall be relocated to the nearest suitable habitat that would not be affected 
by the proposed Project prior to the start of construction. Special-status species found within 
a proposed Project impact area shall be relocated by the lead biologist to suitable habitat 
outside the impact area prior to the start of ground-disturbing activities that may impact those 
species and subject to prior incidental take authorization if required. Nesting birds found 
within the proposed Project impact areas shall be subject to buffer requirements and 
additional conditions as detailed below in mitigation measure BIO-4.  

Prior to initial ground disturbance, the Applicant shall provide written evidence to the City that 
the Applicant has retained a lead biologist(s) who meets the qualifications of an Authorized 
Biologist as defined by USFWS, with additional approval from CDFW (for state-listed species) 
to oversee compliance with the protection measures for desert tortoise and other special-
status species. The lead biologist shall be onsite during all fencing and ground disturbance 
activities throughout the construction phase. The lead biologist(s) shall have the right to halt 
all activities that are in violation of the desert tortoise or other special-status species 
protection measures. Work shall proceed only after hazards to desert tortoise or other 
special-status species are removed, the species are allowed to leave, or are removed (if 
allowed), and the species is no longer at risk. The lead biologist(s) shall have a copy of all the 
compliance measures in their possession while work is being conducted onsite. Construction 
activity may also be monitored by biological monitors under the lead biologist's supervision to 
ensure compliance with mitigation measures. 

If required during pre-construction clearance surveys or required monitoring efforts, the lead 
biologist(s) shall relocate common and special-status species that enter the proposed Project 
site; some special-status species may require specific permits prior to handling or have 
established protocols for relocation. Records of all detection, capture, and release shall be 
reported to CDFW. 

BIO-2 Environmental Awareness Training: Prior to initial ground disturbance, the Applicant shall 
submit proof to the City that all proposed Project personnel have attended an environmental 
awareness and compliance training program. The training program shall present the 
environmental regulations and applicable permit conditions that the proposed Project team 
shall comply with. The training program shall include applicable measures established for the 
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proposed Project to minimize impacts to water quality and avoid sensitive resources, 
habitats, and species. Subsequent training events shall be scheduled to support the training 
of new personnel. Dated sign-in sheets for attendees at these meetings shall be maintained 
and submitted to the City. 

BIO-3 Implement Best Management Practices: Prior to initial ground disturbance, the Applicant 
shall submit grading plans and specifications to the City, which indicate that the proposed 
Project shall implement the following BMPs: 

• Restrict non-essential equipment to the existing roadways and/or ruderal areas to avoid 
disturbance to native vegetation. 

• All excavation, steep-walled holes or trenches in excess of 6 inches in depth shall be 
covered at the close of each working day by plywood or similar materials or provided with 
one or more escape ramps constructed of earth dirt fill or wooden planks. Trenches shall 
also be inspected for entrapped wildlife each morning prior to onset of construction 
activities and immediately prior to covering with plywood at the end of each working day. 
Before such holes or trenches are filled, they shall be thoroughly inspected for entrapped 
wildlife. Any wildlife discovered shall be allowed to escape before construction activities 
are allowed to resume or removed from the trench or hole by a qualified biologist holding 
the appropriate permits (if required). 

• Minimize mechanical disturbance of soils to reduce impact of habitat manipulation on 
small mammals, reptiles, and amphibians. 

• Removal or disturbance of vegetation shall be minimized to the greatest extent feasible. 

• Installation and maintenance of appropriate erosion and sediment control measures as 
needed throughout the duration of work activities (refer to mitigation measures in Section 
3.10 (Hydrology and Water Quality) for additional information. 

• Implementation of a 15 miles per hour (MPH) speed limit within all proposed Project 
areas. 

• Vehicles shall not be driven or equipment operated in water covered or wetted portions of 
the stream channel or where riparian vegetation may be destroyed except as otherwise 
provided for in the permits/agreements from the CDFW, USACE, or Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (RWQCB). 

• No vehicles or equipment shall be refueled within 100 feet of an ephemeral drainage or 
wetland unless a bermed and lined refueling area is constructed. Spill kits shall be 
maintained onsite in sufficient quantity to accommodate at least three complete vehicle 
tank failures of 50 gallons each. Any vehicles driven or operated within or adjacent to 
drainages or wetlands shall be checked and maintained daily to prevent leaks of 
materials. 
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• The Applicant shall be required to construct all transmission facilities, towers, poles and 
lines in accordance with and comply with all policies set forth in the Suggested Practices 
for Raptor Protection on Power Lines: The State of the Art in 2006 (Avian Power Line 
Interaction Committee) and Reducing Avian Collisions with Power Lines: The State of the 
Art in 2012 (Avian Power Line Interaction Committee) to minimize avian electrocutions as 
a result of the construction of the proposed Project. Details of design components shall 
be indicated on all construction plans and measures to comply with Avian Power Line 
Interaction Committee policies and guidelines shall be detailed in a separate attachment, 
all of which shall be submitted with the construction permit application. The Applicant 
shall be required to monitor for new versions of the Avian Power Line Interaction 
Committee guidelines and update designs or implement new measures as needed during 
project construction provided these actions do not require the purchase of previously 
ordered transmission line structures.  

BIO-4 Nesting Bird Surveys and Avoidance Measures: Prior initial ground disturbance, the 
Applicant shall provide evidence to the City of the following. If initial site disturbance is 
scheduled to begin during the avian nesting season (February 15 through September 15; 
January 1 through August 15 for raptors), breeding and nesting bird surveys shall be 
conducted by a qualified biologist no more than 3 days prior to the start of site disturbance. 
The qualified biologist must be approved by the City prior to the commencement of surveys. If 
construction activities carry over into a second nesting season(s), the surveys shall be 
completed annually until the proposed Project is complete. Surveys shall be conducted within 
500 feet of all proposed Project activities. 

The Applicant shall coordinate with USFWS and/or CDFW if endangered or threatened 
species are observed. If breeding birds with active nests are found prior to or during 
construction, a qualified biological monitor shall establish a 300-foot buffer around the nest, 
and no activities shall be allowed within the buffer(s) until the young have fledged from the 
nest or the nest fails; initial buffers for nesting raptors shall be 500 feet; a buffer of 0.25 mile 
shall be used for nesting prairie falcon unless the line-of-sight from the edge of development 
is obscured as determined by a qualified ornithologist. The prescribed buffers for common 
species may be adjusted by the qualified biologist based on existing conditions around the 
nest, planned construction activities, tolerance of the species, and other pertinent factors; for 
example, buffers for common passerines, often found to be habituated to human activity, may 
be adjusted down to 25 - 50 feet depending on the disturbance tolerance of each specific 
species. Buffer adjustments for listed and/or other special-status species shall be done in 
coordination with the USFWS and CDFW as applicable. The qualified biologist shall conduct 
regular monitoring of the nest to determine success or failure and to ensure that proposed 
Project activities are not conducted within the buffer(s) until the nesting cycle is complete or 
the nest fails. 

BIO-5 Desert Tortoise and Mohave Ground Squirrel Protection Measures: If a desert tortoise or 
Mohave ground squirrel is found on the proposed Project site during pre-construction 
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clearance surveys, the animal shall be relocated by the lead biologist, pursuant to prior 
incidental take authorization, to the nearest suitable habitat that would not be affected by the 
proposed Project prior to the start of construction. Desert tortoise shall be moved in 
accordance with a Desert Tortoise Translocation Plan (DTRP) prepared for the Project.  

 Prior to the issuance of a grading permit or any ground disturbance the Applicant shall retain 
a qualified wildlife biologist to prepare a comprehensive DTRP to be administered during the 
construction and operation of the project for the purpose of avoiding and minimizing impacts 
to this species. The DTRP shall be submitted to the City of Adelanto for review and approval 
and shall be updated and utilized for eradication and monitoring after construction. The DTRP 
shall include, but not be limited to, the following: 

• Discussion of permanent Project fencing 

• Discussion on temporary construction fencing 

• Description of clearance surveys of permanent exclusion areas 

• Transportation and release procedures. 

• Schedule. 

• Translocation/relocation areas. 

• Monitoring and reporting. 

 If a desert tortoise or Mohave ground squirrel is found on the proposed Project site during the 
construction and decommissioning phases of the Project, all active construction or 
decommissioning activities shall cease in the vicinity of the animal. Work shall proceed only 
after the animal is allowed to leave the area and is no longer at risk, or the animal is relocated 
by the lead biologist in the same manner described above for desert tortoise and Mohave 
ground squirrel found during pre-construction clearance surveys.  

In both cases, the lead biologist shall contact USFWS and CDFW (as applicable depending 
on the listing status of the species) and the Applicant shall be consulted regarding any 
additional avoidance, minimization, or mitigation measures that may be necessary. A report 
shall be prepared by the lead biologist to document the activities of the desert tortoise or 
Mohave ground squirrel within the site; all fence construction, modification, and repair efforts; 
and compliance with other measures recommended by the agencies. This report shall be 
submitted to wildlife and resource agency representatives and the City. 

If a desert tortoise or Mohave ground squirrel is found on the proposed Project site during the 
operation and maintenance phase of the Project (when a lead biologist is not on site), all 
ground-disturbing operations and maintenance activities shall cease in the vicinity of the 
animal. The Applicant shall contact USFWS and CDFW (as applicable depending on the 
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listing status of each species) and confer with the agency(ies) regarding potential relocation 
of the animal and any additional avoidance, minimization, or mitigation measures that may be 
necessary. Work shall not resume in the vicinity of the animal until the relevant agencies 
have responded, and all recommended measures are taken. A report shall be prepared by 
the Applicant to document the activities of the desert tortoise or Mohave ground squirrel 
within the site; all fence construction, modification, and repair efforts; and compliance with 
other measures recommended by the agencies. This report shall be submitted to wildlife and 
resource agency representatives and the City. 

BIO-6 Compensation for Impacts to Desert Tortoise: Since the proposed Project site is outside 
of mapped critical desert tortoise habitat, the Applicant shall acquire, protect, and transfer 
one acre (0.4 ha) of offsite habitat for every one acre of permanent habitat removal and 0.5 
acre (0.2 ha) of offsite habitat for every one acre of mowed vegetation.; the Applicant shall 
also provide associated funding for the acquired lands as specified below. Habitat may be 
acquired through the purchase of credits through an established and approved mitigation 
bank (approved by the USFWS and/or CDFW depending in species focus) or, if 
compensation lands are acquired in fee title or in easement, the requirements for acquisition, 
initial improvement, and long-term management of compensation lands shall include all of the 
following: 

• Selection Criteria for Compensation Lands. The compensation lands selected for 
acquisition in fee title or in easement shall:  

o be within the Western Mojave Desert Recovery Unit, with the potential to contribute 
to desert tortoise habitat connectivity and build linkages between desert tortoise 
designated critical habitat, known populations of desert tortoise, or other preserve 
lands; 

o provide habitat for desert tortoise with capacity to regenerate naturally when 
disturbances are removed; 

o be prioritized near larger blocks of lands that are either already protected or planned 
for protection; or which could feasibly be protected over the long-term by a public 
resource agency or a nongovernmental organization dedicated to habitat 
preservation; 

o be connected to lands with desert tortoise habitat equal to or better quality than the 
proposed Project site, ideally with populations that are stable, recovering, or likely to 
recover; and 

o not have a history of intensive recreational use or other disturbance that does not 
have the capacity to regenerate naturally when disturbances are removed or might 
make habitat recovery and restoration infeasible. 
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If the acquired lands or mitigation credits for other species, such as burrowing owl or 
Mohave ground squirrel, can be managed to support desert tortoise, the proposed mitigation 
lands could be aggregated so the purchase of mitigation lands for one species could cover 
all or a portion of the mitigation requirements for the remaining species. Mitigation lands 
shall not already be public land.  

BIO-7 Burrowing Owl Protection Measures: The following measures shall be implemented during 
proposed Project construction, operation, and decommissioning with respect to burrowing 
owls: 

• The lead biologist(s) shall be onsite during all construction activities in suitable burrowing 
owl habitat. A qualified wildlife biologist (i.e., a wildlife biologist with previous burrowing 
owl survey experience) shall conduct pre-construction clearance surveys of the 
permanent and temporary impact areas to locate active breeding or wintering burrowing 
owl burrows no more than 30 days prior to construction or prior to any desert tortoise 
exclusion fencing installation per City of Adelanto Sustainable Plan requirements. The 
survey methodology shall be consistent with the methods outlined in the California 
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) Staff Report (CDFG 2012). Copies of the survey 
results shall be submitted to CDFW and the City. 

• If no burrowing owls are detected, no further mitigation is necessary. If burrowing owls 
are detected, no ground-disturbing activities, such as road construction or installation of 
solar arrays or ancillary facilities, shall be permitted except in accordance with the staff 
report or by written authorization of CDFW staff. Burrowing owls shall not be excluded 
from burrows unless or until a Burrowing Owl Exclusion Plan is developed by the lead 
biologist and approved by the applicable local CDFW office and submitted to the City. 
The plan shall adhere to the requirements set forth in the Burrowing Owl Mitigation Staff 
Report (CDFW 2012). 

• In accordance with the Burrowing Owl Exclusion Plan, a qualified wildlife biologist shall 
excavate burrows using hand tools. Sections of flexible plastic pipe or burlap bag shall be 
inserted into the tunnels during excavation to maintain an escape route for any animals 
inside the burrow. One-way doors shall be installed at the entrance to the active burrow 
and other potentially active burrows within 160 feet of the active burrow. Forty-eight hours 
after the installation of the one-way doors, the doors can be removed, and ground-
disturbing activities can proceed. Alternatively, burrows can be filled to prevent 
reoccupation. 

• During construction activities, monthly and final compliance reports shall be provided to 
CDFW, the City, and other applicable resource agencies documenting the effectiveness 
of mitigation measures and the level of burrowing owl take associated with the proposed 
Project.  
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BIO-8 Compensation for Impacts to Burrowing Owl: Should burrowing owls be found onsite, 
compensatory mitigation for lost breeding or wintering habitat shall be implemented onsite or 
offsite in accordance with Burrowing Owl Mitigation Staff Report guidance and in consultation 
with CDFW. At a minimum, the following recommendations shall be implemented: 

• Temporarily disturbed habitat shall be restored, if feasible, to pre-project conditions, 
including decompaction soil and revegetating. 

• Permanent impacts to nesting, occupied and satellite burrows, and burrowing owl habitat 
shall be mitigated such that the habitat acreage, number of burrows, and burrowing owl 
impacted are replaced at a 1:1 ratio based on a site-specific analysis that shall include 
the following: 

o Permanent conservation of similar vegetation communities to provide for burrowing 
owl nesting, foraging, wintering, and dispersal (i.e., during breeding and nonbreeding 
seasons) comparable to or better than that of the impact area, and with sufficiently 
large acreage, and presence of fossorial mammals. 

• Permanently protect mitigation lands through a conservation easement deeded to a 
nonprofit conservation organization or public agency with a conservation mission. If the 
proposed Project is located within the service area of a CDFW-approved burrowing owl 
conservation bank, the Applicant may purchase available burrowing owl conservation 
bank.  

If the acquired lands or mitigation credits for other species, such as desert tortoise or Mohave 
ground squirrel, can be managed to support burrowing owl, the proposed mitigation lands 
could be aggregated so that the purchase of mitigation lands for one species could cover all 
or a portion of the mitigation requirements for the remaining species. Mitigation lands shall 
not already be public land.  

BIO-9 Compensation for Impacts to Mohave Ground Squirrel: to mitigate potential impacts from 
construction, operation, and decommissioning of the proposed Project, the Applicant shall 
acquire habitat for Mohave ground squirrel or purchase credits through an approved 
mitigation bank based on the following ratios: 

1. Two acre (0.8 ha) of offsite habitat of equal or better quality shall be preserved for every 
one acre of permanently removed habitat a permitted biologist (the biologist must hold a 
CDFW Scientific Collection Permit and a current Mohave Ground Squirrel Memorandum 
of Understanding) mapped as “High” or Moderate” suitability.  

2. One acre of offsite habitat of equal or better quality shall be preserved for every one acre 
of permanently removed habitat a permitted biologist mapped as “Low” suitability. 

3. 0.5 acre of offsite habitat of equal or better quality shall be preserved for every one acre 
of mowed vegetation a permitted biologist mapped as “High” or “Moderate” suitability. 
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4. No acres of offsite habitat shall be preserved for acres of mowed vegetation a permitted 
biologist mapped as “Low” suitability. 

The selection criteria for compensation lands are the same as those presented above under 
Mitigation Measure BIO-6. 

If the acquired lands or mitigation credits for other species, such as burrowing owl or desert 
tortoise, can be managed to support Mohave ground squirrel, the proposed mitigation lands 
could be aggregated so that the purchase of mitigation lands for one species could cover all 
or a portion of the mitigation requirements for the remaining species. Mitigation lands shall 
not already be public land.  

BIO-10  Swainson’s Hawk Surveys and Compensation for Loss of Foraging Habitat: Per the 
City’s Comprehensive Sustainable Plan, Swainson’s hawk surveys shall be completed within 
1.0 mile of the Project site in areas of suitable nesting habitat by a qualified biologist in 
accordance with the survey period and schedule guidelines described in the CDFG staff 
report (2010). At a minimum, surveys will be conducted during the two survey periods 
immediately prior to Project initiation. If avoidance of a known nest tree within the proposed 
Project site is determined infeasible and the tree must be removed, the Applicant will obtain a 
Management Authorization from CDFW prior to removal, which could include conditions 
required to compensate for the removal of the nest tree. The Management Authorization will 
specify the acceptable timeframe for removal, generally October 1 through February 1. If 
Project-related activities that could cause nest abandonment or forced fledging will occur 
within 0.5 mi of an active nest between March 1 and September 15, a qualified biologist will 
monitor the nest daily for signs of abandonment. If it is determined the nest has been 
abandoned, the Applicant will fund the captive rearing and release of the abandoned young.  
An alternative project-related activity buffer of less than 0.5 mi from active nests could be 
used if agreed upon by the Applicant, the City, and the CDFW. 

If a nest is identified during surveys, impacts to foraging habitat will be mitigated by providing 
Habitat Management (HM) lands as described in the CDFG staff report (2010). Consistent 
with the City’s Comprehensive Sustainable Plan, the final acreage of HM lands provided will 
depend on the distance between the Project site and active nest and will be derived from the 
CDFW staff report (2010). If the acquired lands or mitigation credits for other species, such 
as desert tortoise or Mohave ground squirrel, can be managed to support foraging and/or 
nesting habitat for Swainson’s hawk, the proposed mitigation lands could be aggregated so 
that the purchase of mitigation lands for one species could cover all or a portion of the 
mitigation requirements for the remaining species. Mitigation lands shall not already be public 
land. 

BIO-11  Weed Control Plan: Prepare and implement a Weed Control Plan. Prior to the issuance of a 
grading permit or any ground disturbance the Applicant shall retain a qualified restoration  
ecologist or biologist to prepare a comprehensive adaptive Weed Control Plan (WCP) to be 
administered during the construction and operation of the project for the purpose of invasive 
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weed abatement. The WCP shall be submitted to the City of Adelanto for review and 
approval and shall be updated and utilized for eradication and monitoring after construction. 
The WCP shall include, but not be limited to, the following: 

1. Conduct a pre‐construction survey for weeds in all areas proposed ground‐disturbing 
activity, including, but not limited to, solar panel footing preparation and construction areas, 
assembly yards, access roads, and areas subject to grading for new or improved access 
roads. Weed populations that are rated high or moderate for negative ecological impact in the 
California Invasive Plant Inventory Database shall be mapped and described according to 
density and area covered. Areas identified to have weed infestations shall be treated prior to 
ground disturbance according to control methods detailed below and Best Management 
Practices for invasive weed populations. 

2. Weed control treatments shall include all legally permitted herbicide, manual, and 
mechanical methods approved for application. The application of herbicides shall be in 
compliance with all state and federal laws and regulations under the prescription of a Pest 
Control Advisor (PCA), where concurrence has been provided by the City of Adelanto, and 
implemented by a Licensed Qualified Applicator. Herbicides shall not be applied during or 
within 72 hours of a scheduled rain event. Where manual and/or mechanical methods are 
used, disposal of the plant debris will take place at an appropriate offsite location. The timing 
of the weed control treatment shall be determined for each plant species with the goal of 
controlling populations before they start producing seeds. Consultation with a City qualified 
wildlife biologist or botanist shall be required prior to weed control treatments with the intent 
of avoiding any adverse impacts to plants and wildlife in the area.  

For the preconstruction and construction of the project, measures to control the introduction and 
spread of noxious weeds in the project work area shall be taken as follows: 

1.  Surveying for new invasive weed populations and the monitoring of identified and treated 
populations shall be required at all sites impacted by construction (array structures, staging 
areas, etc.), including access roads disturbed during the project from the time that ground 
disturbance begins. Surveying and monitoring for weed infestations shall occur annually. 
Treatment of all identified weed populations shall occur at a minimum of once annually. When 
no new seedlings or re‐sprouts are observed at treated sites for three consecutive, normal 
rainfall years, the weed population can be considered eradicated and weed control efforts 
may cease for that impact site. 

Weed control efforts shall be timed annually to reduce noxious weed seed production, by 
conducting activities when flowering has just started, but before seeds have been produced. 
All plant debris shall be disposed of at an approved location. Weed control efforts shall 
commence in early spring (February), as indicated annually by a qualified restoration 
ecologist or biologist. 
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2. During project preconstruction and construction, all seeds and straw materials shall be 
weed‐free rice straw, and all gravel and fill material shall be certified weed free by the County 
of San Bernardino Agriculture Commissioners’ Offices. Any deviation from this will be 
approved by the City of Adelanto. All plant materials used during restoration shall be native, 
certified weed‐free, and approved by the City of Adelanto. 

3. During project preconstruction and construction, vehicles and all equipment shall be 
washed (including wheels, undercarriages, and bumpers) before and after entering the 
project area. Vehicles shall be cleaned at existing construction yards or legally operating car 
washes. The Applicant shall document that all vehicles have been washed prior to 
commencing project work. In addition, tools such as chainsaws, hand clippers, pruners, etc. 
shall be washed before and after entering all Project work areas. All washing shall take place 
where rinse water is collected and disposed of in either a sanitary sewer or landfill, unless 
otherwise approved by the City of Adelanto. A written daily log shall be kept for all 
vehicle/equipment/tool washing that states the date, time, location, type of equipment 
washed, methods used, and staff present. The log shall include the signature of a responsible 
staff member. Logs shall be available to the City of Adelanto for inspection at any time and 
shall be submitted to the City of Adelanto on a monthly basis. 

4. During project operation and maintenance activities, clear and dispose of weeds in 
assembly yards, array footprints, access roads, staging areas, and any other disturbance 
areas in an approved method. 

BIO-12 Kit Fox and Badger Management Plan: Prepare and implement a kit fox and badger 
management plan. Prior to the issuance of a grading permit or any ground disturbance the 
Applicant shall retain a qualified wildlife biologist to prepare a comprehensive Kit Fox and 
Badger Management Plan (KFBMP) to be administered during the construction and operation 
of the project for the purpose of avoiding and minimizing impacts to these species. The 
KFBMP shall be submitted to the City of Adelanto for review and approval and shall be 
updated as needed for monitoring after construction. The KFBMP shall include, but not be 
limited to, the following: 

• Methods and guidance for focused pre-construction surveys. 

• Procedures for active den and burrow monitoring. 

• Details on excavation protocols for inactive or unoccupied dens. 

• Passive relocation methodology. 

• Canine distemper virus preventative measures 

• Protocols for trapped, sick, injured, or dead desert kit foxes and American badgers 

• Information on on-site materials storage procedures. 
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• Trash abatement program. 

• Trenching guidelines. 

BIO-13 Raven Management Plan: Prepare and implement a raven management plan. Prior to the 
issuance of a grading permit or any ground disturbance the Applicant shall retain a qualified 
biologist to prepare a comprehensive Raven Management Plan (RMP) to be administered 
during the construction and operation of the project for the purpose of eliminating or 
minimizing the availability of subsidies (i.e., human-provided organic refuse and food, open 
water sources, perch sites, roost sites, and nest sites) and the potential for common ravens 
to occupy the Project site and potentially prey on special-status wildlife. The RMP shall be 
submitted to the City of Adelanto for review and approval and shall be updated and utilized as 
needed for monitoring after construction. The RMP shall include, but not be limited to, the 
following: 

• Information on Raven Biology/History (e.g., historical presence, roosting/nesting/perching 
behavior, etc.) 

• Baseline/population data for the proposed Project area. 

• Management Practices (e.g., trash abatement procedures, on-site speed limits, 
management of excess surface water, etc.) 

• Adaptive management procedures. 

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

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. 

Special-status natural communities are defined by CDFG (2009) as, “...communities that are of limited 
distribution statewide or within a county or region and are often vulnerable to environmental effects of 
projects.” All vegetation within the state is ranked with an “S” rank; however, only those that are of special 
concern (S1-S3 rank) are generally evaluated under CEQA. Based on this ranking, one sensitive natural 
community, Joshua tree woodland, occurs within the proposed Project site.  

Table 10 identifies the potential impacts to vegetation communities that are expected to occur from 
proposed Project implementation. For calculation purposes, the impacts detailed below include the 
maximum impact, per habitat type, for the various gen-tie routes; actual impact acreage may be less 
depending on the chosen route. 
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Table 9: Summary of Vegetation and Land Cover Type Impacts 

Vegetation Community Global 
Rank 

State 
Rank 

Acres within the 
proposed Project 
site 

Maximum acres 
within the proposed 
Project 

Creosote Bush-White Bursage Scrub 
Lareea tridentate-Ambrosia dumosa 
Shrubland Alliance 

G5 S5 588.86 582.70 

Allscale Scrub 
Aitriplex polycarpa Shrubland Alliance 

G4 S4 410.68 410.68 

Creosote Bush Scrub 
Larrea tridentate Shrubland Alliance G5 S5 132.93 132.93 

Joshua Tree Woodland 
Yucca brevifolia Woodland Alliance G4 S3.2 53.26 49.21 

White Bursage Scrub 
Ambrosia dumosa Shrubland Alliance G5 S5 32.23 32.06 

Developed/Disturbed N/A N/A 59.68 25.10 

Fourwing Saltbrush Scrub 
Atriplex canescens Shrubland Alliance G5 S4 9.39 9.39 

Nevada Joint Fir Scrub 
Ephedra nevadensis Shrubland Alliance G5 S4 3.05 3.05 

Mojave-Sonoran Desert Dunes 
Dicoria canescens – Abroia villosa – 
Panicum urvilleanum Sparsely 
Vegetated Alliance 
 

G4 S3.2 1.60 1.60 

Rubber Rabbitbrush Scrub 
Ericameria nauseosa Shrubland 
Alliance 

G5 S5 0.35 0.35 

Red Brome or Mediterranean Grass 
Grasslands 
Bromus rubens – Schismus (arabicus, 
barbatus) 
Herbaceous Semi-Natural Alliance 

N/A N/A 2.30 2.30 

Note: 
* Includes solar site and maximum impact, per habitat type, for all of the proposed gen-tie routes. 

 

  

Construction of the proposed Project would remove vegetation, alter soil conditions, and have the 
potential to result in the loss of native seed banks within portions of the proposed Project site. 
Construction activities could also result in the spread of noxious weeds within the proposed Project site 
and adjacent habitats. During O&M of the proposed Project, impacts would occur during routine 
maintenance activities and could include trampling or crushing of native vegetation by foot traffic, 
alterations in topography and hydrology, increased erosion and sedimentation, and the introduction of 
non-native, invasive plants due to increased human presence on foot or equipment.  
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Mitigation Measure BIO-14 below includes mitigation for the impacts to Joshua tree at the proposed 
Project site. In addition, BIO-1, BIO-2, and BIO-3 would provide for onsite biological monitoring, require 
environmental awareness training for all project personnel, and require implementation of BMPs (i.e., 
establishment of construction exclusion zones). Implementation of these measures would ensure that 
potential impacts to sensitive habitats are reduced to a less than significant level during the construction 
phase, operations phase, and the decommissioning phase. 

Mitigation Measures 

BIO-1: Wildlife Pre-Construction Clearance Surveys and Biological Monitoring 

BIO-2: Environmental Awareness Training 

BIO-3: Implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) 

BIO-14: Joshua Tree Surveys and Compensation for Specimen Tree Removal: Prior to any 
ground disturbing activities, the Applicant shall have a qualified biologist quantify and 
document the location of all “specimen” Joshua trees, as defined in San Bernardino County 
Development Code 88.01, within the proposed Project site. Specimen Joshua trees shall 
meet one or more of the following criteria: 1) a circumference measurement equal to or 
greater than 50 inches measured at 4.5 ft above natural grade; 2) total tree height of 15 feet 
or greater; 3) tree possesses a bark-like trunk; and 4) a cluster of 10 or more individual trees, 
of any size, growing in close proximity to each other. Survey results, maps, and 
accompanying photographs of all specimen trees identified within the proposed Project site 
will be submitted to the City. For all specimen trees that cannot be avoided, the Applicant will 
provide compensatory off-site mitigation at a ratio of 1:1 to protect an equivalent number of 
specimen trees in perpetuity. The final acreage of mitigation land acquired to compensate for 
specimen tree removal will depend on the density of specimen trees on the mitigation land. If 
the acquired lands for other species, such as desert tortoise, Mohave ground squirrel, or 
Swainson’s hawk, can be managed to also protect specimen Joshua trees, the proposed 
mitigation lands could be aggregated so that the acquisition of mitigation lands for one 
species could cover all or a portion of the mitigation requirements for the remaining species. 
Mitigation lands shall not already be public land. 

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands (including, but not limited 
to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other 
means? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. 

The proposed Project area contains USACE non-wetland (ephemeral desert washes) WOTUS and 
CDFW jurisdictional waters. No portion of the proposed Project area meets the three criteria for federal 
wetlands (dominance of hydrophytic vegetation, evidence of wetland hydrology, and hydric soils), and no 
surface water was present during the survey. Impacts to jurisdictional waters from construction of the 
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proposed Project are detailed below. For calculation purposes, the impacts detailed below conservatively 
reflect the maximum potential impact, per jurisdiction type, for the various gen-tie routes and full site build-
out. Actual impact acreage may be less depending on the chosen gen-tie route and site configuration, 
which may be refined through coordination with USACE, RWQCB, and CDFW during the regulatory 
permitting processes (as described below). 

• Following an assessment of hydrology, soil characteristics, vegetation, and the limits of the 
OHWM, the proposed Project would impact a maximum of approximately 0.98 acre (all within the 
PV solar project site) of non-wetland WOTUS out of the 1.21 acres within the JDSA, subject to 
USACE verification. 

• Following an assessment of hydrology, the presence of bed and bank, and the extent of desert 
wash associated vegetation, a total of approximately 10.98 acres (10.72 acres on the PV solar 
project site and a maximum impact of 0.26 acres within the proposed gen-tie routes) of CDFW 
jurisdictional waters would be impacted by the proposed Project out of the 16.57 acres within the 
JDSA. 

The importance of intermittent and ephemeral streams to wildlife in arid environments is well known 
(Leidy et al. 2008). Ephemeral drainages, such as the desert washes and playas within the proposed 
Project site, provide unique habitat that is distinct from the surrounding uplands, providing more 
continuous vegetation cover and microtopographic diversity than the surrounding uplands. Ephemeral 
and intermittent streams in the arid west provide important habitat for wildlife and are responsible for 
much of the biotic diversity (Levick et al. 2008). They have higher moisture content and provide shade 
and cooler temperatures within the channel. In cases where the habitat is distinct in species composition, 
structure, or density, wash communities would provide habitat values not available in the adjacent 
uplands. Direct impacts to WOTUS and CDFW jurisdictional waters would include the removal of native 
vegetation, the discharge of fill, degradation of water quality, and increased erosion and sediment 
transport. Potential indirect impacts could include alterations to the existing topographical and 
hydrological conditions and the introduction of non-native and invasive plant species.  

Proposed Project-related impacts to jurisdictional waters could be considered significant. As required by 
law, however, the Applicant would comply with state and federal regulations regarding conducting 
proposed Project activities in water courses and habitats under the jurisdiction of the CDFW and USACE. 
In compliance with state and federal regulations, the Applicant would obtain permits pursuant to Sections 
401 and 404 of the Clean Water Act, and Fish and Game Code Section 1600 et seq. to the extent 
required by the Project. The RWQCB published new regulations governing the protection of wetlands and 
state waters on May 28, 2020. However, these regulations do not apply to an aquatic features within the 
proposed Project site as none of the identified features meet the wetland criteria/definition. 

Obtaining the required regulatory permits, in conjunction with worker environmental awareness training 
(BIO-2) and best management practices (BIO-3) would ensure that potential impacts to jurisdictional 
features are reduced to a less than significant level during the construction phase, operations phase, and 
the decommissioning phase  
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Mitigation Measures  

BIO-1 Wildlife Pre-Construction Surveys and Biological Monitoring 

BIO-2 Environmental Awareness Training 

BIO-3 Implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) 

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? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. 

Wildlife movement corridors are defined on both a regional and on a local scale. Regionally, the proposed 
Project lies within a large area between the San Gabriel Mountains and Edwards Air Force Base, two 
core habitat blocks (i.e., movement corridors). According to the analysis in A Linkage Network for the 
California Deserts, there are three low-cost corridors for American badger to the north, east, and west of 
the proposed Project and one low-cost corridor for desert kit fox and desert tortoise to the north of the 
proposed Project (Penrod et.al. 2012). The proposed Project is centrally located among these corridors 
but is not within or adjacent to any of them. The Desert Renewable Energy Conservation Plan (DRECP) 
Gateway shows that the majority of the Project site occurs on lands with mostly low to very low terrestrial 
landscape intactness; some areas in the northern portions of the Project site were ranked as moderately 
low (2020). The lower the ranking the higher the disturbance from anthropogenic sources; therefore, most 
of the project site has been mapped as highly disturbed. 

This region of the Mojave Desert is generally open but fragmented by development to the south. This 
development forms barriers to movement and includes infrastructure such as highways, housing 
developments, and a few solar facilities. These barriers inhibit the movement of some species that have 
limited home ranges or low dispersal ability and may reduce the movement of wide-ranging species such 
as American badger, desert kit fox, and coyote (Canis latrans).  

On a local basis, the proposed Project site currently provides unrestricted wildlife movement as there are 
no fences or other obstructions to wildlife passage. Migratory birds may use the proposed Project site and 
vicinity for breeding, nesting, and foraging, or as transient rest sites during migration flights. Desert kit fox, 
American badger, and coyote may travel across the proposed Project site in search of food and to access 
higher-quality habitat in the area for food, mates, and refuge. 

Construction of the proposed Project is not expected to result in substantial adverse impacts to wildlife 
movement on a regional scale. The proposed Project will incorporate wildlife-friendly fencing design 
features in accordance with the Project’s Incidental Take Permit. Within fenced portions of the proposed 
Project site that occur in the 100-year flood plain, flow-through fencing will be used that will allow for 
passage of larger debris and subsequently allow for wildlife passage. On a local scale, the proposed 
Project may displace some species or restrict movement for species with low dispersal abilities such as 
desert tortoise; there are no known native wildlife nursery sites within the Project area. Direct impacts of 
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the proposed Project would include the placement of physical structures such as battery storage facilities, 
fencing, or other facilities that block or impede movement. Ground-disturbing activity, including solar array 
installation and construction, grading of new access roads, and use or improvement of existing access 
roads, would also be expected to interfere with terrestrial wildlife movement during construction. 
Construction may also affect wildlife in adjacent habitats by interfering with movement patterns or causing 
animals to temporarily avoid areas adjacent to the construction zone. More mobile species, such as birds 
and larger mammals, would likely disperse into adjacent habitat areas during the land clearing and 
grading phases associated with solar array installation. Implementation of mitigation measures BIO-1 
through BIO-3 would provide for biological monitoring, environmental awareness training, and BMPs to 
minimize barriers to wildlife during construction of the proposed Project. Although species would be 
disrupted during certain activities, with implementation of the above mitigation measures, impacts to 
migratory corridors from the proposed Project would be reduced to a less than significant level during the 
construction phase, operations phase, and the decommissioning phase. 

Mitigation Measures 

BIO-1  Wildlife Pre-Construction Surveys and Biological Monitoring  

BIO-2 Environmental Awareness Training 

BIO-3  Best Management Practices 

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

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. 

The Adelanto North 2035 Comprehensive Sustainable Plan contains the City’s goals, objectives, 
policies, and specific actions that provide the framework for achieving the community’s long-term vision 
(Adelanto 2014). The plan was adopted on August 27, 2014 and includes the following elements or 
plans: land use and community design, economic development, mobility, parks and recreation, open 
space conservation, public facilities and infrastructure, and public health and safety. The section of the 
plan on open space and conservation specifies goals, policies, and programs related to biological 
resources. Goals and policies that relate to biological resources at, around, and relevant to the 
proposed Project are listed below.  

Goal OS 2: Open spaces, sensitive biological resources, native habitat, and vegetation communities 
that support wildlife species are identified, protected, and restored. 

Policy OS 2.3: Ensure that new development and major transportation projects minimize 
encroachment into sensitive desert habitats and minimize direct or indirect impact to sensitive 
biological resources while optimizing the potential for mitigation. 

Meeting the goals and policies of the Open Space and Conservation Element of the Adelanto North 
2035 Comprehensive Sustainable Plan is achieved through compliance with requirements set forth in 
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detailed implementing programs specific to individual species and/or specific survey requirements. 
Requirements in each of the implementing programs applicable to the proposed Project have either 
been completed to support the CEQA process or incorporated into proposed mitigation measures to 
reduce impacts to biological resources. Dates of completion (if already completed to support the CEQA 
process) of applicable proposed mitigation measures are listed beside each of the applicable 
implementing programs listed below.  

Implementing Programs 

• Program OS-21 Biological Assessments (Completed in early 2019) 

• Program OS-22 Desert Tortoise Protection (Mitigation Measures BIO-5 [Desert Tortoise and Mohave 
Ground Squirrel Protection Measures] and BIO-6 [Compensation for Impacts to Desert Tortoise]) 

• Program OS-23 Swainson’s Hawks Protection (mitigation measure BIO-10 [Swainson’s Hawk 
Surveys and Compensation for Loss of Foraging Habitat]) 

• Program OS-24 Burrowing Owl Protection (mitigation measures BIO-7 [Burrowing Owl Protection 
Measures] and BIO-8 [Compensation for Impacts to Burrowing Owl]) 

• Program OS-25 Habitat Suitability (suitability assessment completed spring/summer 2019, mitigation 
measures BIO-1 [Wildlife Pre-Construction Clearance Surveys and Biological Monitoring], BIO-2 
[Environmental Awareness Training], BIO-3 [Implement Best Management Practices, BIO-4 [Nesting 
Bird Surveys and Avoidance Measures], and BIO-5 [Desert Tortoise and Mohave Ground Squirrel 
Protection Measures]) 

• Program OS-26 Nest Surveys (mitigation measure BIO-4 [Nesting Bird Surveys and Avoidance 
Measures]) 

• Program OS-27 Special-Status Plant Species Surveys (completed spring/summer 2019) 

The Applicant has already completed some requirements set forth in the above implementing programs 
or have incorporated requirements into proposed mitigation measures. Implementation of the above 
measures to address other potential impacts would also serve to prevent conflicts with local policies or 
ordinances protecting biological resources during the construction phase, operations phase, and the 
decommissioning phase.  

Mitigation Measures 

BIO-1  Wildlife Pre-Construction Surveys and Biological Monitoring  

BIO-2 Environmental Awareness Training 

BIO-3  Best Management Practices 

BIO-4 Nesting Bird Surveys and Avoidance Measures 
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BIO-5 Desert Tortoise and Mohave Ground Squirrel Protection Measures 

BIO-6 Compensation for Impacts to Desert Tortoise 

BIO-7 Burrowing Owl Protection Measures 

BIO-8 Compensation for Impacts to Burrowing Owl 

BIO-9 Compensation for Impacts to Mohave Ground Squirrel 

BIO-10 Swainson’s Hawk Surveys and Compensation for Loss of Foraging Habitat 

BIO-14 Joshua Tree Preservation Plan 

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? 

No Impact. 

All applicable adopted habitat conservation plans, natural community conservation plans, or other 
conservation plans have been reviewed for consistency with the proposed Project. The review found that 
the City is a collaborator and participant in the West Mojave Plan Habitat Conservation Plan (WMPHCP) 
in reference to the following species:  

• Burrowing owl: Requirements in the WMPHCP specific to measures for burrowing owl within the City 
include survey requirements, eviction or relocation of owls, and reporting information. These 
requirements are met or exceeded with the mitigation measures detailed above for the proposed 
Project and include BIO-7 (Burrowing Owl Protection Measures) and BIO-8 (Compensation for 
Impacts to Burrowing Owl). 

• Desert Tortoise: Portions of the WMPHCP in reference to desert tortoise within the City and 
applicable to the proposed Project include guidance for utility construction and maintenance and 
survey protocols/methods. Mitigation measures for the proposed Project, including BIO-5 (Desert 
Tortoise and Mohave Ground Squirrel Protection Measures) and BIO-6 (Compensation for Impacts to 
Desert Tortoise) include survey requirements that meet or exceed those detailed in the WMPHCP 
and provide for protection measures during construction.  

• Ferruginous Hawk: Although not expected to occur within the proposed Project area, as a participant 
in the WMPHCP, the City is responsible for implementing measures related to Ferruginous hawk 
(Buteo Regalis). These include raptor-safe electrical distribution lines and retrofitting problem poles. 
The proposed Project would comply with these items through the implementation of mitigation 
measure BIO-3 (Implement Best Management Practices), which requires the Applicant to construct all 
transmission facilities, towers, poles, and lines in accordance with and in compliance with all policies 
set forth in the Suggested Practices for Raptor Protection on Power Lines: The State of the Art in 
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2006 (Avian Power Line Interaction Committee) and Reducing Avian Collisions with Power Lines: The 
State of the Art in 2012 (Avian Power Line Interaction Committee). 

• Mohave Ground Squirrel: Portions of the WMPHCP in reference to Mohave ground squirrel within the 
City and applicable to the proposed Project include guidance for take/avoidance measures and 
survey protocols/methods. Mitigation measures for the proposed Project, including BIO-5 (Desert 
Tortoise and Mohave Ground Squirrel Protection Measures) and BIO-9 (Compensation for Impacts to 
Mohave Ground Squirrel), include survey requirements that meet or exceed those detailed in the 
WMPHCP and provide for avoidance/protection measures during construction. 

• Prairie Falcon: Although suitable nesting habitat does not occur within the proposed Project area, the 
City is required to comply with measures outlined in the WMPHCP pertaining to nest buffers. These 
requirements are detailed in mitigation measure BIO-4 (Nesting Bird Surveys and Avoidance 
Measures) for the proposed Project. 

Requirements in the WMPHCP for the City that are specific to the species noted above are met or 
exceeded by mitigation measures presented for the proposed Project. Therefore, the proposed Project 
would not conflict with any conservation plan, and there would be no impact during the construction 
phase, operations phase, and the decommissioning phase. 

Cumulative Impacts 

Based on the analysis presented above, significant direct or construction related impacts to special-status 
plants and wildlife, and jurisdictional waters are not expected to occur or have been mitigated to less than 
significant levels. Operational impacts would not result in additional significant impacts. There are no 
known bird or bat migratory corridors that would be directly impeded by the proposed Project. Large 
concentrations of migrants are not known to utilize any specific portion of the proposed Project site and 
construction and O&M activities are not expected to preclude use of the area. Migrating birds would have 
access to suitable habitat within the adjacent areas. Although species would be disrupted during certain 
activities impacts to migratory corridors from the proposed Project would not be significant. Impacts to 
sensitive wildlife, sensitive plants, jurisdictional waters and wildlife corridors, when combined with past, 
present, and probable future projects, would not be cumulatively considerable. 

However, the proposed Project would result in direct impacts to native vegetation known to support-
special status plants and wildlife. Although impacts to native habitat, resulting from the proposed Project, 
would be mitigated to less than significant levels, the overall loss of these communities within California, 
and their suitability to support several special- status species, the loss of this habitat when combined with 
past, present, and probable future projects could be a cumulatively significant impact if not mitigated.  

Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-14 would reduce the proposed Project’s 
contribution of cumulative impacts. These measures include worker education describing the sensitive 
biological resources that occur on the proposed Project site, implementation of BMPs to minimize and 
avoid impacts, pre-construction surveys, nesting bird buffer protocols, conducting biological monitoring 
during ground-disturbing and other construction-related activities, and providing habitat mitigation for 
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certain plant and wildlife species to offset habitat loss. Implementation of these mitigation measures and 
others would reduce the proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative impacts such that they would not 
be cumulatively considerable. 
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3.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

3.5.1 Setting 

In July 2019, BCR Consulting (BCR) under contract to the Applicant completed a Phase I Cultural 
Resources Assessment of the Project which included a records review and archaeological field survey. 
Prior to conducting fieldwork, on January 7, 2019, BCR conducted a records search at the South Central 
Coastal Information Center (SCCIC) of the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS). 
This archival research reviewed the status of all recorded historic and prehistoric cultural resources and 
survey and excavation reports completed within one mile of the current Project. Additional resources 
reviewed included the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), the California Register of Historical 
Resources (CRHR), and documents and inventories published by the California Office of Historic 
Preservation. These included the lists of California Historical Landmarks, California Points of Historical 
Interest, Listing of National Register Properties, and the Inventory of Historic Structures. 

The records search revealed that 34 cultural resource studies and 32 cultural resources were recorded 
within one mile of the Project site. Of the previous studies, 15 assessed portions of the Project site, and 
three cultural resources (all prehistoric lithic scatters) were recorded within the Project boundaries.   

BCR’s field investigation resulted in the identification of 65 cultural resources, including seven historic-
period archaeological sites, 15 prehistoric archaeological sites, one multi-component site, and 42 isolated 
artifacts (two historic-period and 40 prehistoric). BCR was then contracted to evaluate the finds for 
inclusion in the NRHP and CRHR based on a site testing and evaluation plan drafted in consultation with 
representatives of San Manuel Band of Mission Indians, the Morongo Band of Mission Indians, and the 
City of Adelanto.  

Following completion of the testing program, BCR recommended that eight of the prehistoric sites within 
the Project area, all lithic scatters, are eligible for CRHR listing, while the remaining sites and 42 isolated 
finds initially recorded were not significant. 

The cultural setting of the Mojave Desert can generally be organized into Prehistoric, Ethnographic, and 
Historic periods. 

Prehistory 

The prehistoric cultural setting of the Mojave Desert has been organized into many chronological 
frameworks (see Warren and Crabtree 1986; Bettinger and Taylor 1974; Lanning 1963; Hunt 1960; 
Wallace 1958, 1962, 1977; Wallace and Taylor 1978; Campbell and Campbell 1935), although there is no 
definitive sequence for the region. Generally, the prehistoric period in the area is grouped into the 
following sub-divisions (from BCR 2019): 

Paleoindian (12,000 to 10,000 BP) and Lake Mojave (10,000 to 7,000 BP) Periods. 
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Climatic warming characterizes the transition from the Paleoindian Period to the Lake Mojave Period. This 
transition also marks the end of Pleistocene Epoch and ushers in the Holocene. The Paleoindian Period 
has been loosely defined by isolated fluted (such as Clovis) projectile points, dated by their association 
with similar artifacts discovered in-situ in the Great Plains (Sutton 1996:227-228). 

Pinto Period (7,000 to 4,000 BP).  

The Pinto Period has been largely characterized by desiccation of the Mojave. As formerly rich lacustrine 
environments began to disappear, the artifact record reveals more sporadic occupation of the Mojave, 
indicating occupants’ recession into the cooler and more moist fringes (Warren 1984). Pinto Period sites 
are rare and are characterized by surface manifestations that usually lack significant in-situ remains. 
Artifacts from this era include Pinto projectile points and a flake industry similar to the Lake Mojave tool 
complex (Warren 1984), though use of Pinto projectile points as an index artifact for the era has been 
disputed (see Schroth 1994). Milling stones have also occasionally been associated with sites of this 
period (Warren 1984). 

Gypsum Period. (4,000 to 1,500 BP).  

A temporary return to moister conditions during the Gypsum Period is postulated to have encouraged 
technological diversification afforded by the relative abundance of resources (Warren 1984:419-420; 
Warren and Crabtree 1986:189). Lacustrine environments reappear and begin to be exploited during this 
era (Shutler 1961, 1968). Concurrently a more diverse artifact assemblage reflects intensified reliance on 
plant resources. The new artifacts include milling stones, mortars, pestles, and a proliferation of Humboldt 
Concave Base, Gypsum Cave, Elko Eared, and Elko Corner- notched dart points (Warren 1984; Warren 
and Crabtree 1986). 

Saratoga Springs Period (1,500 to 800 BP).  

During the Saratoga Springs Period regional cultural diversifications of Gypsum Period developments are 
evident within the Mojave. Basketmaker III (Anasazi) pottery appears during this period and has been 
associated with turquoise mining in the eastern Mojave Desert (Warren and Crabtree 1986:191). 
Influences from Patayan/Yuman assemblages are apparent in the southern Mojave and include buff and 
brown wares often associated with Cottonwood and Desert Side-notched projectile points (Warren 
1984:423). Obsidian becomes more commonly used throughout the Mojave and characteristic artifacts of 
the period include milling stones, mortars, pestles, ceramics, and ornamental and ritual objects. More 
structured settlement patterns are evidenced by the presence of large villages, and three types of 
identifiable archaeological sites (major habitation, temporary camps, and processing stations) emerge 
(McGuire and Hall 1988). Diversity of resource exploitation continues to expand, indicating a much more 
generalized, somewhat less mobile subsistence strategy. 

Shoshonean Period (800 BP to Contact).  

The Shoshonean period is the first to benefit from contact-era ethnography –as well as be subject to its 
inherent biases. Interviews of living informants allowed anthropologists to match artifact assemblages and 
particular traditions with linguistic groups and plot them geographically (see Kroeber 1925; Gifford 1918; 
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Strong 1929). During the Shoshonean Period continued diversification of site assemblages, and reduced 
Anasazi influence both coincide with the expansion of Numic (Uto-Aztecan language family) speakers 
across the Great Basin, Takic (Uto-Aztecan language family) speakers into southern California, and the 
Hopi across the Southwest (Sutton 1996). Hunting and gathering continued to diversify, and the 
diagnostic arrow points include desert side-notch and cottonwood triangular. Ceramics continue to 
proliferate, though are more common in the southern Mojave during this period (Warren and Crabtree 
1986). Trade routes have become well established across the Mojave, particularly the Mojave Trail, which 
transported goods and news across the desert via the Mojave River. Trade in the western Mojave was 
more closely related to coastal groups. 

Ethnography 

Serrano.  

The Uto-Aztecan “Serrano” people occupied the western Mojave Desert periphery. Kroeber (1925) 
applied the generic term “Serrano” to four groups, each with distinct territories: the Kitanemuk, Tataviam, 
Vanyume, and Serrano. Only one group, in the San Bernardino Mountains and West-Central Mojave 
Desert, ethnically claims the term Serrano. "The Serrano resided in an area that extended east of the 
Cajon Pass, located in the San Bernardino Mountains, to Twenty-nine Palms, the north foothills of the 
San Bernardino Mountains and south to include portions of the Yucaipa Valley" (Bean and Smith 
1978:570). Both the Serrano and Cahuilla utilized the western Mojave region seasonally. 

History 

Historic-era California is generally divided into three periods: the Spanish or Mission Period (1769 to 
1821), the Mexican or Rancho Period (1821 to 1848), and the American Period (1848 to present). 

Spanish Period.  

The first European to pass through the area is thought to be a Spaniard called Father Francisco Garces. 
Having become familiar with the area, Garces acted as a guide to Juan Bautista de Anza, who had been 
commissioned to lead a group across the desert from a Spanish outpost in Arizona to set up quarters at 
the Mission San Gabriel in 1771 near what today is Pasadena (Beck and Haase 1974). Garces was 
followed by Alta California Governor Pedro Fages, who briefly explored the region in 1772. Searching for 
San Diego Presidio deserters, Fages had traveled through Riverside to San Bernardino, crossed over the 
mountains into the Mojave Desert, and then journeyed westward to the San Joaquin Valley (Beck and 
Haase 1974). 

Mexican Period.  

In 1821, Mexico overthrew Spanish rule and the missions became property of the Mexican government. 
By 1833, the Mexico passed the Secularization Act, and the missions, reorganized as parish churches, 
lost their vast land holdings, and released their neophytes (Beattie and Beattie 1974). 
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American Period.  

The American Period, 1848–Present, began with the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo. In 1850, California 
was accepted into the Union of the United States primarily due to the population increase created by the 
Gold Rush of 1849. The cattle industry reached its greatest prosperity during the first years of the 
American Period. Mexican Period land grants had created large pastoral estates in California, and 
demand for beef during the Gold Rush led to a cattle boom that lasted from 1849–1855. However, 
beginning about 1855, the demand for beef began to decline due to imports of sheep from New Mexico 
and cattle from the Mississippi and Missouri Valleys. When the beef market collapsed, many California 
ranchers lost their ranchos through foreclosure. A series of disastrous floods in 1861–1862, followed by a 
significant drought further diminished the economic impact of local ranching. This decline combined with 
ubiquitous agricultural and real estate developments of the late 19th century, set the stage for diversified 
economic pursuits that have continued to proliferate to this day (ibid.; Cleland 1941). 

Local Sequence.  

Adelanto, California is a charter city located west of Victorville. In 1915, Earl Homes Richardson sold his 
patent for the Hotpoint Electric Iron for $75,000 and used the money to purchase land that would later 
become Adelanto. A successful industrialist, Mr. Richardson envisioned developing his land as a master-
planned community for World War I veterans affected by respiratory illnesses. He subdivided the property 
into one-acre tracts in 1917 (Gutglueck 2015; Gudde 1962:3). His vision was never realized, as veterans 
did not wish to live so remotely. The land did prove useful for farming, and the Mojave River watershed 
supported the cultivation of apples, pears, plums, grapes and alfalfa. Turkeys were also raised, and a 
packing plant was built to dress the turkeys for market (San Bernardino County Sun [SBCS] 14 Jul 
1963:46). A small farming community took shape and an adobe schoolhouse was constructed. While 
farmers believed the water source was inexhaustible, excessive usage and several dry years combined 
with the Great Depression to force most orchards out of business. Poultry ranches sprang up to replace 
the defunct orchards and persisted until World War II, when the economy shifted in support of the war 
effort (Gutglueck 2015). 

George Air Force Base, originally named the Victorville Army Airfield, was subsequently constructed 
between Adelanto and Victorville. Consistently suitable weather, low air-traffic, and a reliable workforce 
made for amenable conditions. The main function of the base was to provide tactical support for warplane 
missions in the Pacific Theater and to serve as a training center for pilots and crew. It was closed 
temporarily after World War II, then reopened at the onset of the Korean War in 1950. Due to military 
employment and services, Adelanto grew into a “community services district” and more base personnel 
were housed there than any other local City. Expansion of George Air Force Base combined with growing 
cement factories in the neighboring communities of Victorville and Oro Grande to form relatively stable 
local economy, and Adelanto businesses and municipal services proliferated. 

Local Mining History.  

Although Adelanto’s economic development is closely associated with agriculture and the military, the 
western Mojave (including some areas on and surrounding the project site) has been subject to many 
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mining prospects since the 19th century. Mormon pioneers bound for the gold fields of northern 
California, first discovered gold near Salt Springs on the Mojave River Trail in 1849. They exploited gold 
from a quartz vein discovered in a nearby canyon but abandoned the site within a year. Repeated efforts 
in the Salt Springs area resulted in varying levels of success, but hazards from working such a remote 
location always resulted in abrupt abandonment (Walker 1987:142). The sporadic Salt Springs finds 
prompted miners to stake claims elsewhere in the Mojave and ore was discovered in many locations 
some distance east of the project site, particularly in Stedman and in the Providence, New York, Whipple, 
Turtle, and Sacramento Mountains. (Feller 2017b). Gold and silver have been mined in the Adelanto area 
from discoveries made between 1880 and 1890, but most of these were exhausted by 1931. Other local 
operations have produced tungsten, lead, zinc, copper, limestone, quartzite, sericite quartz, and clay. The 
Victor Valley Land and Gas Corporation excavated an oil and gas prospect at a total depth of 3,216 feet 
which bottomed in granite. Although field observations did identify two prospect pits within the project site 
(see Results/Field Survey), these were not recorded in United States Geological Survey maps and were 
probably not productive (Diblee 1960). 

Site Evaluations 

CEQA (PRC Chapter 2.6, Section 21083.2 and CCR Title 145, Chapter 3, Article 5, Section 15064.5) 
calls for the evaluation of impacts to historic resources. The California Office of Historic Preservation 
states that any physical evidence of human activities over 45 years old merits recordation, allowing 
practitioners to exercise professional judgement in excluding certain items that clearly lack significance 
(California Office of Historic Preservation 1995:2). The criteria for determining the significance of impacts 
to cultural resources are based on Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines and Guidelines for the 
Nomination of Properties to the California Register. Properties eligible for listing in the California Register 
and subject to review under CEQA are those meeting the criteria for listing in the California Register, 
National Register, or designation under a local ordinance. Following the Phase I assessment, a testing 
and evaluation plan was developed by BCR in addition to a research design to determine regional themes 
and corresponding site-specific qualities needed for each site to meet CRHR listed below.  

California Register of Historical Resources 

The California Register criteria are based on National Register criteria. For a property to be eligible for 
inclusion on the California Register, one or more of the following criteria must be met: 

1. It is associated with the events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 
local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the United States; 

2. It is associated with the lives of persons important to local, California, or national history; 

3. It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or 
represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values; and/or 

4. It has yielded, or has the potential to yield, information important to the prehistory or history of the 
local area, California, or the nation. 
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In addition to meeting one or more of the above criteria, the California Register requires that sufficient 
time has passed since a resource’s period of significance to “obtain a scholarly perspective on the events 
or individuals associated with the resources.” (CCR 4852 [d][2]). The California Register also requires that 
a resource possess integrity. This is defined as the ability for the resource to convey its significance 
through seven aspects: location, setting, design, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. 
Finally, CEQA requires that significant effects on unique archaeological resources be considered and 
addressed. CEQA defines a unique archaeological resource as any archaeological artifact, object, or site 
about which it can be clearly demonstrated that, without merely adding to the current body of knowledge, 
there is a high probability that it meets any of the following criteria: 

1. Contains information needed to answer important scientific research questions and there is a 
demonstrable public interest in that information. 

2. Has a special and particular quality such as being the oldest of its type or the best 

3. Is directly associated with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event or 
person. 

Research Themes and Pertinent Questions for Prehistoric Artifact Scatters 

Prehistoric period research domains include: 

• Prehistoric Chronology 
• Subsistence Strategies 
• Settlement Patterning 
• Exchange/Trade 
• Tool Technology 

Research Questions.  

Research questions that were applied to the prehistoric period sites focus on temporal period, economics, 
site function, and site behavior and included: 

• When was this site occupied? Temporal characteristics of the site that might contribute to a 
detailed model of occupation dates and socio-functional activities. 

• What types of resource procurement was occurring on or near the site? Understanding how 
groups survive over time is vital to analyzing economic function. Prehistoric occupations are not 
expected to be long-term as no reliable water sources are known within the project site. 

• What subsurface features exist and what are their potential functions? Subsurface features can 
provide information relating to more precise temporal associations and subsistence strategies.  

• What was the aboriginal subsistence strategy during the Prehistoric Period?  
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• Does data indicate prehistoric continuity of land use pointing to potential for trade routes or 
linkage of natural features that would contribute to understanding of the overall pattern of 
aboriginal use of landscapes?  

Data Requirements.  

The data required to address the above questions would be derived from datable materials, most 
specifically those containing organic residues. Formal lithic tools (specifically projectile points) can provide 
relative dates determined through stylistic attributes and comparison with accepted regional lithic series. 
Obsidian tools and debitage can yield dates through hydration studies. Dating of obsidian assemblages 
can be placed into regional relative chronological series and provide relative dating. Attributing potential 
functions to specific sites would require the presence of in-situ prehistoric remains, such as identifiable 
features that could be associated with specific activities. 

Research Themes, Questions and Data Requirements for Historic-Period Sites 

The historic-period sites were evaluated for significance as rural properties under California Register 
Criterion D. The following themes and questions were used in evaluation of the historic period sites: 

Site Structure and Land Use Patterns.  

Research questions designed to address the historic period context included: 

• What do the structures, features, and layout of the property reveal about approaches used in 
mining? 

• Is continuity evident in those approaches or did they change over time, and why? 

Data requirements for this theme include physical evidence of environmental adaptations, property 
records, oral histories, gray literature comparisons to similar properties, and artifacts in identifiable 
features that could be associated with specific activities. 

Economic Strategies.  

This theme addresses economic strategies and decisions for producing income or subsistence from the 
property. Research questions included: 

• To what extent did outside factors influence choices in land use? 

• Would differing economic strategies influence material remains at an individual site? 

Data requirements included the presence of identifiable refuse-filled features with depositional integrity 
and identifiable associations. Review of census and assessment literature, legal records, oral histories, 
secondary and gray literature were also used to determine if the historic period sites contained data to 
address the questions identified. 
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Eligible Sites 

BCR applied the above research questions and data requirements to the recorded sites following 
implementation of the testing and evaluation program (BCR 2020). BCR’s analysis determined that of the 
64 originally recorded cultural resources, 42 isolates did not qualify as eligible resources, and application 
of site specific eligibility criteria determined that only eight resources, all prehistoric lithic scatters 
(archaeological sites), could provide information under CRHR Criterion 4 for the information they contain 
regarding potential dating and sourcing of obsidian flakes. Hydration analysis of obsidian can address the 
time period of use occupation, while obsidian sourcing can provide information related to trade patterns. 
The eight sites determined as archaeological resources as defined by CEQA are: 

Site Number Site Type CRHR 
Recommendation 

SPO1901-P-1 Low-Density Prehistoric Lithic Scatter Presumed Eligible 
P-36-13363 Low-Density Prehistoric Lithic Scatter Eligible 
P-36-13361 Low-Density Prehistoric Lithic Scatter Eligible 
SPO1901-P-6 Low-Density Prehistoric Lithic Scatter Eligible 
SPO1901-P-7 Low-Density Prehistoric Lithic Scatter Eligible 
SPO1901-P-10 Low-Density Prehistoric Artifact Scatter Presumed Eligible 
SPO1901-P-13 Prehistoric Artifact Scatter Eligible 
SPO1901-P-14 Low-Density Prehistoric Lithic Scatter Eligible 

3.5.2 Impact Analysis 

 

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 pursuant to Section 15064.5? 

    

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

    

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

    

Discussion of Impacts 

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

No Impact. 

There are no historical resources present, therefore, there will not be any impacts to historical resources 
as defined by CEQA §15064.5.  
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b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to 
§15064.5? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated.  

Eight archaeological resources (prehistoric lithic scatters) within the Project area are recommended as 
eligible for the CRHR.  

Site Number Site Type California 
Register 

Recommendation 

Recommendation 

SPO1901-P-1 Low-Density Prehistoric Lithic Scatter Presumed Eligible Preservation in Place 
P-36-13363 Low-Density Prehistoric Lithic Scatter Eligible Preservation in Place 
P-36-13361 Low-Density Prehistoric Lithic Scatter Eligible Preservation in Place 
SPO1901-P-6 Low-Density Prehistoric Lithic 

Scatter 
Eligible Preservation in Place 

SPO1901-P-7 Low-Density Prehistoric Lithic Scatter Eligible Preservation in Place 
SPO1901-P-
10 

Low-Density Prehistoric Artifact Scatter Presumed Eligible Preservation in Place 

SPO1901-P-
13 

Prehistoric Artifact Scatter Eligible Preservation in Place 

SPO1901-P-
14 

Low-Density Prehistoric Lithic Scatter Eligible Preservation in Place 

The City and the Applicant have decided to avoid these resources and prevent all forms of disturbance 
within their mapped boundaries (CULT-1). CULT-2 requires the development and implementation of a 
Cultural Resources Monitoring Plan (CRMP) prior to construction that contains specific measures 
designed to address and minimize potential impact to potential resources that may be discovered during 
construction. CULT-3 requires construction worker training that explains the mitigation measures and 
ways to prevent accidental impacts to resources.  Development and implementation of CULT-1, CULT-2 
and CULT-3 are designed to reduce impacts to less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure 

CULT-1 Avoidance of the Eight Reported Significant Archaeological Sites 

Archaeological sites SPO1901-P-1, P-36-13363, P-36-13361, SPO1901-P-6, SPO-1901-7, 
SPO-1901-10, SPO-1901-13, and SPO-1901-14 shall be avoided. Prior to construction, the 
mapped boundaries of the eight sites, as reported by BCR and reviewed by consulting tribes, 
shall be delineated and marked as Environmentally Sensitive Areas. No disturbance shall 
occur within the site boundaries including construction vehicle traffic.  

CULT-2 Development and Implementation of a Cultural Resources Monitoring Plan 

 Following final project design and prior to construction, a Cultural Resources Monitoring Plan 
(CRMP) shall be prepared by a qualified archaeologist who meets the Secretary of Interior’s 
Professional Qualification Standards in Archaeology. The CRMP will be developed in 
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consultation with City of Adelanto and the Applicant and incorporate input received from 
Native American tribes who participated in AB 52 consultation.  

 The CRMP shall include: 

• Project Specific Site Monitoring Requirements that delineate where monitoring will occur, 
what activities will require monitoring, and necessary qualifications of monitoring personnel. 

• Unexpected Site Discovery Protocols containing criteria for determining significance of 
potential resources discovered during construction, temporary stop work and diversion 
procedures, treatment measures for potentially significant resources, and time limits 
regarding developing and implementing treatment measures. 

• Human Remains Discovery Protocols that detail procedures associated with and timing of 
requirements in CULT-4 as well as potential options for reburial in an appropriate location. 

• Reporting Requirements following the completion of construction monitoring detailing the 
results of monitoring and any treatment measures implemented.  

CULT – 3 Worker’s Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP)  

A qualified archaeologist shall be retained to prepare a cultural resource focused WEAP training 
presentation that shall be given to all ground disturbing construction personnel to minimize harm 
to the previously identified significant archaeological sites and any undiscovered archaeological 
resources. Topics to be included for WEAP training will include, but not limited to: 

• Roles, Responsibility and Authority of Archaeological Monitors  

• Roles, Responsibility and Authority of Native American Monitors 

• Safety Considerations when Working with Monitors 

• Communication Protocols 

• Appropriate Respect Regarding Native American Participation and Discovery of 
Human Remains 

• Requirements of the Mitigation Measures that may cause construction delays  

• Consequences of Unauthorized Collection of Artifacts 

The WEAP training will be given prior to construction and to any new workers on the project who 
did not attend the initial training. 

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

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated.  
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No evidence exists to suggest that the proposed Project site has been used for human burials. The 
California Health and Safety Code (Section 7050.5) states that if human remains are discovered onsite, 
no further disturbance shall occur in the immediate area until the County Coroner determines the origin 
and disposition pursuant to PRC Section 5097.98, including coordination with local Native American 
tribes if the remains are identified as prehistoric. Adherence to applicable California Health and Safety 
Code and PRC requirements is standard for all projects. Additionally, the proposed Project would 
implement mitigation measures within CULT-2 which will describe the process, treatment and timelines 
and associated with discovery of Native American human remains. Implementation of the proposed 
Project would have a less than significant impact to disturbance of any human remains during the 
construction phase, operations phase, and the decommissioning phase with the implementation of CULT-
2 and CULT-4. 

Mitigation Measures 

CULT-2:  Development and Implementation of a Cultural Resources Monitoring Plan 

CULT-4: Human Remains. If human remains are discovered, all work shall be halted immediately 
within 50 feet of the discovery, the City shall be notified, and the County Coroner must be 
notified according to Section 5097.98 of the State PRC and Section 7050.5 of California’s 
Health and Safety Code.  If the remains are determined to be Native American, the 
coroner shall notify the Native American Heritage Commission, and the procedures 
outlined in CEQA Section 15064.5(d) and (e) shall be followed.  

 

Cumulative Impacts 

The project level analysis concluded that impacts to cultural resources would be less than significant with 
the implementation of Mitigation Measures CULT-1 through CULT-4. With implementation of these 
measures, the Project is avoiding (leaving in place) known archaeological resources determined eligible 
(due to the information they contain under CRHR Criteria 4). Because identified cultural resources will be 
avoided (left in place), and CUL-2 requires monitoring and treatment of unexpected discoveries,  there 
will be a less than significant impact to Cultural Resources, and as such, the project would not contribute 
to any cumulative impacts. 
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3.6 ENERGY 

3.6.1 Setting 

Southern California Edison is the electrical service provider for the City. SCE maintains a number of 
distribution lines and substation facilities in the Adelanto area, which includes the Roadway Substation. 
SCE is required by the California Energy Commission to publish a power content label (SCE 2018) that 
describes the percentage mix of SCE’s energy sources.  

In 2017, SCE obtained power from the following sources 

• Renewable: 32 percent 
• Large Hydroelectric: 8 percent 
• Natural Gas: 20 percent 
• Nuclear: 6 percent 
• Unspecified Sources of Power2: 34 percent 

SCE’s renewable energy sources are further broken down as follows: 

• Solar: 13 percent 
• Wind: 10 percent 
• Geothermal: 8 percent 
• Eligible Hydroelectric: 1 percent 

There are several existing solar facilities within and around the City. The proposed Project would operate 
as a wholesale power producer with 100 percent of the solar energy output to be exported to the SCE 
electric grid via the new gen-tie line that would be constructed as part of the proposed Project.   

As discussed in greater detail above in Section 2.0, Project Description, the proposed Project would have 
an aggregate electrical generating capacity of approximately 200 MWAC, which is enough power to supply 
approximately 97,500 homes with electricity annually.  

3.6.2 Impact Analysis 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

VI. ENERGY — Would the project:     

a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact due 
to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of 

    

 
 
2 “Unspecified sources of power” means electricity from transactions that are not traceable to specific generation 
sources. 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

energy resources, during project construction or operation? 

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for 
renewable energy or energy efficiency? 

 
 

   

Discussion of Impacts 

a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
consumption of energy resources, during project construction or operation? 

Less Than Significant Impact.  

Resources that would be consumed as a result of the proposed Project include water, electricity, and 
fossil fuels during construction and O&M. Construction would require the manufacture of new materials, 
some of which may not be recyclable at the end of the proposed Project’s lifetime. The energy required 
for the production of these materials would also result in an irretrievable commitment of natural resources. 
The anticipated equipment, vehicles, and materials required for construction of the proposed Project are 
detailed in Section 2.0, Project Description; however, the amount and rate of consumption of these 
resources would not result in significant environmental impacts or the unnecessary, inefficient, or wasteful 
use of resources. Compliance with all applicable building codes, State of California, and City policies such 
as the CARB Clean Cars Program, and the Building Energy Efficiency Standards as required by the 
California Code of Regulations, Title 24, Part 6 would ensure that all natural resources are conserved to 
the maximum extent possible.  

Construction, operation, and decommissioning of the proposed Project would result in a net increase in 
energy resources available for use. During operation, the proposed Project would generate approximately 
200 MWAC of efficient, clean, renewable energy. This energy resource could be used to create other 
goods or more efficiently power regional services, thus ensuring that no wasteful or inefficient 
consumption of energy resources would occur; therefore, impacts would be less than significant during 
the construction phase, operations phase, and the decommissioning phase. 

Furthermore, to meet air quality requirements and save materials and fuel for economic gain, the 
Applicant has committed to implementing energy efficiency and fuel use reduction measures for all onsite 
equipment, and wherever possible during construction.  

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency? 

No Impact.  

The proposed Project would be compliant with all state and local plans for renewable energy or energy 
efficiency because it would develop a renewable source of power, helping to offset the use of 
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nonrenewable resources and contribute to an overall reduction of nonrenewable resources currently used 
to generate electricity; therefore, there would be no impact during the construction phase, operations 
phase, and the decommissioning phase.  

Cumulative Impacts 

The proposed Project-level analysis concluded that there would be less than significant impacts to energy 
resources because the proposed Project’s primary objective is to produce a new source of renewable 
power. Thus, the proposed Project plus related cumulative projects would result in no significant 
cumulative impacts to energy resources. Therefore, the proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative 
energy resources impacts would not be cumulatively considerable. 
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3.7 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

3.7.1 Setting 

Topography 

Discussed in greater detail in Section 2.0, Project Description, the proposed Project is located solely 
within the City. The City is situated on gently sloping alluvial fans ranging in elevation from approximately 
3,500 feet near the southern border to approximately 2,600 feet along the Mojave River to the east. The 
geological character of the City and the surrounding region has been formed by its proximity to large 
active fault systems, including the Helendale, San Andreas, and North Frontal faults. Details on the 
topography of the proposed Project site are included in the impact section below. 

Liquefaction 

In general, liquefaction occurs when low-density, saturated, and loose substrate (such as sand or silty 
sand) are weakened and change from a solid to a near-liquid state as a result of increased pore water 
pressure. This increase in pressure is often caused by a strong ground shaking (such as from an 
earthquake). Generally, liquefaction occurs more often in areas underlain by fine sands or silts and where 
shallow groundwater is present. Groundwater levels within the City vary substantially. Levels within the 
City range from approximately 15 feet below ground surface along the Mojave River to approximately 600 
feet below ground surface near the southwestern City boundary. Details on the potential for liquefaction at 
the proposed Project site are included in the impact section below. 

Landslides 

In general, landslides are movements of relatively large landmasses, either as nearly intact bedrock 
blocks or as jumbled mixes of bedrock blocks, fragments, debris, and soil. Landslides are common 
throughout Southern California’s mountain ranges, particularly near major fault zones where the rock has 
been weakened by fracturing, shearing, and crushing. Landslides may occur due to seismic shaking, local 
climatic conditions, or human-made modifications to the slide mass. Undercutting of slopes during 
construction, improper compaction, or oversaturation can also trigger landslides. Immediate dangers from 
landslides include destruction of property and possible fatalities from rocks, mud, and water sliding. 
Details on the potential for landslides at the proposed Project site are included in the impact section 
below. 

Soils 

Prior to conducting the delineation detailed in Appendix B.2, historical soils data from the Natural 
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) were used to investigate the soil types that have been 
historically mapped within the proposed Project site. Soils predicted to be within the proposed Project site 
are dominated by loamy sands, which matched conditions observed in the field. Table 11 summarizes the 
soils mapped within the proposed Project area.  
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Table 10: Summary of Vegetation and Land Cover Types 

Map Unit 
Symbol Map Unit Name Description 

Acres Within 
Survey Area 

105 
Bryman loamy fine 

sand, 0 to 2 percent 
slopes 

A well-drained soil that is associated with fan 
remnants from 2,800-3,200 feet in elevation; parent 
material is alluvium derived from granite sources; 
no runoff; depth to water table is more than 80 
inches; loamy fine sand (0-9 inches), sandy loam 
(9-12 inches), sandy clay loam (12-32 inches), 
sandy loam (32-46 inches), and loamy sand (46-99 
inches).  

126.45 

106 
Bryman loamy fine 

sand, 2 to 5 percent 
slopes 

A well-drained soil that is associated with fan 
remnants from 3,000-3,400 feet in elevation; parent 
material is alluvium derived from granite sources; 
no runoff; depth to water table is more than 80 
inches; loamy fine sand (0-9 inches); sandy clay 
loam (9-43 inches); sandy loam (43-60 inches).  

24.45 

112 Cajon sand, 0 to 2 
percent slopes 

A somewhat excessively drained soil that is 
associated with alluvial fans from 1,800-3,200 feet 
in elevation; parent material is not defined; no 
runoff; depth to water table is more than 80 inches; 
loamy fine sand (0-9 inches); sandy clay loam (9-
43 inches); sandy loam (43-60 inches).  

298.09 

113 Cajon sand, 2 to 9 
percent slopes 

A somewhat excessively drained soil that is 
associated with alluvial fans from 1,800-3,500 feet 
in elevation; parent material is alluvium derived 
from mixed sources; very low runoff; depth to water 
table is more than 80 inches; sand (0-25 inches); 
gravelly sand, stratified gravelly sand to sand (25-
60 inches).   

11.07 

133 
Helendale-Bryman 
loamy sand, 2 to 5 

percent slopes 

A well-drained soil that is associated with fan 
remnants from 2,500-4,000 feet in elevation; parent 
material is alluvium derived from granite sources; 
no runoff; depth to water table is more than 80 
inches; loamy sand (0-6 inches); sandy loam (6-66 
inches); loamy sand, sandy loam (66-99 inches).  

728.27 

139 
Kimberlina gravelly 
sandy loam, cool, 2 
to 5 percent slopes 

A well-drained soil that is associated with fan 
aprons from 250-3,500 feet in elevation; parent 
material is alluvium derived from mixed sources; no 
runoff; depth to water table is more than 80 inches; 
gravelly sandy loam (0-7 inches); gravelly sandy 
loam, gravelly fine sandy loam (7-60 inches).  

148.47 

140 Lavic loamy fine 
sand 

A moderately well-drained soil that is associated 
with fan aprons and fan skirts from 2,800-3,100 
feet in elevation; parent material is alluvium derived 
from granite sources; no runoff; depth to water 
table is more than 80 inches; loamy fine sand (0-10 
inches); loamy sand, loamy fine sand, loam, sandy 
loam (10-20 inches).  

381.49 
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Map Unit 
Symbol Map Unit Name Description 

Acres Within 
Survey Area 

144 Manet coarse sand, 
2 to 5 percent slopes 

A well-drained soil that is associated with fan 
aprons; parent material is alluvium derived from 
mixed sources; no runoff; depth to water table is 
more than 80 inches; coarse sand (0-3 inches); 
stratified sand to loamy sand (3-42 inches); fine 
sandy loam, loamy fine sand (42-60 inches).  

9.02 

159 Roadmond loam, 
saline-alkali 

A well-drained soil that is associated with fan skirts; 
parent material is alluvium derived from granite; no 
runoff; depth to water table is more than 80 inches; 
loam (0-5 inches); stratified loam to silty clay loam 
(5-44 inches); stratified loamy coarse sand to 
loamy fine sand (44-60 inches).  

75.76 

166 
Trigger-rock outcrop 

complex, 30 to 50 
percent slopes 

A well-drained soil that is associated with 
mountains; parent material is residuum weathered 
from calcareous conglomerate; no runoff; depth to 
water table is more than 80 inches; gravelly sandy 
loam (0-12 inches).  

0.00* 

* Area too small for rounding – actual acreage is 0.0016 
Source: Appendix B.2 – Jurisdictional Waters and Wetlands Delineation 

3.7.2 Impact Analysis 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
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Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

VII. GEOLOGY AND SOILS — Would the project:     

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse 
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:     

 i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State 
Geologist for the area or based on other substantial 
evidence of a known fault?  

    

 ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?     

 iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? 

    

 iv) Landslides?     

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

c) Be located on strata 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, 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

VII. GEOLOGY AND SOILS — Would the project:     

subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse? 

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

    

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

    

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

    

 

Discussion of Impacts 

a) Directly or indirectly cause 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? 

Less than Significant Impact.  

The proposed Project site is not located in an Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone (CGS 2019a), and there is no 
substantial evidence of a known fault underlying the proposed Project site or recent (i.e., Holocene) 
faulting within the proposed Project site (Caltech 2019). The closest mapped fault to the proposed Project 
site is the southeastern portion of the Mirage Valley Fault, located approximately 3 miles west 
(Caltech 2019). The proposed Project site is located approximately 13 miles west of the Helendale Fault, 
approximately 20 miles northwest of the North Frontal Fault, and approximately 20 miles northeast of the 
San Andreas Fault. The Helendale, North Frontal, and San Andreas faults have all had Holocene surface 
ruptures; however, based on the aforementioned references, the proposed Project site itself is not subject 
to surface rupture hazard, and there would be no significant impact. Additionally, all proposed Project 
components would be designed to conform with all relevant building codes. Therefore, impacts related to 
rupture of a known earthquake fault would be less than significant during the construction phase, 
operations phase, and the decommissioning phase.  
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ii. Strong seismic ground shaking? 

Less Than Significant Impact.  

There are no known faults located on or in the vicinity of the proposed Project. It is reasonable to assume 
that the proposed Project would be subject to ground shaking from a large earthquake on any of the 
major faults in the region. Shaking would be less severe from an earthquake that originates farther from 
the proposed Project site; however, the effects from nearby or regional severe earthquakes could be 
damaging to proposed Project structures. It is anticipated that, in the event of a large earthquake, 
proposed Project components would be subject to ground shaking during the operation of the proposed 
Project. Seismic ground shaking is not expected to materially affect construction of either the proposed 
Project or the gen-tie and communication lines because the event would be short-term and construction 
would immediately cease upon experiencing an earthquake.  

The potential for seismic ground shaking in the vicinity of the proposed Project during operation is 
unavoidable. However, design requirements for photovoltaic solar panels, the inverters, transformers, and 
other electrical equipment and associated infrastructure are generally more stringent than those design 
requirements typically employed to address strong seismic ground shaking for other traditional structures. 
The California Building Code (CBC) requires that project structures be designed with adequate strength 
to withstand the lateral dynamic displacements induced by the Design Basis Ground Motion, which the 
CBC defines as the earthquake ground motion that has 2 percent chance of being exceeded in 50 years. 
Although proposed Project components (such as the solar panels) could be damaged by strong seismic 
ground shaking, due to the nature of the design and its components, all potential damage to the 
components from seismic ground shaking would be easily repaired. In addition, during operations the 
project would be unmanned except for periodic maintenance activities, further reducing the risk of injury 
or death due to strong seismic ground shaking. Therefore, potential impacts associated with ground 
shaking would be less than significant during the construction phase, operations phase, and 
decommissioning phase and would not pose a significant hazard of loss, injury, or death. 

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

Less Than Significant Impact.  

According to the California Geological Survey’s Earthquake Zones of Required Investigation, the 
Adelanto Quadrangle has not been evaluated for liquefaction or landslides (CGS 2019b). Therefore, the 
proposed Project is not located in an area which has been mapped by the California Department of 
Conservation for potential liquefaction areas. Additionally, the Adelanto North 2035 Comprehensive 
Sustainable Plan states that liquefaction conditions are more likely to exist along the Mojave River, and in 
other sandy areas with high water tables.  

Compliance with existing laws, regulations, and requirements, including the CBC, would serve to alleviate 
this potential hazard. Additionally, the proposed Project would not include any temporary or permanent 
habitable structures that would expose residents to risk of loss, injury, or death due to seismic-related 
ground failure. If seismic-related ground failure or liquefaction were to occur, proposed Project 
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components (such as the solar panels) could be damaged; however, due to the nature of the design and 
its components, all potential damage to the components from seismic-related ground failure would be 
easily repaired and would not pose a significant hazard of loss, injury, or death; therefore, less than 
significant impact is anticipated during the construction phase, operations phase, and the 
decommissioning phase.  

iv. Landslides? 

Less Than Significant Impact.  

The proposed Project is not located in an area which has been mapped by the California Department of 
Conservation for potential landslides. Elevations along the proposed Project range from 2,745 feet amsl 
to 2,815 feet amsl. The relatively flat, featureless topography of the proposed Project site, proposed gen-
tie routes, and the adjacent properties reduces the opportunity for a landslide to occur. Moreover, the 
proposed Project would not include residential uses, and none of the construction personnel or 
employees would reside on the proposed Project site.  

Prior to construction of the proposed Project, existing regulations and requirements, including the CBC, 
would result in a determination of the potential for landslides and integrate project design features and 
engineered components to reduce or alleviate this potential hazard. Compliance with existing laws, 
regulations, and requirements would serve to alleviate this potential hazard. Additionally, the proposed 
Project would not include any habitable structures that would expose residents to risk of loss, injury, or 
death due to landslides. If a landslide were to occur, proposed Project components (such as the solar 
panels) could be damaged; however, due to the nature of the proposed Project design and its 
components, all potential damage to the components from a landslide would be easily repaired and would 
not pose a significant hazard of loss, injury, or death; therefore, less than significant impact is anticipated 
during the construction phase, operations phase, and the decommissioning phase. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact.  

Discussed above in Section 2.0, Project Description, the proposed Project would require excavation and 
grading for the solar arrays, equipment pads and foundations, and underground conduits, and work areas 
could loosen soil and accelerate erosion, potentially resulting in the loss of topsoil. The soils in the 
proposed Project area generally contain high percentages of sand and may be susceptible to wind and 
water erosion. Soils containing higher percentages of silt and fine sands that are low in density are 
generally the most erodible. The potential for erosion decreases as the amount of organic matter and clay 
in soils increases. Additionally, clay can act as a binding agent for soils, further reducing the erosive 
potential.  

Removal of vegetation and excavation and grading during construction of the proposed Project could 
loosen soils and trigger or accelerate erosion. The gen-tie routes are primarily located within existing 
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streets and dirt roads. However, excavation during construction of the gen-tie and communication lines 
could also potentially loosen soils and trigger or accelerate minor erosion.  

All the soils underlying the proposed Project site have low to moderate potential for wind erosion, and 
erosion by wind could occur in areas where the soil is loosened by construction activities. Erosion 
potential of soils by water throughout the proposed Project site is moderate, and erosion by water would 
most likely occur in areas where construction activities have loosened the soil. As discussed in 
Appendix D (Preliminary Drainage Report), erosion potential from water (sheet and rill erosion) is low. 

Construction of the proposed Project would disturb a surface area greater than 1 acre. Therefore, existing 
regulations would require the Applicant to prepare a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The 
SWPPP would require development and implementation of BMPs to identify and control erosion, which 
would reduce the potential for construction triggered erosion. No additional mitigation would be needed to 
reduce the less than significant impact during the construction phase, operations phase, and the 
decommissioning phase.  

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 of 
collapse? 

Less Than Significant Impact.  

As previously discussed, neither the proposed Project site nor the proposed gen-tie routes are located 
within an identified landslide hazard area. The threat of a landslide occurring on or adjacent to the site is 
nominal. Therefore, potential impacts associated with landslides would be less than significant during the 
construction phase, operations phase, and decommissioning phase.  

Lateral spreading of the ground surface usually occurs within liquefiable beds during seismic events. 
Lateral spreading generally requires an abrupt change in slope (e.g., a nearby steep hillside, a deeply 
eroded stream bank), but can occasionally occur on gentle slopes or relatively featureless topography. 
Other factors, such as distance from the seismic event, magnitude of the seismic event, and thickness 
and depth of liquefiable layers, also affect the degree of lateral spreading. The proposed Project site and 
proposed gen-tie routes are not located in an identified liquefaction zone.  

The proposed Project site and surrounding valley area are expected to experience only minimal ground 
shaking, further reducing the potential for liquefaction. Since the threat of liquefaction occurring at the 
proposed Project site is minimal, the potential for lateral spreading of the ground surface during seismic 
events is similarly minimal. Therefore, potential impacts associated with lateral spreading would be less 
than significant during the construction phase, operations phase, and decommissioning phase.  

No mines, karst topography, or other subsurface features are known to exist beneath the proposed 
Project site or surrounding area. Therefore, the threat of ground subsurface collapse such as subsidence 
is considered nominal across the proposed Project area. Therefore, potential impacts associated with 
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collapse would be less than significant during the construction phase, operations phase, and 
decommissioning phase. 

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building code (1997), 
creating substantial risks to life or property? 

Less Than Significant Impact. 

Expansive soils generally have a significant amount of clay particles, which can give up water (shrink) or 
take on water (swell). The change in volume exerts stress on buildings and connected utilities and can 
lead to structural failure and damage to infrastructure. The extent of shrink or swell is influenced by the 
amount and kind of clay in the soil. The occurrence of these soils is often associated with geologic units 
having marginal stability. The majority of soil in the proposed Project area consists of sand and loamy 
sand with a low expansive potential, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code. Therefore, 
impacts associated with expansive soil would be less than significant during the construction phase, 
operations phase, and the decommissioning phase.  

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

No Impact.  

Discussed in greater detail below in Section 3.19.2, Utilities and Service Systems Impact Analysis, 
wastewater generated by the proposed Project would primarily be generated during construction and 
would be accommodated by temporary portable toilets brought to the construction work areas by 
construction crews. The proposed Project does not include the installation of septic tanks or other 
wastewater disposal systems. As such, no impact resulting from soils incapable of supporting the use of 
septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems would occur during the construction phase, 
operations phase, and the decommissioning phase.  

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

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated.  

Discussed in Appendix C (of the Cultural Resources Technical Report), no known vertebrate fossil 
localities fall within the proposed Project’s footprint. Detailed in Appendix C, shallow excavations in the 
uppermost layers of soil and Quaternary Alluvium exposed throughout the proposed Project site are 
unlikely to encounter significant fossil vertebrate remains. However, excavations at depths extending 
beyond 10-11 feet into older Quaternary sediments may potentially encounter vertebrate fossils. The 
implementation of mitigation measures BIO-2 (Environmental Awareness Training), GEO-1 
(Paleontological Monitoring Plan), and GEO-2 (Paleontological Monitoring) would further reduce this less 
than significant impact during the construction phase, operations phase, and the decommissioning phase.  
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The Project site is relatively flat with no unique geologic features; no impacts would occur regarding 
destruction of a unique geologic feature. 

Mitigation Measures 

BIO-2: Environmental Awareness Training 

GEO-1:  Paleontological Monitoring Plan: Prior to the issuance of any construction permit, the 
Applicant shall retain a qualified paleontologist.  The qualified paleontologist shall review the 
construction plans and determine if paleontological monitoring is required through the 
development of  a Paleontological Monitoring Plan. The plan should include the following: 

• Areas where paleontological monitoring will occur, if any. 

• A Worker Environmental Awareness Plan training presentation focused on fossil 
resources. The training should be given to all construction personnel prior to conducting 
ground disturbing activities and include at a minimum: how to recognize possible 
paleontological resources and protect paleontological resources during construction; 
procedures for temporarily halting or redirecting work to permit inspection, sampling, 
identification, and evaluation of fossils; and the prohibition of unauthorized collection or 
disturbance of fossils. A record of all trained personnel shall be kept on file by the 
Applicant. 

• Procedures and protocols for informing the qualified paleontologist if fossils are 
unexpectedly discovered during construction.  

• Procedures to follow if fossils are encountered. Field data forms shall be used to record 
pertinent geologic data, stratigraphic sections shall be measured, and appropriate 
sediment samples would be collected and submitted for analysis from each locality.  

• Preparation procedures for any recovered fossils. Recovered fossils shall be prepared to 
the point of curation, identified by qualified experts, listed in a database to facilitate 
analysis, and deposited in a designated paleontological curation facility.  

GEO-2:  Paleontological Monitoring: Prior to the issuance of any construction permit, the Applicant 
shall retain a qualified paleontologist to observe grading activities if required, as determined 
by the Paleontology Monitoring Plan.  

If paleontological monitoring is required, or if fossil resources are discovered during 
construction, the qualified paleontologist will implement the Paleontology Monitoring Plan. 
Following construction, a monitoring and discovery report wil be submitted to the Applicant. 
The report shall include the period of inspection, a catalog and analysis of the fossils found, 
and the present repository of the fossils. The Applicant shall prepare excavated material to 
the point of identification and offer excavated finds for curatorial purposes to the City, or its 
designee, on a first refusal basis.  
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Cumulative Impacts 

The proposed Project-level analysis concluded that impacts to geology and soils would be less than 
significant with the implementation of the proposed Project Mitigation Measures GE0-1 and GEO-2. 
Because no impacts to paleontological resources were identified, and GEO-2 ensures unexpected 
discoveries will be treated, the proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative geology and soils impacts to 
fossil resources would be less than cumulatively considerable. 
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3.8 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

3.8.1 Setting 

Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Greenhouse gas (GHG) and climate change are a cumulative global issue. CARB and USEPA regulate 
GHG emissions within the California and the United States respectively. While the CARB has primary 
regulatory responsibility within California for GHG emissions, local agencies can also adopt policies for 
GHG emission reduction. Additionally, the proposed Project area is located within the MDAB and is within 
the jurisdiction of the MDAQMD.  

Many chemical compounds in the earth’s atmosphere act as GHGs, as they absorb and emit radiation 
within the thermal infrared range. When radiation from the sun reaches the earth’s surface, some of it is 
reflected back into the atmosphere as infrared radiation (heat). GHGs absorb this infrared radiation and 
trap the heat in the atmosphere. Over time, the amount of energy from the sun to the earth’s surface 
should be approximately equal to the amount of energy radiated back into space, leaving the temperature 
of the earth’s surface roughly constant. Many gases exhibit these “greenhouse” properties. Some of them 
occur in nature (water vapor, carbon dioxide [CO2], methane [CH4], and nitrous oxide [N2O]), while others 
are exclusively human-made (like gases used for aerosols) (USEPA 2019). 

Increases in fossil fuel combustion and deforestation have exponentially increased concentrations of 
GHGs in the atmosphere since the Industrial Revolution. Rising atmospheric concentrations of GHGs in 
excess of natural levels enhance the greenhouse effect, which contributes to global warming of the 
earth’s lower atmosphere and induces large-scale changes in ocean circulation patterns, precipitation 
patterns, global ice cover, biological distributions, and other changes to the earth system that are 
collectively referred to as climate change. 

The principal climate change gases resulting from human activity that enter and accumulate in the 
atmosphere are listed below: 

• Carbon Dioxide: CO2 enters the atmosphere through the burning of fossil fuels (oil, natural gas, and 
coal), solid waste, trees and wood products, and chemical reactions (e.g., the manufacture of 
cement). CO2 is also removed from the atmosphere (or “sequestered”) when it is absorbed by plants 
as part of the biological carbon cycle. 

• Methane: CH4 is emitted during the production and transport of coal, natural gas, and oil. CH4 
emissions also result from livestock and agricultural practices and the decay of organic waste in 
municipal solid waste landfills. 

• Nitrous Oxide: N2O is emitted during agricultural and industrial activities as well as during 
combustion of fossil fuels and solid waste. 
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• Fluorinated Gases: Hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorinated chemicals (PFCs), and Sulfur 
hexafluoride (SF6) are synthetic, powerful climate-change gases that are emitted from a variety of 
industrial processes. Fluorinated gases are often used as substitutes for O3-depleting substances 
(i.e., chlorofluorocarbons, hydrochlorofluorocarbons, and halons). These gases are typically emitted 
in smaller quantities, but because they are potent climate-change gases, they are sometimes referred 
to as high global warming potential (GWP) gases. 

According to Assembly Bill (AB) 32, California’s Global Warming Solutions Act, GHGs of concern include 
the following gases: CO2, CH4, N2O, PFCs, SF6, and HFCs. The primary GHGs that would be generated 
by the proposed Project would include CO2, CH4, and N2O. As a method of simplifying reporting, GHG 
emissions are discussed in terms of metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2e), which accounts for 
the relative warming capacity (i.e., GWP) of each gas. 

Table 12 lists the global warming potential of CO2, CH4, N2O, HCFs, and SF6, their lifetimes, and 
abundances in the atmosphere. 

Table 11: Lifetimes and Global Warming Potentials of Several Greenhouse Gases 

Greenhouse Gases 
Global Warming  

Potential 
(100 years) 

Lifetime (years) 
Current  

Atmospheric  
Abundance 

CO2 (ppm) 1 100-300 399.5 

CH4 (ppb) 28 12.4 1834 

N2O (ppb) 265 121 328 

HFC-134a (ppt) 1,300 13.4 84 

SF6 (ppt) 23,500 3,200 8.6 

Notes: 
HFC = hydrofluorocarbons. 
CH4 = methane. 
CO2 = carbon dioxide. 
N2O = nitrous oxide. 
ppb = parts per billion. 
ppm = parts per million. 
ppt = parts per trillion. 
SF6 = sulfur hexafluoride 
Source: U.S EPA 2020  
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3.8.2 Impact Analysis 
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VIII. 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 any applicable plan, policy, or regulation of 
an agency adopted for the purpose of reducing the 
emissions of greenhouse gases? 

    

Discussion of Impacts 

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

No Impact. 

The proposed Project would result in GHG emissions during the construction phase through the use of 
conventional construction equipment and vehicles. Construction emissions would be short-term, occurring 
only during the estimated 18-month construction period of the proposed Project. GHG emissions would 
be generated by construction worker daily commutes, from heavy-duty diesel tractor trucks that would be 
required to haul materials to and from the proposed Project site and as a result of water used for dust 
control and other construction activities. Estimates of total annual GHG emissions from construction of the 
proposed Project are shown in Table 13.  

Table 12: Maximum Project Construction GHG Emissions 

Year  CO2e (metric tons per 
year) 

2020 1,096 

2021 954 

Maximum  1,096 
MDAQMD Threshold  100,000 

Exceedance of threshold  No 
Notes:  
CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent 
MDAQMD = Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District 
Source: CalEEMod 2019 
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As shown on Table 13 above, construction of the proposed Project would result in a maximum annual 
emission of 1,096 CO2e per year, which is below the MDAQMD’s threshold of 100,000 metric tons of 
CO2e per year.  

Additionally, the proposed Project would generate up to 200 MWAC of electricity from a renewable source 
(solar). As such, the proposed Project has the potential to offset some sources of GHG emissions by 
reducing the amount of electricity generated using fossil fuels that is currently obtained by utility 
providers. Lifecycle analyses have been completed that compare GHG emissions from solar power 
projects to other types of power plants. Such comparisons confirm that solar power has among the lowest 
GHG emissions among all options, especially compared to fossil fuels. As such, the minor GHG 
emissions that would occur from the operation of the proposed Project are less than significant and may 
be considered a beneficial impact because it would reduce the burden of generating electricity from fossil 
fuels and contributed to the state mandate for 50 percent renewable energy by 2030, and 100 percent 
renewable energy by 2045. As described using the US EPA Avoided Emissions and Generation Tool 
(AVERT, 2020), the operation of the Project would displace approximately 195,670 tons of CO2 annually, 
far exceeding the amount generated during construction. As the Project is anticipated to operate for 
approximately 30 years, approximately 5,870,100 tons of CO2 would be displaced.  

GHG emissions during the operation of the proposed Project would be minor, consisting of exhaust from 
up to three vehicles used by workers to commute to and from the proposed Project site, move around the 
proposed Project site while working, and the operation of limited maintenance and equipment. The total 
CO2e operational emissions from the proposed Project are estimated to be 3.3 metric tons of CO2e each 
year, which is well below the MDAQMD’s threshold of 100,000 metric tons of CO2e per year. Impacts 
associated with decommissioning are expected to be similar but less than those associated with 
construction.  

The following discusses the potential for the air temperatures to increase resulting from an urban heat 
island effect, which could impact the quality of the air surrounding the proposed Project site. In the 
publication Analysis of the Potential for a Heat Island Effect in Large Solar Farms (Fthenakis and Yu 
2011), data was collected over an 18-month period to determine the temperature dissipation of thermal 
energy from a 1 MW section of a 500 MW solar farm. Field data consisted of the collection of the following 
measurements: temperature, wind speed, wind direction, solar irradiance, relative humidity and rain fall. 
Through graphing two-dimensional and three-dimensional simulations of this data, it was determined that, 
while the back surface of the solar panels is up to 30°C warmer than the ambient temperature, the air 
above the arrays is only up to 2.5°C higher than the ambient temperature. The simulations showed that 
heat dissipated with height and cooling at night.  The simulations also indicated that the access roads and 
spacing between the solar arrays allows for substantial cooling, and therefore, an increase of the size of 
the solar farm may not affect the temperature of the solar generating facility’s farm’s surroundings. Overall 
data showed that on most days, the solar array was completely cooled at night (Fthenakis and Yu 2011). 
Thus, it is unlikely that a heat island effect would occur from the operation of the proposed Project.  

Considering the above, and in light of the CO2e which would be displaced by operation of the Project, the 
proposed Project would not generate GHG emissions either directly or indirectly that may have a 
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significant impact on the environment, no impact would occur during the construction phase, operations 
phase, and the decommissioning phase, and no mitigation measures would be required.  

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

Less Than Significant Impact. 

Implementation of the proposed Project would have a significant impact if it conflicted with the emission 
reduction goals set forth by AB 32, SB 32, or the San Bernardino County Regional GHG Reduction Plan 
(County 2014). CARB has outlined a number of potential strategies for achieving the 2030 reduction 
target of 40 percent below 1990 levels. These potential strategies include renewable resources for half of 
the state’s electricity by 2030, reducing petroleum use in cars and trucks, and reducing carbon content of 
transportation fuels. Implementation of the proposed Project would comply with these regulations, as 
promulgated by the USEPA, CARB, or other agencies and would not generate substantial amounts of 
GHG emissions that would hinder the state’s ability to achieve the goals under the California Health and 
Safety Code Division 25.5 for 2030. In fact, the proposed Project is a solar project and would therefore, in 
its very nature, be consistent with the goals set for in these plans.   

The proposed Project’s construction, operation, and decommissioning activities would not result in an 
exceedance of the MDAQMD’s GHG thresholds as discussed under impact a) above. The proposed 
Project would, in its very nature, comply with the SB 32 goals of reaching 40 percent below the 1990 
levels by 2030. Further, consistent with goals EE 1 and 2 of the San Bernardino County Regional GHG 
Reduction Plan, the proposed Project would introduce a new renewable energy facility, use contractors 
that are in compliance with regulations including the USEPA Heavy Duty Vehicle GHG Regulation, the 
CARB ATCM that limits heavy-duty diesel motor vehicle idling, and low-carbon fuel standards.  

Therefore, because the proposed Project would be consistent with the USEPA, CARB, and San 
Bernardino County Regional GHG Reduction Plan, as well as the MDAQMD thresholds devised to reduce 
GHG emissions, it would not conflict with applicable plans, policies, or regulations with the purpose of 
reducing GHG emissions. The impact would be less than significant during the construction phase, 
operations phase, and the decommissioning phase, and no mitigation measure would be required.  

Cumulative Impacts 

The proposed Project-level analysis concluded impacts to greenhouse gas emissions were less than 
significant and do not require mitigation. The nature of GHGs is cumulative, as the accumulation of GHGs 
from sources around the world contributes to climate change, which by definition would include the 
related cumulative projects. There is no guidance from the District regarding the significance of 
construction- or decommission-related emissions. AB 32 requires that GHGs be reduced by 40 percent 
below the 1990 levels by 2030. Construction emissions would occur prior to the year 2030; therefore, the 
emissions would not impede implementation of AB 32.  As shown on Table 13 above, construction of the 
proposed Project would result in a maximum annual emission of 1,096 CO2e per year, which is below the 
MDAQMD’s threshold of 100,000 metric tons of CO2e per year. Considering the above, and in light of the 
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CO2e which would be displaced by operation of the Project, the proposed Project would not generate 
GHG emissions either directly or indirectly that may have a significant impact on the environment.  

Additionally, the proposed Project would reduce emissions of GHGs during operation as compared to 
uses presently occurring on-site. The proposed Project would reduce existing baseline emissions, which 
is more than the District’s significance threshold. Therefore, the proposed Project’s emissions have less 
than significant cumulative impacts and therefore are not cumulatively considerable. 
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3.9 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

3.9.1 Setting 

Land uses within the proposed Project site and in the surrounding areas include rural residential and 
open space. Existing and past land uses are useful as potential indicators of historic hazardous materials 
usage or storage. The site has evidence of unauthorized off-highway vehicle use and contains a large 
amount of illegally dumped waste. Illegally dumped waste has the potential to contain hazardous 
materials. These materials could be present in dumped materials such as batteries, appliances, or waste 
from clandestine drug manufacturing. In addition, motor vehicle fuel leaks from unauthorized off-highway 
vehicle usage represent a potential source of soil contamination. Historical aerial photographs do not 
indicate historical agricultural activities present within the site. The proposed Project is located within the 
City; therefore, the Hazardous Materials Division of the SBCFD has been designated by the State 
Secretary for Environmental Protection as the CUPA. The CUPA is responsible for managing hazardous 
materials and hazardous waste programs within the County. The CUPA also administers hazardous 
waste related permits and performs facility inspections and enforcement activities throughout the County. 
As discussed above in Section 2.2.14 (Hazardous Waste), the Applicant intends to prepare and file a 
Hazardous Materials Business Plan with the CUPA for the Project.  

On August 2, 2019, Terracon preformed six Phase I Environmental Site Assessments for the proposed 
Project site (see Appendix E, Phase I Environmental Site Assessments). Terracon did not identify any 
recognized environmental conditions in connection with the proposed Project site, and as such, no further 
investigation was recommended.   

3.9.2 Impact Analysis 
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IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS — Would the project: 

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 
compatibility 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 or 
excessive noise for people residing or working in the 
project area? 

    

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

    

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, 
to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving 
wildland fires? 

    

 

Discussion of Impacts 

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

Less Than Significant Impact.  

Construction of the proposed Project would involve the routine use of hazardous materials such as 
equipment fuels (gasoline, diesel), oils and lubricants, and hydraulic fluid. These materials could be 
released during construction as a result of mishandling, accidents, or leaking equipment; however, 
existing regulations would require the Applicant (and by extension, the construction contractors) to 
monitor work areas for the release of hazardous materials and to take steps to prevent the mobilization of 
contaminants into the surrounding environment.  

During construction-related activities of the proposed Project, fuels and other materials such as greases 
used with construction-related equipment may be stored on-site within locked aboveground containers. 
Fuel stored on-site during construction- and decommissioning-related activities is subject to federal and 
state regulation. Federal regulations (40 CFR §112) and the Aboveground Petroleum Storage Act prescribe 
spill protection requirements designed to protect human health and the environment. The use, storage, 
transport, and disposal of hazardous materials in connection with the solar facility would be carried out in 
accordance with federal, state, and local regulations. 
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Hazardous materials could impact soil or water quality and expose humans and the environment to 
hazardous materials if they are carried away from the site by storm runoff. To prevent this from 
happening, a SWPPP would be prepared and implemented prior to initiation of construction-related 
activities. Additional details of the SWPPP are provided in the Hydrology and Water Quality Impact 
discussion. 

Operation of the proposed Project would require the use of hazardous materials (such as pesticides or 
herbicides) only where necessary. As detailed above in Section 2.5.9, Hazardous Waste, it is anticipated 
that hazardous material usage onsite will be negligible. Potentially hazardous materials would generally 
be present within the transformer components (such as dielectric fluid or SF6). In the event that these 
materials would need to be removed from the components, existing regulations would require the 
Applicant to engage with a fully qualified removal and recycling service.   

As part of the existing regulations, the Applicant would obtain an approved hazardous materials release 
response plans and inventory (also known as a hazardous materials business plan) from the CUPA prior 
to construction. This plan is used to provide information to the general population regarding hazardous 
materials at facilities and includes safe handling requirements, storage requirements, and periodic 
training requirements. Additionally, the plan also requires a release reporting requirement in the event 
that there is a reasonable belief that the release or threatened release poses a significant present or 
potential hazard to human health, safety, property, or the environment (County 2019).  

The proposed Project’s BESS would likely use lithium ion batteries. The batteries would be contained in 
pad-mounted enclosures. This technology requires cooling of the battery components (cells/modules) 
because lithium ion batteries could otherwise heat to the point of thermal runaway (i.e., failure of a single 
cell within the system cascading into a fire and explosion). The Project would cool the battery 
components by maintaining the battery enclosure at room temperature (within a specific temperature 
range, around 68 degrees Fahrenheit) using traditional air conditioner units (compressor-based 
refrigerant systems). The battery enclosures would provide an additional level of protection by providing 
containment in the event of a fire. The Project would implement a fire suppression system to reduce the 
risk of fire. Features such as electronic monitoring systems, alarms, and circuit breakers would be 
incorporated in the final design to lower the possibility of a thermal runaway chain reaction. The Project 
would comply with Section 608 of the California Fire Code to minimize risk of fire from the BESS and to 
contain fire in the event of an accident. Compliance with Article 480 of the Electrical Code (which 
identifies insulation and venting requirements for stationary storage batteries), would further reduce 
potential fire risk. 

The batteries and other materials for the BESS facilities would be manufactured offsite and transported to 
the project site by truck. If removal of defective batteries from the project site is required during 
operations, this material would be classified mostly as universal waste under the California Department of 
Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) regulations and guidance. Transportation of batteries is subject to 49 
CFR 173.185―Department of Transportation Pipeline and Hazardous Material Administration. These 
regulations include requirements for prevention of a dangerous evolution of heat, prevention of short 
circuits, and prevention of damage to the terminals, and would require that no battery come in contact 
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with other batteries or conductive materials. Adherence to the requirements and regulations, personnel 
training, safe interim storage, and segregation from other potential waste streams would minimize any 
public hazard related to transport, use, or disposal of batteries. 

The solar facility may be constructed using photovoltaic PV panels that contain a thin semiconductor layer 
containing cadmium telluride (CdTe). While CdTe itself is a hazardous substance in an isolated form, the 
CdTe in the PV panels is bound and sealed within the glass sheets and a laminate material. During the 
PV module manufacturing process, CdTe is bound under high temperature to a sheet of glass by vapor 
transport deposition, coated with an industrial laminate material, insulated with solar edge tape, and 
covered with a second sheet of glass. The module design results in the encapsulation of the 
semiconductor material between two sheets of glass thereby preventing the exposure of CdTe to the 
environment. Studies indicate that unless the PV module is purposefully ground to a fine dust, use of 
CdTe in PV modules do not generate any emissions of CdTe (Fthenakis, 2003). CdTe PV modules, 
therefore, do not present an environmental risk during operations. CdTe releases are also unlikely to 
occur during accidental breakage or fire due to the high chemical and thermal stability of CdTe. 

Disposal risks of end-of-life CdTe PV modules are minimized because of the low solubility of CdTe and 
because the modules can be recycled effectively at the end of their approximately 30-year life. PV module 
manufacturers provide CdTe module collection and recycling services. Since 2005, the end-of-life CdTe 
PV modules have been characterized as federal non-hazardous waste, and as a California-only 
hazardous waste. Solar equipment and infrastructure would be recycled as practical or disposed of in 
compliance with applicable laws. CdTe PV modules are an article of commerce and are not classified as 
a hazardous material for shipping purposes under either federal or state law. 

Compliance with existing hazardous materials regulations and CUPA permitting would ensure that the 
potential for the proposed Project to create a significant hazard to the public through the routine transport, 
use, or disposal of hazardous materials would be less than significant during the construction phase, 
operations phase, and the decommissioning phase.  

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? 

Less Than Significant Impact  

Discussed under Impact Analysis a), the proposed Project is not expected to cause a significant hazard to 
the public or the environment through the transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials, largely 
because the project will not transport, use, or dispose of such materials in meaningful quantities. 
Construction-related activities would require the limited use of hazardous materials that could result in 
potential adverse health and environmental impacts if these materials were released into the 
environment, implementation of construction-related water quality BMPs (implemented as part of the 
proposed Project’s SWPPP) would reduce the potential for such releases and ensure quick response to 
any spills such that impacts would be less than significant. In addition, were the proposed Project to 
require the use of hazardous substances exceeding regulatory thresholds, the Applicant would be 
required by existing regulations to obtain hazardous materials permits from the CUPA. These permits 



DRAFT INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

Environmental Setting and Impact Analysis  

 3.97 
 
4847-4881-7084, v. 3 

would include preventative requirements and best practices for the use of hazardous materials related to 
the proposed Project.  

It is possible that previously unknown hazardous materials could be released during ground clearance or 
disturbing activities during construction. The proposed Project site has been used for illegal dumping in 
the past. The proposed Project site exhibits dumped materials ranging from unwanted clothing and toys 
to construction materials, abandoned vehicles, and broken appliances. Terracon preformed six Phase I 
Environmental Site Assessments for the proposed Project site (see Appendix E, Phase I Environmental 
Site Assessments). Terracon did not identify any recognized environmental conditions in connection with 
the proposed Project site, and as such, no further investigation was recommended. The potential for 
disturbing undocumented subsurface utilities or structures would be further reduced by screening for 
subsurface structures in areas prior to commencement of subsurface work as required by California 
Government Code Section 4216). Consequently, the likelihood that hazardous substances will be 
released during ground disturbing activities is low.  

Potential upset and accident conditions include fire that results from overheating or other electrical fault 
conditions within the BESS, or a fire that spreads to the proposed Project site from an adjacent property. 
In most cases, mechanical damage would probably rank as the highest risk factor for initiating a thermal 
runaway (fire/explosion) event. Improper handling can result in crush or puncture damage, possibly 
leading to the release of electrolyte material or short-circuiting. These actions could result in thermal 
runaway and a resulting fire and/or explosion. 

As explained in Impact Analysis (a) above, battery fire risks at the proposed Project will be managed 
through proper planning, appropriate system controls, risk assessment, storage methods, and response 
protocols. The primary method to managing risk is through a sophisticated control system with real-time 
monitoring, and the instantaneous capability to remotely and autonomously shut down facilities operating 
out of spec (see more below). In the case of a fire, the project would use a fire protection system with 
suppression through a cooling, isolation, and containment strategy. Each BESS container would include a 
gaseous fire suppressant agent. The system would be designed in accordance with NFPA safety 
standards.  

At the system level, a master control system would monitor parameters critical to safety, including all cell 
voltages, all currents, and representative temperatures. A robust system of logic-based isolation 
interlocks would prevent exposing cells to unsafe voltages, currents, and temperatures by providing both 
active and passive isolation. In the event that the control system fails, each of the battery cells include 
several features designed to reduce the potential for short-circuits, excessive pressure, overheating, and 
other factors that could potentially lead to a thermal runaway and a resulting fire and/or explosion. 

Personnel training would be required to help address the unique issues that this type of battery 
technology presents, such as battery fire behavior, emergency response procedures, and fire 
extinguisher use (battery focus). To ensure compliance with the OSHA Emergency Action Plan Standard, 
29 CFR 1910.38, and to prepare personnel for dealing with emergency situations, an emergency action 
plan would be developed. This emergency action plan would be developed to effectively address all 
emergencies that may be reasonably expected to occur at the BESS. Such a plan may include a 
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designated emergency coordinator who would be responsible for notification of emergency personnel and 
safely evacuating project employees, as well as the proper use of fire extinguishers (if applicable). All 
personnel working onsite would receive instruction and training on the emergency action plan. 

The CUPA requires any facility that stores 55 gallons of a hazardous liquid material, 500 pounds of a 
hazardous solid material, or 200 cubic feet of a hazardous gaseous material to file and maintain a 
hazardous materials business plan. Activities associated with operations of the proposed Project are 
expected to handle and store only nominal quantities of hazardous and potentially hazardous materials. 
These amounts are not anticipated to exceed the aforementioned thresholds established by the CUPA, 
and thus, would not require the filing of a hazardous materials business plan. In the event that it is 
deemed necessary to store quantities of hazardous or potentially hazardous materials in excess of the 
above thresholds, the Applicant would file and maintain a hazardous materials business plan with the 
CUPA. In the event of an accidental release, the business plan would detail the location and quantities of 
hazardous materials stored onsite. That information would be made available to emergency responders 
such as firefighters and medical personnel, who would, in part, use such information to contain the 
hazardous materials and avoid the creation of a significant hazard.  

As explained in Impact Analysis (a) above, even if the proposed Project uses CdTe PV modules, 
hazardous materials are unlikely to be released during accidental breakage of the PV panels because 
they have been found to be sufficiently contained within sheets of glass (Fthenakis, 2003). Potential 
impacts to soil, air, and groundwater quality from broken CdTe PV modules are highly unlikely to pose a 
potential health risk as they are below both human health screening levels and background levels (Sinha, 
2012). Polycrystalline silicon PV panels do not pose a threat to the public or the environment.   

Potential CdTe emissions from fire are unlikely to occur at the Project site because of the general lack of 
fuel to support a sustained wildfire and the regular vegetation management activities that would occur as 
part of the Project. Grass fires are the most likely fire exposure scenario for groundmounted PV systems, 
and these fires tend to be short-lived “flash” fires due to the thinness of grass fuels. As a result, these 
fires are unlikely to expose PV modules to prolonged fire conditions or to temperatures high enough to 
volatilize CdTe (which has a melting point of 1,906˚F). Moreover, even if a wildfire could reach that 
temperature, the actual CdTe emissions from a PV module would be insignificant (approximately 0.04 
percent) due to encapsulation in the molten glass matrix (Fthenakis, 2003). 

Therefore, potential impacts associated with the release of hazardous materials would be less than 
significant during the construction phase, operations phase, and decommissioning phase. 

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

Less Than Significant Impact.  

As discussed further below in Section 3.15.1, Public Services Setting, no schools are located within one-
quarter mile of the proposed Project. There are three schools located within one-quarter mile of the 
proposed gen-tie line. There would be only a limited use of potentially hazardous materials during 
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construction for construction vehicles and equipment. The proposed Project would not emit hazardous 
emissions. Depending on the module selected for proposed Project design, solar modules could contain 
elements such as cadmium telluride or cadmium sulfide. As explained in Impact Analysis (a) and (b) 
above, there is no risk of cadmium release as part of the proposed Project as the cadmium could only be 
released if the modules were aerosolized. Other hazardous emissions could result from exhaust of 
construction vehicles; however, construction would be temporary and of short duration, occurring within 
one-quarter mile of a school only during construction of the gen-tie lines. Therefore, this impact would be 
less than significant during the construction phase, operations phase, and the decommissioning phase.  

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? 

No Impact.  

Pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5, DTSC maintains the ENVIROSTOR list to track 
hazardous waste facilities and sites subject to corrective action. There are no sites within the City in the 
list. There are four listed sites located within the County. The closest of these four sites to the proposed 
Project is the Bunker Hill Groundwater Basin located approximately 29 miles south of the proposed 
Project. 

While not included in the list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code 
65962.5, there is one USEPA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
(CERCLA) Superfund site located within the general vicinity of the proposed Project. The former George 
Air Force Base (now the Southern California Logistics Airport) was designated a Superfund site in 1990. It 
is located approximately 3 miles southeast of the proposed Project facility and approximately 1.5 miles 
east of the gen-tie line; however, it is not located within the proposed Project facility. As there are no 
listed sites located on or near the location of the proposed Project, no impact would occur during the 
construction phase, operations phase, and the decommissioning phase.  

e) For a project located within an airport land use compatibility 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 or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area? 

No Impact.  

The solar generating facility is not located within an airport land use compatibility plan and is located 
greater than 2 miles from the nearest public use airport (Southern California Logistics Airport). As such, 
the Project would not create a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working within the 
proposed Project area. No impact would occur during the construction phase, operations phase, and the 
decommissioning phase.  
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f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 

No Impact.  

The proposed Project would be required to comply with all applicable emergency response plans and 
emergency evacuation plans as a condition of proposed Project approval, and in accordance with area 
plan and business plan regulations (Health and Safety Code, §25500-25520 and Cal. Code Reg., tit. 19, 
§ 2720 et seq.). As discussed in greater detail below in Section 3.17 (Transportation), the Project would 
add a small number of trips to the existing circulation system during construction, and then little to no new 
trips during operation of the Project. Given the de minimis nature of these additional trips, no interference 
with adopted emergency response or evacuation plans would occur.  

The proposed Project does not include construction of residences or facilities that would require 
significant evacuation. The proposed Project would not remove roadways or regional access points. As 
such, the proposed Project would not impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan; therefore, no impacts are anticipated during the 
construction phase, operations phase, and the decommissioning phase.  

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving wildland fires? 

No Impact.  

Discussed in further detail below in Section 3.20, Wildfire, the proposed Project is not located in an area 
mapped as a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ), nor is it in an area where nearby wildlands 
are present; therefore, no impact is anticipated during the construction phase, operations phase, and the 
decommissioning phase.  

Cumulative Impacts 

Depending on timing for implementation of the projects considered in the cumulative impact analysis, 
there could be a temporary increase in the transport, use, storage, and disposal of hazardous materials 
during construction of the projects considered in the cumulative impact analysis. However, hazardous 
materials that will be used during construction activities are common to the construction and industrial 
trade and are regulated in accordance with the California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 22, 23, 26, & 
27, 29 CFR 1910.119, California Fire Codes CFR Title 24, and City of Adelanto Fire Department Health 
and Safety code. Additionally, the proposed Project is located 1.7 to 4.5 miles from the cumulative project 
and there would be no cumulative interaction construction activities of hazardous materials among the 
facilities considered in the cumulative impact analysis. Therefore, the Project would not contribute to 
cumulatively considerable hazards and hazardous materials impacts during construction activities. 

During operation of the projects considered in the cumulative impact analysis, hazardous materials would 
continue to be transported, used, stored, and disposed according to current procedures and in 
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accordance with regulatory requirements. Therefore, the Project would not contribute to cumulatively 
considerable hazards and hazardous materials impacts during operation. Therefore, the proposed 
Project’s contribution to cumulative hazards and hazardous materials impacts would be less than 
cumulatively considerable. 
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3.10 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

3.10.1 Setting 

The regional hydraulic setting is discussed in further detail in Appendix D (Preliminary Drainage Report). 
In general, the proposed Project site is located within an alluvial plain with the Fremont Wash running 
through portions of the proposed Project, specifically in the northeast corner. Delineated on Flood 
Insurance Rate Map panel 06071C5780H, the proposed Project site lies within Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) Special Flood Hazard Zone D and Zone X. Additionally, the proposed 
Project site is located just outside the El Mirage dry lakebed. Areas defined by FEMA as Zone D are 
areas of undetermined but potential flood hazard. Areas mapped as Zone X are areas of moderate to 
minimal flood hazard, having an average annual chance flood of 0.2 percent.  

As a result of construction of the proposed Project, 1.3 acres of new impervious surfaces (PV tracker pile 
area, inverter skids, battery skids, and additional substation pads) would be added. All access roads 
would be pervious. This additional impervious area represents 0.001 percent of the watershed that is 
contributing to streams passing through the proposed Project site. This would also represent an increase 
of 0.001 percent within the overall 1,197-acre proposed Project site. 

3.10.2 Impact Analysis 
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 iv) impede or redirect flood flows?     
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control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan?  

    

Discussion of Impacts 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise substantially 
degrade surface or ground water quality? 

Less Than Significant Impact.  

The proposed Project would result in the installation of a solar PV facility. Wastewater would mainly be 
generated during panel washing activities as part of O&M of the proposed Project. Construction of the 
proposed Project would require up to 323 af of water for dust suppression or other construction activities 
(such as concrete preparation). Water used for dust suppression would not contain contaminants. 

Site preparation activities, such as access road grading and minor excavation for PV collector line 
installation or foundation installation, could potentially degrade water quality through erosion and 
sedimentation. Disturbed, loose, or stockpiled soil could be eroded during a rainfall event and mobilized 
offsite. However, the proposed Project site is generally flat and located in an arid region. The proposed 
Project site does not contain any perennial waterbodies that could further mobilize contaminants or 
become degraded as a result of the proposed Project. Detailed further in Appendix D (Preliminary 
Drainage Report), the proposed Project does not have the potential to significantly alter the existing 
offsite water sources.  

The accidental release or mobilization of contaminants during construction, operation, and 
decommissioning of the proposed Project could potentially result in water quality degradation within the 
Upper Mojave River Valley Groundwater Basin. Potentially contaminants may include diesel fuel, 
gasoline, lubricant oils, hydraulic fluid, antifreeze, transmission fluid, lubricant grease, and other fluids 
required for the operation of construction vehicles. Motorized equipment used at the proposed Project site 
during the construction, operation, and decommissioning could leak potentially hazardous materials due 
to unnoticed or unrepaired damage, improper fueling, or operator error. This type of leak could occur 



DRAFT INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

Environmental Setting and Impact Analysis  

 3.104 
 
4847-4881-7084, v. 3 

either on the proposed Project site or on the vehicle and equipment routes between the offsite origin point 
and the proposed Project site. Any activities that require the use of motorized equipment may result in the 
accidental spill or release of potentially hazardous materials. As described in Impact Analysis IX, 
however, such releases are unlikely.  

Direct contact with potentially hazardous materials could result from a leak or spill that occurs directly 
above or within the bed and banks of a flowing stream or waterbody. However, the lack of perennial 
streams in the proposed Project site minimizes this potential. An accidental release of a potentially 
harmful or hazardous material into a dry stream bed or wash would not directly impact water quality. 
Similarly, an accidental release or spill of hazardous materials outside of the stream channel would not 
directly impact water quality. However, accidental spills or releases of hazardous materials could 
indirectly impact water quality through runoff during a subsequent storm event when the spilled material 
could come in contact with or be washed into episodic flowing water. Similarly, groundwater could be 
contaminated through direct or indirect contact with potentially harmful or hazardous materials that 
percolate through the soil into the groundwater basin. However, this risk is very unlikely, as the average 
depth to groundwater for wells in the region is approximately 200-300 feet (Bulletin 118) 

Compliance with existing regulations including development and implementation of a SWPPP, which 
would include BMPs to prevent and respond to accidental spills of hazardous materials or potentially 
hazardous materials, would address the potential for these materials to linger onsite during the dry-
season construction. Typical BMPs include:  

• Stockpiling and disposing of demolition debris, concrete, and soil properly; 
• Installation of a stabilized construction-related entrance/exit and stabilization of disturbed areas; 
• Implementing erosion controls; 
• Properly managing construction-related materials; 
• Proper protections for fueling and maintenance of equipment and vehicles; and/or 
• Managing waste, aggressively controlling litter, and implementing sediment controls 

Therefore, impacts would be less than significant during the construction phase, operations phase, and 
the decommissioning phase. 
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b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge 
such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin? 

Less Than Significant Impact.  

Construction of the proposed Project would occur over an approximately 18-month period and would 
require approximately 323 af of water for construction purposes. During operation of the proposed 
Project, water use would mainly be limited to panel washing activities. Operation of the proposed Project 
would use approximately 9.68 af per year. Water for construction, operation, and decommissioning of the 
proposed Project would be sourced locally, and a Will Serve letter for the Project from the City of 
Adelanto will be obtained prior to construction.  

Construction of the proposed Project would increase the number of impervious surfaces within the 
watershed and proposed Project site by 0.001 percent. This minor increase would not represent a 
significant impediment to groundwater recharge within the region. The proposed Project would disturb a 
small subset of the Project site’s approximately 1,197 acres, with each washing event consuming 
approximately 30,000 gallons, generating approximately 25 gallons of runoff per acre. Given seasonal 
temperatures, much of this runoff would evaporate or infiltrate into the ground as it runs off the solar 
panels.  

The rate and amount of recharge and surface runoff is determined by multiple factors, including amount 
and intensity of precipitation, amount of other imported water that enters a watershed, and amount of 
precipitation and imported water that infiltrates to the groundwater. Infiltration is determined by several 
factors, including soil type, antecedent soil moisture, rainfall intensity, the number of impervious surfaces 
within a watershed, and topography. The rate of surface runoff is largely determined by topography and 
the intensity of rainfall over a given period of time. Changes in groundwater recharge alter the quantity of 
groundwater available to the environment, existing users, and other proposed projects. Projects that 
grade the land surface, remove vegetation, alter the conveyance and control of runoff, or cover the land 
with impervious surfaces alter the relationships between rainfall, runoff, infiltration and evapotranspiration. 
The proposed Project would not alter any precipitation amounts or intensities, nor would it require any 
additional water to be imported from outside of the region into the proposed Project site. 

Construction of the proposed Project would create some impervious land within the proposed Project site. 
Access roads constructed within the proposed Project site would be composed of compacted soils that 
would be pervious to water infiltration. While the posts constructed to support the solar panels would add 
a minor amount of additional impervious coverage, the solar panels themselves would not function as 
impervious coverage, but instead would function similarly to a tree canopy. Rainwater would be partially 
intercepted by the panels and ultimately run off the panel and onto the ground. 

Likewise, most of the rainwater that runs off the impervious project facilities (i.e., concrete pads or other 
impervious improvements) would also run onto the neighboring soils and infiltrate into the ground. Thus, 
the amount of land converted to impervious surfaces that would reduce water infiltration and potentially 
increase erosion and siltation would be minimal. These areas comprise of less than 1 percent of the 
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approximately 1,197-acre proposed Project site, conservatively estimated. Consequently, the additional 
impervious cover being produced by the proposed Project is not combined in any one location, such as a 
parking lot, which would create a “blanket of impervious cover” that could impact recharge. Conversely, 
the proposed Project’s impervious improvements would be dispersed throughout the proposed Project 
site. 

Given that the amount of new impervious cover created by the proposed Project would be minimal, it 
would not substantially interfere with groundwater recharge. Water identified for the proposed Project may 
be sourced locally or trucked in. In addition, water used onsite is expected to infiltrate into the subsurface 
and not run offsite. As such, the proposed Project would not 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, resulting in a less than significant impact during the 
construction phase, operations phase, and the decommissioning phase.  

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of 
the course of a stream or river or through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which 
would 

i. result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site;  

Less Than Significant Impact.  

Increased erosion or siltation on- or offsite could occur as a result of ground disturbing activities 
associated with the proposed Project. The majority of ground disturbing activities would occur during 
construction from grading and trenching activities. As detailed further in Appendix D (Preliminary 
Drainage Report), construction, operation, and decommissioning of the proposed Project would not result 
in changes to overall drainages and would have minimal to no impact on the existing watershed 
hydrologically. Compliance with existing regulations, including development and implementation of a 
SWPPP, would further minimize this potential impact, which would be less than significant during the 
construction phase, operations phase, and the decommissioning phase. 

ii. substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in 
flooding on- or offsite; 

Less Than Significant Impact.  

As explained in Impact Analysis (c)(i) above, construction, operation, and decommissioning of the 
proposed Project would not result in changes to overall drainages and would have minimal to no impact 
on the existing watershed hydrologically. The proposed Project site consists of relatively flat terrain, and 
construction of the proposed Project would not result in substantial grading or drainage modifications. 
Detailed further in Appendix D (Preliminary Drainage Report), due to there being minimal impact on the 
existing drainage area, it is expected that hydrologic and hydraulic watershed characteristics would 
behave similarly after construction of the proposed Project and would not substantially increase the rate 
or amount of surface runoff.  
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The proposed Project would introduce a small amount of new impervious surfaces (less than 0.001 
percent of the proposed Project site). This minor increase in impervious surfaces would result in a minor 
increase in runoff, which would be easily absorbed and accommodated by the surrounding environment. 
The proposed Project would include PV panels and gen-tie lines, which would either be entirely elevated, 
allowing flood flows to move freely underneath, or would have a minimal footprint underneath when 
compared to the overall size of the proposed Project. Flows through the proposed Project site would 
continue to act in a similar fashion to baseline conditions. A less than significant impact in the amount of 
runoff would occur during the construction phase, operations phase, and the decommissioning phase.  

iii. 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; or 

Less Than Significant Impact.  

As explained in Impact Analysis (c)(i) above, construction, operation, and decommissioning of the 
proposed Project would not result in changes to overall drainages and would have minimal to no impact 
on the existing watershed hydrologically. Runoff from the proposed Project would be generated primarily 
through the introduction of new impervious surfaces, which would prevent onsite water from being 
absorbed by the soils and percolating into the regional groundwater supply. Detailed further in Appendix 
D (Preliminary Drainage Report), the proposed Project would introduce a small number of impervious 
surfaces into the region, increasing the amount of impervious surface in the watershed and the proposed 
Project site by 0.001 percent (approximately 1.3 acres). No new, planned, or existing stormwater 
drainages are proposed or necessary for the proposed Project. This would result in a less than significant 
creation or contribution of runoff water during the construction phase, operations phase, and the 
decommissioning phase.  

iv. impede or redirect flood flows? 

Less Than Significant Impact.  

As explained in Impact Analysis (c)(i) above, construction, operation, and decommissioning of the 
proposed Project would not result in changes to overall drainages and would have minimal to no impact 
on the existing watershed hydrologically. The proposed Project would only impede or redirect flood flows 
by installing hydraulic obstructions within existing floodways. Proposed hydraulic obstructions that would 
be constructed as part of the proposed Project include fencing and tracker piles. These tracker piles are 
typically 6 inches wide and spaced 15 to 25 feet on-center. Detailed further in Appendix D (Preliminary 
Drainage Report), the relatively small footprint of the pier and wide spacing of the tracker piles would 
have a negligible effect on site hydraulics. The Applicant has indicated that areas with large flow 
concentrations against site fencing will utilize “flow-through” fencing. This type of fencing allows for large 
flows to pass through a wider fencing grid, disturbing the flow minimally by introducing 6 inch vertical 
spacing to allow for larger debris to pass through the fence compared to the standard chain link fabric. 
This reduces the potential for a “dam” effect. With this consideration, fencing is also assumed to have 
negligible effect on site hydraulics. Therefore, impacts associated with impeding or redirecting flood flows 
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would be less than significant during the construction phase, operations phase, and the decommissioning 
phase.  

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project inundation? 

Less Than Significant Impact.  

The proposed Project is located within the Victor Valley, which is not located within a tsunami or seiche 
zone. People or structures would not be exposed to hazards associated with seiche, tsunami, or mudflow 
since no large bodies of water exist near the proposed Project site. The Pacific Ocean is approximately 
75 miles from the proposed Project site and separated by the barrier of the San Gabriel Mountains. No 
water bodies capable of producing a seiche are located near the proposed Project site. 

Discussed above, and in greater detail in Appendix D (Preliminary Drainage Report), portions of the 
proposed Project site fall within FEMA Flood Hazard Zone D and Zone X. These areas reflect hazard 
zones that have a minimal to moderate risk of a 0.2 percent annual chance (100-year) flood each year. 
This flooding hazard reflects a baseline condition that exists prior to the construction of the proposed 
Project, and construction of the proposed Project would not alter the existing flood hazard.  

The proposed Project would introduce electrical infrastructure mainly consisting of metal construction 
materials. These materials do not pose a risk of significant pollutant release during flood hazards as no 
pollutant sources are proposed to be introduced to the region (such as hazardous chemical tanks or 
fertilizing operations). Additionally, the proposed Project site is currently subject to unauthorized dumping 
and trash disposal. Installation of the proposed Project would reduce the amount of trash and other 
pollutants present onsite and would thereby reduce the risk of pollutant release due to project inundation. 
Therefore, the proposed Project would have a less than significant impact on risk release of pollutants 
from project inundation during the construction phase, operations phase, and the decommissioning 
phase. 

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater 
management plan? 

No Impact.  

The proposed Project would obtain water from a municipal source managed by the City of Adelanto. As 
detailed in the City of Adelanto Urban Water Management Plan (City of Adelanto, 2015), the City sources 
approximately 94% of its water supply from groundwater wells by accessing the Mojave River 
Groundwater Basin. The Mojave River Groundwater basin is an adjudicated basin with the Mojave Water 
Agency as Watermaster. As detailed further in the UWMP, Table ES-5, the City has a projected annual 
surplus of between 4,722 AF in 2020 to 7,555 AF in 2040. As such, the Project’s temporary water 
demand would be easily accommodated under the existing allotments, and no conflict with a sustainable 
groundwater management plan could occur. Additionally, it is expected that the majority of water used for 
the Project would be for the purposes of dust suppression, allowing some of the water to percolate back 
into the groundwater basin.  Described above, the Project would be required under existing rules and 
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regulations to prepare and implement a SWPPP. Implementation of this SWPPP would ensure that any 
migration of surface water either on or offsite would not result in impacts to water quality by preventing 
movement or mobilization of contaminants such as sediment into local waterways.  

The proposed Project would be constructed and operated in accordance with all applicable regulations 
and plans, including regional water quality control plans and sustainable groundwater management plans. 
As such, the proposed Project would not conflict with or obstruct the implementation of these plans, and 
no impact would occur during the construction phase, operations phase, and the decommissioning phase. 

Cumulative Impacts 

During construction, the proposed Project would be required to comply with an National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) construction permit, including the preparation of a SWPPP that 
requires the incorporation of BMPs to control sedimentation, erosion, and hazardous materials 
contamination of runoff during construction. Additionally, the proposed Project would comply with the 
waste discharge prohibitions and water quality objectives established by the RWQCB that are 
incorporated into the project as design features. As such, it is not anticipated that the proposed Project 
would violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. As the cumulative projects 
are approximately 1.7 miles to 4.5 miles from the proposed Project and because potential impacts to 
hydrology and water quality are site-specific, each of the related cumulative projects would either 
conclude that no or less than significant impacts would occur or would include their own mitigation 
specific to the unique drainage and water quality characteristics of the individual site and project. 
Additionally, all related cumulative projects would be required to comply with the provisions contained 
with their National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) construction permit, including the 
preparation of a SWPPP. Therefore, based on the absent potential to combine with other projects’ 
impacts, the proposed Project would not have cumulatively considerable hydrology and water quality 
impacts. 
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3.11 LAND USE AND PLANNING 

3.11.1 Setting 

Discussed above in Section 2.1.2, Surrounding Land Uses, the proposed Project site consists of rural 
undeveloped land located on the northwestern side of the City. The proposed Project site is not being 
used for any particular use or activity as it is currently vacant and subject to unauthorized trash dumping 
and off-highway vehicle use. The site is relatively flat through the majority of the proposed Project area, 
with a gradual slope from southeast to northwest from approximately 2,820 to 2,750 feet amsl. Land use 
within and surrounding the proposed Project area is limited to sparse rural residential development and 
open space with a few unpaved roads across the site. See Table 14 for the proposed Project area’s 
surrounding land use designations. 

Table 13: Surrounding Land Use Designations 

Relationship to Project 
Site 

Existing Land  
Description Land Use Zoning District 

Project Site Vacant undeveloped land, unpermitted 
dumping and OHV 

• OS (Open Space) 
• DL 5 (Desert Living 5) 
• DL 2.5 (Desert Living 2.5) 

Generation Tie Lines Vacant undeveloped lands, franchise right-of-
way 

• DL 5 (Desert Living 5) 
• DL2.5 (Desert Living 2.5) 
• R-S1 (Single Family Residential) 
• R-S5 (Single Family Residential) 
• LM (Light Manufacturing) 
• MU (Mixed Use) 
• R-M12 (Medium Density 

Residential) 

Note: 
OHV = off-highway vehicles 

 

3.11.2 Impact Analysis 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING — Would the project:     

a) Physically divide an established community?     

b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a 
conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted 
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental 
effect? 
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Discussion of Impacts 

a) Physically divide an established community? 

No Impact.  

The proposed Project site and proposed gen-tie routes are surrounded by General Agricultural land uses 
and are not located within any designated planning boundary. Only limited residential uses occur in the 
vicinity of the proposed Project site, consisting of scattered rural farm residences. As a whole, the 
proposed Project area lacks any established community. As such, development of the proposed Project 
would not physically divide any community. Therefore, no potential impacts associated with physically 
dividing an established community would result during the construction phase, operations phase, and 
decommissioning phase. 

b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 

Less than Significant Impact.  

This impact assesses the City of Adelanto’s General Plan, which incorporates the Southern California 
Association of Governments’ (SCAG’s) Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(RTP/SCS) relevant goals, objectives, and policies to determine if the proposed Project would be 
consistent with the agency’s plans.  

Concurrent with the Adelanto North 2035 Comprehensive Sustainable Plan’s adoption, the City has 
amended the City of Adelanto’s General Plan and Zoning Code for consistency with the Adelanto North 
2035 Comprehensive Sustainable Plan. However, if the plan’s goals, policy, and programs differ from or 
conflict with the policy contained in the Adelanto General Plan or any other applicable City regulation, 
rule, or policy, the Adelanto North 2035 Comprehensive Sustainable Plan shall prevail unless otherwise 
indicated. Therefore, the Planning Division staff shall resolve any issues that may arise with the 
interpretation of the Adelanto North 2035 Comprehensive Sustainable Plan.  

The Adelanto North 2035 Comprehensive Sustainable Plan permits the construction of solar facilities on 
property designated and zoned as Light Manufacturing (LM) and Manufacturing/Industrial (MI). The 
subject property is contained primarily within the Desert Living zones (DL-5 and DL-2.5) with a portion 
located within the Open Space (OS) land use designation. While power generating facilities (>500 Kw) 
are allowed in the OS zones with a CUP, they are currently not allowed in the Desert Living areas. 
Therefore, the proposed Project includes a Location and Development Plan, (LDP),  Solar Energy 
Overlay Zone and Conditional Use Permit (CUP) pursuant to a Zoning Code Amendment, (ZCA) and 
General Plan Amendment/ Zone Change (GPA/ZC) allowing the use of site-specific solar overlay zones 
for utility-scale project within City limits. 

Table 15 summarizes the proposed Project’s consistency with all applicable objectives, goals, policies, 
and specific actions of the Adelanto North 2035 Comprehensive Sustainable Plan. Based on the 
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consistency analysis provided below, the proposed Project would be consistent with the goals and 
policies of the Adelanto North 2035 Comprehensive Sustainable Plan, as well as SCAG’s RTP/SCS. 
Therefore, this impact would be less than significant during the construction phase, operations phase, 
and the decommissioning phase. 

Table 14: Adelanto North 2035 Comprehensive Sustainable Plan Consistency Analysis 

Element Goal/Objective/Policy Consistency Determination 
No.  Text 

Land Use 
and 
Community 
Design 

Goal 
LC 1 

A variety of business 
opportunities and 
housing choices are 
available that make it 
easier for persons of all 
income ranges to live, 
work, and recreate in 
Adelanto North. 

Consistent. The applicant has requested CUP and site-
specific solar overlay designation pursuant to a zoning code 
and general plan amendment.. The proposed Project would 
provide a new, alternative energy facility within the City with 
employment opportunities for construction and ongoing facility 
maintenance. 

Policy 
LC 
1.1 

Accommodate a range 
of land use 
designations to meet 
the residential, 
economic, educational, 
and social needs of 
current and future 
residents, business 
owners, and local 
employees in 
accordance with Figure 
LC-2. 

Consistent. The proposed Project overlay and associated 
code and general plan amendment would be consistent with 
the City’s land use and density/intensity designations. This 
conversion would allow for the opportunity of a mix of 
residential and nonresidential land uses. 

Policy 
LC 
1.4 

Require sustainable 
practices and the use of 
sustainable methods in 
all site, lotting, and 
circulation planning. 

Consistent. The proposed Project is a solar facility and by its 
nature incorporates sustainable development approaches .  

Goal 
LC 4 

Sustainability 
incorporated into land 
use patterns and 
development 
approaches. 

Consistent. The proposed Project is a solar facility and by its 
nature incorporates sustainable development approaches. 

Policy 
LC 
4.4 

Promote the use of 
solar, wind, and other 
alternative energy 
generation systems as 
part of the new planned 
development. 

Consistent. The proposed Project would develop a clean, 
renewable energy generation system through the construction, 
operation, and decommissioning of a solar energy generation 
facility and as such, promotes the use of alternative energy. 

Policy 
LC 
4.6 

Accommodate 
renewable energy 
generation facilities 
within the Public 
Utilities, Business Park, 
Light Manufacturing, 

Consistent. The proposed Project would develop a clean 
renewable energy generation system through the construction, 
operation, and decommissioning of a solar energy generation 
facility and as such, promotes the use of alternative energy. 
Although this use is not currently permitted within the existing 
land use and zoning designations, it would be after the 
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Element Goal/Objective/Policy Consistency Determination 
No.  Text 

and 
Manufacturing/Industrial 
Land Use Designations. 

approval of a CUP and solar zone overlay pursuant to a zoning 
code and general plan amendment. 

Land Use 
and 
Community 
Design 

Goal 
LC 5 

Adequate infrastructure 
to meet new 
development growth. 

Consistent. The proposed Project is unmanned and has 
minimal infrastructure demands adequately served by the City 
under current conditions. 

Policy 
LC 
5.1 

Require new 
development to pay its 
fair share of the cost of 
public facilities, 
services, and 
infrastructure, including 
but not limited to 
transportation, 
incremental water 
supply, sewer and 
wastewater treatment, 
solid waste, flood 
control and drainage, 
schools, fire and police 
protection, and parks 
and recreation.  

Consistent. The Applicant would pay their fair share of fees, 
as required. 

Policy 
LC 
5.3 

Allow development 
outside of Growth Area 
1 only if the applicant 
and/or developer 
provides for the 
construction and 
maintenance of 
extending infrastructure 
and public facilities 
beyond Growth Area 1.  

Consistent. As the Project is located outside of Growth Area 
1, the applicant would provide for the construction and 
maintenance of required infrastructure. 

Policy 
LC 
6.1 

Minimize direct or 
indirect impacts to 
sensitive biological 
resources while 
optimizing the potential 
for mitigation. 

Consistent. This Initial Study evaluates potential impacts to 
biological resources, and mitigation measures have been 
provided to reduce impacts to less than significant levels. As 
such, the Project minimizes direct and indirect impacts to 
biological resources. 

Policy 
LC 
6.2 

Protect and enhance 
the natural environment 
features in Adelanto 
North 2035 
Comprehensive 
Sustainable Plan by 
Preserving open space 
resources as habitat 
resources. 

Consistent. This Initial Study evaluated potential impacts to 
biological resources, and mitigation measures have been 
provided to reduce impacts to less than significant levels. As 
such, the Project would preserve open space for habitat 
resources by way of compensatory mitigation and wildlife 
friendly fencing. 
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Element Goal/Objective/Policy Consistency Determination 
No.  Text 

Land Use 
and 
Community 
Design 

Policy 
LC 
6.3 

Provide greenbelt 
corridors for drainages 
and utility easements 
that protect natural 
drainages, including 
Fremont Wash, and 
accommodate 
transmission of energy 
and fuel resources. 

Consistent. The Project would be designed to ensure that 
corridors would be provided for drainages and utility 
easements. 

Policy 
LC 
6.4 

Establish a habitat 
mitigation bank in 
accordance with 
policies and programs 
established in the Open 
Space and 
Conservation Chapter. 

Consistent. This Initial Study evaluated potential impacts to 
biological resources, and mitigation measures have been 
provided to reduce impacts to less than significant levels. 
Mitigation measures that specifically provide for habitat 
mitigation land are also provided. 

Goal 
LC 7 

Passive solar design 
and green building 
practices take 
advantage of the City’s 
solar and wind 
conditions. 

Consistent. The proposed Project would develop a clean 
renewable energy generation system through the construction, 
operation, and decommissioning of a solar energy generation 
facility and as such, promotes the use of alternative energy 
and takes full advantage of the City’s solar conditions. The 
project would be unmanned with no offices or residences.  

Policy 
LC 
7.1 

Encourage the design 
and construction of 
buildings to go beyond 
the requirements of the 
CalGreen Building 
Code. 

Consistent. The proposed Project would generate renewable 
energy that would help reduce the state’s dependence on 
more polluting sources of energy, resulting in improved air 
quality. The project would be unmanned with no offices or 
residences. 

Policy 
LC 
7.2 

Orient buildings to take 
advantage of solar gain, 
thus allowing the 
absorption of the sun’s 
heat during colder 
months while 
minimizing the sun’s 
heat during warmer 
months. 

Consistent. The proposed Project would develop a clean 
renewable energy generation system through the construction, 
operation, and decommissioning of a solar energy generation 
facility and as such, would be designed to take advantage of 
the city’s solar resource. The project would be unmanned with 
no offices or residences. 

Policy 
7.18 

Minimize or eliminate 
construction waste. 
Encourage the 
reduction, reusing, 
and/or recycling of 
waste materials to 
minimize disposal to a 
landfill. 

Consistent. The proposed Project would have minimal 
construction waste and as such, would send minimal disposal 
waste to landfills. 
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Element Goal/Objective/Policy Consistency Determination 
No.  Text 

Land Use 
and 
Community 
Design 

Goal 
LC 17 

A more aesthetically 
pleasing environment 
with landscaping 
materials that reflect the 
Mojave Desert 
environment. 

Consistent. The proposed Project would develop an 
approximately 1,197-acre solar energy generation facility and 
may include some drought-tolerant landscaping or other low-
maintenance xeriscape features. 

Policy 
LC 
17.1 

Use landscaping to 
reflect ‘a sense of 
place’ that blends in 
with the Mojave Desert 
and native plant 
materials. 

Consistent. The proposed Project would develop an 
approximately 1,197-acre solar energy generation facility and 
may include some drought-tolerant landscaping or other low-
maintenance xeriscape features. 

Policy 
LC 
17.2 

Provide landscaping 
plants and materials 
that complement the 
Mojave Desert 
Environment and 
wildlife, lower 
maintenance 
requirements, and 
require low to moderate 
irrigation requirements.  

Consistent. The proposed Project would develop an 
approximately 1,197-acre solar energy generation facility and 
may include some drought-tolerant landscaping or other low-
maintenance xeriscape features. 

Policy 
17.3 

Use plants that are 
native to the Southwest 
and suited to the hot 
desert climates. 

Consistent. The proposed Project would develop an 
approximately 1,197-acre solar energy generation facility and 
may include some drought-tolerant landscaping or other low-
maintenance xeriscape features. 

Economic 
Development 

Goal 
ED 1 

A diverse, sustainable 
economy 

Consistent. The proposed Project would create new 
construction and facility maintenance jobs that would help the 
economic growth of the community. 

Policy 
ED 
1.2 

Look to attract and to 
capitalize on the City’s 
available land 
resources 

Consistent. The proposed Project would be developed on 
underutilized land and would create sustainable economic 
growth within the City. 

Policy 
ED 
1.5 

Pursue opportunities in 
industrial zones to 
attract green 
technology 
manufacturing, 
particularly building 
upon Adelanto’s solar 
farm development 
activity.  

Consistent. The proposed Project would develop a solar farm 
that would build upon the City’s green technology 
manufacturing and solar development activity.  

Mobility  Policy 
M 1.9 

Require developers to 
construct or pay their 
fair share toward 
improvements for all 
modes consistent with 
this Mobility Chapter, 
and specific impacts 

Consistent. The Applicant will pay their fair share of fees, as 
required. 
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Element Goal/Objective/Policy Consistency Determination 
No.  Text 

associated with their 
development. 

Open Space 
and 
Conservation 

Goal 
OS 1 

Natural resources 
including land features, 
viewsheds, and 
drainages are 
strategically preserved. 

Consistent. The proposed Project would not include any 
features that would obstruct viewsheds. Drainages would be 
strategically preserved with the implementation of mitigation 
measures. 

Policy 
OS 
1.2 

Preserve drainages and 
washes in their natural 
state or limit concrete-
lined channels to 
protect the community 
from flooding hazards 
and enhanced 
conservation. 

Consistent. Drainages and washes would be strategically 
preserved to protect against flooding hazards with the 
implementation of mitigation measures. 

Policy 
OS 
1.3 

Preserve views of the 
desert landscape and 
existing topography and 
landforms including the 
Shadow Mountains. 

Consistent. The proposed Project would not include any 
features that would obstruct viewsheds. 

Goal 
OS 2 

Open spaces, sensitive 
biological resources, 
native habitat, and 
vegetation communities 
that support wildlife 
species are identified, 
protected, and restored. 

Consistent. This Initial Study evaluated potential impacts to 
biological resources, and mitigation measures have been 
provided to reduce impacts to less than significant levels. 
Mitigation measures that specifically provide for habitat 
mitigation land are also provided. 

Policy 
OS 
2.1 

Survey and map 
potential habitat for 
sensitive biological 
resources, including 
special-status plant and 
wildlife species and 
sensitive natural 
communities. 

Consistent. Through extensive surveying and mapping, this 
Initial Study evaluated potential impacts to biological 
resources, and mitigation measures have been provided to 
reduce impacts to less than significant levels. Mitigation 
measures that specifically provide for habitat mitigation land 
are also provided. 

Policy 
OS 
2.3 

Ensure that new 
development and major 
transportation projects 
minimize encroachment 
into sensitive desert 
habitats and minimize 
direct or indirect impact 
to sensitive biological 
resources while 
optimizing the potential 
for mitigation. 

Consistent. This Initial Study evaluated potential impacts to 
biological resources, and mitigation measures have been 
provided to reduce impacts to less than significant levels. 
Mitigation measures that specifically provide for habitat 
mitigation land are also provided. 

Goal 
OS 3 

Energy conservation 
and renewable energy 
production is 
maximized to reduce 

Consistent. The proposed Project would develop a clean 
renewable energy generation system through the construction, 
operation, and decommissioning of a solar energy generation 
facility. 
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Element Goal/Objective/Policy Consistency Determination 
No.  Text 

natural resources and 
fossil fuels 
consumption. 

Open Space 
and 
Conservation 

Policy 
OS 
3.8 

Conserve energy by 
promoting efficient and 
cost-effective lighting 
that reduces glare and 
light pollution. 

Consistent. Proposed Project lighting would be installed for 
ongoing maintenance and security purposes. Low-level lighting 
would be installed at entry and egress gates around the 
facility. All proposed Project lighting would be shielded and 
directed downward to avoid light trespass and minimize the 
potential for glare or spillover onto adjacent properties. Project 
lighting would not be activated when the station is unmanned. 

Goal 
OS 4 

Water consumption is 
reduced through 
aggressive 
implementation of 
conservation policies 
and programs. 

Consistent. Construction water needs would be limited to soil 
conditioning and dust suppression. Potable water would be 
brought to the proposed Project site for drinking and domestic 
needs.  

Policy 
4.2 

Encourage the use of 
drought-tolerant, 
desert-friendly, and low 
water consuming 
landscaping as a 
means of reducing 
overall and per capita 
water demand. 

Consistent. The proposed Project would develop an 
approximately 1,197-acre solar energy generation facility and 
may include some drought-tolerant landscaping or other low-
maintenance xeriscape features. 

Goal 
OS 5 

Land use and water 
supply planning 
processes are 
coordinated so that 
adequate water 
supplies are available 
for proposed 
development. 

Consistent. Adequate water is available for proposed Project 
construction, operation, and ongoing maintenance. 

Policy 
OS 
5.1 

Require new 
development outside 
the boundary of Growth 
Area 1 to demonstrate 
that adequate water is 
available before project 
approval and to fund its 
fair-share costs 
associated with the 
provision of water 
service. 

Consistent. Adequate water is available for proposed Project 
construction, operation, and ongoing maintenance.  

Goal 
OS 6 

Local air quality is 
good; local 
contributions of 
airborne pollutants to 
the air basin are 
reduced. 

Consistent. The proposed Project would be required to 
adhere to applicable rules and regulations of the MDAQMD. 
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Element Goal/Objective/Policy Consistency Determination 
No.  Text 

Open Space 
and 
Conservation 

Policy 
OS 
6.3 

Require projects that 
generate potentially 
significant levels of air 
pollutants and odors to 
incorporate the most 
effective air quality 
mitigation into project 
design, as feasible. 

Consistent. The Project is a clean energy solar facility, which 
would incorporate measures to reduce air pollution during 
construction in accordance with applicable rules and 
regulations of the MDAQMD. During operation, the proposed 
Project would contribute to the generation of renewable energy 
and as such, would reduce the state’s dependence on more 
polluting sources of energy. Ultimately, this would reduce air 
pollution and GHG emissions. 

Goal 
OS 
10 

Cultural and historical 
resources are protected 
and preserved. 

Consistent. The proposed Project would incorporate 
mitigation measures to ensure protection and preservation of 
any cultural or historical resources in cases where they are 
encountered. 

Policy 
OS 
10.1 

Identify, protect, and 
minimize impacts to 
archaeological and 
paleontological 
resources. 

Consistent. The proposed Project would incorporate 
mitigation measures to ensure protection and preservation of 
any archaeological or paleontological resources in cases 
where they are encountered. 

Public 
Facilities and 
Infrastructure 

Goal 
PF 1 

Sufficient water sources 
and quality to meet 
current and projected 
use requirements. 

Consistent. Adequate water is available for proposed Project 
construction, operation, and ongoing maintenance. 

Policy 
PF 
1.5 

Require developers to 
minimize water use 
through the use of 
efficient irrigation 
methods, drought-
tolerant plants, and 
water reuse systems. 

Consistent. The proposed project’s operational water 
demands are de minimis. 

Goal 
PF 2 

Reliable recycled water 
distribution system. 

Consistent.  The proposed project’s operational water 
demands are de minimis and do not necessitate use of a 
recycled water system. 

Policy 
PF 
2.3 

Require developers to 
construct recycled 
water systems and 
connect to the existing 
infrastructure. 

Consistent. The proposed project’s operational water 
demands are de minimis and do not necessitate use of a 
recycled water system. 

Public 
Facilities and 
Infrastructure 

Goal 
PF 5 

Storm drainage and 
flood control facilities 
provide life protection 
and structure protection 
against flooding. 

Consistent. The proposed Project would only impede or 
redirect flood flows by installing hydraulic obstructions within 
existing floodways, and mitigation measures would limit such 
potentially significant impacts. Proposed hydraulic obstructions 
that would be constructed as part of the proposed Project 
include fencing and tracker piles. These tracker piles are 
typically 6 inches wide and spaced 15 to 25 feet on-center. 
The relatively small footprint of the pier and wide spacing of 
the tracker piles would have a negligible effect on site 
hydraulics. Areas with large flow concentrations against site 
fencing will use “Flow-through” fencing. This type of fencing 
allows for large flows to pass through a wider fencing grid, 
disturbing the flow minimally. With this consideration, fencing 
is also assumed to have negligible effect on site hydraulics. 
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Element Goal/Objective/Policy Consistency Determination 
No.  Text 

Policy 
PF 
5.4 

Encourage developers 
to minimize impervious 
surfaces to reduce 
stormwater runoff and 
increase flood 
protection. 

Consistent. Runoff from the proposed Project would be 
generated primarily through the introduction of new impervious 
surfaces, which would prevent onsite water from being 
absorbed by the soils and percolating into the regional 
groundwater supply. Detailed further in Appendix D 
(Preliminary Drainage Report), the proposed Project would 
introduce a small number of impervious surfaces into the 
region, increasing the amount of impervious surface in the 
watershed and the Project site by 0.001 percent. 

Policy 
PF 
5.6 

Enforce requirements 
for new construction’s 
protection against 
flooding. 

Consistent. The proposed Project would comply with all 
applicable standards and requirements regarding protection 
against flooding. 

Goal 
PF 6 

Sustainable stormwater 
management practices. 

Consistent. The proposed Project site is relatively flat, and 
construction of the Project would not result in substantial 
grading or drainage modifications. Because there would be 
minimal impact on the existing drainage area, it is expected 
that hydrologic and hydraulic watershed characteristics would 
behave the same after construction of the proposed Project 
and would not substantially increase the rate or amount of 
surface runoff. 

Policy 
PF 
6.4 

Ensure developers 
comply with current 
standards for 
stormwater 
management and 
consistent with State 
Water Resources 
Control Board 
Requirements. 

Consistent. The proposed Project would comply with all 
applicable standards and requirements for stormwater 
management, including implementation of a SWPPP. 

Public Health 
and Safety 

Goal 
HS 1 

Potential damage to 
structures and loss of 
life that can result from 
earthquakes and other 
geologic hazards are 
minimized. 

Consistent. The proposed Project would incorporate design 
features to minimize the risk of loss and life due to 
earthquakes or other geologic hazards.  

Public Health 
and Safety 

Policy 
HS 
1.2 

Enforce the most recent 
building codes 
governing seismic 
safety and structural 
design to minimize 
damage from 
earthquakes. 

Consistent. The Project would be constructed in compliance 
with all applicable building codes governing seismic safety. 

Goal 
HS 2 

Property damage, 
injuries, and loss of life 
from fire are minimized. 

Consistent. The Project is not located in a VHFHSZ nor is it in 
an area where nearby wildland areas are present. As such, 
there would be minimal risk of loss of property damage, injury, 
and loss of life as a result of proposed Project implementation. 

Notes: 
City = City of Adelanto 
CUP = conditional use permit 
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Element Goal/Objective/Policy Consistency Determination 
No.  Text 

GHG = greenhouse gas 
MDAQMD = Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District 
PV = photovoltaic 
VHFHSZ = Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone 

The proposed code amendment associated with the proposed Project would not conflict with California 
Senate Bill 330 (SB 330), which prohibits downzoning in existing residential zones, such as by reducing 
residential density limits or prohibiting residential uses altogether. Instead of impermissibly limiting or 
otherwise restricting residential uses, the amendment would continue to allow for residential 
development in addition to other allowable uses, without any changes to residential use regulations. 
Adopting a solar energy overlay for use on top of a pre-existing zone does not restrict allowable 
residential uses in any zone of the City of Adelanto.  The California Department of Housing and 
Community Development concurred with the proposed code amendment’s SB-330 consistency on 
August 18, 2020.    

Cumulative Impacts 

The proposed Project-level analysis concluded that impacts to land use and planning were less than 
significant and do not require mitigation. Additionally, the related cumulative projects are situated in a 
manner that a potential land use conflict at one project site would be unlikely to affect another site. 
Although the proposed Project’s proposed code amendment may ultimately facilitate the development of 
additional solar projects, at this time no such projects are probable or even reasonably foreseeable. 
Moreover, any future solar project relying on the proposed code amendment would undergo its own 
CEQA review to ensure consistency with land use and planning standards. Thus, the proposed Project 
plus related cumulative projects would result in less than significant cumulative impacts to land use and 
planning. Therefore, the proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative land use and planning impacts 
would be less than cumulatively considerable. 
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3.12 MINERAL RESOURCES 

3.12.1 Setting 

In accordance with the Open Space and Conservation Element of the Adelanto North 2035 
Comprehensive Sustainable Plan, the City is required to provide for the conservation, development, and 
utilization of mineral resources. To comply with the requirements, the state’s Surface Mining and 
Reclamation Act of 1975 (SMARA) was enacted for the purpose of establishing mineral resource 
management policies within the general plan by local agencies.  

The State Geologist mapped the Adelanto area for aggregate resources, which includes rock, sand, and 
gravel. There are currently four main regionally significant Mineral Resource Zone (MRZ) categories 
designated by the State Geologist of varying significance. These categories are MRZ-1 through MRZ-4; 
defined as follows: 

• MRZ-1:  Areas where adequate information indicates that no significant mineral deposits are present, 
or where it is judged that little likelihood exists for their presence. 

• MRZ-2:  Areas where adequate information indicates that significant mineral deposits are present or 
where it is judged that a high likelihood of their presence exists. 

• MRZ-3:  Areas containing mineral deposits, the significance of which cannot be evaluated from 
available data. 

• MRZ-4: Areas of no known mineral occurrences where geologic information does not rule out either 
the presence or absence of significant mineral resources.  

The proposed Project area is designated as MRZ-4, where inferred occurrences of resources are of 
undetermined significance or have not been studied for the presence of aggregate material resources 
(DOC 1994). There are no mineral resource zones in the City that are of statewide or regional 
significance. The Adelanto North 2035 Comprehensive Sustainable Plan (Adelanto 2014) does not 
contain information on known mineral resources within the City or contain specific land uses and/or 
zoning for mineral extraction.  

3.12.2 Impact Analysis 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

XII. MINERAL RESOURCES — Would the project:     

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource classified MRZ-2 by the State Geologist that 
would be of value to the region and the residents of the 
state? 
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Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

XII. MINERAL RESOURCES — Would the project:     

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? 

    

Discussion of Impacts 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource classified MRZ-2 by the State Geologist 
that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state? 

No Impact.  

According to mapping conducted by the State of California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines 
and Geology (DOC 1994), there are no known mineral resources classified as MRZ-2 by the State 
Geologist within the City or within the proposed Project footprint. Construction, operation, and 
decommissioning of the proposed Project would not result in a loss of availability of mineral resources 
during the construction phase, operations phase, and the decommissioning phase.  

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? 

No Impact.  

The proposed Project would not result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource 
recovery site. Neither the proposed Project site nor the surrounding properties, including the proposed 
gen-tie routes, are designated by the State as an MRZ, and no economically viable mineral deposits are 
known to be present. No mineral resources have been identified by the Adelanto North 2035 
Comprehensive Sustainable Plan (Adelanto 2014) at the proposed Project site or the immediate vicinity; 
therefore, no impacts related to a locally-important mineral recovery site would result during the 
construction phase, operations phase, and decommissioning phase.  

Cumulative Impacts 

The proposed Project-level analysis concluded that no impacts to mineral resources would occur. 
Because none of the related cumulative projects are located on lands identified as MRZs, none of these 
projects would result in impacts to mineral resources. Thus, the proposed Project plus related cumulative 
projects would result in less than significant cumulative impacts to mineral resources. Therefore, the 
proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative mineral resources impacts would be less than cumulatively 
considerable. 
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3.13 NOISE 

3.13.1 Setting 

Definition of Noise 

Noise is generally defined as unwanted sound that annoys or disturbs people or noise-sensitive biological 
resources (such as nesting birds) and potentially causes an adverse psychological or physiological effect 
on human health.  

Sound is mechanical energy (vibration) transmitted by pressure waves over a medium such as air or 
water. Sound is characterized by various parameters that include the rate of oscillation of sound waves 
(frequency), the speed of propagation, and the pressure level or energy content (amplitude). In particular, 
the sound pressure level is the most common descriptor used to characterize the loudness of an ambient 
(existing) sound level. Although the decibel (dB) scale is a logarithmic scale and is used to quantify sound 
intensity, it does not accurately describe how sound intensity is perceived by human hearing. The human 
ear is not equally sensitive to all frequencies in the entire spectrum, so noise measurements are weighted 
more heavily for frequencies to which humans are sensitive in a process called A-weighting, written as 
dBA and referred to as A-weighted decibels. Table 16 defines sound measurements and other 
terminology used in this section and Table 17 summarizes typical A-weighted sound levels for different 
noise sources. 

In general, human sound perception is such that a change in sound level of 1 dB cannot typically be 
perceived by the human ear, a change of 3 dB is barely noticeable, a change of 5 dB is clearly noticeable, 
and a change of 10 dB is perceived as doubling or halving the sound level (based on position to the 
sound level). Audible changes in the existing ambient or background noise levels are considered 
potentially significant.  

Different types of measurements are used to characterize the time-varying nature of sound. These 
measurements include the equivalent sound level (Leq), the minimum and maximum sound levels (Lmin 
and Lmax, respectively), percentile-exceeded sound levels (Lxx, shown as specific percentages such as 
L10 or L20), the day-night sound level (Ldn), and the community noise equivalent level (CNEL). Ldn and 
CNEL values differ by less than 1 dB. As a matter of practice, Ldn and CNEL values are considered to be 
equivalent and are treated as such in this assessment. 

For a point source, such as a stationary compressor or construction equipment, sound attenuates at a 
rate of 6 dB per doubling of distance. For a line source, such as free flowing traffic on a freeway, sound 
attenuates at a rate of 3 dB per doubling of distance (FHWA 2011). Atmospheric conditions, including 
wind, temperature, and humidity, can change how sound propagates over distance and can affect the 
level of sound received at a given location. The degree to which the ground surface absorbs acoustical 
energy also affects sound propagation. Sound that travels over an acoustically absorptive surface such 
as grass attenuates at a greater rate than sound that travels over a hard surface such as pavement. The 
increased attenuation is typically in the range of 1-2 dB per doubling of distance. Barriers such as 
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buildings and topography that block the line of sight between a source and receiver also increase the 
attenuation of sound over distance. 

Table 15: Definition of Sound Measurement 

Sound Measurements Definition 

Decibel (dB) A measure of sound on a logarithmic scale that indicates the squared ratio 
of sound pressure amplitude to a reference sound pressure amplitude. The 
reference pressure is 20 micro-pascals. 

A-Weighted Decibel (dBA) An overall frequency-weighted sound level in decibels that approximates the 
frequency response of the human ear. 

C-Weighted Decibel (dBC) The sound pressure level in decibels as measured using the C-weighting 
filter network. The C-weighting is very close to an unweighted or flat 
response. C-weighting is only used in special cases when low-frequency 
noise is of particular importance.  

Maximum Sound Level (Lmax) The maximum sound level measured during a specified period of time. 

Minimum Sound Level (Lmin) The minimum sound level measured during a specified period of time. 

Equivalent Sound Level (Leq) The equivalent steady state sound level equal to acoustical energy 
averaged over time. 

Percentile-Exceeded Sound Level 
(Lxx) 

L10 is the sound level exceeded 10% of the time. L90 is the sound level 
exceeded 90% of the time. L90 is often considered to be representative of 
the background noise level in a given area. 

Day-Night Level (Ldn) The energy average of the A-weighted sound levels occurring during a 24-
hour period, with 10 dB added to the A-weighted sound levels occurring 
during the period from 10:00 PM to 7:00 AM. 

Community Noise Equivalent 
Level (CNEL) 

The energy average of the A-weighted sound levels occurring during a 24-
hour period with 5 dB added to the A-weighted sound levels occurring 
during the period from 7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. and 10 dB added to the A-
weighted sound levels occurring during the period from 10:00 PM to 7:00 
AM. 

Peak Particle Velocity (Peak 
Velocity or PPV) 

A measurement of ground vibration defined as the maximum speed 
(measured in inches per second) at which a particle in the ground is moving 
relative to its inactive state. PPV is usually expressed in inches per second. 

Frequency: Hertz (Hz) The number of complete pressure fluctuations per second above and below 
atmospheric pressure. 

Source: Stantec 2014 

 
Table 16: Typical A-Weighted Sound Levels 

Common Outdoor Activities Noise Level (dBA) Common Indoor Activities 

Jet flyover at 1,000 feet 110 Rock band 

Gas lawnmower at 3 feet 100 Food blender at 3 feet 

Diesel truck at 50 feet at 50 MPH 90 Garbage disposal at 3 feet 
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Common Outdoor Activities Noise Level (dBA) Common Indoor Activities 

Noisy urban area, daytime 80 Vacuum cleaner at 10 feet 

Gas lawnmower, 100 feet 70 Normal speech at 3 feet 

Commercial area 60 Large business office 

Heavy traffic at 300 feet 50 Dishwasher in next room 

Quiet urban daytime 40 Theater, large conference room 
(background) 

Quiet urban nighttime 30 Library 

Quiet suburban nighttime 20 Bedroom at night, concert hall 
(background) 

Quiet rural nighttime 10 Broadcast/recording studio 

Notes: 
dBA = A-weighted decibels 
MPH = miles per hour 
Source: Stantec 2014. 

 

Decibel Addition 

Since decibels are logarithmic units, sound pressure levels cannot be added or subtracted through 
ordinary arithmetic. On the dB scale, a doubling of sound energy corresponds to a 3 dB increase. In other 
words, when two identical sources are each producing sound of the same loudness, their combined 
sound level at a given distance would be 3 dB higher than one source under the same conditions. For 
example, if one source produces a sound pressure level of 70 dBA, two identical sources would not 
produce 140 dBA but would combine to produce 73 dBA. The cumulative sound level of any number of 
sources can be determined using decibel addition. 

Vibration 

Operation of heavy construction equipment, particularly pile driving and other impact devices such as 
pavement breakers, create seismic waves that radiate along the surface of the earth and downward into 
the earth. These surface waves can be felt as ground vibration. Vibration from operation of this equipment 
can result in effects ranging from annoyance of people to damage of structures. Varying geology and 
distance results in different vibration levels that contain different frequencies and displacements. In all 
cases, vibration amplitudes decrease with increasing distance. 

Perceptible groundborne vibration is generally limited to areas within a few hundred feet of construction 
activities. As seismic waves travel outward from a vibration source, they excite the particles of rock and 
soil through which they pass and cause them to oscillate. The actual distance that these particles move is 
usually only a few ten-thousandths to a few thousandths of an inch. The rate or velocity (in inches per 
second) at which these particles move is the commonly accepted descriptor of the vibration amplitude, 
referred to as peak particle velocity (PPV). 

Table 18 summarizes typical vibration levels generated by construction equipment (DOT 2006). 
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Table 17: Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment 

Equipment PPV at 25 feet 

Pile driver (impact) 0.644 to 1.518 

Pile drive (sonic/vibratory) 0.170 to 0.734 

Vibratory roller 0.210 

Hoe ram 0.089 

Large bulldozer 0.089 

Caisson drilling 0.089 

Loaded trucks 0.076 

Jackhammer 0.035 

Small bulldozer 0.003 

Notes: 
PPV = peak particle velocity 
Source: Federal Transit Administration 2006 

Vibration amplitude attenuates over distance and is a complex function of how energy is imparted into the 
ground and the soil conditions through which the vibration is traveling. The following equation can be 
used to estimate the vibration level at a given distance for typical soil conditions (DOT 2006). PPVref is 
the reference PPV from Table 18. 

PPV = PPVref x (25/Distance) 1.5 

Table 19 summarizes guideline vibration annoyance potential criteria suggested by California Department 
of Transportation (Caltrans) (Caltrans 2004). 

Table 18: Guideline Vibration Annoyance Potential Criteria 

Human Response 
Maximum PPV (in/sec) 

      Transient Sources          Continuous/Frequent Sources 

Barely perceptible 0.04 0.01 

Distinctly perceptible 0.25 0.04 

Strongly perceptible 0.9 0.10 

Severe 2.0 0.4 

Notes:  
Transient sources create a single isolated vibration event, such as blasting or drop balls. 
Continuous/frequent intermittent sources include impact pile drivers, pogo-stick compactors, crack-and-
seat equipment, vibratory pile drivers, and vibratory compaction equipment. 
in/sec = inches per second 
PPV = peak particle velocity 
Source: Caltrans 2004 

Table 20 summarizes guideline vibration damage potential criteria suggested by Caltrans (Caltrans 
2004). 
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Table 19: Guideline Vibration Damage Potential Criteria 

Structure and Condition 
Maximum PPV (in/sec) 

          Transient Sources               Continuous/Frequent Sources 

Extremely fragile historic buildings, 
ruins, ancient monuments 

0.12 0.08 

Fragile buildings 0.2 0.1 

Historic and some old buildings 0.5 0.25 

Older residential structure 0.5 0.3 

New residential structures 1.0 0.5 

Modern industrial/commercial 
buildings 

2.0 0.5 

Notes:  
Transient sources create a single isolated vibration event such as blasting or drop balls. Continuous or frequent intermittent 
sources include impact pile drivers, pogo-stick compactors, crack-and-seat equipment, vibratory pile drivers, and vibratory 
compaction equipment. 
in/sec = inches per second 
PPV = peak particle velocity 
Source: Caltrans 2004 

Existing Noise Conditions 

The existing noise environment in the proposed Project area is characterized by the area’s general level 
of development. Areas that are not urbanized are relatively quiet, while areas that are more urbanized are 
noisier as a result of roadway traffic, industrial activities, and other human activities. Table 21 summarizes 
typical ambient noise levels based on level of development. Given the rural nature of the proposed 
Project area, baseline ambient noise levels at the nearest residences are likely to be in the range of 50 
Ldn, given the local windspeeds, high amount of both road and OHV use, and frequent recreational sport 
shooting in the vicinity of the Project site, baseline noise levels are assumed to be approximately 55-60 
Ldn. 

Table 20: Population Density and Associated Ambient Noise Levels 

Population Density dBA, Ldn 

Rural 40-50 

Small town or quiet suburban residential  50 

Normal suburban residential 55 

Urban residential 60 

Noisy urban residential 65 

Very noisy urban residential 70 

Downtown, major metropolis 75-80 

Area adjoining freeway or near major airport 80–90 
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Population Density dBA, Ldn 
Notes: 
dBA = A-weighed decibels 
Ldn = day-night level 
Source: Hoover and Keith 2000 

Noise levels in the vicinity of the proposed Project are documented in the Noise Element of the City of 
Adelanto General Plan (and in Table 22). Additionally, future projections for growth in the City are also 
detailed in the Noise Element (and in Table 23). Existing conditions were modelled within 1 mile of the 
proposed Project site and have been applied to the roadways adjacent to the proposed Project site to 
provide an estimate of existing conditions. 

Table 21: Existing Roadway Noise Levels 
 

Roadway ADT 
CNEL  

100 feet from 
Roadway 
Centerline 

Noise Contour  
Distance (feet) from Roadway 

70 dBA 65 dBA 60 dBA 

US-395 5,400 61 3 56 124 

El Mirage 1,500 56 -- -- 49 

Air Base 1,500 56 -- -- 49 

Palmdale 4,200 59 -- -- 103 
Notes:  
ADT = average daily trips 
dBA = A-weighted decibels 
CNEL = community noise equivalent level 
Source: City of Adelanto General Plan Noise Element 1993 

 
Table 22: Future 2010 Projected Noise Contours 

Roadway 
West of New 

395 
ADT 

CNEL 
100 feet from 

Roadway 
Centerline 

Distance to Contour (feet) 

70 dBA 65 dBA 60dBA 

El Mirage 24,000 67 70 154 312 

Air Base 35,000 69 90 190 370 

Mojave 35,000 69 90 190 370 

Palmdale 25,000 68 73 157 315 
Notes:  
ADT = average daily trips 
dBA = A-weighted decibels 
CNEL = community noise equivalent level  
Source: City of Adelanto General Plan Noise Element 1993 

In addition to the information contained in the Noise Element of the General Plan, the City of Adelanto 
Municipal code contains performance standards. These standards include the following:  
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 City of Adelanto Noise Standards 

The noise standards contained in Table VIII-2, "Land Use Compatibility Guidelines Related to Noise 
Exposure" in the Noise Element of the General Plan shall apply to land uses city-wide and shall be used 
to define acceptable and unacceptable noise levels. 

Exempt Noises 

• Construction activity on private properties that are determined by the Building Official to be essential 
to the completion of a project, and are in compliance with Section 17.90.020(d)(1) of this Chapter. 

• Construction activity and equipment maintenance is limited to the hours between 7:00 AM to dusk on 
weekdays.  Construction may not occur on weekends or state holidays without prior consent of the 
Building Official. Non-noise generating activities (e.g., interior painting) are not subject to these 
restrictions. City and state construction projects, such as road rebuilding or resurfacing, and any 
construction activity that is in response to an emergency, shall be exempt from this requirement. 

Designated Truck Routes 

Construction routes are limited to City-designated truck routes. These routes are defined in the City of 
Adelanto Municipal Code Section 10.22.030 (Truck Routes–Designated) and are as follows: 

• Palmdale Road (Highway 18) in its entirety within the City limits. 
• US-395 in its entirety within the City limits. 
• Rancho Road in its entirety within the City limits. 
• Koala Road in its entirety within the City limits. 
• Air Expressway Road in its entirety within the City limits. 
• Adelanto Road from Air Expressway to US-395. 
• All roads within established industrial parks. 
• All roads providing direct access to established businesses in manufacturing industrial zoned 

properties. 

Vibration Standard 

No ground vibration shall be allowed that can be felt without the aid of instruments at or beyond the 
subject property line, nor will any vibration be permitted that produces a particle velocity greater than or 
equal to two-tenths of an inch per second measured at or beyond the lot line. 

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll?f=jumplink$jumplink_x=Advanced$jumplink_vpc=first$jumplink_xsl=querylink.xsl$jumplink_sel=title;path;content-type;home-title;item-bookmark$jumplink_d=california(adelanto_ca)$jumplink_q=%5bfield%20folio-destination-name:%2717.90.020%27%5d$jumplink_md=target-id=JD_17.90.020
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3.13.2 Impact Analysis 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
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No Impact 

XIII. NOISE — Would the project result in:     

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent 
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project 
in excess of standards established in the local general plan 
or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies? 

    

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels? 

    

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip or 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? 

    

Discussion of Impacts 

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of 
the project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or 
applicable standards of other agencies? 

Less Than Significant Impact. 

The total construction time for the proposed Project is approximately 18 months. The construction 
activities necessary for the proposed Project are described in Section 2.0, Project Description. The 
equipment that is expected to be used during construction, along with the noise levels generated form the 
FHWA Roadway Construction Noise Model (RCNM) are presented in Table 24 below.  

Lmax sound levels at the nearest sensitive receptor are shown along with the typical acoustical use 
factor. The acoustical use factor is the percentage of time each piece of construction equipment is 
assumed to be operating at full power during construction and is used to estimate Leq values from Lmax 
values. For example, the Leq value for a piece of equipment that operates at full power 50% of the time 
(acoustical use factor of 50) is 3 dB less than the Lmax value. 
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Table 23: Summary of Federal Highway Administration Roadway Construction Noise 
Model 

Source 

Approximate Distance to  
Nearest Residence  

(Property Line to Construction Site) 
(feet) 

Sound Level  
at Residence 

Lmax Acoustical Use Factor (%) Leq 

Backhoe 400 59.5 40 55.5 

Compactor (ground) 400 65.2 20 58.2 

Compressor (air) 400 59.6 40 55.6 

Crane 400 62.5 16 54.5 

Dozer 400 63.6 40 59.6 

Excavator 400 62.6 40 58.7 

Generator 400 62.6 50 59.6 

Grader 400 66.9 40 63 

Impact Pile Driver 400 83.2 20 76.2 

Offroad Fork Lift 400 66.9 40 63 

Pickup Truck 400 56.9 40 53 

Roller 400 61.9 20 54.9 

Tractor 400 65.9 40 62 

Trencher 400 83.9 20 76.9 

Water Truck 400 61.9 40 58 

Source: U.S. DOT 2019 

A reasonable worst-case noise condition for general construction activity (excluding pile driving or 
trenching) is that a grader, dozer, and compactor would operate simultaneously, at the extreme edge of 
the Project site closest to nearby residences. This represents a conservative scenario, as it assumes that 
all three pieces of equipment would be operating at the same time and same place when in actuality, 
construction would occur in sequential phases; thus, it is not likely that the three loudest pieces of 
equipment would be operating simultaneously at the exact location of the proposed Project site closest to 
the nearest residence. Should such an unlikely worst-case noise condition occur, the nearest residence 
would experience sound levels of approximately 66.9 Lmax and 65.5 Leq. 

Typically, construction activities would occur away from both the proposed Project boundaries and the 
residences and closer to the central portion of the proposed Project site where the bulk of the solar PV 
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arrays would be installed. As construction equipment moves away from the project boundaries and the 
residences, the noise levels from construction equipment would decrease. Table 25 illustrates the effect 
that increasing the distance between vibratory pile driver and sensitive receptor would have on noise 
levels. The noise levels modeled are based on use of a vibratory pile driver with average industry 
specifications. However, the Applicant is proposing to use a smaller than average industry standard pile 
driver that would operate with less intensity than the average industry standard pile driver and would 
produce less noise and vibration impacts. 

The City’s municipal code contains requirements for construction-related noises. According to Section 
17.90.020(d)(1), construction activities for the proposed Project shall be restricted to the hours between 
7:00 AM to dusk on weekdays, and construction will not occur on weekends or state holidays. 

A gen-tie line(s) would be installed to convey the electricity from the solar facility to the previously 
approved collector substation. These lines can produce an electrical discharge typically referred to as the 
corona effect. Corona-generated audible noise is characterized as a crackling, hissing, or humming noise, 
and is most noticeable during wet conductor conditions, such as rain or fog. During fair weather, audible 
noise is generally barely perceptible. During wet weather this noise is approximately 50 dBA for a 500 kV 
line and under 40 dBA near the ROW edge for an overhead 230 kV transmission lines. The 115 kV lines 
proposed as part of this Project would emit far less noise. It is not expected that noise generated by these 
lines would generate noise at a level that would increase ambient noise levels. 

Operations of the solar panels would be nearly silent, with small amounts of noise onsite caused by the 
tracking motors. The average sound level of tracker motors at a distance of one foot is 58 dBA and at a 
distance of 10 feet it is reduced to 46.5 dBA, at which point it is generally no longer discernable from 
background noise. The tracker motors would be located within each solar array. Trackers are 
automatically reset to face east either at sunset or at sunrise the next morning.  

Maintenance would include panel washing twice a year and other preventative maintenance activities. 
Panel washing would occur over several days and would require water supplied by a water truck. The 
sound level potentially produced by this operation is not known; however, sound data from a car wash 
would likely be similar and indicates that the washing operation produces a sound level of about 68 dBA 
at 50 feet. With the nearest residence at least 100 feet from where washing could occur, this noise level 
would reduce to about 65 dBA, which is within the City daytime noise standard and is not likely to be 
audible above the ambient sound level. In addition, washing would be a short-term and infrequent 
maintenance activity. 

Inverter/distributor transformers would be located within the solar panel fields on the Project site but not 
along the gen-tie routes. The inverter equipment identified for the project generates low noise levels. In 
addition, this equipment would be housed in structures constructed on a level concrete building pad, with 
nonflammable wall and roof materials (i.e., concrete), which would further reduce any noise levels. The 
noise-producing features during proposed Project operation would include the inverter/distributor 
transformers and the electrical substation. The inverter/distributor transformers would be located within 
the solar panel fields; this equipment generates noise levels of less than 65 dBA at the source. 
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Transformers within the proposed switchgear area typically generate noise levels of approximately 74 
dBA at 4 feet away. The proposed switchgear would be located at least 500 feet from the nearest 
residences, therefore and noise generated by the transformers would be outside the audible range for 
human hearing. The inverter/distributor transformers and substations would operate only during daytime 
hours when the project is generating power. Therefore, there would be no noise during the evening and 
nighttime hours when receptors are more sensitive. The proposed Project includes the operation of an 
onsite switchgear area that would not generate noise levels. The transformer noise levels would decrease 
to levels less than significant due to sound being dampened by the walls of the substation structure and 
the distance to the nearest receptors.  

Construction of the proposed Project would take place within the hours and standards specified by the 
City’s municipal code, which exempts construction noise from the ordinance performance standards if 
construction takes place within the specified hours and days of the week (7:00 AM to dusk on weekdays). 
Therefore, construction, operation, and decommissioning of the proposed Project would not result in a 
generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the 
project in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance during the 
construction phase, operations phase, and the decommissioning phase. 

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

Less Than Significant Impact. 

Table 25 summarizes a general estimation of ground vibration from typical construction equipment at 
several distances based on methods specified in the Federal Transit Administration’s Transit Noise and 
Vibration Impact Assessment (FHWA 2006). 

Table 24: Vibration from Construction Equipment 

Equipment 
PPV at 25 

Feet 
PPV at 50 

Feet 
PPV at 75 

Feet 
PPV at 100 

Feet 
PPV at 175 

Feet 

Pile driver 
(sonic/vibratory) 

0.734 0.2595 0.1413 0.0918 0.0396 

Large bulldozer 0.089 0.0315 0.0171 0.0111 0.0048 

Loaded trucks 0.076 0.0269 0.0146 0.0095 0.0041 

Jackhammer 0.035 0.0124 0.0067 0.0044 0.0019 

Small bulldozer 0.003 0.0011 0.0006 0.0004 0.0002 

Note: 
PPV = peak particle velocity 
Source: FHWA 2006 
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The solar panels would be supported by metal piers that would be driven into the ground by a vibratory 
pile driving machine. The nearest residence to the proposed Project site would be at least 400 feet from 
the nearest solar panel and associated pile driving. The results above indicate that vibration from pile 
driving at 100 feet would be 0.0918 PPV. As described above, this level of vibration is closer to barely 
perceptible (0.04) than distinctly perceptible (0.25).  

This vibration is well below the strongly perceptible annoyance criteria and potential residential vibration 
damage criteria thresholds listed in the City of Adelanto Municipal Code Section 17.90.030 (vibration). 
This threshold requires that no vibration greater than 0.2 PPV be felt at or beyond the lot line. The 
proposed Project therefore is not considered to result in exposure of people to excessive ground 
vibration. Impacts associated with decommissioning would be similar to those associated with 
construction.  

No activities would occur during the operations phase that would produce groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise. Therefore, less than significant impacts from phase groundborne vibration and 
groundborne noise would result during the construction phase, operations phase, and the 
decommissioning phase. 

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or 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? 

No Impact. 

The proposed Project is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land use plan. 
Portions of the gen-tie line are located within 2 miles of a public use airport (Southern California Logistics 
Airport). The proposed Project does not include the development of any permanent or temporary 
residences, which could result in resident’s exposure to excess noise levels. The portions of the gen-tie 
line are separated from the airport by existing residential housing and roadways (including US-395) and 
would not be situated underneath the flight paths for the airport. As the Project would not result in excess 
noise level exposure to residents or workers above baseline existing conditions, no impact would occur 
during the construction phase, operations phase, and the decommissioning phase.  

Cumulative Impacts 

The nearest cumulative project considered in this analysis is located approximately 1.70 miles from the 
proposed Project. Because of the distance between the Project to the other projects evaluated in this 
analysis, potential cumulative noise impacts would be less than significant. site. 
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3.14 POPULATION AND HOUSING 

3.14.1 Setting 

The City of Adelanto’s population as of 2017 was estimated at 32,867 (Census 2017), placing it as the 
eighteenth largest city in the County, and the sixth largest in the Desert Region3. According to the City of 
Adelanto Housing Element (Adelanto 2013), the number of housing units in Adelanto was 9,235 in 2013. 
Approximately 81.60 percent (7,536) are single-family homes, 13.44 percent (1,241) are multi-family, and 
4.96 percent (458) are mobile homes. The City had a 16.1 percent vacancy rate during the most recent 
survey, and 37.6 percent of the overall housing in the City is rental occupied.  

3.14.2 Impact Analysis 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING — Would the project: 

a) Induce substantial unplanned 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 people or 
housing, necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere? 

    

Discussion of Impacts 

a) Induce substantial unplanned 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)? 

No Impact.  

Development of the proposed Project would result in an increase in the availability of renewable energy 
resources to the local electrical grid. The availability of electrical capacity does not normally ensure or 
encourage growth, and the proposed Project would not directly induce population growth in the region. 
The new electrical infrastructure constructed, and the energy generated by the proposed Project would be 
made available on the wholesale market and to other commercial and industrial energy consumers.  

 
 
3 San Bernardino is divided into three separate geographically distinct regions: Valley Region, Mountain Region, and 
Desert Region. The Desert Region consists of the cities of Adelanto, Apple Valley, Barstow, Hesperia, Joshua Tree, 
Lucerne Valley, Needles, Newberry Springs, Twentynine Palms, Victorville, Yermo, and Yucca Valley.  
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Rather, the proposed Project would accommodate projected future growth, including that projected 
growth previously analyzed in the 2035 Sustainable Plan. For example, other factors such as economic 
conditions, population trends, and increased availability of public infrastructure services (e.g., local 
roadways) have a more direct impact on population growth in a region. As a result, the proposed 
electrical infrastructure would not directly or indirectly induce population growth. 

Operation of the proposed Project would require approximately one to six full-time, permanent employees 
to manage and maintain the solar facility. As such, operation of the proposed Project is not anticipated to 
induce substantial population growth in the area either directly or indirectly. Based on the current 
unemployment rate within the County of 4.1 percent (Bureau of Labor Statistics 2019), a considerable 
workforce is available within the project region. Most personnel needed during the construction phases of 
the proposed Project are expected to originate from the regional labor pool. Using a regional workforce 
would not generate a permanent increase in local population levels because only a nominal percentage of 
employees is expected to relocate to the region for these short-term, non-management employment 
opportunities. Therefore, no impacts associated with population growth in the area would occur during the 
construction phase, operations phase, and the decommissioning phase.  

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

No Impact.  

While portions of the proposed Project are zoned to allow residential use, there are no existing 
residences located onsite. As such, development of the proposed Project would not result in 
displacement of residents or necessitate the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. Therefore, 
no impacts would occur during the construction phase, operations phase, and the decommissioning 
phase.  

As discussed in Section 3.11 above, the proposed code amendment would not conflict with California 
Senate Bill 330 (SB 330), which prohibits downzoning in existing residential zones, such as by reducing 
residential density limits or prohibiting residential uses altogether. Instead of impermissibly limiting or 
otherwise restricting residential uses, the amendment would continue to allow for residential development 
in addition to other allowable uses, without any change to residential use regulations. Adopting a solar 
energy overlay for use on top of a pre-existing zone does not restrict allowable residential uses in any 
zone of the City of Adelanto.  The California Department of Housing and Community Development 
concurred with the proposed code amendment’s SB-330 consistency on August 18, 2020.    

Cumulative Impacts 

The proposed Project-level analysis concluded that no impacts to population and housing would occur. 
Because of the current unemployment rate, staggered construction schedules, and relatively nominal 
quantity of employees needed to operate each of the related cumulative projects, the region would not 
experience a substantial increase in population due to prospective construction personnel and employees 
relocated from outside of the area. Each of the related cumulative projects would obtain labor from a 
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similar and often overlapping labor pool that would supply construction personnel and employees. Thus, 
the proposed Project plus related cumulative projects would result in less than significant cumulative 
impacts to population and housing. Therefore, the proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative 
population and housing impacts would be less than cumulatively considerable. 
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3.15 PUBLIC SERVICES 

3.15.1 Setting 

Fire Protection 

The City contracts with SBCFD for fire protection safety services. The County Fire Department North 
Desert provides fire protection safety services to the City via Station #322 (Adelanto). Station #322 is 
approximately 0.36 mile from the gen-tie lines, and 2.75 miles from the proposed Project site. Station 
#322 responds to roughly 6,500 calls for aid per year, approximately 17.8 calls per day. The station 
houses two pieces of equipment: one fire engine and one ladder truck. Each piece of equipment is staffed 
by one captain, one firefighter/emergency medical service provider, and one engineer. Additionally, the 
Station is staffed by a battalion chief at all times4.  

Police Protection 

Law enforcement services within the City are provided by the San Bernardino County Sheriff’s 
Department. Services to the region are provided via the Victor Valley Patrol Station, located at 11613 
Bartlett Avenue, approximately 2.7 miles from the Project. The Victor Valley Station has one captain, one 
lieutenant, eight sergeants, seven detectives, fifty-eight patrol deputies, three sheriff’s service specialists, 
seven office specialists, two office assistants, one secretary, and one automotive officer. In addition to the 
City, the Victor Valley Station provides law enforcement services to the communities of Helendale, Oro 
Grande, Silver Lakes, El Mirage, Spring Valley Lake, Oak Hills, Wrightwood, and unincorporated areas of 
the Victor Valley area not serviced by the cities of Hesperia, Victorville, and the Town of Apple Valley 
(SBCSD 2019). 

Parks 

The City maintains and operates six public park facilities totaling approximately 36 acres (Adelanto 2014). 
There are no parks within 1 mile of the proposed Project site; however, there are three parks within 1 mile 
of the proposed gen-tie line routes. The parks, and their distances from the Project site, are detailed in 
Table 26. 

Table 25: Parks 

Park Approximate  
Distance 

Nearest Project 
Component 

Distance to Solar 
Facility 

Richardson Park 356 feet (0.07 mile) Generation Tie Line 2.76 miles 

Westside Park 739 feet (0.14 mile) Generation Tie Line 1.81 miles 

Adelanto Park 1,389 feet (0.26 mile) Generation Tie Line 2.68 miles 

 
 
4 Personal communication, Dave Corbin, Assistant Fire Chief, San Bernardino County Fire Department. 5/21/19.  
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Schools 

Schools within the City of Adelanto are managed by two different agencies. Elementary schools (TK-8) 
are managed by the Adelanto Elementary School District. The Adelanto Elementary School District 
serves approximately 8,400 students across 14 schools, serving the cities of Adelanto and Victorville 
(Adelanto ESD 2019). Of these 14 schools, nine serve TK/K-5 grade students, two serve K-8, and three 
middle schools serving grades 6-8.  

High School (9-12) is provided by the Victor Valley Unified High School District via the Adelanto High 
School. Adelanto High School currently provides service to 1,800 students. (VVUHD 2019) 

There are no schools located within one mile of the proposed Project site; however, there are several 
schools located within one mile of the proposed gen-tie line routes. These schools, along with their 
distances from the proposed Project site, are detailed in Table 27.  

Table 26: Schools 

School Enrollment Approximate 
Distance 

Nearest Project 
Component 

Distance to Solar 
Facility 

Adelanto Elementary 389 1,183 feet  
(0.22 mile) 

Generation Tie Lines 2.67 miles 

Westside Park Elementary 651 1,216 feet  
(0.23 mile) 

Generation Tie Lines 1.91 miles 

George Visual and 
Preforming Arts Magnet 

713 1,539 feet  
(0.29 mile) 

Generation Tie Lines 1.81 miles 

Source: Adelanto ESD 2018a, 2018b, 2018c, 2018d 

3.15.2 Impact Analysis 
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XV. PUBLIC SERVICES — Would the project:     

a) 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: 

    

 i) Fire protection?     

 ii) Police protection?     

 iii) Schools?     
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 iv) Parks?     

 v) Other public facilities?     

Discussion of Impacts 

a) 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 impact, in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios for any of the public services: 

In general, the proposed Project would not induce an increase in population or create structures that 
would result in an increased need for any of the public services listed above (i.e., fire protection, public, 
schools, parks, or other public facilities). Creation of the solar facility will require construction workers that 
may require public services while staying in the area; however, this increase would be minimal and 
temporary. Current emergency services would be sufficient to cover an incremental increase in demand 
for emergency, criminal and firefighting services associated with the proposed Project without the need to 
alter existing or construct new public service facilities. Potential impacts associated with each type of 
facilities and public services are discussed below.  

i. Fire protection? 

Less Than Significant Impact.  

The proposed Project does not propose the installation of any quantities of fuel that could raise the 
baseline fire risk. As explained above in Impact Analysis IX (a)-(b), the BESS will contain multiple features 
to ensure it does not pose a significant fire risk. The proposed Project would not include residential uses, 
and no people would reside on the proposed Project site. During the construction phase, a maximum of 
200 construction workers per day would be on the proposed Project site. This increase in people could 
incrementally increase the potential need for fire or medical response services. However, because the 
increased need would be temporary, no new or physically altered fire protection facilities would be 
required to meet demand. 

Most features of the proposed Project would be nonflammable and constructed of metal, glass, or fire-
resistant plastic material. In addition, local O&M personnel or remote personnel would use the local 
SCADA and monitoring system to monitor operations and control the facility; this industrial control system 
is a computer-controlled system that monitors and controls industrial processes such as power generation 
designed to identify potential fires before they spread. Described above in Section 3.15.1, Setting, Station 
#322 is approximately 0.36 mile from the gen-tie line, 1.96 miles from the substation, and 2.75 miles from 
the proposed Project site. With an average speed of 45 MPH, fire response would be less than 5 minutes. 
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The proposed Project site would be able to be adequately served by the existing fire station and would 
not require the construction of a new fire station. Additionally, the design of the solar facility would 
strategically locate water tanks on site and implement remote monitoring to reduce potential fire impacts. 
The proposed Project would comply with all applicable fire and building code regulations. No new or 
substantially altered fire facilities would be required to serve the proposed Project. Construction of the 
proposed Project may necessitate traffic control in certain locations, which could temporarily affect routes 
used by SBCFD to respond to emergencies. However, the Applicant would be required to inform and 
coordinate with SBCFD prior to the movement of proposed Project materials and would obtain all 
necessary permits before beginning construction. Therefore, potential impacts associated with fire 
protection services would be less than significant during the construction phase, operations phase, and 
the decommissioning phase.  

ii. Police protection? 

Less Than Significant.  

No new or substantially altered police facilities would be required to serve the proposed Project. 
Construction activities could result in temporary traffic congestion along some local streets, which could 
temporarily affect routes used by the Sheriff’s Department for patrol and to respond to emergencies if an 
emergency were to occur during construction material movement. However, the Applicant would be 
required to inform and coordinate with the Sheriff’s Department prior to movement of proposed Project 
materials and would obtain all necessary permits before beginning construction. In addition, the proposed 
Project would not include residential uses, and no people would reside on the proposed Project site. The 
lack of permanent residents and employees would reduce the quantity of emergency law enforcement 
calls originating from the proposed Project site. Development of the proposed Project would not require 
the construction of new or the expansion of existing police or sheriff’s facilities. Therefore, potential 
impacts associated with police protection services would be less than significant during the construction 
phase, operations phase, and the decommissioning phase.  

iii. Schools? 

No Impact.  

Short-term construction of the proposed Project would require approximately 500 construction workers 
over the full phased construction period and less than that during the decommissioning phase. These 
workers may have school-aged children that would require enrollment at a local elementary, intermediate, 
or high school. Based on the current unemployment rate within the County, a considerable workforce is 
available within the proposed Project region. Only a nominal percentage of employees is expected to 
relocate to the region for these short-term, non-management employment opportunities. Additionally, 
given the short construction duration, it is expected that no school-aged children would be introduced to 
the proposed Project area.  

Operation of the proposed Project would require no more than six employees to manage and maintain the 
solar facility. Again, a considerable workforce is available within the proposed Project region, and only a 
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few new elementary through high school students would be anticipated. Overall, the proposed Project 
would not significantly increase either directly or indirectly the school-aged population in the region, and 
thus, would not require the construction of new or the expansion of existing school facilities. Therefore, 
there would be no impacts associated with schools during the construction phase, operations phase, and 
the decommissioning phase. 

iv. Parks 

No Impact.  

Park facilities are described in further detail in Section 3.16, Recreation. Construction of the proposed 
Project would require approximately 500 construction workers over the full phased construction period 
and less than that during the decommissioning phase. Operation of the proposed Project would require a 
small workforce of no more than six employees. A considerable workforce is available within the project 
region, and local residents are expected to serve the labor requirements of the proposed Project, 
negating the need for a significant percentage of outside labor. As a result, the proposed Project is not 
anticipated to induce substantial population growth in the area either directly or indirectly, and the existing 
number of park facilities would continue to adequately serve the regional population. The proposed 
Project would not result in a substantial increase in population during or after construction and therefore 
would not increase the demand for parks. Therefore, there are no potential impacts associated with park 
facilities during the construction phase, operations phase, and the decommissioning phase.  

v. Other Public Facilities 

No Impact.  

Other public facilities include public libraries, public hospitals and medical centers, and community 
centers. A considerable workforce is available within the proposed Project region, and local residents are 
expected to serve the labor requirements of the proposed Project, negating the need for a significant 
percentage of outside labor. As a result, the proposed Project is not anticipated to induce substantial 
population growth in the area either directly or indirectly, and the existing number of other public facilities 
would continue to adequately serve the regional population. Therefore, potential impacts associated with 
other public facilities would be less than significant. The proposed Project would not result in a substantial 
increase in population during or after construction and therefore would not increase the demand for public 
facilities during the construction phase, operations phase, and the decommissioning phase. 

Cumulative Impacts 

The proposed Project-level analysis concluded that impacts to public services were nonexistent or less 
than significant and do not require mitigation. All but one (22 single family homes with a 48-unit 
subdivision) of the related cumulative projects would exhibit similar low demand for these public services. 
In addition, security services to the related cumulative projects would be provided through remote security 
monitoring services that would reduce the demand for both police protection services and fire protection 
services. In addition, these types of facilities would employ workers from the existing labor pool and would 
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not result in an increased demand for school services, parks, or other facilities such as hospitals, libraries, 
and community centers. Even if the 22 single family homes with a 48-unit subdivision required additional 
services, there would be no potential for cumulative impacts, as the proposed Project has none to less 
than significant impacts on public services. Therefore, the proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative 
public services impacts would be less than cumulatively considerable.
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3.16 RECREATION 

3.16.1 Setting 

The City of Adelanto Department of Parks and Recreation manages, maintains, and operates six public 
park facilities totaling approximately 36 acres. Four of the parks are located within the northern portion of 
the City, and two are located within the southern portion of the City (City 2014). As discussed above in 
Section 3.15.1 (shown in Table 26), the closest part to the proposed Project is Richardson Park.  

3.16.2 Impact Analysis 

 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 
No Impact 

XVI. RECREATION — Would the project:     

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? 

    

Discussion of Impacts 

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? 

No Impact.  

The proposed Project does not involve any component that would increase the use of parks or recreation 
facilities. No impacts associated with the increased use or substantial physical deterioration of existing 
neighborhoods, regional parks, or other recreational facilities would occur as a result of the proposed 
Project during the construction phase, operations phase, and the decommissioning phase. 

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? 

No Impact.  

The proposed Project does not include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of 
recreation facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment. No impact would occur 
during the construction phase, operations phase, and the decommissioning phase.  



DRAFT INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

Environmental Setting and Impact Analysis  

 3.145 
 
4847-4881-7084, v. 3 

Cumulative Impacts 

The proposed Project-level analysis concluded that there are no impacts to recreation resources and the 
proposed Project does not require mitigation. The existing recreational facilities are adequate to serve the 
proposed Project and cumulative projects, with the potential exception of the residential project. To that 
extent, should the residential project require greater service demands that place strain on recreational 
facilities, the project would be required to address the issue in a way that does not have significant 
adverse impact on environment. Therefore, the proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative recreation 
resources impacts would be less than cumulatively considerable. 
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3.17 TRANSPORTATION 

3.17.1 Setting 

The existing regional and local roadway network in the City is a hierarchical system of highways and local 
streets developed to provide regional traffic movement and local access. The following provides a 
description of the functional classification of the facilities within the proposed Project area. Traffic impacts 
associated with the proposed Project are primarily related to temporary construction and routine 
maintenance activities. This traffic assessment focuses on short-term traffic impacts associated with 
changes in traffic volumes and the increase in proposed Project-related traffic during construction, 
operation, and decommissioning of the facility. Traffic impacts during construction are quantified, as 
construction would result in large numbers of trips for trucks and construction employee vehicles. 

Traffic impacts during O&M are not quantified, as trips during O&M would be limited to employee trips for 
up to three employees per day, one vehicle three times a week, with the exception of panel washing, 
where employee trips would result in one vehicle approximately five times a week.  

The impact analysis qualitatively discusses the potential impacts from project operation on roadway 
operations, alternative transportation, emergency access, and safety hazards along the primary proposed 
Project’s access routes. Vehicle trips generated during construction were estimated using the 
construction information (construction schedule and duration, and number of truck and worker trips) 
described in Section 2.0, Project Description, and provided by the Applicant. 

The numbers of construction employee and truck traffic trips were estimated for proposed Project 
conditions to determine the potential traffic impacts that would occur over an 18-month period.  

Roadway Classifications 

The existing regional and local roadway network in the City is a hierarchical system of highways and local 
streets developed to provide regional traffic movement and local access. The following provides a 
description of the functional classification of the facilities within the project area.  

Streets and highways within the City are defined in the Adelanto North 2035 Comprehensive Sustainable 
Plan.  

Highways (6 lanes) 

Six lanes wide, with a 170 foot ROW. Highways provide regional mobility and include Class I bike lanes. 
Highways include US 395.  

Major Streets/Boulevards 

Four lanes wide with a 128 foot ROW. Both major streets and major boulevards will connect core areas 
and will include Class II bike lanes. Both streets and boulevards will be landscaped; however, boulevards 
will have a landscaped center median.  
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Major streets include portions of Adelanto Road, Bellflower Road, Caughlin Road, Daisy Road, El Mirage 
Road, Holly Street, Koala Road, Lynwood Avenue, Mojave Road, Rancho Road, and Seneca Road.  

Major boulevards include portions of Adelanto Road, Aster Road, Bellflower Street, Colusa Road, Desoto 
Avenue, Holly Road, Koala Road, Lynwood Avenue, Mojave Drive, Rancho Road, and Richardson Road.  

Collector Streets 

Four lanes wide, with a 112 foot ROW. Pedestrian-oriented design with Class II bike lanes, collector 
streets include portions of Auburn Avenue, Beaver Road, Cactus Road, Chamberlaine Way, Jonathan 
Street, Raccoon Avenue, Stevens Street, Vinton Road, and Victor Street.  

Activity Street-Commercial 

Two lanes wide, with a 118 foot ROW. Intended for multiple retail and commercial areas; encourage 
pedestrian activity with wider sidewalks to accommodate cyclists as well. The activity street-commercial 
within the town center includes two vehicular travel lanes, angled parking, mid-block crossings, and curb 
extensions.  

Activity Street-Residential 

Two lanes wide, with an 84 foot ROW. Intended for residential areas; encourage pedestrian activity with 
wider sidewalks to accommodate cyclists; alleyways will provide access to garages in the back. 
Residential streets include portions of Aster Road, Bellflower Street, and Chamberlaine Way  

Loop Street - One Way 

A one-way street, 2 to 3 lanes wide, with a 92 foot ROW. One-way couplet street that will serve Town 
Center and Business Park districts; includes a bike lane on one side.  

Trip Generation 

Construction employees would generally arrive by private automobile; however, similar solar facilities 
have shown a high level of carpooling, especially during the later stages of project construction. For this 
analysis, it was assumed that none of the employees would be expected to carpool, even though a usual 
rate on similar projects is between 10-15 percent. Approximately 5,600 truck trips are assumed for the 
duration of the proposed Project’s construction-related deliveries (e.g., racking system, various supplies, 
and electrical system components), with approximately 4,500 of the trips taking place in the first six 
months, followed by 10 trips/day for the remaining 3 months. That equates to approximately 750 trips per 
month, 187 trips per week, and 37 trips per day, based on a 5-day work week. Additionally, there would 
be up to 200 workers onsite at the peak of construction. For this analysis, a worst-case scenario was 
assumed where the combination of delivery and construction worker trips would take place 
simultaneously; therefore, the total potential vehicle trip generation from the proposed Project would be 
approximately 237 trips per day.   
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Traffic studies in the City are required for certain projects and are based on the San Bernardino County 
Congestion Management Program (CMP) Guidelines for CMP Traffic Impact Analysis Reports. The CMP 
guidelines generally require traffic studies to be prepared by or at the direction of the local jurisdiction with 
land use authority when a change in land use, a development project, or at local discretion, a group of 
projects are forecast to generate 250 two-way peak hour trips based on trip generation rates published for 
the applicable use or uses in the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ Trip Generation or other CMP-
approved data source. CMP arterial highways shall be analyzed if they are projected to carry at least 50 
two-way peak hour trips and freeway segments shall be analyzed if they carry at least 100 two-way peak 
hour trips. Based on the trip generation for the proposed Project, 237 total peak hour trips containing 37 
peak hour delivery trips that would utilize arterial highways and freeway segments; therefore, a traffic 
study is not required.  

3.17.2 Impact Analysis 

 

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 
Incorporated 

Less Than 
Significant 
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No Impact 

XVII. TRANSPORTATION — Would the project: 

a) Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy 
addressing the circulation system, including transit, 
roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities? 

    

b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA 
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? 

    

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

    

d) Result in inadequate emergency access?     

Discussion of Impacts 

a) Conflict with a program plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, 
roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities? 

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. 

The proposed Project would generate traffic through the transport of workers, equipment, and materials to 
and from the proposed Project site. Such transport activities would be temporary and required only during 
the proposed Project’s construction; however, increases in traffic levels, although temporary, could 
potentially result in adverse effects to the local circulation system. As such, construction traffic impacts 
require evaluation. The analysis presents anticipated construction phase impacts.  
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As discussed previously, the anticipated construction period is 18 months. Approximately 5,600 truck trips 
are assumed for the life of the proposed Project’s construction-related deliveries (e.g., tracking system, 
employees, various supplies, and electrical system components), that equates to approximately 750 trips 
per month, 187 trips per week, and 37 trips per day, based on a 5-day work week, during the most 
intense periods of construction. For this analysis, a worst-case scenario was assumed where the 
combination of delivery and construction worker trips would take place simultaneously; therefore, the total 
potential vehicle trip generation from the proposed Project would be approximately 237 two-way trips per 
day. Deliveries will be made from the south heading north on Highway 395, a two-lane to four-lane 
regional transportation route, to Rancho Road, then westward to Koala Road, traveling north to El Mirage 
Road, and then onto the proposed Project Site. Highway 395 could be accessed from a variety of routes, 
most likely via the junction with I-15, which can accommodate a peak hour trip count of 9,800 (Caltrans, 
2017).  

Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volumes for Highway 395 were derived from Caltrans (2017 Traffic Volumes, 
Traffic Census Program, California Department of Transportation). The segment of Highway 395 in the 
study area carries 16,500 ADT south of Rancho Road and 10,500 north of Rancho Road. The short-term 
addition of a maximum of 237 ADT during the peak of construction would not significantly affect the 
highway’s level of service, resulting in an incremental increase of approximately 1%. ADT volumes for 
Rancho Road and Koala Road were collected in December 2019. ADT volumes for El Mirage Road were 
derived from the City’s 1994 General Plan, and a growth factor to adjust to current volumes.   

As shown in Table 28, El Mirage, Rancho, and Kola roads are assumed to be operating at LOS A based 
on the anticipated volumes. Although average daily trips (ADT) are only available for the segment of El 
Mirage adjacent to the proposed Project site, we have applied similar ADT to the connecting roads for this 
analysis due to the similar usage amounts. The ADT generated by proposed Project construction would 
result in an increase of a maximum of 228 ADTs on El Mirage, Rancho and Kola roads. Table 28 provides 
the proposed Project’s maximum contribution to existing traffic volumes and assumes that all 228 trips 
travel on El Mirage, Rancho, and Koala roads for a worst-case scenario.  

Table 27: Project’s Construction Traffic  

Roadway 
Section Classification Capacity V/C LOS Existing 

ADT 
Project’s Maximum 

Contribution to 
Capacity of Roadway 

El Mirage Road  Arterial 16,000 0.11 A 1,800* 1.43% 

Rancho Road Arterial 16,000 0.40 A 6,400 1.43% 

Koala Road Arterial 16,000 0.14 A 2,200 1.43% 

Notes:  
*Roadway ADT for El Mirage Road is based on existing ADT contained in the City of Adelanto General Plan Noise Element 
1993. This was evaluated with the posted speed of 50 MPH, which classifies the roadways as Class I Arterials which normally 
operate between 45-35 MPH. Therefore, it’s reasonable to assume with a higher posted speed the roadways are operating at 
LOS A. (Transportation Research Board, Highway Capacity Manual, Special Report 209(Washington, D.C., 1994), pp. 11-4). To 
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Roadway 
Section Classification Capacity V/C LOS Existing 

ADT 
Project’s Maximum 

Contribution to 
Capacity of Roadway 

be conservative, a growth factor based on the City’s Adelanto North 2035 Comprehensive Sustainable Plan was added to base 
1993 factor of 1,500 ADT on El Mirage Road. 
LOS = level of service 
ADT = average daily trips 
V/C = traffic volume proportional to capacity 

As shown in Table 28, the proposed Project would increase average daily traffic volumes by 1.43 percent 
during the most intensive phase of the proposed Project. The City’s level of service standard for 
roadways is LOS D.  All roadway segments along the proposed construction traffic route would continue 
to operate at LOS A with the addition of project traffic. Thus, the project-related trip volume increases 
would not constitute an exceedance of the City’s LOS standards for roadways. 

Given that each of these roadways presently operates well within minimum LOS standards, the temporary 
increase in daily trips would not increase traffic levels on these roadways to the extent that minimum LOS 
standards are exceeded. However, because of the rural nature of the proposed Project site, a traffic 
management plan would be developed in accordance with mitigation measure TRA-1 (Traffic 
Management Plan) to address potential short-term impacts. The traffic management plan would include 
construction staging and traffic control measures to maintain LOS and minimize impacts to traffic. The 
traffic management plan would also require provisions for emergency access and coordination with utility 
service providers, law enforcement, and emergency service providers to ensure minimal disruption to 
service during construction. The traffic management plan would also prohibit parking on adjacent 
roadways. Therefore, short-term construction impacts to the existing circulation system capacity would be 
less than significant. 

Once operational, the proposed Project would generate only a nominal amount of traffic, primarily 
maintenance vehicle trips. Periodic maintenance and panel cleaning activities would produce some traffic 
during the year, although such activities would be distributed throughout the year. During panel washing 
activities, it is projected that a maximum of 2 daily trips (1 round trip, approximately 1 week in duration) 
would be generated. As a result, operational impacts would be less than significant. Out of an abundance 
of caution and the potential for the proposed Project to impact the local roadway network, there is the 
potential for an unforeseen conflict from the proposed Project’s construction phase, operations phase, 
and the decommissioning phase. As such, mitigation measure TRA-1 (Traffic Management Plan), when 
implemented, would further ensure that operational impacts associated with the proposed Project are less 
than significant. 

The proposed Project site is located in a rural area where alternative transportation is not commonly 
used. Because the proposed Project is not adjacent to a roadway with alternative modes of transport 
(bike and pedestrian travel) the proposed Project would not increase hazards or create barriers for 
pedestrians or bicyclists, nor would it interfere with bus routes or turnouts. Accordingly, the proposed 
Project would not conflict with adopted policies supporting alternative transportation, and no impacts 
would occur. The proposed Project would not generate demand for public transit, nor does it include 
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transit facilities. Therefore, the proposed Project would not conflict with policies or standards related to 
alternative transportation modes, and the impact would be less than significant during the construction 
phase, operations phase, and the decommissioning phase. 

Mitigation Measures 

TRA-1: Traffic Management Plan: A traffic management plan shall be submitted to the City for 
review and approval prior to the issuance of any construction permits. The traffic 
management plan shall include strategies for minimizing impacts to traffic, effectively 
managing traffic flow and reducing the number of trips accessing the proposed Project 
site during the peak hours of 7 AM to 9 AM and 4 PM to 6 PM. These strategies shall 
include, but not be limited to the following: 

• Require parking within designated areas on the proposed Project site and prohibit 
parking along the shoulders of adjacent roadways. 

• Provide for emergency vehicle movement through the proposed Project site at all 
times during construction, operation, and decommissioning. 

• Provide approved offsite parking for workers with shuttle services to transport them 
onsite when and if onsite parking becomes restricted or unfeasible.  

• Facilitate materials delivery during off-peak traffic hours and comply with regulations 
governing oversized loads.  

• Encourage vanpool and carpool for construction employees commuting to the 
proposed Project site. 

b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? 

Less Than Significant Impact. 

According to CEQA Guidelines §15064.3 subdivision (b), vehicle miles traveled exceeding an applicable 
threshold of significance may indicate a significant impact. Generally, projects within one-half mile of 
either an existing major transit stop or a stop along an existing high-quality transit corridor should be 
presumed to cause a less than significant transportation impact. Projects that decrease vehicle miles 
traveled in the project area compared to existing conditions should be considered to have a less than 
significant transportation impact. The proposed use will generate minimal operation travel miles as 
discussed in impact a). Furthermore, the proposed Project is a renewable utility-scale solar project, which 
is seen as an important strategy in combating the release of GHG emissions from other development 
actions. As such, the proposed Project is consistent with the state’s renewable energy objectives 
identified by the state’s Strategic Growth Council (SGC). As a result, the potential impacts are considered 
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to be less than significant during the construction phase, operations phase, and the decommissioning 
phase.  

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

Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. 

The proposed Project requires no new circulation improvements other than previously approved roadway 
alignments and proposed Project-related driveway approaches to the proposed Project site access 
points. Roadways in the proposed Project vicinity are generally straight with good sight distance, so 
visibility and access are acceptable. The maneuvering of slow-moving construction trucks and equipment 
among the general-purpose traffic on El Mirage, Rancho, and Kola roads in the proposed Project vicinity 
could temporarily slow traffic flow. However, the impact would be less than significant and further reduced 
through implementation of mitigation measure TRA-1 (Traffic Management Plan) during the construction 
phase, operations phase, and the decommissioning phase.  

Mitigation Measures 

TRA-1: Traffic Management Plan 

d) Result in inadequate emergency access? 

Less Than Significant Impact. 

Per the City’s Adelanto North 2013 Comprehensive Sustainable Plan; El Mirage, Rancho, and Kola roads 
are not identified as an emergency evacuation route. The proposed Project would not create significant 
traffic volumes during construction or operations. Additionally, it would not require the use of equipment, 
nor would it result in improvements that could obstruct movement of vehicles along County-defined 
emergency access routes. As such, the proposed Project would result in a less than significant impact to 
emergency access during the construction phase, operations phase, and the decommissioning phase.   

Cumulative Impacts 

The proposed Project-level analysis concluded that impacts to transportation and traffic were less than 
significant with the implementation of mitigation measure TRA-1 (Traffic Management Plan). All the 
related cumulative projects are located in the vicinity of the proposed Project. However, because of the 
multiple roadways that would be used by, the staggered construction schedules of the related cumulative 
projects, and the nominal amount of traffic that would be generated during the operations phases of these 
facilities, only incremental impacts to the overall effectiveness of the local and regional circulation system 
are anticipated, and overall, less than significant cumulative impacts would occur. Thus, the proposed 
Project plus related cumulative projects would result in less than significant cumulative impacts to 
transportation and traffic. Therefore, the proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative transportation and 
traffic impacts would be less than cumulatively considerable. 
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3.18 TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 

3.18.1 Setting 

The legislature added requirements regarding Tribal Cultural Resources for CEQA in AB 52 that took 
effect July 1, 2015. AB 52 requires consultation with California Native American tribes and consideration 
of tribal cultural resources in the CEQA process. By including tribal cultural resources early in the CEQA 
process, the legislature intended to ensure that local and tribal governments, public agencies, and 
Applicants would have information available early in the proposed Project’s planning process, to identify 
and address potential adverse impacts to tribal cultural resources. By taking this proactive approach, the 
legislature also intended to reduce the potential for delay and conflicts in the environmental review 
process. To help determine whether a project may have such an effect, the PRC requires a lead agency 
to consult with any California Native American tribe that requests consultation and is traditionally and 
culturally affiliated with the geographic area of a project. 

The purpose of the consultation is to determine if Traditional Cultural Resources (TCRs) are present or 
may be impacted by a proposed project. Tribal cultural resources are defined as sites, features, places, 
cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native American tribe 
that are either included or determined to be eligible for inclusion in the California Register of Historical 
Resources (California Register) or included in a local register of historical resources, or a resource 
determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be significant. 
A cultural landscape that meets these criteria is a tribal cultural resource to the extent that the landscape 
is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape. Historical resources, unique 
archaeological resources, or non-unique archaeological resources may also be tribal cultural resources if 
they meet these criteria.  

The City of Adelanto began AB 52 consultation in August 2019 when letters were sent to the Kern Valley 
Indian Community, Morongo Band of Mission Indians, San Fernando Band of Mission Indians, San 
Manuel Band of Mission Indians, Serrano Nation of Mission Indians, and Tubatulabals of Kern Valley 
informing them of the proposed Project and their right to request consultation within 30 days of receipt of 
the notification. The San Manuel Band of Mission Indians (SMBMI) and the Morongo Band of Mission 
Indians (Morongo) requested consultation on the project. 

Following BCR’s Cultural Resources Phase I Assessment, SMBMI commented on the results of BCR’s 
assessment in an email dated November 5, 2019 from Jessica Mauk, Cultural Resources Analyst for the 
tribe. Ms. Mauk stated that: “SMBMI has identified a TCR landscape within a portion of the project area 
that is associated with a travel corridor between two Serrano villages. As such, SMBMI has 
comments/concerns regarding the pre-contact sites recorded during the Phase I survey, as well as 
comments/requests regarding the Phase II testing proposal, as some of these resources are, or may be, 
associated with this TCR” (email on file with the City of Adelanto).   

To address tribal concerns, SMBMI and Morongo were consulted and assisted in the development BCR’s 
cultural resources evaluation plan as part of the City’s continuing AB 52 Consultation. 
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Incorporating the concerns of the SMBMI and Morongo, the City and the Applicant delineated the 
boundaries of archaeological sites potentially associated with a component of the TCR landscape 
identified by SMBMI and agreed to avoid these resources. Agreement by the City to avoid pre-contact 
sites that may be associated with a TCR landscape used as a travel corridor constitutes compliance and 
closure of the AB 52 consultation.  

3.18.2 Impact Analysis 

 

Potentially 
Significant 
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XVIII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES — Would the project: cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, 
place, cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred 
place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is: 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 
of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public Resources 
Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural 
landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size 
and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with 
cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that 
is: 

    

 i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California 
Register of Historical Resources, or in a local 
register of historical resources as defined in Public 
Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or 

    

 ii) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its 
discretion and supported by substantial evidence, 
to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 
5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in 
subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 
5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the 
significance of the resource to a California Native 
American tribe. 

    

Discussion of Impacts 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public 
Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is 
geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with 
cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is: 

i. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local register 
of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or 
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No Impact. 

There were no listed TCR resources identified that were listed or determined eligible for listing in the 
CRHR or local register. 

b)  Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public 
Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is 
geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred place, or object with 
cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and that is: 

ii. A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial 
evidence, to be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources 
Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code 
Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California 
Native American tribe. 

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. 

SMBMI identified a potential TCR associated with a trail used for travel and trade between two known 
villages. SMBI and Morongo participated in the preparation and development of the testing and evaluation 
plan which identified pre-contact archaeological sites with artifacts that may be associated with the TCR 
and contain material that can be dated and sourced. The City and the Applicant agreed to avoid these 
resources pursuant to implementation of CULT-1, and CULT-2 which provides for the development of a 
Cultural Resources Monitoring Plan. Implementation of CULT-1 and CULT-2 will reduce impacts on the 
potential TCR to less than significant. 

Mitigation Measures 

CULT-1 Avoidance of the Eight Reported Significant Archaeological Sites  

CULT-2 Development and Implementation of a Cultural Resources Monitoring Plan 

Cumulative Impacts 

Construction and operation of the project would include activities limited to the confines of the proposed 
Project site. As described above, the tribal consultation has determined that the proposed Project is 
unlikely to adversely affect tribal cultural resources with implementation of Mitigation Measure CULT-1 
(avoidance plan) and CULT-2 (monitoring plan). With implementation of these measures, the Project is 
avoiding (leaving in place) known resources determined eligible, as well as providing monitoring during 
construction. Because identified Tribal Cultural resources will be avoided (left in place), and CUL-2 
requires monitoring and treatment of unexpected discoveries, there will be a less than significant impact 
to Tribal Cultural Resources, and as such, the project would not contribute to any cumulative impacts. 
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3.19 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

3.19.1 Setting 

Described above in Section 2.0, Project Description, the proposed Project is located within the City of 
Adelanto. Water service within the City is provided by the City of Adelanto Water Department, as a 
member of the Adelanto Public Utilities Authority (Authority). The Authority also provides wastewater 
treatment via the 1.5 million gallon per day activated sludge wastewater treatment facility5. Electrical 
service within the City of Adelanto is provided by Southern California Edison. Section 3.6.1, Energy 
Setting, contains a description of SCE’s energy sources. Natural gas service within the City is provided by 
Southern California Gas Company. Trash service within the City is provided by Burrtec under contract to 
the City. Detailed in the City’s Urban Water Management Plan (Adelanto 2015) the available supplies and 
water demands for the City’s service area were analyzed to assess the region’s ability to satisfy demands 
during the three hydrologic conditions: average water year, single-dry year, and multiple dry years.  

Table 28: Water Supply Reliability Analysis Summary 

Water Year 
Projected (af) 

2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 
Normal Year 
Supply 9,300 10,444 11,581 12,640 13,750 

Normal Year 
Demand 4,578 4,872 5,292 5,737 6,195 

Normal Year 
Surplus 4,722 5572 6289 6903 7555 

Single-Dry 
Year Surplus 4,722 5572 6289 6903 7555 

Multiple Dry 
Year Supply 9,300 10444 11581 12640 13750 

1st Multiple-
Dry Year 
Surplus 

4,722 5,572 6,289 6,903 7,555 

2nd Multiple-
Dry Year 
Demand 

4,696 5,040 5,470 5,921 6,291 

2nd Multiple-
Dry Year 
Surplus 

4,604 5,404 6,111 6,719 7,459 

3rd Multiple-
Dry Year 
Demand 

4,755 5,124 5,559 6,013 6,387 

 
 
5 The City is currently constructing a 2.5 million gallon per day upgrade, increasing the available wastewater 
treatment capabilities to 4 million gallons per day.  
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Water Year 
Projected (af) 

2020 2025 2030 2035 2040 
3rd Multiple 
Dry Year 
Surplus 

4,545 5,320 6,022 6,627 7,363 

4th Multiple-
Dry Year 
Demand 

4,814 5,208 5,648 6,105 6,483 

4th Multiple-
Dry Year 
Surplus 

4,486 5,236 5,933 6,535 7,267 

Source:  Adelanto 2015 

3.19.2 Impact Analysis 

 

Potentially 
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XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS — Would the project: 

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new 
or expanded water, wastewater treatment or storm water 
drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation 
of which could cause significant environmental effects? 

    

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the 
project and reasonably foreseeable future development 
during normal, dry and multiple dry years? 

    

c) 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? 

    

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local 
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local 
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid 
waste reduction goals? 

    

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and 
reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste? 

    



DRAFT INITIAL STUDY/MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

Environmental Setting and Impact Analysis  

 3.158 
 
4847-4881-7084, v. 3 

Discussion of Impacts 

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment or 
storm water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, the construction or 
relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects? 

Less Than Significant Impact.  

As detailed in Section 2.0 (Project Description), the proposed Project would not require or result in the 
relocation or construction of new or expanded water, stormwater drainage, or natural gas facilities. Water 
would be provided via an existing municipal connection, stormwater would be allowed to drain naturally 
across the site, and the Project does not require the use of natural gas.  

The proposed Project would not include restroom facilities that would connect with a municipal sewer 
system and subsequently require wastewater treatment. During the construction phase and 
decommissioning phase of the proposed Project, construction workers would use temporary, portable 
restroom facilities. During the operations phase of the proposed Project, the limited quantity of employees 
working at the solar facility would use portable toilets. Portable restroom facilities would require periodic 
service. The annual water consumption for operations of the facility, including periodic PV module 
washing, is expected to be 9.68 afy and would be supplied locally or be trucked in.  

The proposed Project would not generate a substantial amount of wastewater and would not connect to 
the City municipal wastewater facilities. Stormwater would be allowed to drain across the site similar to 
baseline conditions. There are no existing telecommunications facilities onsite, therefore the proposed 
Project would include the development and construction of the SCADA system (as discussed in Sections 
2.2.6 and 2.2.7). Fiber optic cables will run from the site, along the gen-tie line route, to the substation. 
However, there will be wireless communication to and from the SCADA system. All impacts associated 
with the construction and operation of the electrical power and telecommunications systems required for 
the Project are analyzed in detail throughout this document. Where appropriate, mitigation measures to 
alleviate potentially significant environmental effects have been proposed within each respective section. 
All of these mitigation measures serve to reduce all impacts to a less than significant level, and no 
additional mitigation measures are required.  

Therefore, the proposed Project would not require the construction of new water, wastewater, stormwater 
drainage, or natural gas facilities, or the expansion of existing facilities. The Project would involve the 
construction of new electrical power and telecommunications facilities, the impacts of which have been 
mitigated through the application of the mitigation measures contained throughout this document. No 
additional mitigation measures are necessary to reduce these impacts to a less than significant level.   

Therefore, potential impacts would be less than significant during the construction phase, operations 
phase, and decommissioning phase. 

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future 
development during normal, dry and multiple dry years? 
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Less Than Significant Impact.  

It is conservatively estimated that approximately 323 af of water would be required during construction. 
Construction water needs would be limited to soil conditioning and dust suppression. Potable water would 
be brought to the project site for drinking and domestic needs. The annual water consumption for 
operations of the proposed Project, including periodic PV module washing, is conservatively expected to 
be no more than 9.68 afy. However, based on the Applicant’s experience constructing similar projects, it 
is common for panel washing to not be required. Depending heavily on cleaning technologies and climatic 
conditions, the Applicant could use much less water. The Applicant would obtain the water necessary for 
the proposed Project via either an on or offsite municipal connection from the City. Detailed in the City’s 
Urban Water Management Plan (and above in Table 29), the City has access to approximately 9,300 afy 
(in 2020) and rising to 13,750 afy in 2040. At worst case, the proposed Project would represent a 
consumption of approximately 0.1% of available supply, and 7% of the current available surplus. The 
worst case fourth multiple dry year surplus would make approximately 4,486 af available, also resulting in 
the proposed Project using 7% of the available worst-case scenario supplies. As the proposed Project’s 
demand would be easily accommodated by existing supplies and production surpluses during normal, 
dry, and multiple dry years, potential impacts associated with sufficient water supplies would be less than 
significant during the construction phase, operations phase, and decommissioning phase.  

c) 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? 

Less Than Significant Impact.  

Wastewater generated during construction would be limited to that generated by construction personnel 
and would be accommodated by temporary portable toilets brought to staging areas for construction 
crews. These portable toilets would be maintained by a licensed sanitation contractor. The licensed 
contractor would dispose of the waste at an offsite location and in compliance with standards established 
by the RWQCB. The wastewater disposal would utilize existing disposal facilities and infrastructure with 
available processing capacity 

Long-term O&M would not generate substantial amounts of wastewater. Routine maintenance would 
require workers to visit the proposed Project throughout the year, and workers would bring portable 
restroom facilities during maintenance activities. These toilets would be maintained as described above. 
Panel washing would generate minimal volumes of wastewater, which would likely be evaporated onsite.  

The proposed Project would not tie into the sanitary sewer system, and therefore would not affect any 
wastewater treatment provider’s capacity. Waste from portable toilets used during construction, operation, 
and decommissioning would be handled by a licensed sanitation contractor. The licensed contractor 
would dispose of the waste at an offsite location and in compliance with all applicable regulations and 
standards. Impacts would be less than significant during the construction phase, operations phase, and 
the decommissioning phase. 
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d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of the capacity of local 
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals? 

Less Than Significant Impact.  

Construction of the proposed Project would result in the temporary generation of small volumes of various 
waste materials, including wood, metal, soil, and vegetation. Although waste from construction activities 
would be sent to one or more landfills in the area, the amount is not anticipated to be enough to affect the 
permitted capacity of a landfill. The Victorville Landfill would be the closest disposal facility to the site and 
currently, the remaining capacity of the Victorville Landfill is approximately 97 percent (CalRecycle 2009). 
All solid waste disposal would be performed in accordance with the applicable existing rules, regulations, 
and requirements, including the CalGreen requirements.  

Sanitation waste (i.e., human-generated waste) would be disposed of in accordance with sanitation waste 
management practices. Any soil excavated could be distributed at construction areas, used to backfill 
excavations, or used for access roads near or within the ROWs for the gen-tie and communication lines. 
Any excess soil would be disposed of offsite at an appropriately licensed facility (such as the Victorville 
Landfill). 

O&M activities would consist of routine maintenance and emergency work at the project site. These 
activities would not generate solid waste in an amount that would affect the permitted capacity of landfills 
in the area. Since local landfills are capable of serving project construction, they would be able to 
accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs during operation. It is anticipated that during 
decommissioning, the proposed Project would either be recycled/salvaged or be served by a landfill with 
sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the proposed Project’s solid waste disposal needs. Impacts 
would be less than significant during the construction phase, operations phase, and the decommissioning 
phase.  

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations related to 
solid waste? 

Less Than Significant Impact.  

The Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939) requires all local and county governments to 
adopt a Source Reduction and Recycling Element to identify means of reducing the amount of solid waste 
sent to landfills. Adelanto has established recycling and resource recovery programs in accordance with 
the requirements of AB 939. During construction, soil from drilling or excavation would be separated for 
use as backfill to the maximum extent possible. Other waste, such as packing crates, spare bolts, and 
other construction debris, would be hauled offsite for recycling when possible.  

O&M activities associated with the proposed Project would not generate a significant amount of solid 
waste and would not affect the permitted capacity of landfills in the area. Impacts during decommissioning 
would be the same as impacts described during construction. The proposed Project would comply with 
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federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste, and impacts would be less than 
significant during the construction phase, operations phase, and the decommissioning phase. 

Cumulative Impacts 

The proposed Project-level analysis concluded that impacts to utilities and service systems were less 
than significant and do not require mitigation. Because the related cumulative projects would demand less 
water due to reduced agriculture operations, would not require wastewater treatment facilities or storm 
drain systems, and would not exceed landfill capacity, less than significant cumulative impacts would 
occur. Thus, the proposed Project plus related cumulative projects would result in less than significant 
cumulative impacts to utilities and service systems. Therefore, the proposed Project’s contribution to 
cumulative utilities and service systems impacts would be less than cumulatively considerable. 
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3.20 WILDFIRE 

3.20.1 Setting 

The proposed Project is solely located within the City, an area mapped by the California Department of 
Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) as a Local Responsibility Area (LRA) (CAL FIRE 2008a). Fire 
protection and response within the LRA is provided by SBCFD. The proposed Project site is not classified 
as VHFHSZ (CAL FIRE 2008b). The lands surrounding the Project are also mapped as LRA’s. 
Additionally, the Project is not located in lands mapped as VHFHSZ. The nearest mapped VHFHSZ is 
approximately 16 miles to the southwest of the proposed Project.  

3.20.2 Impact Analysis 

 

Potentially 
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Impact 

Less Than 
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with 
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Less Than 
Significant 
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XX. WILDFIRE — If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity 
zones, would the project: 

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response 
plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

    

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, 
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project 
occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the 
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

    

c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated 
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water 
sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate 
fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts 
to the environment? 

    

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including 
downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result 
of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes? 

    

Discussion of Impacts 

The proposed Project does not meet the criteria for impact analysis under the above significance criteria. 

Projects are subject to wildfire analysis when one of four conditions are fulfilled: 

1. The Project is located in a State Responsibility Area.  
2. The Project is located near a State Responsibility Area 
3. The Project is located on lands classified as VHFHSZ.  
4. The Project is located near lands classified as VHFHSZ. 
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The proposed Project does not fulfil any of these four conditions. The proposed Project is located wholly 
within the City borders in an area mapped as an LRA by CAL FIRE. The lands adjacent to and 
surrounding the proposed Project are also mapped as LRAs. Additionally, the proposed Project is not 
located in lands mapped as VHFHSZ. The nearest location mapped VHFHSZ is approximately 16 miles 
to the southwest of the proposed Project (CAL FIRE 2008b). As such, the proposed Project is not subject 
to wildfire analysis, and no impacts from wildfire would occur.  

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

No Impact. 

The proposed Project is located within the City. The City does not have an adopted emergency response 
plan or emergency evacuation plan. As discussed above in Section 3.15, the City has chosen to contract 
with the County for law enforcement services, fire protection services, and emergency response services. 
Therefore, the County Emergency Operations Plan would provide coverage for the proposed Project. The 
proposed Project would be constructed, operated, and decommissioned in accordance with the 
requirements of the plan. As the proposed Project does not meet the criteria for potential wildfire impacts 
and would be operated in compliance with existing plans, no impact would occur during the construction, 
operations, or the decommissioning phases.  

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose 
project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

No Impact. 

The proposed Project is located in a flat environment with minimal vegetation. Ongoing maintenance for 
the proposed Project would include periodic trimming of vegetation onsite. Due to the nature of the 
Project as an unmanned energy generation facility, the proposed Project would have no permanent or 
long-term occupants during construction, operation, and decommissioning. As the proposed Project does 
not meet the criteria for potential wildfire impacts and would be operated in compliance with existing 
plans, no impact would occur during the construction phase, operations phase, and the decommissioning 
phase.   

c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, 
emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may 
result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment? 

No Impact. 

As described above in Section 2.0, Project Description, the proposed Project would result in the 
installation, maintenance, and decommissioning of both the proposed solar facility and associated 
infrastructure, including roads, emergency water sources, and powerlines. These associated pieces of 
infrastructure would be constructed in compliance with existing regulations and requirements governing 
fire safety (such as NFPA’s standards and those outlined in the California Fire Code). As the proposed 
Project does not meet the criteria for potential wildfire impacts and would be constructed, operated, and 
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decommissioned in compliance with existing rules, regulations, and requirements, no impact would occur 
during the construction phase, operations phase, and the decommissioning phase.  

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream flooding or 
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes? 

No Impact. 

As described above in Section 3.7.1, Geology and Soils Setting, and in Section 3.10.1, Hydrology and 
Water Quality Setting, the proposed Project is not located in area at risk for landslides or substantial 
downslope or downstream flooding as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes. 
Detailed further in Appendix D (Preliminary Drainage Report), the construction of the proposed Project 
would not introduce a potentially significant amount of new impervious surfaces to the watershed that 
would otherwise alter flood flows. As the proposed Project does not meet the criteria for potential wildfire 
impacts and would be constructed, operated, and decommissioned in compliance with existing rules, 
regulations, and requirements, no impact would occur during the construction phase, operations phase, 
and the decommissioning phase. 

Cumulative Impacts 

The proposed Project-level analysis concluded that there are no impacts with respect to wildfire. Because 
potential impacts to wildfire are site-specific, each of the related cumulative projects would either 
conclude that no or less than significant impacts would occur or would include their own mitigation 
specific to the unique fire load and wind characteristics of the individual site and project. Additionally, all 
related cumulative projects would be required to comply emergency response routes that are appropriate 
to each respective site.  

As the proposed Project does not meet the criteria for potential wildfire impacts, other potential 
cumulative projects are also unlikely to meet the criteria for potential wildfire impacts, therefore the 
proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative wildfire impacts would not be cumulatively considerable. 
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3.21 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
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XXI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

a) Does the project have the potential to substantially 
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, 
substantially 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? 

    

a) Does the project have the potential to substantially 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, substantially 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? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. 

As discussed in detail within Section 3.4.2, the proposed Project would implement Mitigation Measures 
BIO-1 through BIO-14; these mitigation measures have been specifically designed to avoid otherwise 
potentially significant effects to the quality of the environment, reductions in the habitat of fish or wildlife 
species, effects on population levels, or restrictions in range of endangered species. With implementation 
of these mitigation measures, impacts would be reduced for all potential impacts to a less than significant 
level.  

Additionally, per Section 3.5.2, the proposed Project would implement Mitigation Measures CULT-1 
through CULT-4; to avoid significant effects on cultural resources, including preventing the elimination of 
important examples of the major periods of California history and prehistory; thereby reducing impacts to 
less than significant.  
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Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-14 and CULT-1 through CULT-4 would serve 
to ensure that the proposed Project would not 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, substantially 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; therefore, impacts would be less than significant with mitigation 
incorporated.  

Mitigation Measures 

BIO-1 Wildlife Pre-Construction Clearance Surveys and Biological Monitoring 
BIO-2 Environmental Awareness Training 
BIO-2 Environmental Awareness Training 
BIO-4 Nesting Bird Surveys and Avoidance Measures 
BIO-5 Desert Tortoise and Mohave Ground Squirrel Protection Measures 
BIO-6 Compensation for Impacts to Desert Tortoise 
BIO-7 Burrowing Owl Protection Measures 
BIO-8 Compensation for Impacts to Burrowing Owl 
BIO-9 Compensation for Impacts to Mohave Ground Squirrel 
BIO-10  Swainson’s Hawk Surveys and Compensation for Loss of Foraging Habitat 
BIO-11  Weed Control Plan 
BIO-12 Kit Fox and Badger Management Plan 
BIO-13 Raven Management Plan 
BIO-14: Joshua Tree Surveys and Compensation for Specimen Tree Removal 
 
CULT-1 Avoidance of the Eight Reported Significant Archaeological Sites 
CULT-2 Development and Implementation of a Cultural Resources Monitoring Plan 
CULT-3 Worker’s Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP)  
CULT-4: Human Remains. 

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)? 

Less than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated. 

The cumulative impacts analysis provided here is consistent with Section 15130(a) of the CEQA 
Guidelines in which the analysis of cumulative effects of a project is based on two determinations: Is the 
combined impact of this project and other projects significant? If so, is the project’s incremental effect 
cumulatively considerable, causing the combined impact of the projects evaluated to become significant? 
The cumulative impact must be analyzed only if the combined impact is significant and the project’s 
incremental effect is found to be cumulatively considerable (CEQA Guidelines 15130(a)(2) and (3)). 
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Projects Considered 

To assess cumulative impacts, the incremental effects of the proposed Project in connection with effects 
from past, current, and probable future projects that may result in similar impacts were considered.  

The City of Adelanto Planning Department Development Activity Report (September 2018 to CURRENT) 
was used to identify the cumulative projects list, which can be found at Table 2 in Section 2.1.2. 

Environmental Factors Not Discussed Further 

The analysis of potential environmental impacts in Section 3.0 concluded that the proposed Project would 
have no impact to Agriculture, Mineral Resources, Population and Housing, Recreation, and Wildfire. The 
proposed Project would therefore not have the potential to considerably contribute to cumulative impacts 
in these issue areas and they are not considered further in this analysis. 

Environmental Factors Analyzed Cumulatively 

The following is a discussion of potential cumulative impacts.  

Aesthetics 

Six local projects have been determined to be a related project as defined by CEQA Guidelines 15130(b).  
All of which are located approximately 1.70- to 4.5-miles of the proposed Project. As stated above, 
current lighting conditions on and in the vicinity of the project site are minimal. The project level analysis 
concluded that impacts to aesthetics from the proposed Project were less than significant after 
implementation of mitigation. Each of the current and foreseeable projects have been or is being 
designed in accordance with CEQA and the City General Plan and zoning code. The geographic scope of 
the potential cumulative impacts with respect to aesthetics is usually limited to areas within the same 
viewshed as the Project. Therefore, visual resource impacts of the related projects are site-specific and 
would not result in a cumulative impact with other projects as they are not in the same viewshed. The 
proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative aesthetics impacts would be less than cumulatively 
considerable. 

Air Quality 

Six local projects have been determined to be a related project as defined by CEQA Guidelines 15130(b).  
All of which are located approximately 1.70- to 4.5-miles of the proposed Project. The overall air quality 
impacts of the Project are expected to be below significance thresholds. The project level analysis 
concluded that impacts to air quality would be less than significant because they are below MDAQMD 
thresholds and would be subject to MDAQMD dust control measures ((Mitigation Measure AQ-1 (Dust 
Control).  

Other significantly large projects in the Basin are not believed to be under consideration for construction 
during construction of the proposed Project. Should such a project exist; however, it would be subject to 
the MDAQMD regulatory program and permitting standards, including the requirement to minimize 
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emissions through the utilization of BACT, the full mitigation of emissions through offset programs, and 
demonstrations that the Project would not cause or significantly add to a violation of California or federal 
ambient air quality standards. In addition, the project as well as most of the related cumulative projects 
would comply with the district’s rules review process. Therefore, the project’s incremental contribution to 
that impact is not cumulatively considerable. 

Biological Resources 

Based on the analysis presented above, significant direct or construction related impacts to special-status 
plants and wildlife, and jurisdictional waters are not expected to occur or have been mitigated to less than 
significant levels. Operational impacts would not result in additional significant impacts. There are no 
known bird or bat migratory corridors that would be directly impeded by the proposed Project. Large 
concentrations of migrants are not known to utilize any specific portion of the proposed Project site and 
construction and O&M activities are not expected to preclude use of the area. Migrating birds would have 
access to suitable habitat within the adjacent areas. Although species would be disrupted during certain 
activities impacts to migratory corridors from the proposed Project would not be significant. Impacts to 
sensitive wildlife, sensitive plants, jurisdictional waters and wildlife corridors, when combined with past, 
present, and probable future projects, would not be cumulatively considerable. 

However, the proposed Project would result in direct impacts to native vegetation known to support-
special status plants and wildlife. Although impacts to native habitat, resulting from the proposed Project, 
would be mitigated to less than significant levels, the overall loss of these communities within California, 
and their suitability to support several special- status species, the loss of this habitat when combined with 
past, present, and probable future projects could be a cumulatively significant impact if not mitigated.  

Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-14 would reduce the proposed Project’s 
contribution of cumulative impacts. These measures include worker education describing the sensitive 
biological resources that occur on the proposed Project site, implementation of BMPs to minimize and 
avoid impacts, pre-construction surveys, nesting bird buffer protocols, conducting biological monitoring 
during ground-disturbing and other construction-related activities, and providing habitat mitigation for 
certain plant and wildlife species to offset habitat loss. Implementation of these mitigation measures and 
others would reduce the proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative impacts such that they would not 
be cumulatively considerable. 

Cultural Resources 

Construction and operation of the project would include activities limited to the confines of the proposed 
Project site. As described above, the tribal consultation has determined that the proposed Project is 
unlikely to adversely affect tribal cultural resources with implementation of Mitigation Measure CULT-1 
(avoidance plan) and CULT-2 (monitoring plan). With implementation of these measures, the Project is 
avoiding (leaving in place) known resources determined eligible, as well as providing monitoring during 
construction. Because identified Tribal Cultural resources will be avoided (left in place), and CUL-2 
requires monitoring and treatment of unexpected discoveries, there will be a less than significant impact 
to Tribal Cultural Resources, and as such, the project would not contribute to any cumulative impacts. 
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Energy 

The proposed Project-level analysis concluded that there would be less than significant impacts to energy 
resources because the proposed Project’s primary objective is to produce a new source of renewable 
power. Thus, the proposed Project plus related cumulative projects would result in no significant 
cumulative impacts to energy resources. Therefore, the proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative 
energy resources impacts would not be cumulatively considerable. 

Geology and Soils 

The proposed Project-level analysis concluded that impacts to geology and soils would be less than 
significant with the implementation of the proposed Project Mitigation Measures GE0-1 and GEO-2. The 
proposed Project’s impacts with respect to geology and soils are not of a nature to cause cumulatively 
significant impacts because these impacts are site-specific and only have the potential to combine with 
other projects’ impacts if they are located in very close proximity. Because no impacts to paleontological 
resources were identified, and GEO-2 ensures unexpected discoveries will be treated, The cumulative 
projects are approximately 1.7 miles to 4.5 miles away from the proposed Project. Based on the distance 
between the proposed Project and cumulative projects. Moreover, the combination of the proposed 
Project and the related cumulative projects could result in significant cumulative impacts to geology and 
soils. To reduce its contribution to potential cumulative geology and soils impacts, the proposed Project 
would incorporate mitigation measures BIO-2, GEO-1, and GEO-2 into project implementation. With 
incorporation of the recommended mitigation measures, the proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative 
geology and soils impacts to fossil resources would be less than cumulatively considerable. 

Greenhouse Gas 

The proposed Project-level analysis concluded impacts to greenhouse gas emissions were less than 
significant and do not require mitigation. The nature of GHGs is cumulative, as the accumulation of GHGs 
from sources around the world contributes to climate change, which by definition would include the 
related cumulative projects. There is no guidance from the District regarding the significance of 
construction- or decommission-related emissions. AB 32 requires that GHGs be reduced by 40 percent 
below the 1990 levels by 2030. Construction emissions would occur prior to the year 2030; therefore, the 
emissions would not impede implementation of AB 32.  As shown on Table 13 above, construction of the 
proposed Project would result in a maximum annual emission of 1,096 CO2e per year, which is below the 
MDAQMD’s threshold of 100,000 metric tons of CO2e per year. Considering the above, and in light of the 
CO2e which would be displaced by operation of the Project, the proposed Project would not generate 
GHG emissions either directly or indirectly that may have a significant impact on the environment.  

Additionally, the proposed Project would reduce emissions of GHGs during operation as compared to 
uses presently occurring on-site. The proposed Project would reduce existing baseline emissions, which 
is more than the District’s significance threshold. Therefore, the proposed Project’s emissions have less 
than significant cumulative impacts and therefore are not cumulatively considerable. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
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Depending on timing for implementation of the projects considered in the cumulative impact analysis, 
there could be a temporary increase in the transport, use, storage, and disposal of hazardous materials 
during construction of the projects considered in the cumulative impact analysis. However, hazardous 
materials that will be used during construction activities are common to the construction and industrial 
trade and are regulated in accordance with the California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 22, 23, 26, & 
27, 29 CFR 1910.119, California Fire Codes CFR Title 24, and City of Adelanto Fire Department Health 
and Safety code. Additionally, the proposed Project is located 1.7 to 4.5 miles from the cumulative project 
and there would be no cumulative interaction construction activities of hazardous materials among the 
facilities considered in the cumulative impact analysis. Therefore, the Project would not contribute to 
cumulatively considerable hazards and hazardous materials impacts during construction activities. 

During operation of the projects considered in the cumulative impact analysis, hazardous materials would 
continue to be transported, used, stored, and disposed according to current procedures and in 
accordance with regulatory requirements. Therefore, the Project would not contribute to cumulatively 
considerable hazards and hazardous materials impacts during operation. Therefore, the proposed 
Project’s contribution to cumulative hazards and hazardous materials impacts would be less than 
cumulatively considerable. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

During construction, the proposed Project would be required to comply with an National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) construction permit, including the preparation of a SWPPP that 
requires the incorporation of BMPs to control sedimentation, erosion, and hazardous materials 
contamination of runoff during construction. Additionally, the proposed Project would comply with the 
waste discharge prohibitions and water quality objectives established by the RWQCB that are 
incorporated into the project as design features. As such, it is not anticipated that the proposed Project 
would violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. As the cumulative projects 
are approximately 1.7 miles to 4.5 miles from the proposed Project and because potential impacts to 
hydrology and water quality are site-specific, each of the related cumulative projects would either 
conclude that no or less than significant impacts would occur or would include their own mitigation 
specific to the unique drainage and water quality characteristics of the individual site and project. 
Additionally, all related cumulative projects would be required to comply with the provisions contained 
with their National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) construction permit, including the 
preparation of a SWPPP. Therefore, based on the absent potential to combine with other projects’ 
impacts, the proposed Project would not have cumulatively considerable hydrology and water quality 
impacts. 

Land Use 

The proposed Project-level analysis concluded that impacts to land use and planning were less than 
significant and do not require mitigation. Additionally, the related cumulative projects are situated in a 
manner that a potential land use conflict at one project site would be unlikely to affect another site. 
Although the proposed Project’s proposed code amendment may ultimately facilitate the development of 
additional solar projects, at this time no such projects are probable or even reasonably foreseeable. 
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Moreover, any future solar project relying on the proposed code amendment would undergo its own 
CEQA review to ensure consistency with land use and planning standards. Thus, the proposed Project 
plus related cumulative projects would result in less than significant cumulative impacts to land use and 
planning. Therefore, the proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative land use and planning impacts 
would be less than cumulatively considerable. 

Noise 

The nearest cumulative project considered in this analysis is located approximately 1.70 miles from the 
proposed Project. Because of the distance between the Project to the other projects evaluated in this 
analysis, potential cumulative noise impacts would be less than significant. site. 

Public Services 

The proposed Project-level analysis concluded that impacts to public services were nonexistent or less 
than significant and do not require mitigation. All but one (22 single family homes with a 48-unit 
subdivision) of the related cumulative projects would exhibit similar low demand for these public services. 
In addition, security services to the related cumulative projects would be provided through remote security 
monitoring services that would reduce the demand for both police protection services and fire protection 
services. In addition, these types of facilities would employ workers from the existing labor pool and would 
not result in an increased demand for school services, parks, or other facilities such as hospitals, libraries, 
and community centers. Even if the 22 single family homes with a 48-unit subdivision required additional 
services, there would be no potential for cumulative impacts, as the proposed Project has none to less 
than significant impacts on public services. Therefore, the proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative 
public services impacts would be less than cumulatively considerable. 

Transportation 

The proposed Project-level analysis concluded that impacts to transportation and traffic were less than 
significant with the implementation of mitigation measure TRA-1 (Traffic Management Plan). All the 
related cumulative projects are located in the vicinity of the proposed Project. However, because of the 
multiple roadways that would be used by, the staggered construction schedules of the related cumulative 
projects, and the nominal amount of traffic that would be generated during the operations phases of these 
facilities, only incremental impacts to the overall effectiveness of the local and regional circulation system 
are anticipated, and overall, less than significant cumulative impacts would occur. Thus, the proposed 
Project plus related cumulative projects would result in less than significant cumulative impacts to 
transportation and traffic. Therefore, the proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative transportation and 
traffic impacts would be less than cumulatively considerable. 

Tribal Cultural Resources  

Construction and operation of the project would include activities limited to the confines of the proposed 
Project site. As described above, the tribal consultation has determined that the proposed Project is 
unlikely to adversely affect tribal cultural resources with implementation of Mitigation Measure CULT-1 
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(avoidance plan) and CULT-2 (monitoring plan). With implementation of these measures, the Project is 
avoiding (leaving in place) known resources determined eligible, as well as providing monitoring during 
construction. Because identified Tribal Cultural resources will be avoided (left in place), and CUL-2 
requires monitoring and treatment of unexpected discoveries, there will be a less than significant impact 
to Tribal Cultural Resources, and as such, the project would not contribute to any cumulative impacts. 

Utilities and Services 

The proposed Project-level analysis concluded that impacts to utilities and service systems were less 
than significant and do not require mitigation. Because the related cumulative projects would demand less 
water due to reduced agriculture operations, would not require wastewater treatment facilities or storm 
drain systems, and would not exceed landfill capacity, less than significant cumulative impacts would 
occur. Thus, the proposed Project plus related cumulative projects would result in less than significant 
cumulative impacts to utilities and service systems. Therefore, the proposed Project’s contribution to 
cumulative utilities and service systems impacts would be less than cumulatively considerable. 

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

Based on the results of the Impact Analysis (Section 3.0), the proposed Project is not expected to have 
environmental effects, which would cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or 
indirectly. 
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