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Il.  DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT AND ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

A. Description of Project:

Project Overview

The proposed project involves the construction of an 11-megawatt alternating current solar
photovoltaic (PV) generating facility located in the unincorporated area of south Monterey
County, approximately 4,500 feet east of the Salinas River (see Figure 1). The town of San Ardo
is located approximately 5.4 miles north of the project site. The project would be built on
approximately 40 acres of land within the 159.7-acre Assessor’s Parcel Number 423-081-019-
000, known as Ferrini Flats, within the existing 4,480-acre San Ardo Oil Field operated by Aera
Energy, LLC (Aera Energy) at 66880 Sargents Road (see Figure 2) (Source 1X.46).

The purpose of the proposed project is to support renewable energy initiatives established by the
State of California; specifically, to reduce the need for imported power. The proposed project
would be comprised of PV solar module blocks, as well as related and supporting facilities,
including electrical collection lines, on-site service roads, gates and security fencing, and
temporary construction staging areas. A 1.4-acre wetland and ephemeral drainage that meet the
definitions for State wetlands and waters is located adjacent to the project site. To avoid potential
impacts to the wetland and ephemeral drainage, the project has been designed to avoid these
features, including a 100-foot buffer (see Figure 3).

Major Project Components

Solar Arrays and Inverter Blocks

The proposed project includes solar arrays and inverter blocks. The project would install
approximately 32,000 solar PV panels to convert solar energy into direct current electricity. The
proposed solar panels would be manufactured with anti-reflective glass that minimizes the
potential for glare.

The solar panels would be mounted together in arrays on a fixed-tilt racking system such that the
angle of the panels is held constant throughout the day. Solar panels would be mounted on a
metal frame anchored into the ground using driven piles. Ground disturbance for installation of
the solar panels would occur to a depth of approximately five feet below ground level. The
maximum height of the panels would be approximately eight feet.

Energy generated from the project’s solar panels would be fed back to 44 string inverters where
the power would be converted from direct current to alternating current. The alternating current
power would travel through the proposed electrical trench (see Figure 3) to collections boxes and
ultimately a set of transformers that would convert the alternating current voltage from 600 volt-
amperes to 12.47 kilovolts. The proposed project does not include battery storage.

Electrical Collection Lines

Power would be routed from the solar array field to the existing substation using underground
12.47 kilovolt distribution cables. The generated electricity from the solar array would partially
offset Aera Energy’s energy demand, which is currently supplied by the Pacific Gas and Electric
Company. All energy generated from the project would be consumed on site.
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Figure 1 Regional Setting
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Site Access

The project site is accessible from U.S. Route 101 (US 101) to Alvarado Road, then via Wunpost
Road. Existing internal service roads would be used for ingress and egress to the project site.
New roads would be built between the solar array rows to access individual project components,
and facilitate installation, maintenance, and cleaning of the solar panels. Gravel roads throughout
the project site would provide access to the inverter equipment pads and substations. These
internal roads would be approximately 12 feet wide.

Utilities

Stormwater and Dust Control

The project would not modify the natural drainage pattern of the project site and no on-site
stormwater detention facilities would be constructed. Monterey County conditions of approval
require the applicant/owner to submit a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) prior to
issuance of any Building Services permits. All site preparation and construction activities would
be performed in accordance with the SWPPP, which will include stormwater best management
practices (BMPs), such as the use of water trucks to manage dust; silt fencing, straw bales and
temporary catch basins, and inlet filters to control stormwater; and truck tire muck shakers, or
similar devices, to prevent mud and debris from being carried onto roadways.

Water and Wastewater

During construction, approximately 150,000 to 250,000 gallons of non-potable water
(approximately 0.8 acre-feet) is anticipated to be required for dust suppression and other
purposes. Water would be pumped from an existing well, located approximately 0.2-mile
northeast of the project site.

Portable restroom facilities would be provided for workers during construction; no permanent
sanitary facilities would be installed for project operation. Water use during operation would be
less than 1.0 acre-foot per year for panel washing and general maintenance. The need for panel
washing would be infrequent (e.g., months to years between washings) and determined based on
the actual condition of the solar panels and any expected benefit from cleaning.

Solid Waste

Most waste generated during construction would be non-hazardous and consist primarily of
cardboard, wood pallets, copper wire, scrap metal, common trash, and wood wire spools.
Construction waste materials, such as metal and wood, would be separated from the waste stream
and recycled whenever feasible. Non-recyclable construction waste would be placed into
commercial trash dumpsters located on site. Dumpsters would be collected as needed by Waste
Management and delivered to the San Ardo #2 Transfer Station. Construction would generate
approximately 120 cubic yards of solid waste over the entire construction period, with
approximately five cubic yards of solid waste generated per week.

Construction

Project construction would occur over approximately six-months anticipated to begin in the
fourth quarter of 2022, with operation commencing in the second quarter of 2023. Construction
would include site preparation, grading, preparation of staging areas and on-site access routes,
assembling the racking system, and constructing electrical interconnection facilities. Typical
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equipment during construction would include a pile foundation driver, skid steers, fork-lift,
bulldozers, grader, front end loaders, and semi-trucks.

The existing fencing, transformers, and equipment in the staging area on site would be removed,
as well as the processing piping, and the existing road would be abandoned. On-site roads would
be used and may be improved or surfaced with compacted gravel. At the footing for the inverter
pads, existing soil would be scarified and recompacted. In order to set the piles, there would be a
cut slope on the southern edge of the project site, with spoils being spread on site. Some areas of
the project site contain slopes that exceed 25 percent (see Figure 4). Approximately 10,000
square feet of proposed development would occur on these slopes. The proposed project would
include 4.7 acres of grading, all within the southern portion of the ground disturbance area, with
3,300 cubic yards of cut and fill balanced on site (see Figure 4). Outside of the grading and spoil
areas, minimal disturbance would be required (i.e., mowing and grubbing).

Hours

Construction would occur primarily during daylight hours, Monday through Friday between 7:00
a.m. to 7:00 p.m., and, if necessary, between 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. on Saturdays and Sundays, in
compliance with the Monterey County General Plan Safety Element and Monterey County Code
(MCC). If the schedule has been delayed due to weather or other event, construction may require
some nighttime activity for material and equipment delivery. Nighttime activities would be
performed with temporary lighting, which would be directed downward to minimize impacts to
neighboring properties and wildlife in the project vicinity.

Workforce and Construction Traffic

Approximately 50 construction workers would be present on site daily, with an expected peak of
approximately 150 workers during three months of construction. Approximately 4 daily truck
trips and 204 maximum daily worker vehicle trips are anticipated during the peak of
construction. Carpooling would be encouraged.

Temporary Construction Staging Areas

Temporary construction staging areas within the project site would be graded with a gravel
surface and temporarily fenced to provide space for trailers and storage for supplies, vehicles,
and equipment during construction.

Operation and Maintenance

Once constructed, the project would operate 7 days per week, 365 days per year. The facility
would be operated by Aera Energy or an affiliated company. Only minimal, infrequent on-site
maintenance activities would be required for panel washing, equipment repair, replacement, and
vegetation control. The expected maintenance would be incorporated into the existing Aera
Energy operation and maintenance activities and would therefore generate minimal traffic during
operation. Operation would not require any additional workers beyond those already employed
by Aera Energy.
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Figure 4 Grading Plan
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Decommissioning

At the end of the project’s useful life (anticipated to be 20 to 30 years, but potentially more), the
project would be decommissioned and restored. The proposed solar array is expected to be
operational in 2023 and to remain in operation through 2043-2053.

Pre-dismantling activities include de-energizing and isolating the project from external electrical
lines and delineated staging areas. As reclamation and equipment removal can take a year or
more, access roads, fencing, sanitary facilities, and electrical power may temporarily remain in
place for use by the reclamation and restoration workers until no longer needed. Environmental
protection measures installed during construction activities would be implemented during project
reclamation and restoration (see Section IV.4 — Biological Resources). Consistent with current
standard decommissioning practices, The PV solar modules and rack supports would be removed
in their entirety from the site using cranes, dump trucks, and flat-bed and rear-loader garbage
trucks. Some or all of the components (i.e., aluminum and steel components) would be salvaged
and/or recycled, as feasible. Components that cannot be salvaged would be removed and
disposed of in accordance with applicable laws and regulations. The PV modules are not
considered hazardous waste, and would be disposed in an approved landfill near the project site
or recycled by an approved module recycler. Electrical equipment including inverters,
transformers, cables, overhead lines, and substation infrastructure would be reclaimed in
accordance with local, state, and federal laws. Hazardous wastes are not anticipated to be on-site.
If hazardous wastes do occur on-site, they would be removed and disposed of in accordance with
local, state, and federal laws. Roads that will not be re-used for future uses would be restored to
preconstruction conditions. For the purposes of this Initial Study, decommissioning activities are
assumed to be comparable to construction activities.

Restoration

Once the proposed project is decommissioned, the site would be restored to current conditions.
This would include restoration of project-related drainage features using suitable fill material,
removal of roads, parking areas, and the substation, de-compaction of soils using disking, and
reseeding of disturbed areas. Reseeding would be accomplished with manually operated cyclone-
type bucket spreaders, mechanical seed spreaders, blowers, hydroseeders, rubber-tired all-terrain
vehicles equipped with mechanical spreaders, or other similar or more effective measures. If site
restoration through reseeding is not feasible due to lack of water or other environmental factors,
the Applicant/Owner would work with Monterey County to identify and implement an alternate
solution.

B. Surrounding Land Uses and Environmental Setting:

The project site is located 5.4 miles south of the unincorporated community of San Ardo,
approximately 450 feet west of Sargent Creek and 4,500 feet east of the Salinas River. The
project site is within the portion of the San Ardo Oil Field known as Ferrini Flats and is confined
within a single parcel of land. The project would be built on approximately 40 acres of land
characterized by gently to moderately sloping terrain within an area containing topography that
ranges from relatively flat to moderately steep, with rolling hills and mountainous topography,
and interspersed vegetation. The primary entrances to the oil field, and thus the project site, are
located east of US 101 on Wunpost Road or Sargent Canyon Road. The project site was
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previously developed with oil-gas facilities that were removed in 2013. The site contains an
existing staging area, oil well, road, concrete pad, transformers, processing piping, and fencing.
The existing fencing, transformers, and equipment in the staging area located in the northeastern
and northwestern portions of the project site would be removed, as well as the processing piping,
and the existing road would be abandoned. Views of the prominent Diablo Range and associated
Cholame Hills can be seen in the background from the project site to the east and the southeast.

The project site is bordered to the north and east by existing natural and/or man-made downhill
slopes, containing undeveloped land and roads, with heights ranging from 60 to 70 feet. The site
is adjoined by San Ardo Oil Field facilities, including oil-gas production wells and pipelines and
a switch yard and transmission lines to the east. An Exxon-Mobil bulk oil storage facility exists
to the northwest of the site, at substantially lower elevations than the site. The project site is
located within the Heavy Industrial (HI) Zoning District and has a land use designation of
Mineral Extraction. The project site is surrounded by land uses within HI Zoning District
(designated Mineral Extraction) and Heavy Commercial (HC) Zoning District (Source IX.1,
1X.2).

C. Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required:

The project site is governed by policies and regulations contained in the 2010 Monterey County
General Plan (General Plan; Source 1X.3) and the South County Area Plan (Source 1X.4). The
proposed project would require approval of a General Development Plan and Combined
Development Permit consisting of 1) a Use Permit to allow construction of an 11-megawatt
alternating current solar PV facility and 2) a Use Permit to allow development on slopes
exceeding 25 percent.

Subsequent to obtaining the above discretionary permit approval, the project would require
issuance of a grading and building permit from the County’s Building Services department. The
ministerial permits would require approval from the following agencies:

= Environmental Health Bureau

= Housing and Community Development (HCD)-Environmental Services
= HCD-Planning Services

=  HCD-Engineering Services

= HCD-Building Services

= South County Fire Protection District (FPD)

In addition, any conditions of approval required by the discretionary permit would require
compliance prior to issuance and final of ministerial permits. The Environmental Health Bureau
has conditioned the project to require the preparation of a Valley Fever Management Plan prior
to the issuance of grading/construction permits. In addition, HCD-Environmental Services has
conditioned the project to comply with the Construction General Permit, which requires
obtaining a SWPPP. HCD-Planning Services has conditioned the project to retain a qualified
biologist to perform a nest survey if any ground disturbance is proposed within the typical
nesting bird season, follow appropriate steps in the event of a cultural resource discovery during
construction, and submit an exterior lighting plan for review and approval for all temporary
(nighttime, if needed) and permanent fixtures. Approval of the SWPPP by the Central Coast
Regional Water Quality Control Board (CCRWQCB) would also be required. No other public
agency permits would be required.
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II1. PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH OTHER APPLICABLE LOCAL
AND STATE PLANS AND MANDATED LAWS

Use the list below to indicate plans applicable to the project and verify their consistency or non-
consistency with project implementation.

General Plan/Area Plan 2 Air Quality Mgmt. Plan X
Specific Plan ] Airport Land Use Plans ]
Water Quality Control Plan X Local Coastal Program-LUP L]

2010 Monterey County General Plan/South County Area Plan

The proposed project was reviewed for consistency with the 2010 Monterey County General
Plan and South County Area Plan. The project would be consistent with Policy OS-9.1, which
encourages the use of solar renewable resources for industrial building applications, and Policy
SC-3.1, which allows co-generation facilities in conjunction with other industrial uses and oil
and gas removal, as a means of energy conservation, on lands designated for industrial use
(Source 1X.3, IX.4). In addition, the proposed project would obtain a Use Permit to allow
construction of the 11-megawatt alternating current solar PV facility and would not require the
alteration of any existing General Plan land use designations. CONSISTENT.

Air Quality Management Plan

The Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP, Source [X.5) for the Monterey Bay Region
addresses attainment and maintenance of state and federal ambient air quality standards within
the North Central Coast Air Basin (NCCAB), including the community of San Ardo.
Consistency with the AQMP is an indication that the project avoids contributing to a cumulative
adverse impact on air quality; not an indication of project specific impacts which are evaluated
according to the Monterey Bay Air Resources District’s (MBARD) adopted thresholds of
significance (Source IX.6). Indirect emissions associated with industrial population-serving
projects' are found consistent with the AQMP if any project-related population increase does not
exceed the estimated cumulative population of the relevant forecast listed in the AQMP. The
proposed project would not result in population growth, as the project does not include
residential development and no new employees would be required during operation. Direct
emissions associated with industrial population-serving projects are found consistent with the
AQMP. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a population increase not already
accounted for in the AQMP. The project would not result in an exceedance in growth projections
that would conflict or obstruct implementation of the AQMP. The project’s construction
emissions that would temporarily emit precursors of ozone are accommodated in the emission
inventories of MBARD’s AQMP. The project would not cause an increase of stationary
emissions than what currently exists. CONSISTENT.

Water Quality Control Plan

The project site lies within Region 3 of the CCRWQCB which regulates sources of water quality
related issues resulting in actual or potential impairment or degradation of beneficial uses, or the
overall degradation of water quality. The Water Quality Control Plan for the CCRWQCB serves

! Industrial projects intended to meet the needs of the population forecasted in the AQMP.
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as the master water quality control planning document and designates beneficial uses and water
quality objectives for waters of the State, including surface waters and groundwater, and includes
programs of implementation to achieve water quality objectives (Source IX.7). Operation of the
project would not generate pollutant runoff in amounts that would cause degradation of water
quality. The proposed project has been conditioned by HCD-Environmental Services requiring
the applicant to submit a SWPPP including the Waste Discharger Identification number, or in
lieu of a SWPPP, a letter of exemption or erosivity waiver from the CCRWQCB. For additional
discussion on hydrology and water quality, please refer to Section VI.10 of this Initial Study.
CONSISTENT.
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V. ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED AND
DETERMINATION

A. FACTORS

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, as
discussed within the checklist on the following pages.

X Aesthetics [1 Agriculture and Forest X Air Quality
Resources
X Biological Resources X Cultural Resources X Energy
X Geology/Soils XI Greenhouse Gas Emissions  [X] Hazards/Hazardous
Materials
X Hydrology/Water Quality [ Land Use/Planning [] Mineral Resources
X Noise [ 1 Population/Housing [ 1 Public Services
[] Recreation X Transportation X Tribal Cultural Resources
[ ] Utilities/Service Systems X Wildfires X Mandatory Findings of
Significance

Some proposed applications that are not exempt from CEQA review may have little or no
potential for adverse environmental impact related to most of the topics in the Environmental
Checklist; and/or potential impacts may involve only a few limited subject areas. These types of
projects are generally minor in scope, located in a non-sensitive environment, and are easily
identifiable and without public controversy. For the environmental issue areas where there is no
potential for significant environmental impact (and not checked above), the following finding
can be made using the project description, environmental setting, or other information as
supporting evidence.

[ ] Check here if this finding is not applicable

FINDING: For the above referenced topics that are not checked off, there is no potential for
significant environmental impact to occur from either construction, operation or
maintenance of the proposed project and no further discussion in the
Environmental Checklist is necessary.

EVIDENCE:

1. Agriculture and Forest Resources. The project site located on a heavy industrial zoned
site, surrounded by similarly zoned sites, and is designated as Other Land under the
Department of Conservation Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program. The site is not
currently and has not been used in the past for agriculture. Project construction would not
result in conversion of Important Farmland to non-agricultural uses. The project area is
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not under a Williamson Act contract and is not located in or immediately adjacent to
agriculturally designated lands. The California Public Resources Code (PRC) defines
Forest Land as land that can support 10 percent native tree cover of any species,
including hardwoods, under natural conditions, and that allows for management of one or
more forest resources, including timber, aesthetics, fish and wildlife, biodiversity, water
quality, recreation, and other public benefits (PRC Section 12220[g]). The areas of the
project site where development would occur do not contain trees and is not considered to
be forest land or timberland. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in impacts
to agriculture or forest resources (Source 1X.8, 1X.9).

2. Land Use/Planning. The proposed project consists of the construction of a solar PV
generating facility on a site that was previously used for oil-gas facilities within the San
Ardo Oil Field. The town of San Ardo is the nearest community to the project site,
located approximately 5.4 miles to the north. The project site is adjoined by San Ardo Oil
Field facilities, including oil-gas production wells and pipelines a switch yard and
transmission lines to the east. Given the distance between the project site and the nearest
community, as well as oil-gas facilities surrounding the site, the proposed project would
not physically divide an established community.

The proposed project would be consistent with the Monterey County General Plan and
South County Area Plan, as detailed in Section III of this Initial Study. The proposed
project would be an allowed use in the Heavy Industrial Zoning District and Mineral
Extract land use designation. As proposed and designed, the project would avoid and
minimize potential impacts to biological, visual, and cultural resources and all other
environmental factors, as described in Sections IV and VI of this Initial Study, and
therefore no Migitation Measures would be required. The proposed project would not
require the alteration of any existing General Plan or Area Plan policy and therefore,
would not conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation. As proposed and
designed, the project will avoid environmental impacts and therefore, would not result in
impacts to land use and planning.

3. Mineral Resources. The project site is located within the Heavy Industrial (HI) Zoning
District and has a land use designation of Mineral Extraction. The proposed project
would not occur on land presently in use for mineral extraction and would not interfere
with operations at the surrounding oil-gas facilities. The proposed project would be
supportive of Aera Energy’s existing oil operation by partially offsetting the energy
demand. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in impacts to mineral
resources.

4. Population/Housing. The proposed project would not construct housing or increase the
total number of employees for project operation; therefore, it would not increase
population in the area. Construction workers are anticipated to be sourced from the
nearby areas and would not be required to relocate for the duration of project
construction. Therefore, the project would not induce substantial unplanned population
growth. In addition, the project would not demolish existing housing or require
replacement housing to be constructed. The project would not otherwise alter the
location, distribution, or density of housing in the area in any significant way or create
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demand for additional housing. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in
impacts related to population and housing.

5. Public Services. The project site is served by the South County Fire Protection District
(FPD), Monterey County Sheriff’s Department, and the King City Joint Union and San
Ardo Union School Districts. Given that the project would not increase population, as
described above, it would not result in an increase in demand for public services,
including fire and police protection, schools, parks, and other public facilities, and would
not necessitate new or physically altered government facilities. Therefore, the proposed
project would not result in impacts related to public services.

6. Recreation. Given that the project would not increase population, as described above, it
would not result in an increase in use of existing recreational facilities that would cause
substantial physical deterioration or require the construction or expansion of recreation
facilities in the vicinity of the project. No parks, trail easements, or other recreational
facilities would be permanently impacted by the proposed project. Therefore, the
proposed project would not result in impacts related to recreation.

7. Utilities/Service Systems. During construction of the proposed project, up to 250,000
gallons of non-potable water (approximately 0.8 acre-feet) would be pumped from an
existing well, located approximately 0.2-mile northeast of the project site, for dust
suppression and other purposes. During operation, the average water use would be
estimated to be less than 1 acre-foot per year for solar panel washing and general
maintenance. Solar panel washing would be infrequent (e.g., months to years between
washings) and determined based on the actual condition of the solar panels and any
expected benefit from cleaning. The proposed project would result in a minimal increase
in water supply demand during operation for infrequent solar panel washing and general
maintenance and therefore, would not require relocation or construction of new or
expanded water systems.

The proposed project would not result in an increase in employment that could otherwise
place new demand on existing wastewater facilities. Portable restroom facilities would be
provided for workers during construction. There are no permanent sanitary facilities
proposed for project operation. The proposed project would not increase wastewater
generation, would not require new or expanded wastewater facilities, and would not
exceed the capacity of an existing wastewater system.

As described under Section VI1.10 of this initial study, the proposed project would not
modify the natural drainage pattern of the project site and no on-site stormwater detention
facilities would be constructed. Therefore, the project would not exceed the capacity of
existing stormwater drainage systems and would not require an expansion of existing
stormwater facilities.

The proposed project would not increase demands for natural gas or electricity, and no
new natural gas lines would be needed for construction or operation of the proposed
project. Power from the solar array field would be routed to an existing substation using
underground 12.47 kilovolt distribution cables for use at the oil field to reduce the need
for imported power. Solid waste generated by construction would be collected as needed
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B.

by Waste Management and delivered to the San Ardo #2 Transfer Station. From the
transfer station, the solid waste would be delivered to one of the surrounding landfills in
the area, which includes the Johnson Canyon Sanitary Landfill, City of Paso Robles
Landfill, and Camp Roberts Landfill. Construction materials would be handled in
accordance with the California Green Building Standards Code, which establishes
standards for construction and demolition waste management and the recycling or
salvage of a minimum of 65 percent of non-hazardous construction and demolition waste.
The project would require small amounts of electricity for minimal exterior security
lighting and small lighting features, as well as temporary lighting if construction
nighttime activities are required. Given that the proposed project involves installation of a
new solar PV generating facility and does not include the development of any new or
permanent infrastructure typically associated with an increased demand for service
utilities, such as residential or commercial development, the project would not increase
demand for service utilities such that additional or relocated facilities would be required.
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in impacts related to utilities and
service systems.

DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

X

[

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

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

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

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

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

Wﬂtﬂ% June 21, 2022

[ Sigx{ature Date
Fionna Jensen, Associate Planner
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V.  EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

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

2) All answers must take into account the whole action involved, including offsite as well as
onsite, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well
as operational impacts.

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

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

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

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

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

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation
Measures Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated
or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific
conditions for the project.
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6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information
sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a
previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to
the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.

7) Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or
individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.

8) The explanation of each issue should identify:

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

b) The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than
significance.
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V. ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

1. AESTHETICS Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation  Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a)  Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? ] ] ] X

(Source: 1X.10)

b)  Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but
not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic ] ] ] X
buildings within a state scenic highway? (Source:
IX.11)

¢)  Innonurbanized 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 [] L] X L]
point). If the project is in an urbanized area, would the
project conflict with applicable zoning and other
regulations governing scenic quality? (Source: 1X.37)

d)  Create a new source of substantial light or glare which
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the [] L] X ]
area? (Source: IX. 38, [X.46)

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

This discussion incorporates the results provided in the Visibility Assessment (HCD-Library No.
LIB210238) prepared by NextEra Energy Resources Development, LLC, dated September 17,
2021 (Source 1X.37), and the Visual Analysis—Glare at the San Ardo Solar Project Technical
Memorandum prepared by Tetra Tech, Inc., dated September 1, 2021 (Source 1X.38).

Aesthetics 1(a) — No Impact

Coastal views, agricultural fields, natural ridgelines, and oak woodlands are all prominent
elements of the Monterey County’s visual character. Scenic vistas within the county include the
Gabilan Mountains near Pajaro, Castroville and Prunedale; Junipero Serra Peak near Chualar,
San Lucas and Pine Canyon (King City); Carmel Valley; and Mt. Toro near River Road/Las
Palmas, San Benancio/Corral de Tierra, and Toro Park/Serra Village (Source 1X.10). The nearest
scenic vista to the project site is Junipero Serra Peak, located 34 miles to the northwest.

The proposed project would change the appearance of the project site by constructing an 11-
megawatt alternating current solar PV generating facility on a site consisting of vacant land, an
existing construction staging area, oil well, road, concrete pad, transformers, processing piping,
and fencing in the Ferrini Flats portion of the San Ardo Oil Field. The project site is not located
in a visually sensitive area as designated by the County, and views of the project site are not
readily available from identified scenic vistas due to distance and intervening rolling hills and
mountainous topography between the project site and the scenic vistas. Therefore, the proposed
project would not obstruct or affect scenic vistas and public views in the county. No impact
would occur.
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Aesthetics 1(b) — No Impact

The project site is not located within two miles of a designated State scenic highway, as
identified by the California Department of Transportation. The nearest designated State scenic
highway is a portion of County Route G14 along Interlake Road from Jolon Road in Lockwood
to the San Luis Obispo County line, approximately 12.5 miles to the west of the project site
(Source IX.11). Due to the distance from the project site and intervening rolling hills and
mountainous topography, the proposed project would not be visible from County Route G14.
Furthermore, the project site does not contain any scenic resources such as trees or rock
outcroppings, nor is it in proximity to any such resources. In addition, as described in Section
VL5 of this Initial Study, the project site does not contain any historic buildings. Therefore, there
would be no impacts related to scenic resources near a designated state scenic highway.

Aesthetics 1(c) — Less Than Significant

The project site is located in a non-urbanized area of the county and is largely surrounded by
privately owned property used for oil-gas production. The project would include the installation
of eight-foot solar panels, which would introduce low vertical, geometric elements into a
landscape ranging from relatively flat to moderately steep, with rolling hills and mountainous
topography, dominated by oil rigs, rural residential properties, and dispersed vegetation. The
project would also include approximately 10,000 square feet of grading on slopes exceeding 25
percent to accommodate for a new perimeter road and level out natural depressions and
elevations in the landscape. The resulting change in topography would be screened by existing
vegation and the proposed project. Views of the project site from US 101 are partially screened
by existing vegetation and topography, while the project site is more visible from Wunpost and
Los Lobos Roads as less existing vegetation occurs along these roadways.

The proposed project would introduce contrast into the landscape setting for viewers in
proximity to the site, including rural residences, travelers, and recreationalists. Contrast levels
are described as follows; None — The contrast is not visible or perceived; Weak — The contrast
can be seen but does not attract attention; Moderate — The contrast begins to attract attention and
begins to dominate the landscape); and Strong — The contrast demands attention and is dominant
in the landscape. The following five viewpoints were addressed in the Visibility Assessment
(Source 1X.37) and represent project visibility by travelers and residences along US 101,
Wunpost Road, Sargents Canyon Road, and Sargents Road (see Figure 5 and 6).

= Viewpoint 1: This viewpoint is located near residential properties at the intersection of
Los Lobos Road and US 101, approximately 2.6 miles northwest of the project site. The
existing landscape is flat in the immediate foreground and middleground, and
mountainous in the background. The proposed solar arrays would potentially be visible;
however, the terrain partially screens the project site and the distance from this viewpoint
to the site is substantial. Therefore, the project would not be a dominant visual feature
from this viewpoint.

= Viewpoint 2: This viewpoint is located along US 101 near Wunpost Road,
approximately 0.9 mile west of the project site. The existing landscape is flat in the
immediate foreground, rolling terrain in the middleground, and mountainous in the
background. The proposed solar arrays would not likely be visible as terrain and
vegetation partially to completely screen the project site. Therefore, the project would
create a weak visual contrast from this viewpoint.
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= Viewpoint 3: This viewpoint is located along US 101 and Wunpost Road, approximately
0.9 mile southwest of the project site. The existing landscape is characterized by
moderately rolling terrain in the immediate foreground and middleground, and
mountainous in the background. The proposed solar arrays would potentially be visible;
however, the distance from this viewpoint to the site is substantial. Therefore, the project
would not be a dominant visual feature from this viewpoint.

= Viewpoint 4: This viewpoint is located along Sargents Canyon Road in the parking lot of
the Chevron — San Ardo Water Treatments Facility, approximately 1.2 miles northwest of
the project site. The existing landscape is moderately flat in the foreground and
moderately steeper in the middleground. The proposed solar arrays would potentially be
visible; however, the terrain partially screens the project site. Therefore, the project
would not be a dominant visual feature from this viewpoint.

= Viewpoint 5: This viewpoint is located along Sargents Road, approximately 0.2 mile
north of the project site. The existing landscape is characterized by moderately flat to
rolling hills in the foreground and middleground. The proposed solar arrays would be
potentially visible. Due to proximity to the project site, project features may stand out
more clearly from this location. Although the surrounding area is predominately
industrial, industrial land uses would not be seen from this view. Therefore, the project
would create strong visual contrast within an existing oil field setting.

Existing vegetation within and surrounding the project site would be left in place, to the extent
practicable, and this vegetation would screen the project site from nearby rural residences,
including the existing residence located approximately 0.7 mile to the northeast, and travel ways,
including Sargents Road and Wunpost Road. Portions of the project that would be visible would
be seen in the context of existing development along the roadways and would likely appear as a
co-dominant feature in the landscape setting. With the exception of Viewpoint 5, visual contrast
would be weak. The project would create a stronger visual contrast within the existing setting
from Viewpoint 5 because the propsoed solar arrays would be partially visible and none of the
surrounding industrial uses are currently visble. However, travelers along Sargents Road that
would experience views of the project from Viewpoint 5 are limited, as access in this area is
restricted to Aera Energy staff. Therefore, impacts related to the existing visual character or
quality of public views would be less than significant.
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Figure S Visual Assessment — Key Opservation Points
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Viewpoint 1:

Description:
Residences at Los Lobos Road
. . . and Highway 101
Figure 6 Viewpoints 1-5
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Viewpoint 5:
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Sargents Road

Google Earth
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Aesthetics 1(d) — Less Than Significant

The project is in a non-urbanized area of the county and is largely surrounded by privately
owned property used for oil-gas production. As conditioned, if nighttime activities are required
during the project construction and future decommissioning period, temporary lighting would be
used and directed downward to minimize impacts to neighboring properties and wildlife in the
project vicinity. Once operational, the project would include motion-activated security lighting
and small lighting features equipped with motion detectors or on/off switches, which would be
an incremental increase from existing conditions. The proposed solar panels would not produce
light.

It should be noted that the County does not protect private views; therefore, only public views of
the site are discussed herein. The proposed solar panels would be angled to the south, facing
away from major roads including US 101, Wunpost Road, Sargents Canyon Road, and Sargents
Road and therefore, would create little to no glare for travelers traversing the project area from
public roads. While traveling northbound on US 101, there is a limited timeframe when potential
glare from the proposed solar panels would be visible due to the hill directly south of the project
site. The proposed solar panels are designed to capture rather than reflect sunlight, and would
have a lower index of refraction/reflectivity than common sources of glare in residential
environments. The proposed solar panels would also have anti-reflective coatings and stippled
glass, which further reduces reflected light (Source 1X.38). Overall, the proposed solar panels
would have a low reflectivity. Therefore, the proposed PV modules are not expected to cause
visual impairment or an experience of glare for motorists on area roadways. Impacts related to
light and glare would be less than significant.
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2.

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
Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining
whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may
refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s
inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment
project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air
Resources Board.

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation  Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a)  Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or

b)

¢)

d)

e)

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?

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

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

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

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?

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:
See Section IV.A.1 of this Initial Study.
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3. AIR QUALITY

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

Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation  Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the ] ] X ]

applicable air quality plan? (Source: IX.5)

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of
any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non- ] ] X ]
attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient
air quality standard? (Source: 1X:46)

¢) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant ] ] X ]
concentrations? (Sources: 1X.12, IX.13, IX.14, IX.47)

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to
odors) adversely affecting a substantial number of ] ] ] X
people? (Source: 1X:47)

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

Air Quality 3(a) — Less than Significant

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) coordinates and oversees both state and federal air
quality control programs in California. CARB has established 14 air basins statewide. The
project site is in the North Central Coast Air Basin (NCCAB), which is under the jurisdiction of
Monterey Bay Air Resources District (MBARD). The NCCAB is currently designated as
nonattainment for the state PMo standard and nonattainment-transitional for the state one-hour
and eight-hour ozone standards. The NCCAB is designated as attainment for all federal standards
and other state standards (Source IX.5). MBARD is responsible for enforcing the state and
federal air quality standards and regulating stationary sources through the 2012-2015 AQMP for
the Monterey Bay Region, adopted on March 15, 2017 (Source IX.5).

The proposed project would not involve a residential use or otherwise induce population growth,
as no new employees for operations and maintenance would be required. Construction workers
would be sourced from the existing local or regional workforce, with an average of 50 workers
and a maximum of 150 workers on site per construction day. Construction would last for
approximately six months; therefore, construction worker trips would result in temporary air
quality emissions from mobile trips. The project would be consistent with the 2012-2015 AQMP
because it would not cause an exceedance of the growth projections that underlie its air
pollutant emission forecasts, and impacts would be less than significant.

Air Quality 3(b) — Less than Significant

As discussed under criterion 3(a), the NCCAB is currently designated as nonattainment for the
state PM o standard and nonattainment-transitional for the state one-hour and eight-hour ozone
standards.
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Construction. The proposed project includes ground disturbance on approximately 40 acres of
land. Construction activities with grading and excavation that disturb more than 2.2 acres per day
are assumed to be above the 82 pounds of particulate matter per day threshold. Construction
activities on the project site would occur over approximately six months and would include
grading a maximum amount of 100 cubic yards, or approximately 0.06 acre of soil disturbance
per day. Because construction activities would disturb less than 2.2 acres per day, they would not
result in PM1o emissions that exceed MBARD thresholds. During construction, approximately
150,000 to 250,000 gallons of non-potable water (approximately 0.8 acre-feet) is anticipated to
be required for dust suppression and other purposes. Impacts would be less than significant.

Operation. The proposed project would not increase long-term operational criteria air pollutant
emissions. The solar PV generating facility would collect and store energy but would not itself
be a source of air pollutant emissions. The proposed project would not result in a significant
increase of operational mobile source emissions as only occasional, on-site maintenance is
expected to be required following commissioning and no additional workers beyond those
already employed by Aera Energy would be required. Therefore, operation of the proposed
project would not generate a significant amount of operational criteria air pollutants. Impacts
would be less than significant.

Decommissioning. For the purposes of this Initial Study, future decommissioning activities are
assumed to be comparable to construction activities. As described previously, construction
activities on the project site would occur over approximately six months and would not result in
PM;o emissions that exceed MBARD thresholds. Therefore, future decommissioning activities
are presumed to result in similar air quality impacts. Impacts would be less than significant.

Air Quality 3(c) — Less than Significant

The nearest sensitive receptor to the project site is a residence located approximately 0.7 mile to
the northeast along Sargents Road (Source IX.47). The exhaust generated by diesel construction
equipment would result in increased toxic air contaminants (TAC) exposure. Receptor exposures
to TACs would be influenced by the duration of activity, use of construction equipment that
conform to the United States Environmental Protection Agency’s Tier 4 emissions standards, the
distance between the activity and the receptor, and by the location of the receptor and
construction areas relative to prevailing wind direction. Emissions generated during construction
activities would be temporary; therefore, prolonged exposures would not occur. The distance
between the nearest receptor and the project site is greater than the 500-foot screening distance
recommended by CARB for the preparation of health risk assessments (Source 1X.12), indicating
that TACs are dispersed enough to be below the emissions threshold. Therefore, emissions
generated during construction activities would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial
concentrations of TACs and impacts would be less than significant.

In addition, ground-disturbing construction activities and extended periods of high heat or
unusually windy conditions at the project site could increase fugitive dust and expose sensitive
receptors (i.e., construction personnel and nearby residents) to Coccidioidomycosis, or San
Joaquin Valley Fever (Valley Fever). Valley Fever is an infectious disease caused by the fungus
Coccidioides immitis. Valley Fever is a disease of concern in arid and semiarid areas of the
western United States, including in the dry, inland regions of California. Infection is caused by
inhalation of Coccidioides immitis spores that become airborne when dry, dusty soil or dirt is
disturbed by natural processes such as wind or earthquakes, or by human induced ground-
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disturbing activities such as construction, farming, or other activities (Source 1X.13). Inhalation
of these spores can cause fever, chest pain, and coughing, among other signs and symptoms
(Source IX.14). The proposed project has the potential to result in elevated levels of the
incidence of Valley Fever cases resulting from uncontrolled fugitive dust during construction
activities. Construction workers on site would be the most affected as the nearest residence is
located approximately 0.7-mile northeast of the project site. The County has conditioned the
project to require the Applicant/Owner to prepare a Valley Fever Management Plan and submit it
to the Monterey County Environmental Health Burearu for review and approval prior to the
issuance of grading/construction permit(s). The Valley Fever Management Plan may include
provisions such as minimizing the area of soil disturbed, watering exposed soils, using
appropriate soil stabilizers, re-vegetating graded areas to reduce airborne dust, and/or providing
enclosed air-conditioned vehicle cabs.

Compliance with the United States Environmental Protection Agency’s Tier 4 emission
standards and CARB’s recommended 500-foot TAC screening distance along with preparation
of a Valley Fever Management Plan would minimize the Valley Fever-related effects of dust
emissions. After construction, ongoing maintenance-related activities would not be expected to
occur frequently with implementation of the proposed project and would not result in substantial
ground disturbance. Additionally, future decommissioning activities are assumed to be
comparable to construction activities; therefore, decommissioning is presumed to result in
similar TAC impacts as construction activities. As conditioned, the proposed project would be
required to adhere to the Valley Fever Management Plan for the duration of all construction and
future decommissioning activities. Therefore, Valley Fever-related effects of dust emissions
generated during construction activities would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial
concentrations of TACs and impacts would be less than significant.

Air Quality 3(d) — No Impact

During construction and future decommissioning activities temporary odors from vehicle exhaust
and equipment engines would occur. However, odors would disperse and dissipate and would
not cause substantial odors at the closest sensitive receptor (located approximately 0.7-mile
northeast of the project site) (Source 1X.47). In addition, odors would be temporary and would
cease upon completion of construction and future decommissioning. Operation of the proposed
project would not result in odors or other emissions adversely affecting a substantial number of
people. Therefore, the proposed project would result in no impact related to other emissions,
including those leading to odors.
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4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES Less Than

Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

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 [ [ X [
the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service? (Source 1X.40).

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 ] ] X ]
the California Department of Fish and Game or US
Fish and Wildlife Service? (Source 1X.40).

¢) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally
protected wetlands (including, but not limited to,
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct ] L] X L]
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other
means? (Source IX. 3, IX. 4, IX.40).

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with
established native resident or migratory wildlife ] ] X ]
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites? (Source 1X.40).

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree ] ] ] |X|
preservation policy or ordinance? (Source 1X.40).

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation n ] ] X
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan? (Source 1X.40).

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

This discussion incorporates the results provided in the Biological Resources Habitat Assessment
(HCD-Library No. LIB210235) prepared by Tetra Tech, Inc., dated March 15, 2021 (Source
1X.39), and the Preliminary Federal Aquatic Resources Delineation and State Aquatic Resource
Delineation Report (HCD-Library No. LIB210237) prepared by Padre Associates, Inc., dated
May 2021 (Source 1X.40).

Biological Resources 4(a) — Less than Significant

Special status species include those plants and wildlife species that have been formally listed, are
proposed as endangered or threatened, or are candidates for such listing under the Federal
Endangered Species Act or California Endangered Species Act. The federal Bald and Golden
Eagle Protection Act also provides broad protections to both eagle species that in some regards
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are similar to those provided by the Federal Endangered Species Act. In addition, the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) Species of Special Concern, CDFW California Fully
Protected Species, United States Fish and Wildlife Service Birds of Conservation Concern, and
CDFW Special Status Invertebrates are all considered special status species. In addition to
regulations for special status species, most native birds in the United States (including non-status
species) are protected by the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 and the California Fish
and Game Code (i.e., Sections 3503, 3503.5 and 3513). Under these laws, deliberately destroying
active bird nests, eggs, and/or young is illegal. Plant species on the California Native Plant
Society Rare and Endangered Plant Inventory with California Rare Plant Ranks of 1 and 2 are
also considered special status plant species and must be considered under CEQA.

Potential occurrence of special status species on the project site was first evaluated by
determining which special status species occur in the vicinity of the project site through a
database search, including the California Native Plant Society’s electronic inventory and the
California Natural Diversity Database. In addition, a field survey of the project site was
conducted on February 25, 2021, by Tetra Tech to determine the likelihood of any special status
plant or wildlife species that may inhabit the project site.

The project site has been previously graded and currently supports a highly disturbed Shrubland
Alliance (Adenostoma fasciculatum) vegetation community, which is dominated by the native
shrub Chamise chaparral, and is similar to the surrounding area used for oil and gas production
facilities. Tree tobacco is also found scattered throughout the project site. Nearby native
communities include those along the Salinas River and small areas of native oak woodlands on
slopes not developed for oil and gas production. These native communities are located outside of
the project site and would not be disturbed by the construction or operation of the proposed
project. In addition, it is likely that invasive plants that are of concern to the California Invasive
Plant Council are present on the project site, including Taurian thistle (Onopordum tauricum)
and skeleton weed (Chondrilla juncea).

Within a five-mile radius of the project site, three sensitive plant and four sensitive wildlife
species have been recorded in the California Natural Diversity Database:

=  Small-flowered gypsumloving larkspur (Delphinium gypsophilum ssp. parviflorum)
= Pale-yellow layia (Layia heterotricha)

= Abbott’s bush-mallow (Malacothamnus abbottii)

= Tricolored blackbird (4Agelaius tricolor)

= Least Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii pusillus)

= Northern California legless lizard (Anniella pulchra)

= San Joaquin kit fox (Vulpes macrotis mutica)

All seven species have a low likelihood of occurrence on the project site, and the most recent
record of occurrence within five miles of the project site was for the tricolored blackbird
(Agelaius tricolor) in 2008. In addition, during the field survey of the project site, none of these
species were observed (Source 1X.39).

The proposed project would not require any tree removal. Fence posts would be capped to
prevent potential entrapment of birds or other small species. The proposed use of motion-
activated security lighting as well as temporary lighting would be directed downward during
nighttime construction and future decommissioning activities, as required by condition of
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approval, thereby reducing adverse impacts to nocturnal species. For compliance with the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act and to avoid potential impacts to raptors and migratory birds, the
County requires standard conditions of approval for project proponents to retain a qualified
biologist to perform a nest survey if any ground disturbance or tree removal is proposed within
the typical nesting bird season. The project does not include any tree removal; therefore, the
survey shall be performed within 30 days of the commencement of ground disturbing activities.
The purpose of the survey is to determine if any active raptor or migratory bird nests occur
within the project site or the nearby vicinity. If nests occur, an appropriate buffer plan would be
established by a qualified biologist. Additionally, compliance with the County’s standard
conditions of approval would ensure that construction would not have a substantial adverse
effect on nocturnal species and protected migratory or nesting birds. The project would not,
either directly or through habitat modifications, impact any species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special status species. Impacts would be less than significant.

Biological Resources 4(b-c¢) — Less than Significant

Sensitive biological communities include habitats that fulfill special functions or have special
values, such as wetlands, streams, or riparian habitat. These habitats are protected under federal
regulations such as the Clean Water Act; state regulations such as the Porter-Cologne Act and
CDFW Streambed Alteration Program; or local ordinances or policies such as city or county tree
ordinances and general plan elements.

The project site was evaluated through a literature review to determine if any wetlands and
waters potentially subject to jurisdiction by the Army Corps of Engineers, Regional Water
Quality Control Board (RWQCB), or CDFW were present and two potential wetland features
and one drainage feature were identified (Source 1X.40). A field survey for the delineation of
these features was conducted on May 5, 2021, by Padre Associates, Inc., within the project site
and along the ephemeral drainage northeast of the project disturbance area. It was determined
that one aquatic feature occurs within the project site, a depressional feature. In addition, one
man-made drainage basin and ephemeral drainage were identified adjacent to the project ground
disturbance area to the east and northeast, respectively. The Preliminary Federal Aquatic
Resources Delineation and State Aquatic Resource Delineation Report (Source IX.40) concluded
that the on-site depressional feature was a non-jurisdictional aquatic feature as it did not meet the
three-parameter wetland criteria with respect to hydrophytic vegetation, wetland hydrology, and
hydric soils. However, the report concluded that both the man-made drainage basin and
ephemeral drainage, totaling approximately 1.4 acres, meet the definitions for State wetlands and
waters as the basin meets the three-parameter wetland criteria and the drainage includes the
presence of a bed and bank. The proposed project includes a 100-foot buffer to avoid potential
impacts to the basin and drainage features during construction and operation, as shown in Figure
3. Although all proposed site disturbance is located outside of the 100-foot buffer, protective
construction fencing, and fiber rolls would be installed prior to construction and
decommissioning activities along the development boundaries adjacent to the identified basin
and drainage features to further avoid potential impacts.

No sensitive habitats such as wetlands, streams, riparian areas, maritime chaparral, or dunes are
present within the development area of the project site. As proposed and designed, the 100-foot
buffer and protective fencing between the project site and above-described State wetland and
water features would ensure that potential impacts are avoided (Source 1X.40). The project
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would not have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat, sensitive natural community,
or state or federally protected wetlands. Impacts would be less than significant.

Biological Resources 4(d) — Less than Significant

Wildlife corridors are generally defined as connections between habitat patches that allow for
physical and genetic exchange between otherwise isolated animal populations. Such linkages
may serve a local purpose, such as between foraging and breeding areas, or they may be regional
in nature, allowing movement across the landscape. Some habitat linkages may serve as
migration corridors, wherein animals periodically move away from an area and then return.
Examples of barriers or impediments to movement include housing and other urban
development, roads, fencing, unsuitable habitat, or open areas with little vegetative cover.
Regional and local wildlife movements are expected to be concentrated near topographic features
that allow convenient passage, including drainages and ridgelines.

The project site is currently developed with a construction staging area, oil well, road, concrete
pad, transformers, processing piping, and fencing. These existing on-site features act as barriers
to wildlife movement through the site. In addition, the surrounding land is developed with
industrial oil field facilities, including oil-gas production wells and a switch yard. The proposed
project would construct additional industrial uses on the project site. Although individual
wildlife species may traverse the project site and could at times be present, the site is not
considered to provide a wildlife corridor for any species, and the addition of proposed project
features would not interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory
fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors.
Therefore, impacts to wildlife movement through the project site would be less than significant.

Biological Resources 4(e) — No Impact

The project site is located within the HI Zoning District and has a General Plan land use
designation of Mineral Extraction. The project site is subject to the goals and polices of the
Monterey County General Plan, the South County Area Plan, and MCC, Title 21 - Inland
Zoning. The Monterey County General Plan has policies for the protection of watersheds and
recharge areas, preservation of vegetation, protection of threatened plant communities, and
protection of important wildlife habitats. MCC Section 21.64.260 establishes requirements for
the removal of protected trees.

As described under criterion 4(a), project construction would not require any tree removal, and
as described under criteria 4(b-c), the project site does not include significant vegetation or
environmentally sensitive habitats as it has been previously graded and is currently developed
with various industrial uses. As proposed and designed, the 100-foot buffer and protective
fencing between the project site and above-described State wetland and water features would
ensure that potential impacts are avoided. Therefore, implementation of the project would not
conflict with local policies or regulations protecting biological resources, and no impact would
occur.

Biological Resources 4(f) — No Impact
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The project site is not included in an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. No
impact would occur.

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation  Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of
a historical resource pursuant to §15064.5? (Source: ] ] X ]
1X.41,1X.42)

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of
an archaeological resource pursuant to ] ] X ]
§15064.5?(Source: [X.41, 1X.42)

¢) Disturb any human remains, including those interred n H X H
outside of formal cemeteries? (Source: 1X.41, 1X.42)

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

This discussion incorporates the results provided in the Cultural Resource Record Search Letter
Report (HCD-Library No. LIB210234) prepared by Tetra Tech, Inc., dated September 8, 2021
(Source [X.41), and the Response to Comment: Cultural Resources Memorandum prepared by
Tetra Tech, Inc., dated December 16, 2021 (Source 1X.42). The Cultural Resource Record
Search Letter Report included a records search at the Northwest Information Center of the
California Historical Resources Information System in Rohnert Park that included the project site
and a 0.25-mile buffer for resources and cultural studies. The assessment identified two
previously conducted reports within the project site and 10 previously conducted surveys in the
0.25-mile buffer area. One previously recorded cultural resource (CA-MNT-2259), which
consists of a prehistoric lithic scatter, was identified within 0.25 miles of the project site, but no
cultural resources have been identified within the project site itself. The Phase II subsurface
testing was previously conducted in 2008 at CA-MNT-2259 to determine the site’s boundary,
integrity, and assess the sites significance for listing on the California Register of Historical
Resources (CRHR)/National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Based on the surveys and
subsurface excavations at CA-MNT-2259 and negative results, the archaeologists and Native
American monitors concluded that site CA-MNT-2259 appears to be destroyed or mistakenly
identified as a prehistoric lithic scatter because the oberserved fragments were associated with
modern imported fill used for road base.

Cultural Resources 5(a-b) — Less than Significant

While the project site and surrounding area do contain some built environment features, none
were determined to be potentially historic resources (Source 1X.41). The County requires
standard conditions of approval for project proponents to halt construction work immediately if
cultural, archaeological, historical or paleontological resources are uncovered at the site until a
qualified professional archaeologist can evaluate it. Compliance with the County’s standard
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conditions of approval would ensure that potential impacts to historical resources would remain
at a less than significant level.

The project site has an overall low sensitivity for intact surface or subsurface cultural resources
based on the past historic use of the project site, extensive ground disturbance at depths of four
feet or more, and the negative Phase II testing results for CA-MNT-2259 (Source 1X.42).
However, if project excavation occurs in undisturbed native soils (e.g., Holocene age deposits),
which is proposed at depths of up to approximately five feet, there would be a possibility that
buried archaeological deposits may be encountered. Compliance with the County’s standard
condition of approval, which outlines steps to take in the event of a discovery during
construction, would protect unanticipated cultural, archaeological, historical, or paleontological
resources uncovered at the site. Implementation of this standard condition of approval would
reduce potential impacts to these previously unidentified resources to a less than significant
level.

Cultural Resources 5(c) — Less than Significant

No human remains are known to exist within the project site. The County requires a standard
condition of approval for project proponents to halt ground disturbing activities if unanticipated
human remains are unearthed, until the County Coroner has made the necessary findings as to
the origin and disposition pursuant to State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 and PRC
Section 5097.98. If the remains are determined to be of Native American descent, the Coroner
has 24 hours to notify the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC), which would
determine and notify a most likely descendant. The most likely descendant shall complete the
inspection of the site and make recommendations to the landowner within 48 hours of being
granted access. The find shall be treated in accordance with Public Resources Code Sections
5097.9 and 5097.933. Compliance with the County’s standard condition of approval would
ensure that project impacts related to human remains would be less than significant.

Mpyhre Arvid J Trust Et Al (DG West 1 LLC) Initial Study Page 34
PLN210174



6. ENERGY Less Than

Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation  Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact
due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption ] ] %4 ]
of energy resources, during project construction or
operation? (Source: 1X.46)

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for ] ] X ]
renewable energy or energy efficiency? (Source: 1X.46)

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

Energy 6(a-b) — Less than Significant

The proposed project would use energy resources primarily for construction and future
decommissioning activities, as project operation would generate electricity for use at surrounding
Aera Energy facilities within the oil field. Energy use during construction and future
decommissioning would be temporary in nature, and construction equipment used would be
typical of similar-sized construction projects in the region. In addition, construction contractors
would be required to comply with the provisions of California Code of Regulations Title 13
Sections 2449 and 2485, which prohibit diesel-fueled commercial motor vehicles and off-road
diesel vehicles from idling for more than five minutes and would minimize unnecessary fuel
consumption. Construction equipment would be subject to the United States Environmental
Protection Agency Construction Equipment Fuel Efficiency Standard, which would also
minimize inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary fuel consumption. These practices would result in
efficient use of energy necessary to construct the project. In the interest of cost-efficiency,
construction contractors also would not utilize fuel in a manner that is wasteful or unnecessary.

Many state regulations have been established to reduce energy use and its associated greenhouse
gas (GHG) emissions as a result of the passage of Assembly Bill (AB) 32, the “California Global
Warming Solutions Act of 2006 and the subsequent Senate Bill (SB) 32, which extended AB 32
by requiring the State to further reduce GHG emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030.
The proposed project would support the State’s energy and GHG reduction goals by collecting
and generating energy during project operation. The proposed project would consume only a
nominal amount of energy for ancillary functions, such as security lighting and facility
maintenance equipment. Operational energy consumption associated with operations and
maintenance activities, such as fuel consumed by Aera Energy staff vehicle trips, would be
minimal and would be subject to compliance with existing local, state, and federal regulations
that minimize the potential for wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary energy consumption (Source
1X.46).

The project would consume minimal energy during operation, energy use during construction
and future decommissioning would be consistent with typical practices, and the project supports
the State’s energy and GHG regulations. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in
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inefficient, wasteful, and unnecessary consumption of energy or conflict with state or local plans
for renewable energy or energy efficiency. Impacts would be less than significant.

7.

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a)

b)

¢)

d)

e)

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? Refer to Division of Mines and
Geology Special Publication 42. (Sources: 1X.15,
IX.16, 1X.17,1X.43)

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? (Sources: [X.15,
IX.16, IX.17)

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction? (Sources: 1X.43)

iv) Landslides? (Source: IX.17)

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?
(Source: 1X.46)

Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or
that would become unstable as a result of the project,
and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? (Source:
1X.17, 1X.46)

Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Chapter 18A
of the 2007 California Building Code, creating
substantial risks to life or property? (Source: 1X.18)

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? (Source: 1X.46)

Directly or indirectly destroy a paleontological resource
or site or unique geologic feature? (Source: 1X.19)
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Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

This discussion incorporates the results provided in the Geotechnical Engineering Investigation
(HCD-Library No. LIB210236) prepared by Krazan & Associates, Inc., dated August 13, 2021
(Source 1X.43). Additional review of publicly available maps, including the U.S. Geological
Survey Quaternary fault map (Source 1X.15), California Geological Survey fault map (Source
IX.16), and California Geological Survey Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Map (Source 1X.17),
was conducted.

Geology and Soils 7(a.i) — No Impact

The project site is situated in a region that is considered to have a relatively moderate seismicity
based on the proximity to several dominant active faults, as well as the historic seismic record.
No active fault zones traverse the project site (Source IX.15, IX.16, IX.17). The nearest fault
zone is the Quaternary Rinconada Fault Zone, located approximately one mile west of the project
site. Further, the project site is not located within an earthquake fault zone and no evidence was
observed that indicates surface faulting has occurred across the site during the Holocene period
(approximately 10,000 years ago) (Source 1X.43). No impacts related to fault rupture would
occur as the project site is not located within an earthquake fault zone or on top of the
Rinconada Fault.

Geology and Soils 7(a.ii) — Less than Significant

The proposed project could be subject to potential strong seismic ground shaking from the
Rinconada Fault, located approximately one mile west of the project site, which could result in
damage to the solar PV generating facility. However, project design and construction would be
completed in accordance with the 2019 California Building Code (CBC), thus minimizing the
potential for seismically-induced damage. Compliance with the 2019 CBC would ensure that the
project would not expose people and structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including
the risk of loss, injury, or death related to ground shaking. The proposed project itself would not
increase ground shaking hazards at adjacent properties. In addition, the proposed project would
not increase the potential for fault rupture to occur as the project would not require deep
excavation into existing bedrock and would not be located on an existing fault. Therefore, the
proposed project would not directly or indirectly cause substantial adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death as a result of fault rupture. Impacts related to rupture of a known
earthquake fault and strong seismic ground shaking would be less than significant.

Geology and Soils 7(a.iii) — Less than Significant

Soil liquefaction is a phenomenon in which saturated, cohesionless soils and some low-plasticity
cohesive soils lose their strength due to the build-up of excess pore water pressure during cyclic
loading such as that induced by earthquakes. The primary factors affecting the liquefaction
potential of a soil deposit include: 1) intensity and duration of earthquake shaking; 2) soil type
and relative density; 3) overburden pressure; and 4) depth to groundwater. Soils most susceptible
to liquefaction are clean, loose, fine-grained sands, and silts that are saturated and uniformly
graded. If liquefaction occurs, foundations resting on or within the liquefiable layer may undergo
settlements. This would result in reduction of foundation stiffness and capacities.

The predominant soils within the project site consist of various medium dense to dense silty and
sandy soils. These soil types are disturbed, have low strength characteristics and are highly
compressible when saturated. Groundwater in the vicinity of the project site is typically deep and
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is expected to be encountered at depths greater than 100 feet below site grade (Source 1X.43).
Due to the low strength characteristics of the soils on the project site, there is the potential for
soil settlement associated with liquefaction to occur on site, which could result in damage to the
proposed structures and equipment. The Geotechnical Report for the project (Source 1X.43)
recommends over-excavation and recompaction of the upper loose native soil and fill material,
which would reduce the potential for significant settlement associated with soil liquefaction
within the project site. As required by MCC Section 16.08.110.D, all recommendations from a
project’s geotechnical and/or geological report shall be incorporated into the approved grading
plans prior to issuance of the grading permit. Therefore, impacts related to liquefaction would be
less than significant.

Geology and Soils 7(a.iv) — Less than Significant

The project site is characterized by gently to moderately sloping terrain and is surrounded by
topography that ranges from relatively flat to moderately steep, with rolling hills and mountains.
The project site is bordered to the north and east by existing natural and/or man-made downbhill
slopes with heights ranging from 60 to 70 feet. The California Geological Survey has mapped
potential earthquake-induced landslide areas in many regions of California. No potential
seismically-induced landslides have been mapped within the project site (Source IX.17).
Compliance with the 2019 CBC as well as accepted excavation engineering practices in
accordance with Occupational Safety and Health Administration standards would ensure that
project construction would not cause landslides to occur on or in the vicinity of the project site. If
excavation near existing structures or roads would be performed in a vertical position due to
space limitation, a properly designed and installed shoring system would be required for support.
Therefore, the proposed project would not directly or indirectly cause substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death as a result of landslides. Impacts would be less than
significant.

Geology and Soils 7(b) — Less than Significant

Project construction, particularly during site preparation, excavation, and grading, could result in
erosion and loss of topsoil from the site. The proposed project entails 4.7 acres of grading, with
3,300 cubic yards of cut and fill balanced on site (Source 1X.46). The proposed project would be
required to comply with Chapter 16.12, Erosion Control, of MCC, which sets forth required
provisions for project planning, preparation of erosion control plans, runoff control, land
clearing, and winter operations; and establishes procedures for administering those provisions.
As stated in Section I1.C of this Initial Study, the project applicant would also be required to
obtain a SWPPP, which would reduce erosion and topsoil loss from stormwater runoff during
construction. Therefore, the project would not result in substantial erosion or loss of topsoil.
Impacts would be less than significant.

Geology and Soils 7(c) — Less than Significant

Lateral spreading is a potential hazard commonly associated with liquefaction where extensional
ground cracking and settlement occur as a response to lateral migration of subsurface liquefiable
material. These phenomena typically occur adjacent to free faces such as slopes and creek
channels. As described under criterion 7(a.iv), the project site is characterized by gently to
moderately sloping terrain and is not mapped within an area that is potentially prone to
seismically-induced landslides. As described under criterion 7(a.iii), the predominant soils within

the project site are disturbed, have low strength characteristics and are highly compressible when
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saturated. Due to the existing slopes and the low strength characteristics of the soils on site, there
is the potential for liquefaction-induced lateral spreading to occur on site, which could result in
damage to the proposed structures and equipment. Implementation of the recommendations
contained within the Geotechnical Report, per standard County requirements for grading permits,
would reduce the potential for liquefaction-induced lateral spreading to occur at the project site.
Therefore, the proposed project would not be located on geologic units that are unstable, or
subject to landslide, lateral spreading, liquefaction, or collapse. Impacts would be less than
significant.

Geology and Soils 7(d) — Less than Significant

Expansive soil undergoes volume changes (shrinkage and swelling) with changes in moisture
content. As expansive soil dries, the soil shrinks. When the moisture content increases, expansive
soil swells. This behavior causes distress and damage to structures that are constructed on
expansive soils. The project site is comprised of Snelling-Greenfield complex soils (SpD), which
has a low expansive potential (Source IX.18). Therefore, impacts resulting from development on
expansive soils would be less than significant.

Geology and Soils 7(e¢) — No Impact

The proposed project would not install any sewer infrastructure or septic systems. No impact
would occur.

Geology and Soils 7(f) — Less than Significant

Geologic units underlying the project site and surrounding area include QTp, Qt, and Qfp
(Source IX.19). These units may have the potential to contain paleontological resources. Ground
disturbance for installation of the solar panels would occur approximately five feet below ground
level. Given the relatively shallow depth, ground disturbing activities within the project site are
not expected to reveal paleontological resources; however, there always remains the potential to
encounter buried or possibly redeposited paleontological resources. In the event of unanticipated
discovery of paleontological resources, impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level
with implementation of the County’s standard condition of approval to halt construction work
immediately if cultural, archaeological, historical or paleontological resources are uncovered at
the site.
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8. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS Less Than

Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation  Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the L] L] X L]
environment? (Source: [X.20, IX:46)

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of L] L] X ]
greenhouse gases? (Source: X.20)

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

Neither the State, MBARD, or the County have adopted GHG emissions thresholds. The CARB
2017 Scoping Plan, which provides a framework for reducing GHG emissions to 40 percent
below 1990 levels by 2030, does not provide specific guidance to local jurisdictions for
determining the amount of emission reductions to be achieved from land use plans or projects.
Instead, it recommends local governments adopt policies and locally appropriate thresholds
consistent with the statewide goal (Source 1X.20). While the County does have a GHG emissions
reduction plan for reductions out to 2020, it does not identify a locally appropriate threshold; in
addition, MBARD has not provided thresholds to evaluate GHG impacts associated with land
use projects. The potential for the project to generate GHG emissions that may have a significant
impact on the environment or conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for
the purpose of reducing emissions of GHG was assessed by examining the project’s consistency
with the GHG goals and reduction measures detailed in SB 100 and CARB’s 2017 Scoping Plan.
A project would not have a significant GHG impact if it is consistent with applicable plans,
policies, and regulations to reduce GHG emissions.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 8(a) — Less than Significant

Construction and future decommissioning of the project would generate temporary GHG
emissions from the use of construction equipment on site, from vehicles transporting
construction workers to and from the project site, and from trucks delivering equipment and
materials for the project. Operation of the project would generate GHG emissions primarily from
operation of maintenance equipment on site and vehicles transporting employees to and from the
project site. However, the project would not result in an increase in staff at Aera Energy;
therefore, vehicle trips for operation of the site would be combined with existing vehicle trips.
Operation of the proposed project would not be expected to generate a substantial source of
GHG emissions as the project would require minimal vehicle trips for on-site maintenance
activities including panel washing, equipment repair, replacement, and vegetation control.

Additional solar-generated energy from the project would be added to the power grid and be
used in place of electricity generated by fossil-fuel sources. As such, GHG emissions generated
during construction, operation, and future decommissioning of the project would be offset fully
by GHG emission reductions associated with project operation. In addition, the proposed project
would support the State’s GHG reduction goals as during operation, the solar panels would
collect energy and generate electricity, but would not themselves consume electricity. Therefore,
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the proposed project would result in a beneficial impact to regional, statewide, and global GHG
emissions, and impacts would be less than significant.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 8(b) — Less than Significant

The primary plans, policies, and regulations adopted for the purposes of reducing GHG
emissions applicable to the proposed project consist of SB 100 and the 2017 Scoping Plan. SB
100 accelerated the state’s Renewables Portfolio Standard Program by increasing California’s
procurement of electricity from renewable sources to 60 percent by 2030 and 100 percent by
2045. The additional solar-generated energy from the proposed project would be added to the
State’s power grid and would offset electricity generated by fossil-fuel sources, thereby directly
furthering the goals of SB 100. In addition, the project would be consistent with the following
goals outlined in CARB’s 2017 Scoping Plan for the electricity sector:

= Per SB 350, increase the Renewable Portfolio Standard to 50 percent of retail sales by
2030 and ensure grid reliability.

= Per SB 350, efforts to evaluate, develop, and deploy regionalization of the grid and
integration of renewables via regionalization of the California Independent System
Operator shall continue while maintaining the accounting accuracy and rigor of
California’s GHG policies.

Furthermore, as discussed under criterion 8(a), the proposed project would offset the use of fossil
fuel energy sources with renewable solar energy generation, which would result in a net
reduction in GHG emissions over the project’s lifetime. This net reduction would further the
State’s overall goal of the 2017 Scoping Plan to reduce GHG emissions by 40 percent below
1990 levels by 2030. Therefore, the proposed project’s impacts related to GHG emissions would
be beneficial and the project would not conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation
adopted for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. Impacts would be less than significant.
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9. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS Less Than

Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation  Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or ] ] X ]
disposal of hazardous materials? (Source: IX.25)

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and ] n < n
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment? (Source: 1X.25)

¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within ] ] ] X
one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?
(Source: 1X.47)

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? (Sources: 1X.26, IX.27, 1X.28, IX.29)

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or,
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the ] ] ] X
project result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for
people residing or working in the project area? (Source:
1X.47)

f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan or emergency ] ] ] X
evacuation plan? (Source: 1X.30)

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly,
to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving ] L] X L]
wildland fires? (Source: IX.31)

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 9(a-b) — Less than Significant

During construction of the project, hazardous materials such as fuels, lubricants, solvents, paints,
and pre-emergent herbicides may be used at the project site. The use of these hazardous materials
would be temporary and would only be used primarily during the construction phase of the
project. The transport, use, and storage of hazardous materials during construction of the project
would be subject to all applicable state and federal laws, including the Hazardous Materials
Transportation Act, Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, California Hazardous Material
Management Act, and CCR Title 22.

During project operation, little to no hazardous materials are anticipated to be used. No new
employees would be required for project operation, and existing employees would continue to
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comply with established hazardous materials regulations designed to substantially reduce hazards
from the routine transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials, and from accidents/actions
that could otherwise elevate the risk of such materials being released into the environment. In
addition, the proposed project has been reviewed by the Monterey County Environmental Health
Bureau and the South County FPD during the discretionary permitting process to ensure that the
project is consistent with their applicable regulations (Source IX.25). The proposed project
would not significantly increase the use of hazardous materials during project operation and
would comply with applicable hazardous materials handling, transportation, and storage
regulations during construction activities. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 9(c) — No Impact

The nearest school to the project site is San Ardo School, located approximately 5.4 miles
northwest of the project site. Because the project site is not located within 0.25 miles of an
existing or proposed school, no impact would occur.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 9(d) — Less than Significant

The project site previously included oil-gas facilities, which were removed in 2013, and the
project site was re-graded. The project site is not included on the California Department of Toxic
Substances Control’s (DTSC) EnviroStor database, the State Water Resources Control Board’s
GeoTracker database, the State Water Resources Control Board’s list of solid waste disposal
sites, or California Environmental Protection Agency’s list of “active” cease and desist orders
and clean-up and abatement orders (Source 1X.26, 1X.27, [X.28, [X.29), which are lists compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5. Therefore, the project site is not included on a
list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and
does not have a history of hazardous materials contamination. The proposed project would not
create a significant hazard to the public or the environment and impacts would be less than
significant.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 9(e) — No Impact

The nearest airport to the project site is the Paso Robles Municipal Airport, located
approximately 22.5 miles to the southeast. The site is not within two miles of a private or public
use airport or within an airport land use plan; therefore, no impact would occur.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 9(f) — No Impact

Monterey County Office of Emergency Services has developed an Emergency Operations Plan,
last updated in 2014, which contains response and recovery protocols for several types of natural,
technical, and human-caused emergencies. The Emergency Operations Plan outlines the roles
and responsibilities of the County and partnering entities during emergency responses (Source
1X.30). Construction of the proposed project would not result in lane closures on any roadways
and would not create new obstructions that could interfere with the County’s Emergency
Operations Plan. In addition, the proposed project would not result in inadequate emergency
access as it would be subject to approval by the South County FPD during the ministerial permit
process. The grading and construction plans would require implementation of fire protection
safety features, including emergency access. Therefore, the proposed project would not impair
implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response or evacuation
plan. No impact would occur.
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials 9(g) — Less than Significant

The project site is within the service area of the South Monterey County FPD — San Ardo Station
#44, located approximately 5.5 miles northwest of the site. The project site is characterized by
gently to moderately sloping terrain within an area containing topography that ranges from
relatively flat to moderately steep, with rolling hills and mountainous topography, and
interspersed vegetation. The area surrounding the project site includes Moderate and High Fire
Hazard Severity Zones (FHSZ) (Source IX.31). The project does not include housing or
occupied structures. Project operation would include vegetation control to ensure that vegetation
is maintained adequately to prevent wildfire spread, and to ensure no interference with on-site
solar production. In addition, the proposed project would be developed in compliance with local
building code and fire code standards. Therefore, impacts related to wildland fires would be less
than significant.
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10. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation  Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface ] ] X ]
or groundwater quality? (Source: 1X.46)
b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such ] n I H
that the project may impede sustainable groundwater
management of the basin? (Source: 1X.7, 1X.46)
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? (Source: 1X.24) [ [ X [
ii) substantially increase the rate or amount of surface
runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- ] ] |X| ]
or offsite? (Source: 1X.24)
iii) create or contribute runoff water which would
exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater ] ] X ]
drainage systems or provide substantial additional
sources of polluted runoff? (Source: 1X.24)
iv) impede or redirect flood flows? (Source: IX.24) ] ] X ]
d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release ] ] ] X
of pollutants due to project inundation? (Source: 1X.24)
e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water
quality control plan or sustainable groundwater L] L] X L]

management plan? (Source: IX.7, 1X.46)

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:
This discussion incorporates the results provided in the Preliminary Federal Aquatic Resources

Delineation and State Aquatic Resource Delineation Report (HCD-Library No. LIB210237)

prepared by Padre Associates, Inc., dated May 2021 (Source 1X.40), and the Preliminary
Drainage Review Memorandum prepared by LaBella Associates, dated October 7, 2021 (Source
1X.44).

The project site is located within the lower watershed of the Salinas River, in Hydrological Unit
Code Sargent Creek HUC12, which encompasses an area of 33,859 acres. The lower watershed
extends from the Bradley narrows to Monterey Bay and overlies the Salinas Valley Groundwater
Basin, within the Central Coast Hydrologic Region (Source 1X.40).
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Hvdrology and Water Quality 10(a) — Less than Significant

Construction of the proposed project would involve 4.7 acres of grading, as well as on-site road
improvements and the scarification and recompaction of soil at the footing of the proposed
inverter pads. The project site naturally drains towards an off-site wetland and drainage. Ground-
disturbing activities have the potential to increase erosion and subsequent sediment transport
downstream either overland or within watercourses. Disturbed sediment could enter
watercourses and increase turbidity and alter of channel characteristics which could contribute to
water quality impairments and reduce beneficial uses. Trash and debris from construction could
be left and transported to watercourses to the detriment of surface water quality. Construction
would involve the use of hazardous materials such as vehicle fuel, hydraulic fluid, oil, grease,
pre-emergent herbicides, solvents, and concrete that if spilled or otherwise discharged to the
ground surface could contaminate stormwater, surface water, and groundwater.

The proposed project would disturb more than one acre of soil and, therefore, would be required
to obtain coverage under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System General
Construction Permit. The County requires standard conditions of approval for projects to comply
with the Construction General Permit, which requires the preparation of a SWPPP prior to the
issuance of any grading or construction permits. The SWPPP would include the Waste
Discharger Identification and require implementation of construction BMPs to prevent and
minimize potential erosion, sedimentation, and spills. Protective construction fencing and fiber
rolls would be installed along the development boundaries adjacent to the identified basin and
drainage features to further avoid potential impacts. Compliance with the County’s standard
condition of approval and adhering to the protective measures detailed on the plans would
reduce potential construction impacts to a less than significant level.

Project operation activities would be similar to those for the existing oil-gas facilities and would
consist of inspections, repairs, and washing of the solar panels, as well as vegetation control and
other routine activities. These same activities are currently ongoing within the project area and
would occur infrequently. Therefore, operational impacts would be less than significant.

Hvdrology and Water Quality 10(b) and 10(e) — Less Than Significant

The project site overlies the Salinas Valley Groundwater Basin and is largely undeveloped. The
project site lies within Region 3 of the CCRWQCB which regulates sources of water quality
related issues resulting in actual or potential impairment or degradation of beneficial uses, or the
overall degradation of water quality. The project would minimally increase impervious surface
areas on the site through the introduction of solar panels and associated electrical equipment, as
well as a new access road. However, the land below the solar panels would remain undeveloped
and the proposed and existing access roads would be unpaved. Precipitation falling onto the solar
panels would run off to the pervious ground below where it would follow existing drainage
patterns and/or infiltrate into the groundwater basin. In addition, the proposed project would
require the minimum water usage necessary for dust suppresstion (approximately 150,000 to
250,000 gallons, or 0.8 acre-feet) during construction and operation and therefore would not
substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge
such that the project would impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin. The water
quality objectives in the Water Quality Control Plan for the CCRWQCB are enforced through
state and RWQCB policies with which the project would be required to comply, such as the
implementation of a SWPPP with BMPs that would limit indirect discharges to groundwater.
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Consequently, the proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a
water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan. Therefore, impacts
would be less than significant.

Hvdrology and Water Quality 10(c.i-c.iv) — Less than Significant

As discussed under criterion 10(b), the proposed project would result in a minimal alteration of
drainage patterns at the project site by introducing solar panels and associated electrical
equipment, as well as a new access road. As discussed in criterion 7(b), project construction
would not result in substantial erosion as the project would be required to prepare a SWPPP and
comply with MCC Chapter 16.12, Erosion Control. The project would leave a majority of the
site as pervious surfaces because impervious surfaces would only be added at the footings for
solar panels, fencing, and inverter pads. Precipitation that falls on the solar panels would run off
to the pervious ground below where it would follow existing drainage patterns. In addition, the
project would not interfere with flooding patterns because the bottom of the solar modules,
inverters, and all electrical equipment would be located above the base line flood elevation
(Source IX.24). As a result, the project would not alter existing drainage patterns of the project
site in a manner which would result in substantial erosion, increase flooding on or off site,
provide substantial additional sources of pollutant runoff, or impede or redirect flood flows.
Therefore, impacts related to existing drainage patterns would be less than significant.

Hvdrology and Water Quality 10(d) — No Impact

The proposed project is not located near a coast or a large inland body of water and is therefore
not subject to potential effects from tsunamis and seiches. The project site is located in a
floodplain designated as Zone X (Source [X.24). Zone X is characterized as an area of minimal
flood hazard. Therefore, the proposed project would not have the potential to risk release of
pollutants due to project inundation, and no impact would occur.
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11. LAND USE AND PLANNING Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation  Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Physically divide an established community? ] ] ] X
b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a
conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation n ] n X
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect?
Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:
See Section IV.A.2 of this Initial Study.
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12. MINERAL RESOURCES Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral
resource that would be of value to the region and the ] ] ] X
residents of the state?
b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally important
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local ] ] ] X
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?
Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:
See Section IV.A.3 of this Initial Study.
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13. NOISE Less Than

Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant No
Would the project result in: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

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 L] L] X L]
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards
of other agencies? (Sources: 1X.3, IX.33)

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels? (Source: 1X.32, X.33) [ [ B [

¢) 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 ] ] ] X
airport or public use airport, would the project expose
people residing or working in the project area to
excessive noise levels? (Source: 1X.47)

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

Noise

Noise is generally measured in decibels (dB) using the A-weighted sound pressure level (dBA).
In general, a 3 dBA change in the ambient noise level is noticeable, while 1-2 dBA changes
generally are not perceived. Noise levels from point sources, such as those from individual
pieces of machinery, typically attenuate (or drop off) at a rate of 6 dBA per doubling of distance
from the noise source (Source 1X.32). The equivalent noise level (Leq) metric for noise
measurements is defined as the single steady A-weighted level that is equivalent to the same
amount of energy as that contained in the actual fluctuating levels over a period of time
(essentially, the average noise level).

Chapter 10.60, Noise Control, of MCC states that at any time of the day, it is prohibited within
the unincorporated area of the Monterey County to produce noise levels that exceed 85 dBA at
50 feet, unless noise-generating equipment is operated more than 2,500 feet from any occupied
dwelling unit. This would apply to construction equipment.

The County’s noise level standards allow an average noise level of 45 dBA Leq and maximum
noise level of 65 dBA from 9:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. for all zones within the County. In addition,
for low density residential land uses, the County considers noise levels at 60 dBA or lower as
“normally acceptable” and 55 to 70 dBA as “conditionally acceptable” (Source 1X.3).

Vibration

Groundborne vibration can be intrusive and annoying to building occupants at vibration-sensitive
land uses and may cause structural damage. Ground-borne vibration generated by manmade
activities attenuates rapidly as distance from the source of the vibration increases. Vibration
amplitudes are expressed in peak particle velocity (PPV), described in inches per second (in/sec)
(Source [X.32).
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Vibration that may cause damage to nearby building or structures is associated with blasting,
pile-driving, vibratory compaction, demolition, drilling, or excavation activities. The most
restrictive threshold for structural damage from vibration is 0.1 in/sec PPV (Source 1X.32). The
threshold for distinct perception of vibration is 0.24 in/sec PPV (Source 1X.32).

Noise 13(a) — Less than Significant
Construction

Construction of the proposed project would generate a temporary noise increase in the vicinity of
the site due to the use of heavy equipment. The nearest noise-sensitive receiver to the project site
is single a residence located approximately 0.7-mile to the northeast along Sargents Road, which
is more than 1,000 feet from proposed construction activities and more than 2,000 feet from
active construction areas. Construction of the proposed project would include use of a pile
foundation driver, skid steers, fork-lift, bulldozers, grader, front end loaders, and semi-trucks.
According to the Federal Transit Administration’s Transit Noise and Vibration Impact
Assessment Manual, the pile driver would be the loudest piece of equipment used for project
construction, with a typical noise level of 101 dBA at 50 feet away (Source 1X.33). Using an
attenuation rate of 6 dBA per doubling of distance, construction noise generated by pile drivers
on the construction site would be less than 64 dBA at the nearest noise-sensitive use (0.7 mile)
(Source X.45), which would be lower than the County’s maximum noise level standard of 65
dBA (Source IX.3). Therefore, noise generated during project construction would be less than
significant.

Approximately 4 daily truck trips and 204 maximum daily worker vehicle trips are anticipated
during the peak of construction, which would generate noise along the proposed haul route (US
101) and access route (Alvarado and Wunpost Roads). However, no residences are located
directly adjacent to the proposed project’s haul or access routes, and the nearest noise-sensitive
use is located along a segment of Sargents Road that is not a part of the site access route.
Therefore, project construction would not generate a substantial increase in ambient noise levels
in the vicinity of the project site, and impacts would be less than significant.

Operational

Operationally, as a solar PV generating facility, the project would not create a significant source
of noise. The PV modules would not be expected to generate noise and the electrical collection
lines would be undergrounded. In addition, expected maintenance and solar panel washing at the
project site would not generate significant sources of noise as they would occur infrequently
(e.g., months to years between washings) for a short duration of time and would generate few
vehicle trips. Furthermore, due to the distance between the project site and the nearest noise-
sensitive receiver (0.7 mile), operational noise would not generate a substantial increase in
ambient noise levels. Given the distance between the active construction areas and the nearest
noise-sensitive use, noise generated during project construction would be less than significant.

Decommissioning.

For the purposes of this Initial Study, future decommissioning activities, as listed in Section
11.A, are assumed to be comparable to construction activities. As described previously,
construction would not generate a substantial increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of
the project site. Therefore, future decommissioning activities are presumed to result in similar
noise impacts. Impacts would be less than significant.
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Noise 13(b) — Less than Significant

Construction of the solar PV generating facility would include the use of skid steers, fork-lifts,
bulldozers, graders, front end loaders, and semi-trucks which could produce some localized
vibration. In addition, project construction would use a pile driver, which is considered a major
groundborne vibration-inducing activity. According to the Federal Transit Administration’s
Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment Manual, pile drivers typically generate 0.644
in/sec PPV at a distance of 25 feet (Source 1X.33). Construction vibration generated by pile
drivers on the construction site would be approximately 0.003 in/sec PPV at the nearest noise-
sensitive use (0.7 mile) (Source IX.45), which would be below the threshold for perceptibility
(0.04 in/sec PPV) and below the threshold for structural damage due to vibration (0.1 in/sec
PPV) (Source 1X.32). Therefore, any temporary groundborne vibration associated with
installation of the solar PV generating facility would not be anticipated to be perceptible to this
receptor. In addition, such effects would be temporary, and limited to a short portion of the
construction period. Construction vibration impacts would be less than significant.

As a solar PV generating facility, the proposed project would not include significant stationary
sources of vibration, such as manufacturing or heavy equipment operations. Therefore, no
operation-related vibration impacts would occur.

Noise 13(c) — No Impact

The nearest airport to the project site is the Paso Robles Municipal Airport, located
approximately 22.5 miles to the southeast. The site is not within two miles of a public use airport
or within an airport land use plan. Therefore, the proposed project would not expose people or
structures to airport noise. No impact would occur.
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14. POPULATION AND HOUSING Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

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/Conclusion/Mitigation:
See Section IV.A.4 of this Initial Study.
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15. PUBLIC SERVICES Less Than

Significant

Potentially With Less Than

Significant ~ Mitigation  Significant No
Would the project result in: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
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:
a) Fire protection? ] ] L] X
b) Police protection? ] ] L] X
c) Schools? L] ] [] X
d) Parks? H ] [] X
e) Other public facilities? ] ] ] X

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:
See Section Il and IV.A.5 of this Initial Study.

Mpyhre Arvid J Trust Et Al (DG West 1 LLC) Initial Study
PLN210174

Page 54



16. RECREATION Less Than
Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation  Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

a) 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/Conclusion/Mitigation:
See Section IV.A.6 of this Initial Study.
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17. TRANSPORTATION Less Than

Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation  Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy
addressing the circulation system, including transit,
roadway, bicycle and pedestrian facilities? (Source: [ L] X L]
1X.46)
b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines §
15064.3, subdivision (b)? (Source: 1X.34) [ [ = [
c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or ] ] ] X
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? (Source:
1X.46)
d) Result in inadequate emergency access? (Source: 1X.46) ] ] ] X

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

Transportation 17(a) — Less than Significant

Regional and local plans and policies addressing the circulation system include the Monterey
County General Plan Circulation Element and the Association of Monterey Bay Area
Governments Metropolitan Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy. Access
to the project site during construction and operation would be provided by Sargents Road, which
is a two-lane road. No transit stops are located adjacent to the project site. There are no
sidewalks or bicycle lanes along Sargents Road. Maximum daily construction traffic would
consist of approximately 4 daily truck trips and 204 daily worker vehicle trips. Construction
traffic would be temporary and limited to the duration of the construction schedule
(approximately six months). After construction is complete, operation of the project would not
generate substantial amounts of traffic. Minimal, infrequent vehicle trips would occur to the
project site for vegetation maintenance, repairs, and panel washing. The minimal level of
additional trips generated by the proposed project would not result in a conflict with a program,
plan, ordinance or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle,
and pedestrian facilities. Impacts would be less than significant.

Transportation 17(b) — Less than Significant

SB 743 requires an analysis of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) for the purpose of analyzing
transportation impacts. The County has not adopted VMT thresholds at this time; therefore, the
Technical Advisory published by the California Office of Planning and Research in December
2018 (Source 1X.34) is used for this analysis. The Technical Advisory includes a suggested
screening threshold of 110 trips per day to presume less than significant impacts for operational
VMT, and provides no thresholds for construction VMT. As stated previously, the proposed
project would not increase the number of employees on the project site during operation of the
project, and expected maintenance would be incorporated into the existing Aera Energy
operation and maintenance activities, generating minimal vehicle trips during project operation.
Therefore, a minimal increase in vehicle trips and VMT would occur during project operation. As
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the project would generate fewer than 110 trips per day for maintenance during operation,
additional analysis is not required, and the impact is presumed to be less than significant.

Transportation 17(c-d) — No Impact

The proposed project includes the construction of a 12-foot-wide gravel service road around the
southern portion of the project site to allow access between the rows of solar panels. The
proposed road design would be reviewed during the ministerial permit process by the South
County FPD to ensure that sufficient emergency road access is provided. As discussed under
criterion 17(b), construction and operational traffic would be minimal. No geometric design
features or incompatible land uses would be introduced to the project site and local roadway
network as a result of the project. In addition, the project does not include modifications to the
local roadway network that could result in inadequate emergency access, and construction of the
12-foot-wide gravel service road around the southern portion of the project site, as well as the
existing gravel service roads, would allow for on-site emergency access. Therefore, the proposed
project would not substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design feature or
incompatible use or result in inadequate emergency access. No impact would occur.
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18. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES Less Than

Significant
Potentially With Less Than
Significant ~ Mitigation  Significant No
Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

a) Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in
the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in
Public Resources Code § 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 (Source: 1X.2, [X.41, X.46)

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 § 5024.1. In applying the ] ] X n
criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource

Code § 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the

significance of the resource to a California Native

American tribe. (Source: IX.3, IX .4, [X.41, IX.46)

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

PRC Section 21074 (a)(1)(A) and (B) defines tribal cultural resources as “sites, features, places,
cultural landscapes, sacred places, and objects with cultural value to a California Native
American tribe” and is:

1. Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a
local register of historical resources as defined in PRC Section 5020.1(k), or

2. 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 PRC Section
5024.1. In applying these criteria, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the
resource to a California Native American tribe.

AB 52 also establishes a formal consultation process for California tribes regarding those
resources. The consultation process must be completed before a CEQA document can be
certified. Under AB 52, lead agencies are required to “begin consultation with a California
Native American tribe that is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the geographic area of
the proposed project.” Native American tribes to be included in the process are those that have
requested notice of projects proposed within the jurisdiction of the lead agency.
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Tribal Cultural Resources 18(a.i-a.ii) — Less than Significant

On February 4, 2022, the following local Native American tribal groups were formally notified
that the County initiated environmental review of the proposed project and were invited to
provide AB 52 consultation:

= Salinan Tribe
= The Esselen Tribe of Monterey County

Pursuant to AB 52, local Native American tribal groups have 30 days to request formal
consultation. No responses or formal consultation were requested during the 30-day period.

Although no tribal cultural resources have been identified within the project site, there is always
the possibility of resources to exist below the ground surface of the project area, which could be
disturbed by grading and excavation activities associated with the proposed project. As discussed
in Section VL5 of this Initial Study, compliance with the County’s standard conditions of
approval would ensure that the discovery of unanticipated tribal cultural resources are handled
and treated in accordance with State regulations. Therefore, potential impacts to tribal cultural
resources would be less than significant.
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19.

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a)

b)

¢)

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?

Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the
project and reasonably foreseeable future development
during normal, dry and multiple dry years?

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?

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?

Comply with federal, state, and local management and
reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste?

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:
See Section IV.A.7 of this Initial Study.
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20. WILDFIRE

Less Than

Significant
If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands Potentially ~ With Less Than
classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, would Significant Mitigation Significant  No
the project: Impact Incorporated  Impact Impact
a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response ] ] X n

plan or emergency evacuation plan? (Source: 1X.3)

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors,
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project ] ] X []
occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or
the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? (Source: IX.3)

¢) Require the installation or maintenance of associated
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency
water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may ] ] Iz ]
exacerbate fire risk or that may result in temporary or
ongoing impacts to the environment? (Source: IX. 48)

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks,
including downslope or downstream flooding or
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope [ [ X [
instability, or drainage changes? (Source: 1X.3)

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

The project site is not located in a Very High FHSZ. The nearest Very High FHSZ is located
approximately four miles to the northwest, across US 101. However, the project site is located in
a Moderate FHSZ within a State Responsibility Area (Source IX.31). The area surrounding the
project site ranges from relatively flat to moderately steep, with rolling hills and mountainous
topography, and interspersed vegetation. During the fire season, prevailing winds in the project
area blow to the southeast (Source 1X.35).

Wildfire 20(a-b) and 20(d) — Less than Significant

The project does not include housing or occupied structures. Construction on the project site
would not modify the natural drainage pattern of the site, which currently drains towards the off-
site wetland, and no roads would be permanently closed during construction or operation of the
proposed project. The project would improve emergency access to the project site by providing
gravel access, perimeter, and internal roadways with sufficient ingress/egress for vehicles that
would use the road. Therefore, the project would not physically interfere with evacuation routes,
adopted emergency response plans, or adopted evacuation plans, or increase the potential for
flooding or landslides.

The hillsides adjacent to the project site present a fire risk, as wildfires more easily spread along
slopes. Project operation would include vegetation control to ensure that vegetation is maintained
adequately to prevent negative impacts to adjacent properties from wildfire spreading, and to
ensure no interference with on-site solar production. Therefore, the project would not exacerbate
wildfire risks due to factors such as slope.
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Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not interfere with existing emergency
evacuation plans or emergency response plans in the area, would not exacerbate wildfire risk,
and would not expose people or structures to downslope or downstream flooding or landslides as
a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes. Impacts would be less than
significant.

Wildfire 20(c) — Less than Significant

The project would involve the construction of a solar PV generating facility and gravel service
road. Heavy duty equipment used during project construction equipment may produce sparks
that could ignite vegetation. However, PRC Section 4442 mandates the use of spark arrestors,
which prevent the emission of flammable debris from exhaust, on earth-moving and portable
construction equipment with internal combustion engines that are operating on any forest-
covered, brush-covered, or grass-covered land. Furthermore, PRC Sections 4427 and 4431
specify standards for conducting construction activities on days when a burning permit is
required, and PRC Section 4428 requires construction contractors to maintain fire suppression
equipment during the highest fire danger period (April 1 to December 1) when operating on or
near any forest-covered, brush-covered, or grass-covered land. Compliance with applicable PRC
provisions would ensure that project construction would not exacerbate wildfire risk. Impacts
would be less than significant.
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ViII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

Does the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
With Less Than
Mitigation Significant
Incorporated Impact

Impact

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? (Source:
1X.3, 1X.40, IX. 41, 1X.42)

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.)? (Source: 1X.36)

¢) Does the project have environmental effects which will
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings,
either directly or indirectly? (Source: IX.3, IX.32,
1X.33, 1X.47)

Discussion/Conclusion/Mitigation:

[

Mandatory Findings of Significance (a) — Less than Significant

As discussed in this Initial Study, the proposed project would expand the industrial uses on an
existing heavy industrial site that is developed with a construction staging area, oil well, road,

concrete pad, transformers, processing piping, and fencing and does not provide substantial

habitat for wildlife. The project would not cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, eliminate a plant or animal community, or restrict the range of plant or animal
species. In addition, the County’s standard condition of approval to retain a qualified biologist to

perform a nest survey if any ground disturbance is proposed within the typical nesting bird

season in order to determine if any active raptor or migratory bird nests occur within the project
site or the nearby vicinity, described in Section V1.4 of this Initial Study would reduce potential
impacts to raptor and migratory bird species to less than significant. As described in Section V1.5
of this Initial Study, the project site does not contain any known important examples of the major
periods of California history or prehistory. The unanticipated discovery of important cultural
resources would comply with the County’s standard condition of approval to halt construction
work immediately if cultural, archaeological, historical or paleontological resources are
uncovered at the site. Therefore, the proposed project would not eliminate an important example

of major periods of California history or prehistory. Impacts would be less than significant.
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Mandatory Findings of Significance (b) — Less than Significant

As described in the discussion of environmental checklist Sections 1 through 20, with respect to
all environmental issues, the proposed project would not result in significant and unmitigable
impacts to the environment. All anticipated impacts associated with project construction and
operation would be either no impact or less than significant. This is largely because project
construction activities would be temporary, and project operational activities would not
significantly alter the environmental baseline condition.

Cumulatively considerable impacts could occur if the construction of other projects occurs at the
same time as the proposed project and in the same vicinity, such that the effects of similar
impacts of multiple projects combine to expose adjacent sensitive receptors to greater levels of
impact than would occur under the proposed project. For example, if the construction of other
projects in the area occurs at the same time as construction of the proposed project, potential
impacts associated with noise and traffic to residents in the project area may be more substantial.
There are no other planned or pending projects within the immediate vicinity of the project site

that could combine with the project to result in cumulative construction-related impacts (Source
1X.36).

The project would not require permanent on-site personnel during operation; therefore, it would
not contribute to cumulative impacts related to direct or indirect population growth, such as
impacts to public services, recreation, and population and housing. Impacts related to cultural
resources, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials, land use and planning, mineral
resources, and tribal cultural resources are generally limited to the project site and immediately
adjacent area and would not contribute to cumulative impacts associated with existing and future
developments. In addition, air quality and GHG impacts are cumulative by nature, and as
discussed in Section VI.3 and Section V1.8 of this Initial Study, the project would not generate
air pollutant emissions in excess of MBARD thresholds and would have a beneficial project-
level impact in terms of GHG emissions; therefore, it would not contribute to the existing
significant cumulative air quality impacts related to the NCCAB’s nonattainment status for
ozone and PM or the existing significant cumulative climate change impact. Furthermore, the
project’s operational impacts to resources such as aesthetics, agriculture and forestry resources,
biological resources, hydrology and water quality, noise, transportation, and utilities and service
systems would be minimal and would not have the potential to constitute a cumulatively
considerable contribution to cumulative impacts that may occur due to existing and future
development in the region. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a cumulatively
considerable contribution to a significant impact. Impacts would be less than significant.

Mandatory Findings of Significance (¢) — Less than Significant

In general, impacts to human beings are associated with such issues as air quality, hazards and
hazardous materials, and noise impacts. The nearest sensitive receptor/receiver to the project site
is a residence located approximately 0.7 mile to the northeast, along Sargents Road. As detailed
under Section VI.3, Section VI.9, and Section VI.13 of this Initial Study, the proposed project
would not result, either directly or indirectly, in substantial adverse effects related to air quality,
hazardous materials, and noise at this residence due to distance and surrounding topography.
Further, compliance with the County’s condition of approval to prepare and received approval
Valley Fever Management Plan prior to the issuance of grading/construction permit(s) would
ensure that Valley Fever-related effects of dust emissions generated during construction
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activities would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial concentrations of TACs. Therefore,
impacts to human beings would be less than significant.
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VIII. CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE
ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT FEES

Assessment of Fee:

The State Legislature, through the enactment of Senate Bill (SB) 1535, revoked the authority of
lead agencies to determine that a project subject to CEQA review had a “de minimis” (minimal)
effect on fish and wildlife resources under the jurisdiction of the California Department of Fish
and Wildlife. Projects that were determined to have a “de minimis” effect were exempt from
payment of the filing fees.

SB 1535 has eliminated the provision for a determination of “de minimis” effect by the lead
agency; consequently, all land development projects that are subject to environmental review are
now subject to the filing fees, unless the California Department of Fish and Wildlife determines
that the project will have no effect on fish and wildlife resources.

To be considered for determination of “no effect” on fish and wildlife resources, development
applicants must submit a form requesting such determination to the California Department of
Fish and Wildlife. A No Effect Determination form may be obtained by contacting the
Department by telephone at (916) 653-4875 or through the Department’s website at
www.wildlife.ca.gov.

Conclusion: The project will be required to pay the fee unless the applicant can obtain a “no effect”
determination from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife.

Evidence:  Based on the record as a whole as embodied in the HCD-Planning files pertaining
to PLN210174 and the attached Initial Study/Negative Declaration.
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Earth, earth.google.com/web/.
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Resources Code , https://www.easylawlookup.com/California-Law/Public-Resources-
Code/par-
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