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Response to Comment Letter O4 

Endangered Habitats League 

Dan Silver, Executive Director 

May 20, 2015 

O4-1 Please refer to Response to Comment O3-24 and O3-

26. The County acknowledges the commenter’s 

recommendation for distributed solar energy and that 

issue is taken with the DEIR’s reasoning for rejecting 

a distributed solar alternative, which can be found in 

Section 4.2 of the DEIR.  

O4-2 Discussion of the Project site design and location 

relative to biological resources occurs in Chapter 1, 

Project Description, and Section 2.2, Biological 

Resources, of the DEIR. The Project maximizes use 

of disturbed lands, so further reduction in impacts to 

biological resources requires reducing the Project 

footprint, such as Alternative 1 (Reduced 15 MW 

Project Alternative). Additionally, as stated in 

Section 4.7, pages 4-17 and 4-18, of the DEIR, the 

No Project Alternative would be the environmentally 

superior alternative. However, CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15126.6(e)(2) also states that if the 

environmentally superior alternative is the “no 

project” alternative, the DEIR shall also identify an 

environmentally superior alternative from among the 

other alternatives. The Reduced 15 MW Project 

Alternative (Alternative 1) would be the 
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environmentally superior alternative from the 

remaining alternatives. While substantially reduced 

in severity, impacts to biological resources under this 

alternative would still be significant, requiring 

similar mitigation as that described for the Proposed 

Project. Finally, the 15 MW Project Alternative does 

not meet Project objective 1 because it fails to 

develop approximately 20 MW of renewable energy. 

O4-3 Please refer to Response to Comments O3-6 and 7 for 

an explanation of why the alleged pseudo lake effect 

from solar panel is too speculative. Response to 

Comments O3-6 and 7 specifically addresses how the 

Project is distinguishable from the Genesis project 

and the Ivanpah project referenced in the comment. 

With regards to bird collisions from lighting or other 

structures, such impacts are mitigated via M-BI-12 

(requiring lighting to be shielded to minimize 

impacts on adjacent native habitats) and M-BI-13 

(requiring transmission towers and lines to conform 

to Avian Power Line Interaction Committee 

standards.) Finally, to clarify, the County does not 

simply accept the applicant’s own conclusions. The 

County independently evaluates information 

provided by any source, whether it is from the 

applicant, a community organization, an individual, 

another public agency, a labor union, or the expert 

consultants who prepared the EIR.  
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O4-4 Comment noted. This comment provides a list of 

attached exhibits which are references cited 

throughout the comment letter. Individual responses 

are not provided for each exhibit as they were 

utilized in support of the detailed comments 

responded to above. 
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