
STATE OF CALIFORNIA Governor

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco CA 94102-3298

GAVIN NEWSOM,

Pacific Gas & Electric Company
ELC (Corp ID 39)
Status of Advice Letter 6192E
As of June 9, 2021

Division Assigned:     Energy

Date Filed:     05-11-2021

Date to Calendar:     05-14-2021

Authorizing Documents:   

Disposition:
Effective Date:

Resolution Required:     No

Resolution Number:     None

Commission Meeting Date:     None

CPUC Contact Information:

AL Certificate Contact Information:

CA Flats Solar 130, LLC Electric Wire Crossing PG&E's 500KV Exclusive Electric 
Easements & Electric Overhead Crossing PG&E's 230 KV Non-Exclusive Electric 
Easement - Request for Approval Under Public Utilities Code Section 851

Subject:

None

Accepted
06-10-2021

Annie Ho

PGETariffs@pge.com
415-973-8794

edtariffunit@cpuc.ca.gov



To:  Energy Company Filing Advice Letter

From:  Energy Division PAL Coordinator

Subject:  Your Advice Letter Filing

The Energy Division of the California Public Utilities Commission has processed your 
recent Advice Letter (AL) filing and is returning an AL status certificate for your records.

The AL status certificate indicates:

       Advice Letter Number
       Name of Filer
       CPUC Corporate ID number of Filer
       Subject of Filing
       Date Filed
       Disposition of Filing (Accepted, Rejected, Withdrawn, etc.)
       Effective Date of Filing
       Other Miscellaneous Information (e.g., Resolution, if applicable, etc.)

The Energy Division has made no changes to your copy of the Advice Letter Filing; please
review your Advice Letter Filing with the information contained in the AL status certificate, 
and update your Advice Letter and tariff records accordingly.

All inquiries to the California Public Utilities Commission on the status of your Advice 
Letter Filing will be answered by Energy Division staff based on the information contained 
in the Energy Division's PAL database from which the AL status certificate is generated. If 
you have any questions on this matter please contact the:
 
       Energy Division's Tariff Unit by e-mail to
       edtariffunit@cpuc.ca.gov

STATE OF CALIFORNIA Governor

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco CA 94102-3298

GAVIN NEWSOM,



May 11, 2021   
 
 
Advice 6192-E   
(Pacific Gas and Electric Company ID U 39 E) 
 
 
Public Utilities Commission of the State of California 
 
Subject: CA Flats Solar 130, LLC Electric Wire Crossing PG&E’s 500KV 

Exclusive Electric Easements & Electric Overhead Crossing PG&E’s 
230 KV Non-Exclusive Electric Easement - Request for Approval 
Under Public Utilities Code Section 851, pursuant to General Order 
173 

 
Purpose 
 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E or the Company) requests Public Utilities 
Commission (Commission) approval under Public Utilities Code Section 851 and 
General Order 173  for PG&E to enter into a Consent to Common Use Agreement 
(Attachment 1) and an Encroachment Agreement (Attachment 2) with CA Flats Solar 
130, a Delaware limited liability company (CA Flats) to install underground facilities  
(34.5 kv electric cable, fiber optic cable), an overhead 34.5 kV pole/riser and overhead 
electric line and fiber optic cable, and a gravel access road related to their planned 
Solar Battery Storage project (Project). 
 
The Consent to Common Use Agreement (CCUA) and Encroachment Agreement would 
grant PG&E’s consent for the following activities.  First, the agreements would allow CA 
Flats’ underground 34.5 kV electric line and fiber optic cable to cross PG&E’s 192.5  
foot wide and 342.5 foot wide exclusive easements for its overhead 500 kv electric 
transmission line (Exclusive Easements).  Second, the agreements would allow CA 
Flats’ overhead 34.5 kV electric line, fiber optic cable, and gravel road to cross PG&E’s 
75 foot wide 230 kv electric overhead non-exclusive easement (Non-Exclusive 
Easement).  These easements are on a parcel leased by CA Flats and owned by The 
Hearst Corp. (Property Owner) located  in the vicinity of North Substation 92601 Turkey 
Flat Rd, Parkland, CA 93451, County of Monterey, Assessor’s Parcel Number 424-181-
014 & 424-181-015 (Property). The total acreage of CA Flats’ crossing within PG&E’s 
Exclusive Easements (0.23 acres) and Non-Exclusive Easement (0.78 acres) will be 
approximately 1.01 acres, as shown and described in Attachment 3, Legal Descriptions.  
 
PG&E has reviewed the proposed crossings, and has determined that they do not 
interfere with PG&E’s operations or PG&E’s ability to provide safe and reliable utility 
service to its customers. In addition, this Project will be in the public interest and is 

 

 

 
Sidney Dietz 

Director 

Regulatory Relations 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company 

77 Beale St., Mail Code B13U 

P.O. Box 770000 

San Francisco, CA  94177 

 

Fax:  415.973.3582 
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operationally necessary to mitigate CAISO anticipated extraordinary weather events 
that may trigger grid supply constraints and transmission service interruptions. 
 
Background 
 
PG&E acquired the Exclusive Easements for its electric transmission line on the 
Property on: (i) January 30th, 1969,recorded as Instrument No. G19832, Reel 616, Page 
660 in Monetery County records [LD# 2223-15-0028] and (ii) April 24, 1969, recorded 
as reel 627, page 813 in Monetery County [LD# 2223-16-0045]. Both exclusive 
easements are included as Attachment 4 – 500 kv  Exclusive Easement. PG&E 
acquired the Non-Exclusive Easement in September 28, 2016 (Attachment 5 – Future 
230Kv Non-Exclusive Easement) and recorded in document number 2106057845, 
Monterey County Records [LD# 2224-15-0043].  
 
The terms of the Exclusive Easements prevent the Property Owner from granting any 
easement on, under or over PG&E’s Exclusive Easements without the written consent 
of PG&E. The  Non-Exclusive Easement runs parallel and adjacent to the Exclusive 
Easements with the term that no structures are to be built within the easements.   
 
In October of 2020, CA Flats contacted PG&E to install underground facilities that 
include 34.5 kv electric and fiber optic cable, an overhead 34.5 kv pole/riser (etc see 
above), and a gravel access road related to their planned Project. The Project will be a 
60 MW Battery Storage System. The PG&E easements bisect the Project, making it 
necessary for the gravel road and collection lines to cross the PG&E easements to 
connect the substation to the battery storage site.  
 
PG&E has reviewed the proposed crossings and concluded that they do not interfere 
with the operation and maintenance of PG&E’s existing overhead facilities. PG&E 
therefore agreed to develop a CCUA and Encroachment Agreement to consent to the 
crossings within PG&E’s easements. On April 27, 2021, PG&E and CA Flats finalized 
the CCUA and Encroachment Agreement herein as Attachments 1 & 2, which are 
conditioned on CPUC approval under Section 851. PG&E now seeks approval from the 
CPUC for the CCUA and Encroachment Agreement, as it is permitting a third-party use 
in its Exclusive Easements and building-restricted Non-Exclusive Easement area.  
 
Please also note that, upon reviewing this Project and preparing this Advice Letter, 
PG&E became aware of an existing electrical  underground feeder line installed by 
Solar Energy now owned by CA Flatsin a separate location that was installed in 2015 
and is currently crossing our 500 kv exclusive easement.  This existing feeder line 
appears not to have received Section 851 authorization.  PG&E had considered 
bundling the Section 851 request for the existing line with this current Advice Letter and 
has decided not to do so in order to facilitate the processing of the current Advice Letter 
prior to this summer’s expected electric reliability concerns.  Accordingly, PG&E will 
prepare a separate advice letter and consent and common use agreement for this 
existing crossing that PG&E will submit separately. 
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Tribal Lands Policy 

On December 5, 2019, the Commission adopted a policy titled, “Investor-Owned Utility 
Real Property – Land Disposition - First Right of Refusal for Disposition of Real Property 
Within the Ancestral Territories of California Native American Tribes” (Policy).  
 
Resolution E-5076, effective January 14, 2021, adopted Guidelines to Implement the 
CPUC Tribal Land Policy (Guidelines). Section 1.3.d of the Guidelines states that 
“disposition” means the transfer, sale, donation, or disposition by any other means of a 
fee interest in real property.  Therefore, the CCUA and Encroachment Agreement that 
are the subject to this Advice Letter are not covered by the Policy. 

Other Information 

In accordance with General Order 173, Rule 4, PG&E provides the following information 
related to the proposed transaction: 

(a) Identity and Addresses of All Parties to the Proposed Transaction:  
 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
Steven Frank 
Law Department 
P.O. Box 7442 
San Francisco, CA 94120 
Telephone: (415) 973-6976 
Facsimile: (415) 973-5520 
Email: steven.frank@pge.com 

 

CA Flats Solar 130, LLC 
Saurabh Mishra 
Project Manager 
8800 N Gainey Center Dr. #25 
Scottsdale, AZ 85258 
(615) 482-9183 
smishra@arevonenergy.com 
 

(b) Complete Description of the Property Including Present Location, 
Condition and Use: 

 
The property is located on Assessor’s Parcel Number 424-181-014 & 424-181-
015 in Monterey County, Section 2, Township 24, South, Range 15 East of the 
Mount Diablo Base and Meridian. Closest physical address to the site is 92100 
Turkey Flat Rd., Parkfield CA 93451. The property is undeveloped, zoned as 
agriculture and it currently used for grazing and solar farm.   

(c) Intended Use of the Property: 
 

Intended use of the property will not change from its existing use.  
 
(d) Complete Description of Financial Terms of the Proposed Transaction: 

 
CA Flats has paid a one-time fee of $1,000 which is an administrative fee for the 
preparation the CCUA and Encroachment Agreement. 
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(e) Description of How Financial Proceeds of the Transaction Will Be 

Distributed: 
 

The administrative fee for preparing the agreements  will be deposited to the 
Electric Transmission Cost Element 4560001, RCC 10479.    
 

(f) Statement on the Impact of the Transaction on Ratebase and Any Effect on 
the Ability of the Utility to Serve Customers and the Public: 

 
This transaction will not impact PG&E’s rate base or affect PG&E’s ability to 
provide reliable service to its customers and the public.  

(g) The Original Cost, Present Book Value, and Present Fair Market Value for 
Sales of Real Property and Depreciable Assets, and a Detailed Description 
of How the Fair Market Value Was Determined (e.g., Appraisal): 
 
Not applicable. 
 

(h) The Fair Market Rental Value for Leases of Real Property, and a Detailed 
Description of How the Fair Market Rental Value Was Determined: 
 
Not applicable. 

 (i) The Fair Market Value of the Easement or Right-of-Way, and a Detailed 
Description of How the Fair Market Value Was Determined: 
 
Not applicable. 

(j) A Complete Description of any Recent Past (Within the Prior Two Years) or 
Anticipated Future Transactions that May Appear To Be Related to the 
Present Transaction: 

 
 Other than the existing electrical  underground feeder line referenced in the 

Background section above that will require a separate Section 851 advice letter, 
there are no recent past or anticipated future transactions anticipated by PG&E 
that are related to the present transactions. 

      
(k) Sufficient Information and Documentation (Including Environmental 

Information) to Show that All of Eligibility Criteria Set Forth in Rule 3 of 
General Order 173 are Satisfied: 

 
PG&E has provided information in this Advice Letter to satisfy the eligibility 
criteria under General Order 173 in that:  
 

• The activity proposed in the transaction will not require environmental 
review by the CPUC as a Lead Agency; 
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• The transaction will not have an adverse effect on the public interest or on 
the ability of PG&E to provide safe and reliable service to its customers at 
reasonable rates; 

• The transaction will not materially impact the rate base of PG&E; and 

• The transaction does not warrant a more comprehensive review that 
would be provided through a formal Section 851 application. 

 
(l) Additional Information to Assist in the Review of the Advice Letter: 

 
PG&E does not believe that any additional information is necessary for the 
review of this Advice Letter.  

 
(m) Environmental Information 

 
Pursuant to General Order 173, the Advice Letter program applies to proposed 
transactions that will not require environmental review by the CPUC as a lead 
agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA") because 
another public agency, acting as the Lead Agency under CEQA, has completed 
environmental review of the project, and the Commission is required to perform 
environmental review of the project only as a Responsible Agency under CEQA. 
 
For this Advice Letter, Monterey County has completed the environmental review 
as a Lead Agency.   
 

a. The name, address, and phone number of the Lead Agency, the type 
of CEQA document that was prepared (Environmental Impact Report, 
Negative Declaration, Mitigated Negative Declaration), the date on 
which the Lead Agency approved the CEQA document, the date on 
which a Notice of Determination was filed. 
 

Monterey County Resource Management Agency Planning 
Department168 W. Alisal St., 2nd Floor 
Salinas, CA 93901 
Attn: Delinda Robinson, Senior Planner 
Telephone: 831-755-5198 

 
Environmental Impact Report certified February 10, 2015 with 
Addendum approved June 16, 2020.  The Notice of Determination 
was filed February 11, 2021.  

    
b. A copy of all CEQA documents prepared by or for the Lead Agency 

regarding the project and the Lead Agency’s resolution or other 
document approving the CEQA documents. 

 
The Environmental Impact Report is available at the following link: 

 



Advice 6192-E - 6 - May 11, 2021 
 

 
https://www.co.monterey.ca.us/home/showpublisheddocument/482
44/636416883714800000 
 
The Addendum is included as attachement 6. 

 
The Notice of Determination is included as Attachment 7. 

 
c. A list of section and page numbers for the environmental impacts, 

mitigation measures, and findings in the prior CEQA documents 
that relate to the approval sought from the Commission. 

 
The Addendum specifically includes the work described in this 
advice letter, which is described at section 2 (Scope and Purpose 
of this Addendum), page 2, under the heading “Connection to the 
Existing Transmission System.” 
 
A discussion of the environmental impacts associated with the 
approved project can be found in Section IV of the Environmental 
Impact Report and the analysis and checklist included in the 
Addendum. 
 

d. An explanation of any aspect of the project or its environmental 
setting which has changed since the issuance of the prior CEQA 
document. 

 
 Not applicable. 
 
e. A statement of whether the project will require approval by 

additional public agencies other than the Commission and the Lead 
Agency, and, if so, the name and address of each agency and the 
type of approval required. 

 
PG&E does not believe that additional approvals are required. 

 
Protests 
 
***Due to the COVID-19 pandemic and the shelter at home orders. PG&E is 
currently unable to receive protests or comments to this advice letter via U.S. 
mail or fax. Please submit protests or comments to this advice letter to 
EDTariffunit@cpuc.ca.gov and PGETariffs@pge.com*** 
 

https://www.co.monterey.ca.us/home/showpublisheddocument/48244/636416883714800000
https://www.co.monterey.ca.us/home/showpublisheddocument/48244/636416883714800000
mailto:EDTariffunit@cpuc.ca.gov
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Anyone wishing to protest this submittal may do so by letter sent via U.S. mail, facsimile 
or E-mail, no later than June 1, 2021, which is 21 days1 after the date of this submittal.  
Protests must be submitted to: 
 

CPUC Energy Division 
ED Tariff Unit 
505 Van Ness Avenue, 4th Floor 
San Francisco, California 94102 
 
Facsimile: (415) 703-2200 
E-mail: EDTariffUnit@cpuc.ca.gov 

 
Copies of protests also should be mailed to the attention of the Director, Energy 
Division, Room 4004, at the address shown above. 
 
The protest shall also be sent to PG&E either via E-mail or U.S. mail (and by facsimile, 
if possible) at the address shown below on the same date it is mailed or delivered to the 
Commission:  
 

Sidney Dietz 
Director, Regulatory Relations 
c/o Megan Lawson 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
77 Beale Street, Mail Code B13U 
P.O. Box 770000 
San Francisco, California 94177 
 
Facsimile: (415) 973-3582 
E-mail: PGETariffs@pge.com 
 

Any person (including individuals, groups, or organizations) may protest or respond to 
an advice letter (General Order 96-B, Section 7.4).  The protest shall contain the 
following information: specification of the advice letter protested; grounds for the protest; 
supporting factual information or legal argument; name, telephone number, postal 
address, and (where appropriate) e-mail address of the protestant; and statement that 
the protest was sent to the utility no later than the day on which the protest was 
submitted to the reviewing Industry Division (General Order 96-B, Section 3.11). 
 
Effective Date 
 
Pursuant to the review process outlined in General Order 173, PG&E requests that this 
Tier 3 advice letter become effective upon Commissions approval. 
 

 
1  The 20-day protest period concludes on a Holiday, therefore, PG&E is moving this date to the 
following business day. 
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Notice 
 
In accordance with General Order 96-B, Section IV, a copy of this advice letter is being 
sent electronically and/or via U.S. mail to parties shown on the attached list.  Address 
changes to the General Order 96-B service list should be directed to PG&E at email 
address PGETariffs@pge.com.  For changes to any other service list, please contact 
the Commission’s Process Office at (415) 703-2021 or at Process_Office@cpuc.ca.gov.  
Send all electronic approvals to PGETariffs@pge.com.  Advice letter submittal can also 
be accessed electronically at: http://www.pge.com/tariffs. 
 
 
                    /S/                      
Sidney Dietz 
Director, Regulatory Relations 
 
Attachments 
Attachment 1 –  Consent to Common Use Agreement (CCUA) 
Attachment 2 – Encroachment Agreement 
Attachment 3 – Legal Descriptions 
Attachment 4 – 500KV Exclusive Easement 
Attachment 5 – Future 230 KV Non- Exclusive Easement  
Attachment 6 – Addendum  
Attachment 7 – Notice of Determination  
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************ SERVICE LIST for Advice 6192-E ************ 
APPENDIX A 

 
 
Jonathan Reiger 
Legal Division  
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 355-5596 
jzr@cpuc.ca.gov 
 
Mary Jo Borak 
Energy Division 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 703-1333 
bor@cpuc.ca.gov 
 
Robert (Mark) Pocta 
Public Advocates Office 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 703- 2871 
robert.pocta@cpuc.ca.gov      
 
Andrew Barnsdale 
Energy Division 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415)  703-3221 
bca@cpuc.ca.gov 
    
 

 
********************3rd Party*********************** 
 
CA Flats Solar 130, LLC 
Saurabh Mishra 
8800 N Gainey Center Drive, #25 
Scottsdale, AZ 85258 
(615)- 482-9183 
smishra@arevonenergy.com 
 
Monterey County Housing and Community 
Development 
Anna V. Quenga, Senior Planner 
1441 Schilling Place ~ South Building Second Floor 
Salinas, CA  93901 (831) 755-5175 Direct (831) 
757-9516 Fax 
www.co.monterey.ca.us/rma 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/rma


ADVICE LETTER 
S U M M A R Y
ENERGY UTILITY

Company name/CPUC Utility No.:

Utility type:
Phone #: 

EXPLANATION OF UTILITY TYPE

ELC GAS

PLC HEAT

MUST BE COMPLETED BY UTILITY (Attach additional pages as needed)

Advice Letter (AL) #: 

WATER
E-mail: 
E-mail Disposition Notice to:

Contact Person:

ELC = Electric
PLC = Pipeline

GAS = Gas
HEAT = Heat WATER = Water

(Date Submitted / Received Stamp by CPUC)

Subject of AL:

Tier Designation:

Keywords (choose from CPUC listing):
AL Type: Monthly Quarterly Annual One-Time Other:
If AL submitted in compliance with a Commission order, indicate relevant Decision/Resolution #:

Does AL replace a withdrawn or rejected AL? If so, identify the prior AL:

Summarize differences between the AL and the prior withdrawn or rejected AL:

Confidential treatment requested? Yes No
If yes, specification of confidential information:
Confidential information will be made available to appropriate parties who execute a 
nondisclosure agreement. Name and contact information to request nondisclosure agreement/
access to confidential information:

Resolution required? Yes No

Requested effective date: No. of tariff sheets:

Estimated system annual revenue effect (%): 

Estimated system average rate effect (%):

When rates are affected by AL, include attachment in AL showing average rate effects on customer classes 
(residential, small commercial, large C/I, agricultural, lighting). 

Tariff schedules affected:

Service affected and changes proposed1:

Pending advice letters that revise the same tariff sheets:

1Discuss in AL if more space is needed.

✔

CA Flats Solar 130, LLC Electric Wire Crossing PG&E’s 500KV Exclusive Electric Easements & Electric 
Overhead Crossing PG&E’s 230 KV Non-Exclusive Electric Easement - Request for Approval Under 
Public Utilities Code Section 851, pursuant to General Order 173

PGETariffs@pge.com

N/A

Agreement, Section 851

✔

Clear Form

36192-E

N/A

N/A

✔

Annie Ho

N/A

✔

No

Pacific Gas and Electric Company (ID U39 E)

N/A

(415) 973-8794

AMHP@pge.com

N/A



CPUC, Energy Division
Attention: Tariff Unit
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Email: EDTariffUnit@cpuc.ca.gov 

Protests and all other correspondence regarding this AL are due no later than 20 days after the date 
of this submittal, unless otherwise authorized by the Commission, and shall be sent to:

Name:
Title:
Utility Name:
Address:
City:
State:
Telephone (xxx) xxx-xxxx:
Facsimile (xxx) xxx-xxxx:
Email:

Name:
Title:
Utility Name:
Address:
City:
State:
Telephone (xxx) xxx-xxxx: 
Facsimile (xxx) xxx-xxxx:
Email:

Zip:

Zip:

District of Columbia

San Francisco, CA 94177
94177

Director, Regulatory Relations

Clear Form

77 Beale Street, Mail Code B13U
Pacific Gas and Electric Company

(415)973-2093

PGETariffs@pge.com

Sidney Dietz, c/o Megan Lawson

(415)973-3582

California

mailto:EDTariffUnit%40cpuc.ca.gov?subject=


 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachment 1 
 

Consent to Common Use Agreement 
(CCUA) 

















 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachment 2 
 

Encroachment Agreement  



Encroachment Agreement (REV 06/2019)

RECORDING REQUESTED BY AND RETURN TO: 

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
245 Market Street, N10A, Room 1015 
P.O. Box 770000 
San Francisco, California 94177 

Location: City/Uninc ____________________   
Recording Fee $ ___________________________   
Document Transfer Tax $ _________   
[ ] This is a conveyance where the consideration and 

Value is less than $100.00 (R&T 11911). 
[ ] Computed on Full Value of Property Conveyed, or 
[ ] Computed on Full Value Less Liens 

& Encumbrances Remaining at Time of Sale 
[ ] Exempt from the fee per GC 27388.1 (a) (2); This 

document is subject to Documentary Transfer Tax 

Signature of declarant or agent determining tax 

APN 424-181-014 & 424-181-015  
LD# 2224-15-xxxx 

ENCROACHMENT AGREEMENT 

Agreement  
of ______________ , 20__ by PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY, a California 

PG&E CA Flats Solar 130, a Delaware limited 
liability company, hereinafter called "Owners". 

RECITALS  

A. Owners hold a lease interest on certain real property within the County of 
-181-015 & 424-181-014 

Property Exhibit attached hereto and made a part 
hereof. 

B. PG&E is the owner of that certain easement and right-of-way (the "Easement") for 
the 230 KV transmission line and for all other purposes connected therewith, as set forth in the 
Grant of Easement dated September 28, 2016 and recorded in document Number 2016057845, 
Monterey County Records. The portion of the Property encumbered by the Easement is hereinafter 
referred to as the "Easement Area." The Easement provides in part that the First party shall not 
erect or construct any building or other structure, or drill or operate any well, or construct any 
reservoir or other obstruction within said easement area, or diminish or substantially add to the 
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ground level in said easement area, or construct any fences that will interfere with the 
maintenance and operation of said facilities. 

C. Owners have proposed to construct and operate a utility scale solar and battery 
project and associated facilities commonly known as the CA Flats North 130 Solar Project which 
includes an above ground pole  line and underground line being constructed within (the 
"Improvements") the Easement Area, the construction of which violates the prohibition against 
buildings or other structures contained in the Easement. The portion of the Easement Area upon 
which the improvements are to be constructed (the ) is outlined by the 
heavy dashed lines and shown on the map labeled Exhibit "B" attached hereto and made a part 
hereof. 

D. Owners have requested that PG&E grant permission for the construction of the 
overhead pole line and of the Improvements within a portion of the Easement Area. PG&E has 
determined that the Improvements, to be constructed pursuant to plans and specifications 
approved by PG&E, do not interfere with the present full use of the Easement Area by PG&E, 
and PG&E is therefore willing to agree to allow such encroachment on the Easement Area on the 
terms and subject to the conditions set forth herein. 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the foregoing and for other good and valuable 
consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which are hereby acknowledged, Owners and 
PG&E hereby agree as follows: 

1. Consent to Encroachment. Notwithstanding the prohibition in the Easement, 
PG&E hereby consents to the encroachment of the Improvements onto the Easement Area by 
approximately 0.78 acres, in the manner and location as more specifically set forth in Exhibit 

ition, Owners shall have the right 
of ingress and egress over the Easement Area to obtain access to the Encroachment Area and the 
Improvements when necessary to fulfill Owners' obligations under this Agreement, in such areas 
as PG&E determines, in its sole and absolute discretion, will occasion the least practicable 
damage and inconvenience to PG&E, its facilities and operations. 

2. Governmental Approvals. This Agreement shall not become effective, 
notwithstanding that it may have been executed and delivered by the parties, and Owners will be 
able to commence construction of their overhead electric 34.5 kv line, as shown in Exhibit B, with 

pending before the California Public 
Utilities Commission (the "CPUC") and that the terms and conditions of such CPUC approval are 
satisfactory to PG&E in its sole and absolute discretion. Owners understand and acknowledge 
there is a possibility the CPUC can deny approval of this agreement. If that is the outcome, Owner 
will have to remove their Improvements out of  at  their expense and in 
accordance with Section 3. This Agreement is made subject to all the provisions of such approval, 
as more particularly set forth in CPUC ( Disposition Letter Advice Letter Decision) 

, in like manner as though said provisions were set forth in full 
herein. 

3. Termination; Restoration. PG&E may terminate Owners' rights under this 
Agreement, at any time, upon ninety (90) days written notice to the Owners, if PG&E, in its 
sole and  absolute  discretion, should determine that Owners' use of the   Easement Area is 



inconsistent with PG&E's operational needs in the future, or in any way interferes with, 
impairs or otherwise impedes PG&E's full use of facilities installed or that will  be installed 
by PG&E in the vicinity of the Easement  Area. Any request by PG&E for Owners to 
relocate its Improvements shall be made with PG&E acting upon the principles of good 
faith and fair dealing.  Upon receipt of such written notice by Owners, Owners shall have 
two hundred (200) days to relocate the Improvements, at Owners  sole cost and expense, to 
another point along the Easement Area which, in the reasonable determination of Owners 
and PG&E, will not cause damage to or unreasonable interference with the Easement 
Area and the Parties shall enter into a replacement Encroachment Agreement for such 
replacement area.  Upon such termination, Owners, at Owners' sole cost and expense, shall 
remove all Improvements that encroach upon the Easement Area and shall repair and 
restore the Easement Area as nearly as possible to the condition that existed prior to the 
construction of said Improvements. Owners shall pay the entire cost of such removal and 
restoration, and PG&E shall have no liability for any costs caused by or related to any such 
termination. If Owners fail to remove all Improvements that encroach onto the Easement 
Area or fail to repair or restore the Property within said ninety (90) day period, PG&E may 
perform such removal, repair or restoration as necessary and recover such costs and 
expenses therefore from Owners. Owners agree to allow access to PG&E onto the  property 
for such purpose, and Owners shall pay all such costs and expenses within ten (10) days of 

rmination 
right shall not be affected by any Improvements that Owners have made to the Easement 
Area, regardless of the nature or extent of those Improvements. Owners understand and 
agree that notwithstanding that Owners may have made a substantial investment in such 
improvements, Owners shall not be entitled to any compensation whatsoever for the 
termination of Owners' rights under this Agreement by PG&E. (Owners 
to initial here _____ , ______ ). 

4. Indemnification; Release.  

(a) Indemnification. Owners shall, to the maximum extent permitted by law, 
indemnify, protect, defend and hold harmless PG&E, its parent corporation, subsidiaries and 
affiliates, and their respective officers, managers, directors, representatives, agents, employees, 
transferees, successors and assigns Indemnitee Indemnitees
from and against all claims, losses (including, but not limited to, diminution in value), actions, 
demands, damages, costs, expenses (including, but not limited to, experts fees and reasonable 
attorne Claims
which arise from or are in any way connected with the occupancy or use of the Easement Area by 
Owners or Owners' contractors, agents, or invitees, or the exercise by Owners of its rights 
hereunder, or the performance of, or failure to perform, Owners' duties under this Agreement, 
including, but not limited to, Claims arising out of: (1) injury to or death of persons, including but 
not limited to employees of PG&E; (2) injury to property or other interest of PG&E, Owners or 
any third party; (3) violation of any applicable federal, state, or local laws, statutes, regulations, or 
ordinances, including all legal requirements relating to human health or the environment, and 
including any liability which may be imposed by law or regulation without regard to fault; 
excepting only with respect to any Indemnitee, any Claim arising from the sole, active negligence 
or willful misconduct of such Indemnitee. In the event any action or proceeding is brought against 
any Indemnitee for any Claim against which Owners are obligated to indemnify or provide a 
defense hereunder, Owners upon written notice from PG&E shall defend such action or 
proceeding at Owners' sole expense by counsel approved by PG&E, which approval shall not be 
unreasonably withheld, conditioned or delayed. 

termination of Owners' rights under this Agreement by PG&E. (Ownerstermination of Owners' rights under this Agreement by PG&E. (Ownerstermination of Owners' rights under this Agreement by PG&E. (Owners



(b) Release. Owners accept all risk relating to its occupancy and use of the 
Easement Area. PG&E shall not be liable to Owners for, and Owners hereby waive, release, 
exonerate, discharge and covenant not to sue PG&E and the other Indemnitees from, any and all
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liability, whether in contract, tort or on any other basis, for any injury, damage, or loss 
resulting from or attributable to any occurrence on or about the Easement Area, the condition 
of Easement Area, the use or occupancy of the Easement Area by Owners, or PG&E's 
operation and maintenance of PG&E's facilities in the vicinity of the Easement Area, except in 
the case of any Indemnitee, any injury, damage, or loss arising from the sole, active negligence 
or willful misconduct of such Indemnitee. 

5. Compliance with Laws. Owners shall, at its sole cost and expense, promptly 
comply with all laws, statutes, ordinances, rules, regulations, requirements or orders of municipal, 
state, and federal authorities now in force or that may later be in force, with the conditions of any 
permit, relating to Owners' use or occupancy of the Easement Area. 

6. Alterations. Except for the Improvements authorized pursuant to this Agreement, 
Owners shall not construct any additional buildings or structures on the Easement Area, nor shall 
Owners make any alteration, addition or improvement to the Easement Area that would increase 
the Encroachment Area, either horizontally or vertically. 

7. Damage or Destruction. In the event that the Improvements which encroach onto 
the Easement Area shall be destroyed or demolished, Owners shall not rebuild the Improvements 
on any part of the Easement Area except pursuant to plans and specifications approved by PG&E. 

8. Condition of Easement Area. Owners accept the Encroachment Area and the 
Easement Area in its existing physical condition, without warranty by PG&E or any duty or 
obligation on the part of PG&E to maintain the Easement Area. Owners understand that numerous 
hazards, environmental or otherwise, may be located in, on, or underlying the Easement Area, and 
that hazardous materials may be used in connection with PG&E facilities that may be operated in 
the Easement Area, and agrees that entry onto the Easement Area is at Owners' sole risk and 
expense 

9. Maintenance. Owners shall be responsible for the maintenance of the 
Improvements in good condition and repair, and Owners shall coordinate all activities regarding 
the maintenance of the Improvements to reasonably minimize any interference with the use by 
PG&E of the Easement Area, and Owners shall conduct its activities in such a manner so as not 
to endanger the Easement, the environment and human health and safety. Owners shall be 
responsible for remediation of any hazardous materials release caused by Owners, and to clean 
and remove debris and/or promptly repair any damages to the Easement Area following any 
entry or activity by Owners, returning the Easement Area to a like or better condition. 

10. Reserved Rights. PG&E reserves the right to use the Easement Area for such 
purposes as it may deem necessary or appropriate if, and whenever, in the interest of its service 
to its patrons or consumers or the public, it shall appear necessary or desirable to do so. 
Furthermore, PG&E reserves the right to restrict access to the Easement Area if emergency 
repairs or maintenance are required to PG&E facilities in the vicinity of the Easement Area. 

11. Insurance. Prior to the Effective Date of this Agreement, Owners shall procure, and 
thereafter Owners 
Compensation in compliance with applicable labor codes, acts, laws or statutes, state or federal, 
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where Owners perform work an
$1,000,000 for injury or death, each accident; Commercial General Liability for bodily injury and 
property damage with limits of not less than $1,000,000 each occurrence/$2,000,000 aggregate; 
Bu
Owners are also responsible for causing its agents, contractors and subcontractors to comply with 
the insurance requirements of this Agreement at all relevant times. 

12. Notice. Any notices or communications hereunder shall be in writing and shall be 
personally delivered or sent by first class mail, certified or registered, postage prepaid, or sent by 
national overnight courier, with charges prepaid for next business day delivery, addressed to the 
addressee party at its address or addresses listed below, or to such other address or addresses for a 
party as such party may from time to time designate by notice given to the other party. Notices 
shall be deemed received, if sent by personal delivery upon actual receipt by the party being sent 
the notice, or on the expiration of three (3) business days after the date of mailing, or on the 
following business day if sent by overnight courier 

If to PG&E: 

Manager, Encroachment Management  
Pacific Gas and Electric Company  
6111 Bollinger Canyon Road 
San Ramon, CA 94583 

With a copy to: 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company  
P.O. Box 7442, Mail Code B3OA  
San Francisco, California 94120  
Attention: Grant Guerra 

If to Owners: 

Ca Flats Solar 130, LLC 
c/o Arevon USA, Inc. 
8800 N Gainey Center Drive # 250 
Scottsdale, AZ 85258 

13. Governing Law. This Agreement shall in all respects be interpreted, enforced, 
and governed by and under the laws of the State of California. 

14. Entire Agreement. This Agreement and the Grant of Easement, supersedes all 
previous oral and written agreements between and representations by or on behalf of the parties 
and constitutes the entire agreement of the parties with respect to the subject matter hereof. This 
Agreement may not be amended except by a written agreement executed by the parties. 
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15. Binding Effect. This Agreement and the covenants and agreements contained herein 
shall be binding upon, and shall inure to the benefit of, the parties hereto and their respective heirs, 
successors and assigns (subject to the provisions of Section 17 below). No assignment or delegation 
by Owners, whether by operation of law or otherwise, shall relieve Owners of any of its duties, 
obligations or liabilities hereunder, in whole or in part. The covenants of Owners hereunder shall 
run with the land. 

16. Assignment. This Agreement and the rights of Owners hereunder are 
appurtenant to the Property presently owned by Owners and may not be separately assigned, 
transferred, conveyed or encumbered. Any purported assignment, transfer, conveyance or 
encumbrance violating the foregoing condition shall be void and of no effect. 

17. . Should either party bring an action against the other party, by 
reason of or alleging the failure of the other party with respect to any or all of its obligations 
hereunder, whether for declaratory or other relief, then the party which prevails in such action shall 
be entitled to its reasonabl -house and outside counsel) and expenses 
related to such action, in addition to all other recovery or relief. A party shall be deemed to have 
prevailed in any such action (without limiting the generality of the foregoing) if such action is 
dismissed upon the payment by the other party of the sums allegedly due or the performance of 
obligations allegedly not complied with, or if such party obtains substantially the relief sought by it 
in the action, irrespective of whether such action is prosecuted to judgment. 

18. Survival of Obligations. Owners' obligations under Sections 3 and 4 of this 
Agreement, and all representations, warranties, indemnities or other provisions which by 
their nature survive termination shall survive the exercise of PG&E's termination rights 
pursuant to Section 3 of this Agreement. 

19. No Waiver. No waiver with respect to any provision of this Agreement shall be 
effective unless in writing and signed by the party against whom it is asserted. No waiver of any 
provision of this Agreement by a party shall be construed as a waiver of any subsequent breach or 
failure of the same term or condition, or as a waiver of any other provision of this Agreement. 

20. Captions. The captions in this Agreement are for reference only and shall in 
no way define or interpret any provision hereof. 

21. Counterparts. This Agreement may be executed in identical counterpart copies, 
each of which shall be an original, but all of which taken together shall constitute one and the 
same agreement. 

22. Recording. Owners hereby consent and agree to the recording by PG&E of 
this Agreement against the Property. Owners agree to sign any additional documents 
reasonably required to complete such recording. 

23. Ratification of Grant of Easement. Except as modified by this Agreement in regard 
to the Easement Area, all of the terms, conditions and provisions of the Grant of Easement shall 
remain in full force and effect and are hereby ratified and confirmed. To the extent the terms of the 
Grant of Easement are inconsistent with this Agreement, the terms of this Agreement shall control. 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this Agreement as of the day and year 
first set forth above. 

"PG&E" "Owners" 

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC 
COMPANY, a California corporation 

CA Flats Solar 130, a Delaware 
limited liability company 

By: Shannon Koontz-Monis 
Manager 
Land Rights - South 

    
 Name   

Name 
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Clayton L. Bradshaw, P.L.S. 8298 

Date Signed: April 15, 2021 

 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

Project Number: 1420-0001 April 15, 2021 

Those portions of Lot 5 and Lot 6 of Section 2, Township 24 South, Range 15 East of the 
Mount Diablo Base and Meridian, in the County of Monterey, State of California, according to 

on March 25, 1874 lying within the land described in the Easement Deed according to 
Document Number 2016-057845 of Official Records of the Office of the Recorder for said 
County, and lying within a strip of land 50.00 feet wide lying 25.00 feet on each side of the 
following describes center line: 

COMMENCING 

Survey filed in Volume 33, at page 33 of Surveys of said Office of the County Recorder 

thence North 19° 53' 21" East, 606.27 feet to the TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; 

Thence North 41° 59' 22" East, 577.36 feet to the point of termination and from which 
said most northerly corner bears South 17° 56' 11" West, 573.95 feet; 

Containing 13642 square feet, more or less. 

The above-described land is graphically shown on Exhi
and made a part hereof. 

END OF DESCRIPTION 

 

APN: 424-181-014, 424-181-015 
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Legal Descriptions  
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APN: 424-181-014, 424-181-015 

Exhibit “A” 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION 
 
Project Number: 1420-0001 April 15, 2021 

 
Those portions of Lot 5 and Lot 6 of Section 2, Township 24 South, Range 15 East of the 

Mount Diablo Base and Meridian, in the County of Monterey, State of California, according to 

the Official Plat thereof accepted by the Surveyor General’s Office, San Francisco, California 

on March 25, 1874 lying within those certain strips of land described as strip number 3 of the 

land described in Reel 616, page 660 of Official Records in the Office of the Recorder for 

said County; and as strip number 2 of the land described in Reel 627, at page 813 of said 

Official Records; and lying within a strip of land 50.00 feet wide lying 25.00 feet on each side 

of the following describes center line: 

COMMENCING at a found 1 inch iron pipe with aluminum cap inscribed “LS 8298” marking 

the most westerly corner of the land shown as “AREA E” according to the Record of Survey 

filed in Volume 33, at page 33 of Surveys of said Office of the County Recorder and from 

which a found 1 inch iron pipe with aluminum cap inscribed “LS 8298” marking the most 

northerly corner of said “AREA E” bears North 42° 32' 00" East, 615.00 feet, thence North 

12° 54' 48" West, 852.85 feet to the TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; 

Thence South 59° 40' 01" East, 479.58 feet to the point of termination and from which said 

most northerly corner bears South 54° 46' 06" East, 235.57 feet; 

Containing 9842 square feet, more or less. 

The above-described land is graphically shown on Exhibit “B”, being 1 sheet, attached hereto 

and made a part hereof. 

END OF DESCRIPTION 

 

______________________________ 

Clayton L. Bradshaw, P.L.S. 8298  

Date Signed: April 15, 2021 

For Review
04/15/2021  4:55:01 PM
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Draft Print
04/15/2021  4:55:10 PM
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APN: 424-181-014, 424-181-015 

Exhibit “A” 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION 
 
Project Number: 1420-0001 April 15, 2021 

 
Those portions of Lot 5 and Lot 6 of Section 2, Township 24 South, Range 15 East of the 

Mount Diablo Base and Meridian, in the County of Monterey, State of California, according to 

the Official Plat thereof accepted by the Surveyor General’s Office, San Francisco, California 

on March 25, 1874 lying within the land described in the Easement Deed according to 

Document Number 2016-057845 of Official Records of the Office of the Recorder for said 

County, and lying within a strip of land 50.00 feet wide lying 25.00 feet on each side of the 

following describes center line: 

COMMENCING at a found 1 inch iron pipe with aluminum cap inscribed “LS 8298” marking 

the most westerly corner of the land shown as “AREA E” according to the Record of Survey 

filed in Volume 33, at page 33 of Surveys of said Office of the County Recorder and from 

which a found 1 inch iron pipe with aluminum cap inscribed “LS 8298” marking the most 

northerly corner of said “AREA E” bears North 42° 32' 00" East, 615.00 feet, thence North 

19° 53' 21" East, 606.27 feet to the TRUE POINT OF BEGINNING; 

Thence North 41° 59' 22" East, 577.36 feet to the point of termination and from which said 

most northerly corner bears South 17° 56' 11" West, 573.95 feet; 

Containing 13642 square feet, more or less. 

The above-described land is graphically shown on Exhibit “B”, being 1 sheet, attached hereto 

and made a part hereof. 

END OF DESCRIPTION 

 

______________________________ 

Clayton L. Bradshaw, P.L.S. 8298  

Date Signed: April 15, 2021 Draft Print
04/15/2021  4:56:02 PM

For Review
04/15/2021  4:56:27 PM

Draft Print
04/15/2021  4:56:27 PM
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500KV Exclusive Easement  
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THE HEARST CORPORATION, a Delaware corporation, 

hereinafter called first party, in consideration of value paid by PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC· 
coj,.!'PANY, a California corporation, hereinafter called second party, the receipt whereof is 
heleby ::>.cknowledged, hereby grants to second party those perpetual and exclusive easements and 
rights of way to construct, operate, maintain, repair, reconstruct, replace, and remove, at any time 
and from time to time, electric transmission lines, consisting of one or more lines of towers, poles, 
and/or other structures, wires, and cables, including ground wires, both oveTheD.d and under­
ground, for the transmission of electric energ'.f, and for communication purposes, and all neces­
sary and proper foundations, footings, crossarms and other appliances and fixtures for use in con­
nection with s�.id towers, poles and/or other structures, wires and cables, together with a right 
of way, on, along and in all of the.hereinafter described strip of those certain lands which are 

and the 

·i ... 

c. 
r .

. 

I 

l situate in the .. J�9.1,JD.t.Y. .. .9.f ... �§n. •. �.Y.L� .. .Ql>J.?.POI . County of ......... t\QrLt;�.r.�Y. .......•.................. , Sta.te of 
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and Section 31, Township 24 South, Range 15 East, M.D.B.& M.

III. Lot 5 of Section 2, Township 24 South, Range 15 East, M.D.B.& M.,
Lots 1, 2, and 3, the northwest quarter of the �orthwest quarter, the
west half of the southeast quarter, and the southeast quarter of the
northw�st quarter, of said Section 29, and that portion nf Rancho Cholame
lying on the northwesterly side of the line which begins at the. intersec­
ti6n bf the southwesterly boundary line of said Ran�ho with the southerly
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Addendum Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 
ARTICLE 11 Section 15164 
 
Property Owner: Hearst Corporation 
Lessee/Applicant: California Flats Solar LLC; Cal Flats BESS, 
LLC; and Cal Flats Solar 130, LLC.  
 
Planning File No. PLN120294-AMD1 
Amendment to Use Permit for the California Flats Solar Project 
(Battery Energy Storage System Modification) 
 
1. Introduction 
 
This technical addendum has been prepared pursuant to Article 11 Section 15164 of the 
California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines to address a permit amendment to the approved 
and constructed California Flats Solar Project to include the installation and operation of a 
Battery Energy Storage System and associated substation improvements and grading.   
 
On February 10, 2015, the Monterey County Board of Supervisors certified an EIR, adopted CEQA 
findings and a statement of overriding considerations, and  approved a Use Permit (RMA-Planning 
File No. PLN120294; Board of Supervisors Resolutions No. 15-026 and 15-027) to allow, for the 
duration of 34 years, the construction of a 280 Megawatt solar generating facility on an 
approximately 3,000 acre site including: photovoltaic (PV) solar modules, two substations 
(approximately 6 acres each), a switching station (approximately 6 acres), a 4,000 square foot 
operations and maintenance building, and approximately 155 acre utility corridor, other 
infrastructure needed to serve the proposed project and grading of approximately 880,000 cubic 
yards of cut and 880,000 cubic yards of fill.. 
 
An Environmental Impact Report (SCH#2013041031) was prepared and certified for the project. 
(Board of Supervisors Resolutions No. 15-026.) None of the conditions described in Section 15162 
calling for preparation of a subsequent EIR or negative declaration have occurred. 
 
2. Scope and Purpose of this Addendum 
 
The purpose of this addendum is to document the potential environmental effects associated with 
the proposed California Flats Solar Project-Battery Energy Storage System Modification 
(“Proposed Modification”-PLN120294-AMD1).  The Proposed Modification consists of the 
construction of a Battery Energy Storage System and related infrastructure improvements within 
the Solar Development Area (“SDA”), which was previously evaluated for utility-scale 
infrastructure in the February 2015 Final EIR for the California Flats Solar Project 
(PLN120294).  The BESS would allow the existing facility to store energy generated during low-
peak periods and subsequently distribute energy during peak period demand.  The Proposed 
Modification is located within the previously approved footprint of the California Flats Solar 



Project and does not represent a substantial change from the project analyzed in the EIR certified 
for the California Flats Solar Project. 
 
As previously noted, the proposed modification is an amendment to the approved and 
constructed California Flats Solar Project to include the installation and operation of a Battery 
Energy Storage System and associated substation improvements and grading.  Construction of 
the Battery Energy Storage System would take a total of approximately four  to seven months.  
The proposed modification is located entirely within the existing 2,120-acre Solar Development 
Area, as approved in the original California Flats Solar Project.  The actual footprint of the 
California Flats Solar Project is considerably less at 1,684 acres of the 2,120-acre Solar 
Development Area, approximately 436 acres less.  The Use Permit allowed 880,000 cubic yards 
cut and 880,000 cubic yards of fill.  The total grading, inclusive of the proposed grading for the 
modification, at 893,880 cubic yards of cut and 540,299 cubic yards of fill, is  in substantial 
conformance with the allowable grading.  Grading (cut) is 1.5% over the 880,000 cubic yards 
analyzed in the EIR and approved in the Use Permit. This 1.5% overage does not result in new 
significant environmental impacts or more severe environmental impacts than those identified in 
the EIR as the grading and location for the proposed modification has been identified in the EIR. 
See below for components of the proposed project and their descriptions for the modification 
request for the installation of the Battery Energy Storage System:    
 
Battery Energy Storage System: Installation of up to 85 Tesla Megapack battery units:  Each 
group of four Megapack battery units would be installed on an approximately 75 foot long by 12 
foot wide by two foot thick concrete pad.  The concrete pad would be located entirely within a 
previously disturbed three (3) acre site located within the existing Solar Development Area 
evaluated in the California Flat Solar Project EIR.  Each battery unit would be fully integrated 
with pre-installed components housed outside, in stand alone cabinets with air conditioning.  
Each battery unit would have six battery modules, stored in racks, capable of discharging 3,699 
kW with a charge capacity of 3,162 kW.  Surface excavation of approximately 2.3 acres with an 
approximate depth of up to six (6) feet would be required for the establishment of the concrete 
pads that would house the Megapack battery units.   
 
CA Flats 60 Substation Modification: The modification also includes improvements to the 
existing norther substation (CA Flats 60 Substation) to allow for additional energy to be 
converted from the Battery Energy Storage System.  The substation would be constructed on an 
approximately 104x160 foot area immediately adjacent to the existing northern substation.  
  
Connection to the Existing Transmission System: Approximately 1,650 feet of overhead line 
comprised of seven steel poles would be installed between the Battery Energy Storage System 
and new CA Flats 60 Substation.  A section of the overhead line will run underground, crossing 
transmission right of way for approximately 350 feet.  The trench depth would be approximately 
12 feet wide with 1:1 side slopes.   
 
Grading: The modification is anticipated to disturb an area of approximately 2.5 acres, requiring 
approximately 7,243 cubic yards of cut and 1,489 cubic yards of fill.  No grading material is 
expected to be hauled off-site.  The balance of material, approximately 5,754 cubic yards, will be 
temporarily stockpiled on-site for future reuse by the property owner (Hearst Corporation). The 



stockpiled material will be used as part of on-going ranch maintenance related activities.  The 
final location for soil deposition will be determined based on discussions between Hearst and the 
Applicant and a Condition of Approval has been incorporated for the soil deposition to be on-
site.  There is an existing disturbed area south of the proposed Battery Energy Storage System 
Modification where soil was stockpiled previously. This area could be used for similar purposes 
as part of the project.  Prior to any soil placement on-site, the applicant would conduct pre-
construction surveys of the soil deposition area and identify any recommendations consistent 
with the requirements of the California Flats Project EIR. 

 
3. Analysis 
Sec. 15164 of the CEQA Guidelines governs the preparation of an Addendum to an EIR or 
Negative Declaration. Section 15164(a) states that the “lead agency… shall prepare an 
addendum to a previously certified EIR if some changes or additions are necessary but none of 
the conditions described in Section 15162 calling for the preparation of a subsequent EIR have 
occurred.”  CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15162(a) indicates that “no subsequent EIR shall be prepared 
for that project unless the lead agency determines, on the basis of substantial evidence in light of 
the whole record, one or more of the following:  
1) Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the 

previous EIR or negative declaration due to the involvement of new significant environmental 
effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects; 

2) Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is 
undertaken which will require major revisions of the previous EIR or negative declaration due 
to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the 
severity of previously identified significant effects; or 

3) New information of substantial importance, which was not known and could not have been 
known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the previous EIR was certified as 
complete or the negative declaration was adopted, shows any of the following: 
a) The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR or 

negative declaration; 
b) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe than shown in 

the previous EIR; 
c) Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact be 

feasible and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project, but 
the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or alternative; or 

d) Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those analyzed 
in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the 
environment, but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or 
alternative.” 

The following discussion explains why a subsequent or supplemental EIR is not required under 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 in connection with the Proposed Modification and why an 
Addendum is the appropriate level of environmental review. 



I. ANALYSIS 
a. The Proposed Modification does not entail substantial changes which will require 

major revisions of the previous EIR due to the involvement of new significant 
environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously 
identified significant effects.  

CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15162(a)(1) provides that no subsequent EIR shall be prepared unless the 
lead agency determines that “[s]ubstantial changes are proposed in the project which will require 
major revisions of the previous EIR or negative declaration due to the involvement of new 
significant environmental effects of a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified 
significant effects.” As noted above, the Proposed Modification would not result in any new 
significant environmental effects or an increase in the severity of a previously identified 
significant impact. The Proposed Modification is located entirely within the existing, previously 
analyzed, 2,120-acre SDA.  
As identified in Exhibit 11, only 1,684 acres of the 2,120-acre SDA were developed with utility-
scale solar infrastructure. Nevertheless, the Final EIR evaluated the environmental effects 
associated with the development of the entire 2,120-acre SDA – i.e., the Final EIR assumed that 
the entire SDA would be developed. As a result, the existing Final EIR previously anticipated 
that the area of the Proposed Modification would be developed with utility-scale infrastructure 
improvements. Additionally, the area of the proposed Battery Energy Storage System 
modification was previously disturbed in connection with construction of the California Flats 
Solar Project. Similarly, the California Flats Solar Final EIR also evaluated the effects associated 
with the development of two (2) substations, each to be approximately six (6) acres in size. The 
actual footprint of each substation was 0.96 acres and 0.95 acres. As a result, the Proposed 
Modification to the existing northern substation would not exceed the total substation acreage 
evaluated in the Final EIR. Neither the Battery Energy Storage System modification nor the 
substation modification would result in additional environmental effects beyond those previously 
identified in the California Flats Solar Final EIR. In addition, as detailed in Exhibit 1, the 
Proposed Modification would be subject to the existing mitigation measures contained in the 
Final EIR, thereby ensuring that the Proposed Modification would not result in any additional 
environmental effects. The analysis as contained in Exhibit 1, as well as supporting technical 
documentation included as part of the amendment application, conclusively states that the 
Proposed Modification would not result in any new environmental effects or increase the 
severity of a previously identified impact.  
Therefore, the Proposed Modification would not require major revisions of the previous 
information due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial 
increase in the severity of a previously identified significant effect.  
 

b. The Proposed Modification would not result in substantial changes with respect 
to the circumstances under which the project is undertaken which will require 
major revisions due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects 
or a substantial increase in the severity of a previously identified significant effect.  

 
1 Exhibit 1 is a CEQA Checklist evaluating the environmental effects associated with construction and operation of 
the California Flats Solar Project- Battery Storage System Modification.   



CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15162(a)(2) provides that no subsequent EIR shall be prepared unless the 
lead agency determines that “[s]ubstantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under 
which the project is undertaken which will require major revisions of the previous EIR or 
negative declaration due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a 
substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects.” The Proposed 
Modification would not result in a substantial change with respect to the circumstances under 
which the project is undertaken such that there would be additional environmental effects or 
increase the severity of a previously identified effect beyond those previously identified in the 
California Flats Solar Final EIR.  
As described above, the Proposed Modification would modify the existing California Flats Solar 
Project to allow for on-site energy storage. The Proposed Modification would allow the existing 
facility to store energy during low-peak period and subsequently distribute energy during peak 
period demand. Energy storage is an important component of energy conservation because it 
allows renewable energy sources to store power during periods when demand is low and 
subsequently provide clean, reliable, sources of energy during peak demand. This modification 
would not result in a substantial change with respect to the circumstances under which the 
California Flats Solar Project is being undertaken, meaning that there would be no additional 
environmental effects beyond those previously identified in the CFS Project Final EIR. The CFS 
Project would continue to produce solar-generated energy and the Proposed Modification would 
facilitate on-going energy production by allowing for on-site storage during non-peak demand 
periods. Moreover, as demonstrated in Exhibit 1, the Proposed Modification would not result in 
a new, previously unidentified, significant environmental effect or result in a substantial increase 
in the severity of a previously identified significant effect. In fact, the Proposed Modification, 
when considered in combination with the existing California Flats Solar Project, would still 
result in fewer environmental effects than those identified in the Project Final EIR. As discussed 
in the preceding section, the California Flats Solar Project Final EIR evaluated impacts 
associated with the buildout of the entire 2,120-acre SDA, including two substations totaling 12 
acres in size. Only 1,648 acres of the 2,120-acre SDA was developed as part of the California 
Flats Solar Project and the actual substation footprint for the northern substations was less than 
one (1) acre. 
Therefore, the Proposed Modification would  not result in substantial changes with respect to the 
circumstances under which the Proposed Modification is undertaken which would require major 
revisions of the Final EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a 
substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects.  

c. The Proposed Modification does not entail new information of substantial 
importance.  

CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15162(a)(3) provides that no subsequent EIR shall be prepared unless the 
lead agency determines that  

“[n]ew information of substantial importance, which was not known and could 
not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the 
previous EIR was certified as complete or the negative declaration was adopted, 
shows any of the following: 

a) the project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the 
previous EIR;  



b) significant effects previously examined will be substantially more severe 
than shown in the previous EIR;  
c) mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be feasible 
would in fact be feasible, and would substantially reduce one or more 
significant effects of the project, but the project proponents declined to adopt 
the mitigation measure or alternative; or,  
d) mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from 
those analyzed in the previous EIR would substantially reduce one or more 
significant effects on the environment, but the project proponents declined to 
adopt the mitigation measure or alternative.” 

No new information of substantial importance has been identified such that the California Flats 
Solar Project would result in: 1) significant environmental effects not identified in the California 
Flats Solar Project Final EIR; 2) more severe environmental effects than described in the 
California Flats Solar Project Final EIR; 3) mitigation measures or alternatives which were 
previously determined not to be feasible would in fact be feasible, and would substantially 
reduce one or more significant effects, but the applicant declines to adopt the measure or 
alternative; or, 4) mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerably different from those 
analyzed in the California Flats Solar Project Final EIR would substantially reduce one or more 
significant effects on the environment, but the applicant declines to adopt the measures or 
alternatives. 
The Proposed Modification would not result in any additional environmental effects or increase 
the severity of a previously identified significant effect. In fact, the Proposed Modification when 
considered with the constructed California Flats Solar Project would result in fewer 
environmental effects than those identified in the California Flats Solar Project Final EIR. 
Moreover, no additional mitigation measures beyond those identified in the California Flats 
Solar Project Final EIR are necessary to lessen the extent of impacts associated with the 
Proposed Modification. The Proposed Modification would implement all existing mitigation 
measures and related conditions of approval, to the extent they are applicable, to ensure that 
impacts associated with construction and operation of the Proposed Modification would not 
exceed the levels identified in the California Flats Solar Project Final EIR. Similarly, no 
additional mitigation measures that are considerably different from those analyzed in the 
California Flats Solar Project Final EIR have been identified as part of the supporting technical 
analyses, which conclusively determined that the Proposed Modification would not result in any 
additional environmental effects beyond those identified in the California Flats Solar Project 
Final EIR.  
There is no new information of substantial importance showing any of the items listed in CEQA 
Guidelines Sec. 15162(a)(3).  

 
4. Conclusion 
 
This addendum serves to demonstrate the Proposed Modification qualifies for an addendum to the 
previously certified California Flats Solar Environmental Impact Report (SCH#) pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15164 if some changes or additions are necessary but none of the 
conditions described in CEQA Guidelines Section 15162 calling for the preparation of a 
subsequent EIR have occurred.  Based on the analysis contained in this Addendum, the Proposed 



Modification would not:  1) result in any new significant environmental effects or a substantial 
increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects; 2) would not cause a substantial 
change with respect to the circumstances under which the California Flats Solar Project was 
originally undertaken, which would require major revisions to the previously certified Final EIR 
due to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the 
severity of previously identified significant effects; or, 3) result in new information of substantial 
importance, which was not known and could not have been known with the exercise of reasonable 
diligence at the time the previous Final EIR was certified as complete. Based on the foregoing 
analysis, as well as the supporting analysis contained in Exhibit 1, the appropriate level of 
environmental review for the Proposed Modification would be an Addendum.  
 
5.  Attachment 
 
Exhibit 1- CEQA Checklist evaluating the environmental effects associated with construction and 
operation of the California Flats Solar Project- Battery Storage System Modification.   
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Exhibit 1 to Attachment B 
CEQA Checklist evaluating the environmental effects 
associated with construction and operation of the 
California Flats Solar Project- Battery Storage System 
Modification   



Environmental Analysis - Aesthetics 

 ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

A. Aesthetics 

CHECKLIST 

Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 
21099, would the project: 

No New 
Impact or 
Increase in 
Severity of 

a Previously 
Identified 

Impact 

Significant 
Impact 

(Unchanged) 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
(Unchanged) 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
(Unchanged) 

No Impact  

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

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

☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☒ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

IMPACTS IDENTIFIED IN THE CFS PROJECT EIR 

The CFS Project EIR analyzed aesthetics-related impacts that would occur as part of the CFS Project. 
Construction-related impacts would result in temporary effects on motorist views from SR 41 (see Impact 
AES-1, Draft EIR, pg. 4.1-21 through 4.1-22). The CFS Project EIR also identified that the CFS Project 
would visually transform the character of the project site (see Impact AES-2, Draft EIR, pg. 4.1-22 through 
4.1-24; see also Final EIR, pg. 4-28) and introduce new sources of light that would adversely affect existing 
visual resources in the area (see Impact AES-3, Draft EIR, pg. 4.1-25 through 4.1-26). These impacts were 
identified as less than significant with the implementation of certain mitigation measures. Below is a brief 
description of the findings of the CFS Project EIR regarding aesthetic-related effects.  

▪ The CFS Project EIR identified a potentially significant construction impact to scenic vistas from 
SR 41. However, this impact would be reduced to less than significant with the implementation of 
the following mitigation measure: AES-1: Temporary Fencing at SR 41 Staging Areas. No 
significant operational impacts to scenic vistas and resources were identified. The Proposed 
Modification does not entail any construction staging along SR 41; as a result, there would be no 
impact due to the Proposed Modification.  

▪ The CFS Project EIR identified potentially significant construction impacts to the existing visual 
character due to construction staging off of SR 41. However, this impact would be reduced to less 
than significant with the implementation of the following mitigation measure:  AES-1: Temporary 
Fencing at SR 41 Staging Areas. Less than significant operational impacts to the visual character 
of the project site were identified. 

▪ The CFS Project EIR also identified a potentially significant impact due to new sources of light. 
However, this impact would be reduced to less than significant with the implementation of the 



Environmental Analysis - Aesthetics 

following mitigation measure: AES-3 Minimize Construction Lighting. In addition, the CFS Project 
EIR identified less than significant impact due to glint and glare from the PV modules.  

IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED MODIFICATION 

As discussed above, the Proposed Modification is located entirely within the existing 2,120-acre SDA. The 
CFS Project EIR previously evaluated the aesthetic-related effects associated with the construction of 
utility-scale solar infrastructure in the SDA. While the CFS Project EIR did not specifically consider the 
potential effects associated with the Proposed Modification, the CFS Project EIR did consider the 
environmental effects associated with the construction of infrastructure improvements in the location of the 
Proposed Modification. The potential aesthetic-related effects associated with the Proposed Modification, 
as described below, would be consistent with the findings of the CFS Project EIR and no new or more 
severe effects would occur beyond those identified in the EIR.  

a, b) No Impact. The CFS Project EIR identified potential aesthetic-related impacts due to the staging of 
construction equipment off SR 41. As a result, the CFS Project EIR identified mitigation to minimize the 
temporary aesthetic-related impacts due to construction staging. The Proposed Modification, which is not 
visible from a scenic vista or visible from an eligible state scenic highway, does not entail the staging of 
construction equipment off SR 41. As a result, the Proposed Modification would not result in a substantial 
adverse effect on a scenic resource or substantially damage a scenic resource within view of a state scenic 
highway. There would be no impact. As a result, the Proposed Modification would result in less 
environmental effects than the CFS Project. Nevertheless, the Proposed Modification would continue to 
adhere to the requirements of mitigation measures AES-1: Temporary Fencing at SR 41 Staging Areas 
identified in the CFS Project EIR regarding temporary aesthetic-related impacts in the unlikely event that 
temporary staging off SR 41 would be necessary.  

c) No Impact. The Proposed Modification would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of public views of the site and its surrounding. The Proposed Modification is located entirely within 
the existing footprint of the CFS Project (i.e., SDA) and is surrounded by existing utility-scale solar 
infrastructure. Moreover, the Proposed Modification would not be visible for any publicly accessible 
vantage point. As a result, there would be no impact from the Proposed Modification. The extent of potential 
environmental effects associated with the Proposed Modification would be less than those associated with 
the CFS Project.     

d) Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation. The Proposed Modification would result in the 
construction and operation of additional utility-scale solar infrastructure within the existing CFS Project 
footprint. As noted above, the site is currently improved with energy production infrastructure that is part 
of the CFS Project. The construction and operation of the Proposed Modification would result in the 
introduction of additional lighting for security purposes. The CFS Project EIR previously identified 
potential aesthetic-related effects due to increased lighting and glare. However, the Proposed Modification 
would not substantially increase lighting and/or glare on-site beyond levels associated with the existing 
CFS Project. The Proposed Modification could result in temporary construction-related lighting similar to 
the CFS Project. The Proposed Modification would implement existing mitigation measures to ensure that 
potential aesthetic-related effects would be minimized to a less than significant level. More specifically, the 
Proposed Modification would comply with the requirements of mitigation measure AES-3 Minimizing 
Construction Lighting to ensure that temporary construction-related light would be minimized. As a result, 
the Proposed Modification would not result in any additional environmental effects beyond those identified 
in the CFS Project EIR.  
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CONCLUSION 

The Proposed Modification would not result in any new significant impacts or cause an increase in severity 
of any significant impacts identified in the CFS Project EIR related to aesthetics. The Proposed 
Modification would implement the following mitigation measures, consistent with the CFS Project EIR, to 
ensure that potential impacts would be less than significant:  AES-3 Minimize Construction Lighting. The 
implementation of existing mitigation measures would ensure that potential impacts associated with the 
Proposed Modification would be consistent with the findings of the CFS Project EIR. 



Environmental Analysis - Agricultural Resources 

B. Agricultural Resources 

EXISTING SETTING 

CFS Project EIR includes a detailed description of the existing environmental setting for agricultural 
resources.1 As identified in Section 4.2, Agricultural Resources, the CFS Project site was historically dry 
land farmed and used for ranching and grazing purposes. The site is currently developed with utility-scale 
solar infrastructure as part of the CFS Project. According to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring 
Program (“FMMP”), the CFS Project site is classified as Grazing Land, and Other Land. A small portion 
of the utility corridor included Prime Farmland and Unique Farmland. The Proposed Modification is 
designated Grazing Land according to the FMMP.  

CHECKLIST 

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

No New 
Impact or 

Increase in 
Severity of 

a 
Previously 
Identified 

Impact 

Significant 
Impact 

(Unchanged
) 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
(Unchanged) 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
(Unchanged

) 

No Impact  

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

☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

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

☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

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

☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

IMPACTS IDENTIFIED IN THE CFS PROJECT EIR 

As described in the CFS Project EIR, the CFS Project would not: 1) result in the permanent conversion of 
Prime Farmland and Unique Farmland, as designated by the California Department of Conservation’s 
FMMP, to a non-agricultural use (see Impact AG-1, Draft EIR, pg. 4.2-8); 2) conflict with the existing 

 
1 Please refer to the Section 4.2, Agricultural Resources, of the CFS Project Draft EIR for more information. 



Environmental Analysis - Agricultural Resources 

zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act Contract (see Impact AG-2, Draft EIR, pg. 4.2-9; see also 
Final EIR, pg. 4-29 through 4-30); or, 3) result in the permanent conversion of adjacent agricultural land 
(i.e., Prime, Unique, or Statewide Importance) to a non-agricultural use (see Impact AG-3, Draft EIR, pg. 
4.2-9 through 4.2-11). Below is a brief description of the findings of the CFS Project EIR regarding 
agricultural-related effects.  

▪ The CFS Project EIR did not identify any significant impacts to Prime and Unique Farmland, as 
designated by the California Department of Conservation’s FMMP. This impact would be less than 
significant with no mitigation measure required because the CFS Project would not permanently 
convert Prime or Unique farmland to non-agricultural use.  

▪ The CFS Project EIR did not identify any significant impacts associated with the allowable uses on 
the CFS Project site. The EIR concluded that the use of the site for renewable energy purposes 
would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or an existing Williamson Act contract.  

▪ The CFS Project EIR did not identify any significant impacts associated with the loss or conversion 
of forest land on the CFS Project site. Similarly, the CFS Project EIR determined that the CFS 
Project would not result in the loss or conversion of timberland. The CFS Project site is not zoned 
for forest land or timber land production and the Proposed Modification would not require the 
removal of native tree species.  

▪ The CFS Project EIR did not identify any significant impacts associated with the construction, 
operation, and potential future decommissioning of the CFS Project related to the permanent 
conversion of adjacent farmland to non-agricultural use. The CFS Project EIR identified that the 
CFS Project could indirectly affect adjacent agricultural use due to temporary construction-related 
effects, but it would not impair agricultural use, including grazing, of nearby properties such that 
adjacent farmland would be converted to a non-agricultural use. Therefore, impacts would be less 
than significant.  

IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED MODIFICATION 

The Proposed Modification is located entirely within the existing 2,120-acre SDA, which was proposed to 
be improved with utility-scale solar infrastructure as part of the CFS Project. As a result, the CFS Project 
EIR evaluated the potential agricultural resource-related impacts associated with the construction of 
infrastructure within the area of the Proposed Modification. As described below, the Proposed Modification 
would not result in any additional environmental effects or increase the severity of a previously identified 
impact beyond those identified in the CFS Project EIR.   

a-e) No Impact The Proposed Modification would not convert prime, unique or farmland of statewide 
importance to non-agricultural use or involve any other changes that would result in the conversion of 
farmland, impact a Williamson Act contract or disrupt any agricultural operations (Monterey County, 
2010a). Moreover, the Proposed Modification would not convert forest land or timberland or involve any 
other changes that would result in the conversion or loss of forest land. In addition, the Proposed 
Modification does not involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or 
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-
forest use.  

CONCLUSION 

The Proposed Modification would not result in any new significant impacts or cause an increase in severity 
of a significant impact beyond the levels identified in the CFS Project EIR related to agricultural resources.  
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C. Air Quality 

EXISTING SETTING 

Much of the information in this section was provided by the technical memorandum prepared by Ambient 
Air Quality and Noise Consulting, dated February 13, 2020. This report was prepared specifically to assess 
the potential environmental effects of the Proposed Modification in comparison to the findings of the CFS 
Project EIR.  

The CFS Project EIR includes a comprehensive description of the existing setting for air quality.2 As 
described in Section 4.3, Air Quality, of the CFS Project EIR, the CFS Project is located in the North Central 
Coast Air Basin (“Air Basin”), adjacent to the South Central Coast Air Basin (“SCCAB”), and the San 
Joaquin Valley Air Basin (“SJVAB”). The site is located in the southeastern corner of the Air Basin, which 
covers an area of 5,159 square miles along the central coast of California and is generally bounded by the 
Monterey Bay to the west, the Santa Cruz Mountains to the northwest, and the Diablo Range on the 
northeast.  

This area typically has average maximum and minimum winter (i.e., January) temperatures of 65 degrees 
Fahrenheit (ºF) and 43 ºF, respectively, while average summer (i.e., July) maximum and minimum 
temperatures are 108 ºF and 83 ºF, respectively. The CFS Project is located inland where temperatures can 
be rather extreme during the summer months. Precipitation averages approximately 6 inches per year. 

The Monterey Bay Air Resources District (“MBARD”) is the regional agency tasked with managing air 
quality in the region. Existing levels of air pollutants in the area can generally be inferred from ambient air 
quality measurements conducted by MBARD at its closest station, the King City - Pearl monitoring station. 
This is the closest monitoring station located in the Air Basin, located in Kings City, west of South 
Vanderhurst Ave and south of Pearl Street approximately 60 miles from the project site. Data monitored at 
this station shows that although the area currently does not meet state standards for ozone, the number of 
days per year in exceedance of ozone standards has been decreasing and the region is on course to meet 
these standards in the future.  

CHECKLIST 

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

No New 
Impact or 
Increase in 
Severity of 

a 
Previously 
Identified 

Impact 

Significant 
Impact 

(unchanged) 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
(unchanged) 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
(unchanged) 

No Impact 

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

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

☒ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? ☒ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

 
2 . For a description of the existing setting, please refer to Section 4.3, Air Quality, of the CFS Project Draft EIR. 



Environmental Analysis – Air Quality 

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

No New 
Impact or 
Increase in 
Severity of 

a 
Previously 
Identified 

Impact 

Significant 
Impact 

(unchanged) 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
(unchanged) 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
(unchanged) 

No Impact 

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

☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

IMPACTS IDENTIFIED IN THE CFS PROJECT EIR 

The CFS Project EIR analyzed potential air quality impacts associated with the construction and operation 
of the CFS Project. The CFS Project EIR identified that construction would result in several air quality 
impacts, including a significant and unavoidable impact associated with temporary construction-related air 
quality emissions that would exceed applicable MBARD thresholds of significance (see Impact AQ-2, Draft 
EIR, pg. 4.3-22 through 4.3-27; see also Final EIR, pg. 4-30 through 4-51). The CFS Project EIR also 
identified temporary air quality effects during construction associated with the potential exposure of 
construction personnel to human health hazards in connection with Valley Fever (see Impact AQ-6, Draft 
EIR, pg. 4.3-32 through 4.3-36). Mitigation measures were identified to ensure that potential temporary 
Valley Fever-related hazards would be reduced to a less than significant level. Below is a brief description 
of the findings of the CFS Project EIR regarding air quality-related effects.  

▪ The CFS Project EIR did not identify any significant impacts associated with population growth 
and the Air Quality Management Plan (“AQMP”). Similarly, implementation of the Proposed 
Modification would not obstruct implementation of an air quality plan because no direct growth 
inducement is expected to occur due to the Proposed Modification.  

▪ The CFS Project EIR identified a significant and unavoidable impact associated with the generation 
of temporary air pollutants, which would affect local air quality. Short-term emissions of nitrogen 
oxide (“NOx”) and Particulate Matter (“PM10”) during construction would exceed the MBARD 
thresholds. In order to minimize these significant impacts, the CFS Project EIR identified the 
following mitigation measures: AQ-2(a): Dust Control Measures and, AQ-2(b): Idling Restrictions. 
Despite the implementation of the mitigation measures, temporary construction emissions would 
exceed MBARD thresholds for NOx and PM10. Therefore, the CFS Project EIR identified that 
impacts would be significant and unavoidable during construction. It is important to note, however, 
that potential temporary air quality effects would not result in a significant impact. As a result, 
impacts associated with the Proposed Modification would be less than those identified in the CFS 
Project EIR.  

▪ The CFS Project EIR did not identify any significant impacts associated with the exposure of 
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentration. No mitigation measures were required, 
but the implementation of the following mitigation measures would further minimize potential air 
quality effects:  AQ-2(a): Dust Control Measures, AQ-2(b): Idling Restrictions, and AQ-2(c): Tier 
3 Construction Equipment. The CFS Project EIR concluded that there would be no significant 
impacts to sensitive receptors.  

▪ The CFS Project EIR did not identify any significant impacts related to the creation of objectionable 
odors that would affect neighboring properties.  

▪ The CFS Project EIR identified a potentially significant impact related to the generation of dust 
and exposure of receptors to potential health hazards associated with the Coccidioides fungus 
(Valley Fever). However, the CFS Project EIR concluded that this impact would be reduced to less 
than significant with the implementation of the following mitigation measures: AQ-2(a): Dust 
Control Measures, AQ-6(a): Valley Fever Management Plan, AQ-6(b): Additional Valley Fever 
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Dust Suppression Measures, AQ-6(c): Monterey County Health Department Notification, AQ-6(d): 
Valley Fever Worker Training Program and Safety Measures, and AQ-6(e): Valley Fever 
Information Handout. As a result, the CFS Project EIR concluded that impacts would be less than 
significant. 

▪ The CFS Project EIR identified a potentially significant impact related to temporary air quality 
impacts as a result of the decommissioning of the CFS Project. These impacts would remain 
significant and unavoidable despite the implementation of the following mitigation measures: 
AQ2(a): Dust Control Measures, AQ-2(b): Idling Restrictions, and Mitigation Measure AQ-2(c): 
Tier 3 Construction Equipment. Therefore, the CFS Project EIR concluded that emissions from 
decommissioning of the CFS Project would be significant and unavoidable. 

▪ The CFS Project EIR identified a potentially significant impact due to short-term emissions of 
ozone precursors and PM10 during construction which would exceed San Luis Obispo County Air 
Pollution Control District (“SLOAPCD”) thresholds. In an attempt to reduce the impacts, 
Mitigation Measures AQ2(a): Dust Control Measures, AQ-2(b): Idling Restrictions, Mitigation 
Measure AQ-2(c): Tier 3 Construction Equipment, and Mitigation Measure AQ-9: Construction 
Management Plan Requirements (per the requirements of SLOAPCD) would be implemented; 
however, the CFS Project EIR concluded that temporary emissions would exceed applicable 
ambient air quality standards within the SCCAB. Therefore, the CFS Project EIR concluded that 
impacts would be significant and unavoidable. It is important to note, however, that the Proposed 
Modification does not entail the construction of improvements within the SCCAB. As a result, the 
Proposed Modification would not result in an exceedance of applicable SLOAPCD thresholds of 
significance.  

IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED MODIFICATION 

As discussed above, Ambient Air Quality and Noise Consulting prepared a detailed technical memorandum 
evaluating the potential environmental effects associated with the Proposed Modification. More 
specifically, Ambient evaluated whether the Proposed Modification would result in any additional 
environmental effects or would increase the severity of a previously identified significant impact beyond 
those previously identified in the CFS Project EIR. Based on Ambient’s analysis, the potential air quality 
effects associated with the Proposed Modification would be less than those described in the CFS Project 
EIR. The following represents the results of the site-specific technical analysis prepared by Ambient which 
conclusively determined that the Proposed Modification would not result in any additional environmental 
effects or an increase in the severity of a previously identified impact beyond the levels identified in the 
CFS Project EIR.  

a) Less than Significant Impact: CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15125(b) requires that a project is evaluated for 
consistency with applicable regional plans, including the AQMP. The MBARD is required to update their 
AQMP once every three years; the most recent update was approved in March of 2017. This plan addresses 
attainment of the State ozone standard and federal air quality standard. The AQMP accommodates growth 
by projecting growth in emissions based on population forecasts prepared by the Association of Monterey 
Bay Area Governments (“AMBAG”) and other indicators. Consistency determinations are issued for 
commercial, industrial, residential, and infrastructure related projects that have the potential to induce 
population growth. A project is considered inconsistent with the AQMP if it has not been accommodated 
in the forecast projections considered in the AQMP. The Proposed Modification would be consistent with 
the MBARD AQMP based upon the low number of employees and lack of large stationary sources. In 
addition, the Proposed Modification would not cause and/or otherwise induce population growth because 
the modifications would simply allow additional energy produced at the existing solar facility to be stored 
for transmission. As a result, the Proposed Modification would not induce growth nor would it conflict with 
and/or otherwise obstruct the implementation of MBARD’s AQMP. For these reasons, the Proposed 
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Modification would have a less than significant impact related to conflicts with air quality plans and would 
be consistent with the findings of the CFS Project EIR.  

b) Less than Significant Impact: The MBARD 2016 CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (Guidelines) contains 
standards of significance for evaluating potential air quality effects of projects subject to the requirements 
of CEQA. According to MBARD, a project will not have a significant air quality effect on the environment, 
if the following criteria are met: 

Construction of the project will:  

▪ Emit (from all sources, including exhaust and fugitive dust) less than;  
o 137 pounds per day of oxides of nitrogen (NOx);  
o 137 pounds per day of reactive organic gases (ROG);  
o 82 pounds per day of respirable particulate matter (PM10);  
o 55 pounds per day of fine particulate matter (PM2.5); and,  
o 550 pounds per day carbon monoxide (CO). 

Operation of the project will:  

▪ Emit (from all project sources, mobile, area, and stationary) less than;  
o 137 pounds per day of oxides of nitrogen (NOx)  
o 137 pounds per day of reactive organic gases (ROG)  
o 82 pounds per day of PM10  
o 55 pounds per day of PM2.5 
o 550 pounds per day carbon monoxide (CO)  

▪ Not cause or contribute to a violation of any California or National Ambient Air Quality Standard;  
▪ Not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project 

region is non-attainment;  
▪ Not exceed the health risk public notification thresholds adopted by the MBARD;  
▪ Not create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people; and,  
▪ Be consistent with the adopted federal and state Air Quality Plans (MBAPCD, 2016). 

The MBARD CEQA Guidelines state that if a project generates less than 82lb/day of PM10 emissions during 
construction, the project is considered to have a less than significant impact (see Table 5-1, MBARD, 2016). 
MBARD CEQA Guidelines also state that a project will result in less than significant impacts if daily 
ground-disturbing activities entail less than 8.1 acres of minimal earthmoving, or less than 2.2 acres of 
grading and excavation. Construction projects below these acreage thresholds would be below the 
applicable MBARD 82 lb/day threshold of significance and would constitute a less than significant effect 
for the purposes of CEQA (MBARD, 2016). The total construction area of the Proposed Modification is a 
maximum of approximately 2.5 acres, however, construction on any given day is likely to be much less. As 
noted above, the CFS Project EIR identified that construction of the CFS Project would result in a 
significant and unavoidable air quality impact due to temporary construction-related activities. The CFS 
Project EIR identified mitigation measures to minimize the extent of impacts, but the implementation of 
these measures would not reduce impacts to a less than significant level. However, the Proposed 
Modification would result in considerably less air quality effects than the CFS Project due to the limited 
nature of construction activities. As a result, the Proposed Modification is not anticipated to exceed 
applicable MBARD thresholds of significance for construction-related emissions. Nevertheless, the 
Proposed Modification would implement the existing mitigation measures, including the following 
mitigation measures identified in the CFS Project EIR, to minimize potential air quality effects: AQ-2(a): 
Dust Control Measures and AQ-2(b): Idling Restrictions. These mitigations, together with the relatively 
small construction area, would ensure that potential impacts associated with the Proposed Modification 
would be less than significant. 
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The Proposed Modification would result in temporary increases in emissions of inhalable particulates 
(PM2.5 and PM10), VOC, and NOx associated with construction-related activities, see Table 1. Construction 
Air Quality Emissions below for detailed information on these emissions. For more information, please 
refer to the technical memorandum prepared by Ambient Air Quality and Noise Consulting (February 
2020). Construction-related fugitive dust emissions associated with the Proposed Modification would be 
generated from site grading and construction. In addition to construction-related fugitive dust, exhaust 
emissions associated with construction vehicles and equipment would also be generated.  
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Table 1  
Construction Air Quality Emissions  

 Emissions in Pounds/Day 
 NOx PM2.5 PM10 ROG 

Significance Threshold (MBARD) 137* 55 82 137* 
Emissions generated by the modifications 24.1 4.7 10.1 0.74 

Exceed Threshold?   No No No No 
Emissions Source: Technical Memo prepared by Ambient Air Quality and Noise Consulting for the Battery Energy 
Storage System Modification dated February 13, 2020.  
Significance Threshold Source: MBARD, 2016 
* Applies to non-typical construction equipment (i.e., well drilling) MBARD has identified that construction projects 
using typical construction equipment such as dump trucks, scrapers, bulldozers, compactors and front-end loaders that 
temporarily emit precursors of ozone (i.e., VOC or NOx), are accommodated in the emission inventories of State- and 
federally-required air plans. Temporary emissions associated with the operation of construction equipment have been 
accommodated in State- and federally-required air plans. 

 

The construction emissions generated by the Proposed Modification would not overlap with construction 
of other components of the CFS Project because all physical components of the CFS Project have already 
been constructed. Therefore, the emissions associated with the construction of the Proposed Modification 
would not add to the construction emissions of the CFS Project, and would not increase the severity of the 
air quality impacts identified is the CFS Project EIR. Construction would last approximately four (4) to 
seven (7) months. As shown in Table 1. Construction Air Quality Emissions, construction emissions 
would not exceed applicable MBARD thresholds. As a result, the Proposed Modification would not result 
in a new or substantially more severe significant impact due to air quality emissions during construction.   

The Proposed Modification would result in operational air quality emissions. Table 2. Operational Air 
Quality Emissions identifies anticipated operational emissions. The increase in operational emissions 
associated with the Proposed Modification would not increase the severity of impacts identified in the CFS 
Project EIR. Moreover, all operational emissions would be below applicable MBARD thresholds. As a 
result, the Proposed Modification would not result in emissions that would result in any new significant 
impacts or cause an increase in severity of a previously identified impact beyond the levels identified in the 
CFS Project EIR based on an exceedance or violation of the applicable air quality standards.   

Table 2.  
Operational Air Quality Emissions  

 Emissions in Pounds/Day 
 NOx PM2.5 PM10 ROG 

Significance Threshold (MBARD) 137* 55 82 137* 
Emissions generated by the modifications 6.51 0.99 0.09 3.56 

Exceed Threshold?   No No No No 
Emissions Source: Technical Memo prepared by Ambient Air Quality and Noise Consulting for the Battery Energy 
Storage System Modification dated February 13, 2020.  
Significance Threshold Source: MBARD, 2016 
* Applies to non-typical construction equipment (i.e., well drilling) MBARD has identified that construction projects 
using typical construction equipment such as dump trucks, scrapers, bulldozers, compactors and front-end loaders that 
temporarily emit precursors of ozone (i.e., VOC or NOx), are accommodated in the emission inventories of State- and 
federally-required air plans. Temporary emissions associated with the operation of construction equipment have been 
accommodated in State- and federally-required air plans 

 

c) Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation:  The CFS Project EIR identified that construction could 
result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to potential hazards associated with Valley Fever. As identified 
in the CFS Project EIR, standard construction Best Management Practices (“BMPs”) to minimize fugitive 
dust emissions, as well as standard erosion control measures, would minimize potential hazards associated 
with the release of fungal spores. These measures are consistent with the recommendations of the California 
Department of Public Health. The Proposed Modification would implement BMPs throughout construction 
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to minimize fugitive dust and potential erosion-related impacts, and post-construction revegetation that 
would reduce potential Valley Fever hazards. Construction of the Proposed Modification would result in 
ground-disturbing activities that could similarly expose construction personnel to Valley Fever related 
health hazards. In order to minimize these potential effects, the Proposed Modification would implement 
all mitigation measures identified in the CFS Project EIR, including the following: AQ-2(a) Dust Control 
Measures, AQ-6(a) Valley Fever Management Plan, AQ-6(b) Additional Valley Fever Dust Suppression 
Measures, AQ-6(c) Monterey County Health Department Notification, AQ-6(d) Valley Fever Training 
Program and Safety Measures, and AQ-6(e) Valley Fever Information Handout. Moreover, California Flats 
Solar, LLC worked closely with the County of Monterey to develop a rigorous Valley Fever program in 
connection with construction of the CFS Project, as required pursuant to the mitigation identified above. 
Those measures would continue to be implemented in connection with the Proposed Modification to ensure 
that potential Valley Fever impacts are minimized to less than significant consistent with the findings of 
the CFS Project EIR. Finally, the extent of construction-related activities associated with the Proposed 
Modification are considerably less than those associated with the CFS Project. As a result, the Proposed 
Modification is not anticipated to result in any additional effects related to Valley Fever beyond those 
previously identified in the CFS Project EIR.   

d) No Impact. No substantial odors would be emitted from the Proposed Modification site based upon the 
type of construction activities and project operations proposed. 

CONCLUSION 

The Proposed Modification would not result in any new significant impacts or cause an increase in severity 
of any significant impacts identified in the CFS Project EIR related to air quality. The Proposed 
Modification would implement the following mitigation measures, consistent with the CFS Project EIR, to 
ensure that potential impacts associated with Valley Fever would be less than significant: AQ-2(a) Dust 
Control Measures, AQ-2(b): Idling Restrictions, AQ-6(a) Valley Fever Management Plan, AQ-6(b) 
Additional Valley Fever Dust Suppression Measures, AQ-6(c) Monterey County Health Department 
Notification, AQ-6(d) Valley Fever Training Program and Safety Measures, and AQ-6(e) Valley Fever 
Information Handout In addition, the Proposed Modification would also implement all existing mitigation 
measures identified in the CFS Project EIR to ensure that impacts would be less than significant. 
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D. Biological Resources 

EXISTING SETTING 

The CFS Project EIR includes a comprehensive description of the existing setting for biological resources.3 
As described in the CFS Project EIR, the CFS Project is in southeast Monterey County, California near the 
borders of Monterey, San Luis Obispo, Kings, and Fresno Counties. The Biological Study Area (“BSA”) 
for the CFS Project EIR consisted of approximately 5,033 acres, including an approximately 4,184-acre 
study area around the SDA (also referred to as Solar Generated Facility Area in the CFS Project EIR), an 
approximately 698-acre study area around the Access Road, and an approximately 155-acre study area 
around the Utility Corridor (of which four acres overlap with the Solar Generating Facility Area Study 
Area). The BSA extended beyond the footprint of the CFS Project and included the 2,120-acre SDA, which 
the CFS Project EIR assumed would be developed with utility-scale infrastructure improvements.  

In 2020, Althouse and Meade prepared a supplemental, site-specific, technical memorandum evaluating the 
effects of the Proposed Modification as compared to the findings contained in the CFS Project EIR. That 
analysis described the existing vegetation community, botanical resources, wildlife resources, and other 
biological features within a defined study area. The study area, which consists of the Proposed Modification 
site with an approximate 100-foot buffer, is 43.1 acres. The study area is located entirely within the BSA 
described above. The following is a brief overview of results of Althouse and Meade’s supplemental 
analysis. For a complete description of the environmental setting for the Proposed Modification, please 
refer to Althouse and Meade’s technical memorandum, which was submitted to the County of Monterey as 
part of the minor permit application.  

Vegetation Communities 

The study area for the Proposed Modification is defined by five (5) different vegetation 
classifications/communities: California annual grassland (24.6 acres), wildflower field (9.0 acres), 
grassland riparian (1.3 acres), serpentine bunchgrass grassland (0.2 acres), and developed (8.0 acres). Each 
habitat type was field inspected and described by species composition and modified by the current CFS 
Project development footprint. Two (2) drainage features traverse the Proposed Modifications study area 
in association with the grassland riparian habitat.  

Botanical Resources 

Research on special status plant occurrences conducted within the study area determined that 40 special 
status plant species are known to occur in the region. Figure 5a of the biological technical memorandum 
shows the location of special status plants found within the study area and Figure 5b of the biological 
technical memorandum depicts the current special status plants mapped within a 5-mile radius of the study 
area by the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). 

Potential Special Status Plant Species 

Based on an analysis of known ecological requirements for the special status plant species reported from 
the region and the habitat conditions that were observed in the Proposed Modification study area, it was 
determined that a total of eleven special status plant species either occur or potentially occur in the study 
area. Plant species potential to occur was determined by which appropriate habitat and/or soils exist, an/or 
was historically known to occur onsite or in the vicinity. See the biological technical memorandum included 

 
3 For a detailed description of the existing environmental setting, please refer to Section 4.4, Biological Resources, of the 
CFS Project Draft EIR. 
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in Section 10 of the Minor Permit Amendment Application for the CFS Project BESS Modification, for 
more details about individual plant species with the potential to occur in the study area.    

Preliminary 2020 Botanical Survey Results 

Preliminary botanical surveys conducted by Althouse and Meade in March 2020 identified 37 species of 
vascular plant taxa and 2 lichens in the study area. See Table 4 on page 28 of the biological technical 
memorandum for a summary of these species. Native plant species account for approximately 75 percent 
of the study area, and preliminary flora and introduced species account for approximately 25 percent. 

Wildlife Resources 

Research on special status animal occurrences conducted within the study area determined 32 special status 
animal species are known to occur in the region.  

Potential Special Status Animal Species 

Based on an analysis of known ecological requirements for the special-status wildlife species reported or 
known from the region and the habitat conditions that were observed, a total of nine special status animal 
species potentially occur in the study area. Animal species potential was determined by which appropriate 
habitat and/or conditions exist, and/or historical occurrence in the vicinity. See the biological technical 
memorandum included in Section 10 of the Minor Permit Amendment Application for the CFS Project 
BESS Modification, for more details about individual animal species with the potential to occur in the study 
area.    

Wildlife Survey Results 

A total of 17 wildlife taxa were observed within the study area during the January and March 2020 surveys 
performed by Althouse and Meade; 1 invertebrate, 2 reptiles, 9 birds, and 5 mammals. Table 6 on page 39 
of the biological technical memorandum provides a list of the wildlife observed in the study area. 

Habitat Connectivity and Wildlife Movement 

Wildlife movement corridors are considered sensitive by resource and conservation agencies. While the 
study area does not function as a significant regional corridor, it is located in a grazed agricultural area that 
is generally contiguous with undeveloped land in all directions. Wildlife could move through the study area 
while traveling through the Proposed Modification and surrounding areas. The study area represents 
moderately suitable foraging and dispersal habitat for the San Joaquin kit fox. See the biological technical 
memorandum included in Section 10 of the Minor Permit Amendment Application for the CFS Project 
BESS Modification, for more details about this potential habitat for San Joaquin kit fox. 

CHECKLIST 

Would the project: 

No New 
Impact or 
Increase in 
Severity of 

a 
Previously 
Identified 

Impact 

Significant 
Impact 

(unchanged) 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
(unchanged) 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
(unchanged) 

No 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 the 

☒ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 
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Would the project: 

No New 
Impact or 
Increase in 
Severity of 

a 
Previously 
Identified 

Impact 

Significant 
Impact 

(unchanged) 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
(unchanged) 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
(unchanged) 

No Impact  

California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service? 

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

☒ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

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

☒ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

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

☒ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

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

☒ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☒ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

IMPACTS IDENTIFIED IN THE CFS PROJECT EIR 

The CFS Project EIR analyzed potential impacts to biological resources associated with the construction 
and operation of the CFS Project. The CFS Project EIR identified that construction would result in 
potentially significant construction-related impacts to species identified as candidate, sensitive or special 
status in local or regional plans, policies or regulations or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (see Impact B-1, Draft EIR, pg. 4.4-84 through 4.4-155; see also Final 
EIR, pg. 4-51 through 4-111). The CFS Project EIR also identified potential impacts to riparian habitat or 
other sensitive natural community identified in applicable plans, policies and regulations (see Impact B-2, 
Draft EIR, pg. 4.4-155 through 4.4-173). Mitigation measures were identified to ensure potential impacts 
to protected species and wildlife habitat would be reduced to less than significant levels. Impacts to 
wetlands and waters subject to federal jurisdiction, as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, were 
identified as potentially significant but mitigable (see Impact B-3, Draft EIR, pg. 4.4-173 through 4.4-180). 
In addition, the CFS Project EIR identified that the CFS Project could potentially interfere with the 
movement of native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or 
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites (see Impact B-4, Draft EIR, 
pg. 4.4-180 through 4.4-188). The following is a brief summary of the findings of the CFS Project EIR 
related to biological resources. 

▪ The CFS Project EIR identified a potentially significant impact due to potential adverse effects on 
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, 
policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
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Service. However, the CFS Project EIR concluded that this impact would be reduced to less than 
significant with the implementation of the following mitigation measures: 

o B-1(a): Nested Compensatory Mitigation, B-1(b): Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring 
Plan, B-1(c): Pre-Construction Special Status Plant Surveys, B-1(d): Special Status Plant 
Species Avoidance and Minimization, B-1(e): Compensatory Mitigation for Special Status 
Plant Species, B-1(f): Pre-Construction Surveys for American Badger, B-1(g): American 
Badger Avoidance and Minimization, B-1(h): Pre-Construction Surveys for San Joaquin 
Kit Fox, B-1(i): San Joaquin Kit Fox Den Avoidance and Minimization Measures,  B-1(j): 
Compensatory Habitat Mitigation for San Joaquin Kit Fox, B-1(k): Remove Wild Animal 
And Livestock Carcasses, B-1(l): Pre-Construction Surveys for Burrowing Owl, B-1(m): 
Burrowing Owl Avoidance and Minimization Measures, B-1(n): Compensatory Habitat 
Mitigation for Burrowing Owl, B-1(o): Pre-Construction Surveys for Coachwhip and 
Coast Horned Lizard, B-1(p): Wildlife-Friendly Fence Design, B-1(q): Bat Pre-
Construction Surveys and Avoidance, B-1(r): Pre-Construction Surveys for Raptors and 
Other Special Status Bird Species, B-1(s): Special Status Bird Species Impact Avoidance 
and Minimization, B-1(t): Pre-Construction Surveys and Avoidance of Western Pond 
Turtle, B-1(u): Pre-Construction Surveys and Avoidance of Western Spadefoot, B-1(v): 
Compensatory Mitigation for Western Spadefoot Toad, B-1(w): California Tiger 
Salamander and California Red-Legged Frog Relocation Sites, MM B-1(x): California 
Red-Legged Frog Construction Barriers, B-1(y): Construction Timing, Pre-Construction 
Surveys and Avoidance Measures for California Red-Legged Frog, B-1(z): Compensatory 
Mitigation for California Red-Legged Frog, B-1(aa): California Tiger Salamander 
Construction Barriers, B-1(bb): California Tiger Salamander Daily Pre-activity Surveys, 
B-1(cc): Compensatory Mitigation for California Tiger Salamander, B-1(dd): Vernal Pool 
Branchiopod Avoidance and Mitigation, B-1(ee): Construction Biological Monitoring, B-
1(ff): Special Status Animal Species General Avoidance Measures and Construction Best 
Management Practices, B-1(gg): Worker Environmental Awareness Program. With the 
implementation of the aforementioned mitigation measures, potential impacts to sensitive 
plant and animal species would be reduced to a less than significant level. 

▪ The CFS Project EIR identified a potentially significant impact due to impacts on riparian habitat 
or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or 
by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. However, this 
impact would be reduced to less than significant with the implementation of the following 
mitigation measures: B-2(a): Valley Needlegrass Grassland and Wildflower Field Habitat 
Mitigation, B-2(b): Habitat Restoration and Revegetation Plan, B-2(c): Project Vegetation and 
Invasive Species Management Plan, B-2(d): Mixed Oak Woodland Avoidance and Minimization, 
B-2(e): Riparian/Stream Habitat Setbacks, B-2(f): Stream Channel Avoidance and Minimization, 
B-2(g): Directional Boring Avoidance and Minimization, B-2(h): Show streams and riparian 
habitat, and associated setbacks, on construction drawings, and B-2(i): Riparian/Stream 
Mitigation. With implementation of these mitigation measures, the CFS Project EIR concluded that 
impacts would be less than significant. 

▪ The CFS Project EIR identified a potentially significant impact due to impacts to federally 
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, 
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other 
means. However, this impact would be reduced to less than significant with the implementation of 
the following mitigation measures: B-3(a): Wetland Avoidance and Minimization, B-3(b): Well 
Placement Hydrology Study, B-3(c): Monitor Well Impacts to Wetlands, and B-3(d): Wetland 
Habitat Mitigation. With implementation of the above mitigation measures, the CFS Project EIR 
concluded that impacts would be less than significant.  

▪ The CFS Project EIR identified a potentially significant impact due to the interference with the 
movement of native residents or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native 
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residents or migratory wildlife corridors or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. 
However, this impact would be reduced to less than significant with the implementation of the 
following mitigation measures: B-4(a): Pronghorn Calving Ground Avoidance and Minimization 
and B-4(b): Pronghorn-Friendly Fence Design. With the implementation of these mitigation 
measures, the CFS Project EIR concluded that impacts would be less than significant. 

▪ The CFS Project EIR identified a potentially significant impact associated with the implementation 
of the CFS Project conflicting with local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, 
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance. However, this impact would be reduced to less than 
significant with the implementation of the following mitigation measure: B-5(a): Oak/Riparian 
Tree Protection Zone and B-5(b): Oak/Riparian Tree Mitigation. With the implementation of these 
mitigation measures, the CFS Project EIR concluded that impacts would be less than significant. 

▪ The CFS Project EIR concluded that the CFS Project is not located within an area subject to an 
adopted Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP), Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP), or 
other approved local, regional, or State HCP. Therefore, the CFS Project EIR concluded that 
impacts would be less than significant. 

IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED MODIFICATION 

As discussed above, Althouse and Meade prepared a detailed biological technical memorandum evaluating 
the potential environmental effects associated with the Proposed Modification. As noted previously, the 
Proposed Modification is located entirely within the existing 2,120-acre SDA – therefore, the CFS Project 
EIR previously evaluated the potential environmental effects associated with the construction of utility-
scale infrastructure within the area of the Proposed Modification. The following represents the results of 
the site-specific technical analysis prepared by Althouse and Meade which conclusively demonstrates that 
the Proposed Modification would not result in any additional environmental effects or an increase in the 
severity of a previously identified impact beyond the levels identified in the CFS Project EIR.  

a) Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation: Althouse and Meade mapped three (3) sensitive plant 
species from the CFS Project EIR within the study area for the Proposed Modification. However, only one 
(1) sensitive plant species is located within the footprint because the Proposed Modification does not 
propose any impacts to hogwallow starfish and California macrophylla was delisted from their rare plant 
rank.  Therefore, shining navarretia is the only sensitive plant species considered impacted by the Proposed 
Modification.  In addition, 11 sensitive plant species have the potential to occur within the study area.   

The CFS Project EIR considered direct and indirect impacts to special status plant species as significant but 
mitigable and was addressed through implementation of the following mitigation measures: B-1(a) Nested 
Compensatory Mitigation, B-1(b) Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan, B-1(c) Pre-construction Special 
Status Plant Surveys, B-1(d) Special Status Plant Species Avoidance and Minimization, and B-1(e) 
Compensatory Mitigation for Special Status Plant Species. The implementation of these mitigation 
measures would reduce impacts to a less than significant level.  Impacts associated with the Proposed 
Modification would be limited to the boundaries of the SDA and would be mitigated. 

Therefore, the Proposed Modification would not result in any additional environmental effects to sensitive 
plant species beyond those previously identified in the CFS Project EIR or increase the severity of a 
previously identified impact.  No additional mitigation measures are necessary.   

Nine (9) sensitive animal species are considered to potentially utilize the study area for the Proposed 
Modification: the San Joaquin coachwip, golden eagle, burrowing owl, American badger, San Joaquin kit 
fox, and raptors and other special status birds including the prairie falcon, loggerhead shrike, grasshopper 
sparrow, and the tri-colored blackbird.  Impacts to these species would be addressed through the 
implementation of Mitigation Measures B-1(f) Pre-construction Surveys for American Badger, B-1(g) 
American Badger Avoidance and Minimization, B-1(h) Pre-construction Surveys for San Joaquin Kit Fox, 
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B-1(i) San Joaquin Kit Fox Den Avoidance and Minimization Measures, B-1(j) Compensatory Habitat 
Mitigation for San Joaquin Kit Fox, B-1(k) Remove Wild Animal and Livestock Carcasses, B-1(l) Pre-
construction Surveys for Burrowing Owl, B-1(m) Burrowing Owl Avoidance and Minimization Measures, 
B-1(n) Compensatory Habitat Mitigation for Burrowing owl, B-1(o) Pre-construction Surveys for 
Coachwhip, B-1(p) Wildlife Friendly Fence Design, B-1(r) Pre-construction Surveys for Raptors and Other 
Special Status Bird Species, B-1(s) Special Status Bird Species Impact Avoidance and Minimization, B-
1(ee) Construction Biological Monitoring, B-1(ff) Special Status Animal Species General Avoidance 
Measures and Construction Best Management Practices, and B-1(gg) Worker Environmental Education 
Program. As a result, impacts associated with the Proposed Modification would be limited to the boundaries 
of the SDA and would be mitigated. 

b, d) Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation: The Proposed Modification is anticipated to 
permanently disturb approximately 2.6 acres, comprised of 2.2 acres of California annual grassland and 
0.4-acre of wildflower fields. The transmission line would result in minor areas of temporary disturbance 
to California annual grassland, wildflower fields, and riparian grassland habitats. Additional small areas of 
temporary disturbance are anticipated around the Tesla Megapack and substation modification areas in 
annual grassland and wildflower field habitats. No impacts are proposed to serpentine bunchgrass. Due to 
its abundance and non-native species composition, California annual grassland and riparian grassland are 
not considered a sensitive natural community. However, wildflower fields are considered a sensitive natural 
community because it supports a diverse native flora and special status plant species composition. The CFS 
Project EIR considered permanent and temporary impacts to wildflower fields significant but mitigable. 
These impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level through the incorporation of the following 
mitigation measures: B-2(a) Wildflower Field Habitat Mitigation, B-2(b) Habitat Restoration and 
Revegetation Plan, and B-2(c) Project Vegetation and Invasive Species Management Plan. Impacts 
associated with the Proposed Modification would be entirely within the boundaries of the area that was 
considered impacted in the CFS Project EIR analysis and would be mitigated to less than significant levels 
through the incorporation of existing mitigation.   

Additionally, construction of the proposed substation expansion is not anticipated to result in any additional 
impacts to wildflower fields beyond those previously identified in the CFS EIR. As noted above, the 
Proposed Modification, including the substation expansion, is located entirely in the SDA. The CFS Project 
EIR accounted for permanent impacts to wildflower fields via Mitigation Measure B-2(a) Wildflower Field 
Habitat Mitigation.  The CFS Project EIR had a 394-acre mitigation obligation for wildflower field impacts 
(1:1 ratio). The CFS Project previously compensated for impacts to wildflower fields through the permanent 
conservation of 394 acres off-site. This 394-acre mitigation obligation included impacts associated with the 
development of the area of the Proposed Modification.  As a result, the 0.4-acres of permanent impact to 
wildflower fields from the Proposed Modification, which are entirely within the SDA, have already been 
fully mitigated pursuant to mitigation measure B-2(a) Wildflower Field Habitat Mitigation; no additional 
compensatory mitigation is required. Similarly, the 394-acre mitigation obligation includes an excess of 10 
acres of Valley Needlegrass (also a sensitive habitat). Thus 0.4-acre mitigation obligation for the Proposed 
Modification’s permanent impacts to wildflower fields is compensated through preservation of the 10-acre 
excess of sensitive habitat located offsite in the Conservation Lands.  Impacts created by the 
overhead/underground transmission line would result in temporary impacts to small areas of wildflower 
fields. However, this area was considered temporarily impacted, and mitigated for via Mitigation Measures 
B-2(b) Habitat Restoration and Revegetation Plan and B-2(c) Project Vegetation and Invasive Species 
Management Plan.   

Therefore, the Proposed Modification would not result in any additional environmental effect to wildflower 
fields beyond those previously identified in the CFS Project EIR or increase the severity of a previously 
identified impact. No additional mitigation measures are necessary.   
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c) Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation: Proposed Modification construction activities would 
involve trenching and boring underground transmission lines that would temporarily impact an ephemeral 
stream that is a non-wetland waters of the U.S. Applicable federal and state agency permits and amendments 
would be acquired. 

The CFS Project EIR considered temporary impacts to ephemeral streams for crossing used only for 
construction, significant but mitigable and was addressed through Mitigation Measures B-2(b) Habitat 
Restoration and Revegetation Plan, B-2(c) Project Vegetation and Invasive Species Management Plan, and 
B-2(g) Directional Boring Avoidance and Minimization to less than significant levels. Impacts associated 
with the Proposed Modification would be entirely within the boundaries of the area that was considered 
impacted in the CFS Project EIR analysis and would be mitigated.  

e, f) Less than Significant Impact: With the implementation of the mitigation measures included above, 
the Proposed Modification would not conflict with local policies protecting biological resources. No tree 
removal would be associated with the Proposed Modification. Additionally, there are not any approved 
local, regional, or state habitat conservation plans within the area of the Proposed Modification site.  

CONCLUSION 

The Proposed Modification would not result in any new significant impacts or cause an increase in severity 
of any significant impacts identified in the CFS Project EIR related to biological resources. The Proposed 
Modification would implement the following mitigation measures, consistent with the CFS Project EIR, to 
ensure that potential impacts would be less than significant: B-1(a) Nested Compensatory Mitigation, B-
1(b) Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan, B-1(c) Pre-construction Special Status Plant Surveys, B-1(d) 
Special Status Plant Species Avoidance and Minimization, B-1(e) Compensatory Mitigation for Special 
Status Plant Species, B-1(f) Pre-construction Surveys for American Badger, B-1(g) American Badger 
Avoidance and Minimization, B-1(h) Pre-construction Surveys for San Joaquin Kit Fox, B-1(i) San Joaquin 
Kit Fox Den Avoidance and Minimization Measures, B-1(j) Compensatory Habitat Mitigation for San 
Joaquin Kit Fox, B-1(k) Remove Wild Animal and Livestock Carcasses, B-1(l) Pre-construction Surveys 
for Burrowing Owl, B-1(m) Burrowing Owl Avoidance and Minimization Measures, B-1(n) Compensatory 
Habitat Mitigation for Burrowing owl, B-1(o) Pre-construction Surveys for Coachwhip, B-1(p) Wildlife 
Friendly Fence Design, B-1(r) Pre-construction Surveys for Raptors and Other Special Status Bird Species, 
B-1(s) Special Status Bird Species Impact Avoidance and Minimization, B-1(ee) Construction Biological 
Monitoring, B-1(ff) Special Status Animal Species General Avoidance Measures and Construction Best 
Management Practices, B-1(gg) Worker Environmental Education Program, B-2(a) Wildflower Field 
Habitat Mitigation, B-2(b) Habitat Restoration and Revegetation Plan, B-2(c) Project Vegetation and 
Invasive Species Management Plan, and B-2(g) Directional Boring Avoidance and Minimization. The 
implementation of existing mitigation measures would ensure that potential impacts associated with the 
Proposed Modification would be consistent with the findings of the CFS Project EIR. 
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E. Cultural Resources 

EXISTING SETTING 

The CFS Project EIR includes a comprehensive description of the existing setting for cultural resources.4  
The following discussion provides additional, site-specific, information related to the area of the Proposed 
Modification based on the results of a technical memorandum prepared by Applied Earthworks (February 
2020). As noted previously, the Proposed Modification is in an area that was previously evaluated as part 
of the CFS Project EIR. For a more detailed description of the existing environmental setting, as well as 
survey methodology and results, please refer to the Cultural Resources Technical Memorandum in Section 
11 of the Minor Permit Amendment Application for the CFS Project BESS Modification.  

The CFS Project is within the Coast Ranges geomorphic province5 of California. The oldest known rocks 
in the Coast Ranges consist of the Franciscan Assemblage basement complex and the Salinian Block 
crystalline basement rocks. The area of the present-day Coast Ranges was covered by marine waters 
through the Mesozoic and into the Cenozoic. During the Late Miocene to the Late Pliocene, an orogenic 
(i.e., mountain-building) episode occurred in the vicinity of the present-day Coast Ranges, resulting in their 
uplift above sea level. Subsequently, from the Late Pliocene to Pleistocene, extensive deposits of terrestrial 
material, including alluvial fans and fluvial sediments, were deposited in the southern Coast Ranges (Norris 
and Webb 1976).  

The CFS Project lies in a rugged and remote interior portion of California that has been virtually unstudied 
archaeologically and is thus poorly understood. Applied Earthwork’s subsurface investigations for the CFS 
Project found evidence of prehistoric human occupation dating from the early Holocene into the historic 
period, with the bulk of occupation in the Middle Archaic (approximately 5000–600 calibrated years [cal.] 
B.C.) (Price et al. 2013). Prehistoric site types in the area range from habitation and tool manufacturing 
locations to quarries and small lithic scatters. Due to the abundance of Franciscan and Temblor chert tool 
stone in the immediate vicinity, along with adequate natural resources and access to water, prehistoric use 
of this region is varied and complex. 

The Proposed Modification area falls principally into the territory of the Salinan group, although two other 
native groups, the Tachi Yokuts and Northern Chumash, also have ties to the region (Price et al. 2013). 
During the Mission Period, Spanish use of the Cholame Valley was much less intensive than in coastal 
areas of Monterey and San Luis Obispo counties. Rather, this region was a passage to inland areas such as 
the Carrizo Plain and the Central Valley that served as refuge for those natives who escaped from mission 
oversight (Price et al. 2013).  

Applied Earthworks conducted an in-house record search of its extensive California Flats data and site 
records on January 13, 2020. The in-house record search focused on the Proposed Modification and a 0.25-
mile buffer. In addition, a pedestrian archaeological survey of the entire Proposed Modification study area 
was completed on January 15, 2020. The in-house records search identified five previous cultural resource 
studies conducted in association with the CFS Project that cover the Proposed Modification. Of those five 
cultural resource studies one falls within the Proposed Modification study area 0.25-mile search buffer, and 
one covers the whole CFS Project area. 

 
4 For a detailed description of the existing environmental setting, please refer to Section 4.5, Cultural and Paleontological 
Resources, of the CFS Project Draft EIR. 
5 A geomorphic province is a region of unique topography and geology that is readily distinguished from other regions 
based on its landforms and diastrophic history. 
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CHECKLIST 

Would the project: 

No New 
Impact or 

Increase in 
Severity of 

a 
Previously 
Identified 

Impact 

Significant 
Impact 

(unchanged) 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
(unchanged) 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
(unchanged) 

No Impact  

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 
of a historical resource pursuant to § 15064.5? ☒ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

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

c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred 
outside of dedicated cemeteries? ☒ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

IMPACTS IDENTIFIED IN THE CFS PROJECT EIR 

The CFS Project EIR identified that the CFS Project could potentially affect cultural and paleontological 
resources. More specifically, construction could potentially affect National Register of Historic Places 
(“NRHP”)/California Register of Historic Resources (“CRHR”)-eligible prehistoric or historic 
archaeological resources (see Impact CR-1, Draft EIR, pg. 4.5-35 through 4.5-38; see also Final EIR, pg. 
4-115 through 4-116), previously unidentified cultural resources (See Impact CR-2, Draft EIR, pg. 4.5-38 
through 4.5-39), previously unidentified human remains (see Impact CR-3, Draft EIR, pg. 4.5-39 through 
4.5-40), and paleontological resources (See Impact CR-4, Draft EIR, pg. 4.5-40 through 4.5-41). The 
following is a brief overview of the findings of the CFS Project EIR related to cultural resources.  

▪ The CFS Project EIR concluded that the construction and eventual decommissioning of the CFS 
Project could result in a potentially significant impact to NRHP/CRHR-eligible prehistoric or 
historic archaeological resources. However, this impact would be reduced to less than significant 
with the implementation of the following mitigation measures: CR-1(a): Archaeological Site 
Avoidance, CR-1(b): Site Capping and Data Indexing, CR-1(c): Data Recovery Excavation, CR-
1(d): Archaeological Resource Worker Environmental Awareness Program, CR-1(e): 
Archaeological Resource Construction Monitoring, and CR-1(f): Native American Construction 
Monitoring. The CFS Project EIR concluded that the implementation of these mitigation measures 
would ensure that impacts would be less than significant.  

▪ The CFS Project EIR identified that the CFS Project could result in a potentially significant impact 
to previously unidentified cultural resources. However, this impact would be reduced to less than 
significant with the implementation of the following mitigation measure: CR-2: Previously 
Unidentified Archaeological Resources. The CFS Project EIR concluded that the implementation 
of these mitigation measures would ensure that impacts would be less than significant. 

▪ The CFS Project EIR stated that the CFS Project would involve surface excavation, which has the 
potential to unearth or adversely impact previously unidentified human remains. The CFS Project 
EIR identified that the compliance with the requirements of Sec. 7050.5 of the Health and Safety 
Code for the treatment and disposition of human remains would ensure that any potential impacts 
due to the discovery of previously unidentified human remains would be less than significant.  

▪ The CFS Project EIR identified that the CFS Project would involve surface excavation, which could 
unearth previously unidentified paleontological resources. However, this impact would be reduced 
to less than significant with the implementation of the following mitigation measures: CR-4(a): 
Paleontological Resources Mitigation Plan and CR-4(b): Paleontological Resources Construction 
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Monitoring. The CFS Project EIR concluded that the implementation of these mitigation measures 
would ensure that impacts would be less than significant. 

IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED MODIFICATION 

Applied Earthworks prepared a detailed technical memorandum evaluating the potential environmental 
effects associated with the Proposed Modification. As noted previously, the Proposed Modification is 
located entirely within the existing 2,120-acre SDA – therefore, the CFS Project EIR previously evaluated 
the potential environmental effects associated with the construction of utility-scale infrastructure within the 
area of the Proposed Modification. The following represents the results of the site-specific technical 
analysis prepared by Applied Earthworks which conclusively demonstrates that the Proposed Modification 
would not result in any additional environmental effects or an increase in the severity of a previously 
identified significant impact beyond the levels identified in the CFS Project EIR.  

a, b) Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation: Ground disturbing activities could potentially unearth 
unknown archaeological resources. Background research found two previously recorded resources within 
0.25-miles search radius of the Proposed Modification site and no previously recorded resources within the 
study area. One previous study has occurred within the 0.25-mile search radius and one study has covered 
the full CFS Project area/Area of Potential Effect (APE), including the location of the Proposed 
Modification. Overall, the Proposed Modification is located within the SDA, which was previously 
analyzed and disturbed as part of the original CFS Project. As a result, Applied Earthworks concluded that 
the Proposed Modification would not result in any additional impacts or effects beyond those previously 
identified in the CFS Project EIR or in the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) and Historic Properties 
Treatment Plan (HPTP) for Section 106 compliance. Moreover, the implementation of existing mitigation 
measures identified in the CFS Project EIR, including CR-1(a) Archaeological Site Avoidance, CR-1(b) 
Site Capping and Data Indexing, CR-1(c) Data Recovery Excavation, CR-1(d) Archaeological Resource 
Worker Environmental Awareness, CR-1(e) Archaeological Resource Construction Monitoring, CR-1(f) 
Native American Construction Monitoring, and CR-2 Previously Unidentified Archaeological Resources 
would ensure that impacts would remain less than significant. As a result, the Proposed Modification would 
not result in any additional environmental effects beyond those identified in the CFS Project EIR.  

c) Less than Significant Impact: No cemeteries are known to occur within or adjacent to the Proposed 
Modification and no evidence of a cemetery or burial areas was identified within or adjacent to the Proposed 
Modification area during the data research and fieldwork performed as part of the CFS Project EIR. 
However, consistent with the findings of the CFS Project EIR, excavation and soil removal of any kind, 
irrespective of depth, could potentially affect previously unidentified human remains. Compliance with 
Health and Safety Code Sec. 7050.5 would ensure that potential impacts would be less than significant.   

California Health and Safety Code Sec. 7050.5 requires that:  

“in the event of discovery or recognition of any human remains in any location other than a 
dedicated cemetery, there shall be no further excavation or disturbance of the site, or any nearby 
area reasonably suspected to overlay adjacent remains, until the County Coroner has examined 
the remains. If the Coroner determines the remains to be those of a Native American, or has reason 
to believe that they are those of a Native American, the Coroner shall contact by telephone within 
24 hours the NAHC. In addition, any person who mutilates or disinters, wantonly disturbs, or 
willfully removes any human remains in or from any location other than a dedicated cemetery 
without authority of law is guilty of a misdemeanor.”  

Compliance with these existing requirements would ensure that impacts would be less than significant. 
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CONCLUSION 

The Proposed Modification would not result in any new significant impacts or cause an increase in severity 
of any significant impacts identified in the CFS Project EIR related to cultural resources. The Proposed 
Modification would implement the following mitigation measures, consistent with the CFS Project EIR, to 
ensure that potential impacts would be less than significant: CR-1(a) Archaeological Site Avoidance, CR-
1(b) Site Capping and Data Indexing, CR-1(c) Data Recovery Excavation, CR-1(d) Archaeological 
Resource Worker Environmental Awareness, CR-1(e) Archaeological Resource Construction Monitoring, 
CR-1(f) Native American Construction Monitoring, and CR-2 Previously Unidentified Archaeological 
Resources Mitigation Measures CR-1: Stop Work If Buried Cultural Deposits are Encountered during 
Construction; and CR-2: Stop Work If Human Remains are Encountered during Construction Activities.  
The implementation of existing mitigation measures would ensure that potential impacts associated with 
the Proposed Modification would be consistent with the findings of the CFS Project EIR.
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F. Energy  

EXISTING SETTING 

Gas and electric service in the region is provided by Pacific Gas and Electric Company (“PG&E”). PG&E 
operates a grid distribution system that transmits electricity with a vast network of transmission and 
distribution lines throughout the service area to the users.  

CHECKLIST 

Would the project: 

No New 
Impact or 

Increase in 
Severity of 

a 
Previously 
Identified 

Impact 

Significant 
Impact 

(unchanged) 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
(unchanged) 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
(unchanged) 

No Impact  

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

☒ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

IMPACTS IDENTIFIED IN THE CFS PROJECT EIR 

The CFS Project EIR did not specifically evaluate energy related effects as a separate CEQA section 
because at the time the County of Monterey prepared the CFS Project EIR the CEQA Guidelines had not 
been updated to require a separate evaluation of energy resources. The CFS Project EIR did, however, 
evaluate potential energy related impacts within the context of potential impacts related to greenhouse gas 
emissions and climate change. Moreover, it is also important to recognize that while the CFS Project EIR 
did not directly evaluate potential energy related effects as a separate topical CEQA item, the CFS Project 
consists of a renewable energy facility that is intended to increase the availability of renewable energy 
sources. As a result, the CFS Project, by its very nature, is intended to improve energy availability and 
would not result in the wasteful, uneconomical, or unnecessary usage of energy.  

▪ The CFS Project EIR concluded that the CFS Project would not result in the wasteful, 
uneconomical, and unnecessary use of energy.   

IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED MODIFICATION 

a, b) Less than Significant Impact: The Proposed Modification would not result in a potential significant 
environmental impact due to the wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources 
during construction or operation. Moreover, the Proposed Modification would not result in a potential 
significant impact due to potential conflicts with state or local plans for renewable energy or energy 
efficiency. The Proposed Modification would improve the reliability of the CFS Project by modifying the 
existing facility to allow energy storage on-site. Energy storage is an important component of energy 
conservation because it allows renewable energy sources to store power during periods when demand is 
low and subsequently provide clean, reliable, sources of energy during peak demand. Accordingly, the 
Proposed Modification does not entail the wasteful or inefficient use of energy, but rather ensures the 
reliability of renewable energy production. Moreover, given the nature of the modification it is also not 
anticipated to conflict with any goals related to renewable energy production or energy efficiency. This 
represents a less than significant impact.   
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CONCLUSION 

The Proposed Modification would not result in any new significant impacts or cause an increase in severity 
of any significant impacts identified in the CFS Project EIR related to energy consumption. 
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G. Geology and Soils 

EXISTING SETTING 

The CFS Project EIR includes a detailed description of the existing environmental setting for geology and 
soils.6 As discussed in the CFS Project EIR, Kleinfelder, Inc. prepared a Preliminary Geotechnical & 
Geologic Hazard Evaluation for the CFS Project in 2012, as well as an Addendum to the Preliminary 
Geotechnical & Geologic Hazard Evaluation in 2013. Kleinfelder’s analysis described the existing 
geotechnical and geologic setting and evaluated the potential geologic related impacts associated with the 
CFS Project. That analysis covered the entire CFS Project site, including the 2,120-acre SDA. The 
geotechnical analyses described the CFS Project site as consisting of extensive alluvial terraces forming 
wide level planes (less than 10% slope), situated between steeply rolling hills to the northeast and 
southwest. The SDA, which includes the site of the Proposed Modification, is predominantly flat land that 
gently slopes to the west and is transected by several southwestward seasonally flowing drainages and the 
perennial Cottonwood Creek. Sims (1988) mapped the SDA as Pleistocene alluvial fan deposits (composed 
of silt, sand, and gravel) underlain by Tertiary Monterey and Temblor formations. These formations are 
mainly composed of sandstone, claystone, shale and siltstone. 

CHECKLIST 

Would the project: 

No New 
Impact or 
Increase in 

Severity of a 
Previously 
Identified 

Impact 

Significant 
Impact 

(unchanged) 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
(unchanged) 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
(unchanged) 

No Impact  

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

☒ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☒ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? ☒ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction? ☒ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

iv) Landslides? ☒ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

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

☒ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☒ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use 
of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal ☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

 
6 Please refer to Section 4.6, Geology and Soils, of the CFS Project Draft EIR. 
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Would the project: 

No New 
Impact or 
Increase in 

Severity of a 
Previously 
Identified 

Impact 

Significant 
Impact 

(unchanged) 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
(unchanged) 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
(unchanged) 

No Impact  

systems where sewers are not available for the disposal 
of wastewater? 

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

IMPACTS IDENTIFIED IN THE CFS PROJECT EIR 

The CFS Project EIR identified that construction of the CFS Project could result in potential impacts due 
to seismic hazards (see Impact GEO-1, Draft EIR, pg. 4.6-14 through 4.6-16), landslide hazards (see Impact 
GEO-2, Draft EIR, pg. 4.6-16 through 4.6-17; see also Final EIR, pg. 4-116 through 4-119), erosion (see 
Impact GEO-3, Draft EIR. Pg. 4.6-17 through 4.6-19), expansive soils (see Impact GEO-4, Draft EIR, pg. 
4.6-19 through 4.6-20), and wastewater (i.e., septic disposal) (see Impact GEO-5, Draft EIR, pg. 4.6-20 
through 4.6-22). Construction related impacts would be limited to temporary increases in erosion due to 
ground-disturbing activities. The following is a brief overview of the findings of the CFS Project EIR 
related to geology and soils.  

▪ The CFS Project EIR identified that the CFS Project could be exposed to potential seismically 
induced hazards due to the proximity of the site to existing faults, including the San Andreas Fault, 
the Jack Ranch Fault, and the Gold Hill Thrust Fault. The CFS Project EIR identified that the active 
San Andreas Fault could expose people or structures to potential adverse effects involving surface 
rupture hazards, strong seismic shaking, or seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction. 
The CFS Project EIR, however, concluded that these impacts would be less than significant, and 
no mitigation was warranted.  

▪ The CFS Project EIR identified a potentially significant impact related to moderate landslide 
potential in the utility corridor due to its steep slopes. In addition, the site contains several deeply 
incised channels that are subject to moderate landslide potential. Landslides have the potential to 
damage and destroy roadways, structures and other improvements as well as alter or block drainage 
channels, causing further damage and erosion. However, this impact would be reduced to less than 
significant with the implementation of the following mitigation measure: GEO-2: Landslide 
Avoidance and Hazard Minimization.  

▪ The CFS Project EIR did not identify any significant impacts due to soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil. Moreover, compliance with the NPDES construction stormwater program and 
implementation of measures promoting infiltration, as identified in a final, design-level drainage 
analysis, would minimize erosion. Compliance with Monterey County requirements for erosion 
control and grading would also minimize the extent of potential erosion-related effects. Compliance 
with the recommendations of a design-level drainage analysis, and compliance with the project’s 
SWPPP would ensure that potential impacts would be less than significant.  

▪ The CFS Project EIR did not identify any significant impacts associated with expansive soils, which 
could expose people or structures to potential adverse effects. The CFS Project EIR concluded that 
compliance with the California Building Code and Monterey County Grading Ordinance would 
ensure that potential impacts would be less than significant.  

▪ The CFS Project EIR did not identify any significant impacts associated with the improper septic 
system design resulting in inadequate infiltration, ground or surface water contamination, and/or 
other health hazards. The CFS Project EIR identified that the CFS Project would generate a 
relatively minor amount of wastewater in connection with the operation of the O&M facility. 
Therefore, the CFS Project EIR concluded that this impact would be less than significant.  
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▪ The CFS Project EIR discussed the impacts related to paleontological resources and sites with 
unique geological features in Section 4.5, Cultural and Paleontological Resources. Although 
unlikely, these impacts were related to construction activities involving surface excavation that 
have the potential to unearth or impact previously unidentified paleontological resources. The CFS 
Project EIR concluded that these impacts would be reduced to less than significant with the 
implementation of the following mitigation measures: Mitigation Measure CR-4(a): 
Paleontological Resource Mitigation Plan and Mitigation Measure CR-4(b): Paleontological 
Resource Construction Monitoring.  

IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED MODIFICATION 

The Proposed Modification is located entirely within the existing 2,120-acre SDA, which was proposed to 
be improved with utility-scale infrastructure as part of the CFS Project. As a result, the CFS Project EIR 
evaluated the potential geologic and soils related impacts associated with the construction of infrastructure 
within the area of the Proposed Modification. Moreover, the underlying technical analysis prepared by 
Kleinfelder also evaluated the potential geologic and geotechnical hazards associated with the development 
of the site with utility-scale infrastructure. Although that analysis did not specifically contemplate the 
Proposed Modification, Kleinfelder’s overall conclusions and findings are nevertheless relevant and 
applicable to the Proposed Modification. As described below, the Proposed Modification would not result 
in any additional environmental effects or increase the severity of a previously identified significant impact 
beyond those identified in the CFS Project EIR.   

a, c) Less than Significant Impact: The CFS Project site is located in a seismically active region and 
therefore it is reasonable to expect that the Proposed Modification would be exposed to significant seismic 
shaking during the design lifetime of the facility. This could result in seismically induced liquefaction and 
landslide hazards, as well as other related seismically induced hazards. Potential impacts would be 
addressed through compliance with the applicable requirements of the California Building Code (“CBC”) 
and standard County of Monterey policies, which require site specific geotechnical analysis. Surface rupture 
and strong seismic ground shaking can also lead to ground failure near the fault, including from liquefaction. 
According to the Preliminary Geotechnical & Geologic Hazard Evaluation (Kleinfelder, July 2012), the 
aged, consolidated soils on the CFS Project site limit the potential for liquefaction despite the presence of 
shallow groundwater. Consistent with the recommendations of the Preliminary Geotechnical & Geologic 
Hazard Evaluation, additional site-specific geotechnical borings should be conducted as part of the design-
level geotechnical analysis (Kleinfelder, July 2012). The final design of the Proposed Modification would 
be required to comply with the recommendations of a design-level geotechnical analysis which will ensure 
that all potential geologic related hazards would be less than significant.   

b) Less than Significant Impact: The Proposed Modification could result in a localized increase in soil 
erosion or loss of topsoil due to construction-related activities. However, the Proposed Modification is not 
located in an area that is identified as having a high erosion hazard (see Figure 4.6.3 in the CFS Project 
Draft EIR). In fact, the Proposed Modification is located in an area with a low erosion hazard level. 
Nevertheless, construction activities could result in localized erosion. More specifically, grading activities 
and the removal of vegetation during construction could result in erosion. Areas of grading and surface 
disturbance could become susceptible to wind and water erosion that could result in the loss of soil. The 
CFS Project EIR identified that the implementation of a NPDES-compliant Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan (“SWPPP”), as well as mitigation measures AQ-2(a): Dust Control Measures and BIO-
2(b): Revegetation would ensure that temporary erosion related impacts would be minimized. Moreover, 
the CFS Project EIR also identified that compliance with existing Monterey County requirements, including 
Monterey County Code Chapters 16.08 (Grading) and 16.12 (Erosion Control) would ensure that impacts 
would be minimized. These Ordinances require dust suppression measures, re-vegetating temporarily 
disturbed areas, and minimizing areas of disturbance to only those required for construction, and the 
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preparation and approval of an Erosion Control Plan and Grading Plan prior to construction. The Proposed 
Modification would be required to comply with these requirements thereby ensuring that the Proposed 
Modification would not result in any additional impacts beyond those previously identified in the CFS 
Project EIR. In addition, it is also worth noting that the Proposed Modification would result in considerably 
less ground disturbance than the CFS Project. As a result, potential impacts associated with the Proposed 
Modification would be less than those identified in the CFS Project EIR.  

d) Less than Significant Impact: The Proposed Modification would not create a substantial direct or 
indirect risk of life or property due to being located on expansive soils. As identified in the CFS Project 
EIR, expansive soils have a clay content and mineralogy that renders them susceptible to volume increase 
upon absorption of water and volume decrease upon drying. Repeated cycles of wetting and drying of 
expansive soils can cause severe distress to roadways, foundations, and concrete flatwork. The CFS Project 
EIR identified that some of the on-site soils are expansive. Structures and facilities constructed on these 
soils could be exposed to hazards related to expansive soils. As a result, the Proposed Modification could 
be exposed to hazards related to expansive soils consistent with the findings of the CFS Project EIR. These 
impacts would not, however, be significant. As identified in the CFS Project EIR, these impacts would be 
addressed through the compliance with the applicable requirements of the California Building Code (CBC) 
and standard County of Monterey policies, which require site-specific geotechnical analysis. Moreover, as 
noted throughout this analysis, the Proposed Modification is located within the existing 2,120-acre SDA, 
which was previously evaluated by the County of Monterey. Compliance with existing regularly 
requirements, including the recommendations of a design-level geotechnical analysis, would ensure that 
the Proposed Modification would not result in any additional environmental effects beyond those identified 
in the CFS Project EIR. This represents a less than significant impact.  

e) No Impact: The Proposed Modification does not involve septic or alternative wastewater disposal 
systems. No impact would result from the Proposed Modification.  

f) Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation: The paleontological sensitivity assessment identified 
three (3) geological formations within the BESS study area. Excavations and grading that extends beyond 
the depth of surface soils (typically 3 to 5 feet) could disturb geologic units with high paleontological 
sensitivity. This could potentially affect paleontological resources. However, consistent with the findings 
of the CFS Project EIR, these impacts would be reduced to less than significant with the implementation of 
the following mitigation measures: CR-4(a): Paleontological Resource Mitigation Plan and CR-4(b): 
Paleontological Resource Construction Monitoring. 

CONCLUSION 

The Proposed Modification would not result in any new significant impacts or cause an increase in severity 
of any significant impacts identified in the CFS Project EIR. The Proposed Modification would implement 
the following mitigation measures, consistent with the CFS Project EIR, to ensure that potential impacts 
would be less than significant: Mitigation Measures GEO-2: Landslide Avoidance and Hazard 
Minimization, CR-4(a): Paleontological Resource Mitigation Plan and, CR-4(b): Paleontological Resource 
Construction Monitoring. The implementation of existing mitigation measures would ensure that potential 
impacts associated with the Proposed Modification would be consistent with the findings of the CFS Project 
EIR.
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H. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

EXISTING SETTING 

The CFS Project EIR includes a detailed description of the existing environmental setting related to 
greenhouse gas emissions.7 As discussed in the CFS Project EIR, global temperatures are affected by 
naturally occurring and anthropogenic-generated atmospheric gases, such as water vapor, carbon dioxide, 
methane, and nitrous oxide (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, 2007). Gases that trap heat in the 
atmosphere are called greenhouse gases (“GHGs”). Solar radiation enters the earth’s atmosphere from 
space, and a portion of the radiation is absorbed at the surface. The earth emits this radiation back toward 
space as infrared radiation. Greenhouse gases, which are mostly transparent to incoming solar radiation, 
are effective in absorbing infrared radiation and redirecting some of this back to the earth’s surface. As a 
result, this radiation that otherwise would have escaped back into space is now retained, resulting in a 
warming of the atmosphere. This is known as the greenhouse effect. The greenhouse effect helps maintain 
a habitable climate. Emissions of GHGs from human activities, such as electricity production, motor vehicle 
use, and agriculture, are elevating the concentration of GHGs in the atmosphere, and are reported to have 
led to a trend of unnatural warming of the earth’s natural climate, known as global warming or global 
climate change. 

Climate change is a cumulative impact; a project contributes to this impact through its incremental 
contribution of GHG emissions combined with the cumulative increase of all other sources of GHGs. The 
MBARD’s GHG threshold is defined in terms of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e), a metric that accounts 
for the emissions from various GHGs based on their global warming potential. If annual emissions of GHGs 
exceed these threshold levels, the Proposed Modification would result in a cumulatively considerable 
contribution of GHG emissions and must implement mitigation measures. 

CHECKLIST 

Would the project: 

No New 
Impact or 

Increase in 
Severity of 

a 
Previously 
Identified 

Impact 

Significant 
Impact 

(unchanged) 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
(unchanged) 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
(unchanged) 

No Impact  

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

☒ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

IMPACTS IDENTIFIED IN THE CFS PROJECT EIR 

The CFS Project EIR concluded that the CFS Project would not result in any significant adverse greenhouse 
gas (“GHG”) emissions or climate change related effects. In fact, the CFS Project EIR concluded that the 
CFS Project would have a beneficial cumulative effect due to the displacement of GHG emissions by 
creating a new source of renewable energy (see Impact GHG-1, Draft EIR, pg. 4.7-12 through 4.7-15; see 
also Ambient 2015; see also Final EIR, pg. 4-119 through 4-121). In addition, the CFS Project would not 

 
7 Please refer to Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Climate Change, of the CFS Project Draft EIR for more 
information. 
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conflict with any State GHG reduction goals, or any applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the 
purposes of reducing GHG emissions (See Impact GHG-2, Draft EIR, pg. 4.7-15 through 4.7-17). The 
following is a brief overview of the findings of the CFS Project EIR related to GHG emissions. For more 
detailed information, please refer to Section 4.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions/Climate Change, of the CFS 
Project EIR. 

▪ The CFS Project EIR identified that the CFS Project would introduce a renewable energy source, 
which would displace emissions that would otherwise occur at traditional natural gas and coalfired 
power plants. Overall, the CFS Project would result in a net reduction in long-term regional GHG 
emissions, making the impacts from the project beneficial. 

▪ The CFS Project EIR did not identify any significant impacts associated with a conflict with State 
GHG reduction goals, or any applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of 
reducing GHG emissions. The project would help attain, and would not hinder, Monterey County 
and the State’s GHG reduction goals, thereby resulting in a less than significant impact related to 
compliance with GHG reduction plans. 

IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED MODIFICATION 

As discussed above, Ambient Air Quality and Noise Consultants prepared a detailed technical 
memorandum evaluating the potential environmental effects associated with the Proposed Modification. 
The following represents the results of the site-specific technical analysis prepared by Ambient which 
conclusively demonstrates that the Proposed Modification would not result in any additional environmental 
effects or an increase in the severity of a previously identified impact beyond the levels identified in the 
CFS Project EIR.  

a) Less Than Significant Impact: The MBARD has determined that if a project emits less than 10,000 
metric tons per year (MT/yr) CO2e that its impact will be less than significant. This calculation is made by 
combining the estimated greenhouse gas emissions generated by construction, amortized over a 30-year 
period, with the estimated annual GHG emissions resulting from operation of the project.  

Construction of the Proposed Modification would result in a one-time emission total of up to 376.44 MT/yr 
of CO2e during the four to seven-month construction period; therefore, the annual amortized GHG 
emissions for the construction phase would be 12.55 MT/year (Ambient, 2020). The estimated annual 
greenhouse gas emissions generated by operation of the Proposed Modification would be approximately 
1,246.41 MT/year. Therefore, the estimated annual emissions for the entire project would be 1,258.96 
MT/year. This falls well below the threshold of 10,000 MT/year and is therefore considered to be less than 
significant. Moreover, it is also important to recognize that the Proposed Modification would improve the 
reliability of the CFS Project by modifying the existing facility to allow energy generated during low-peak 
periods to be stored on-site and subsequently distribute energy during peak period demand. This would 
have the effect of making clean, renewable, energy available during peak period demand when energy 
consumption is highest and solar produced energy is typically not available. Moreover, as noted elsewhere 
in this analysis, energy storage is an important component of energy conservation and would help achieve 
GHG emissions reduction goals by ensuring that renewable energy is available during peak period demand.  

b) No Impact: The Proposed Modification would not conflict with any plan, policies, or regulations 
adopted for the purpose of reducing greenhouse gas emissions. The Proposed Modification is part of the 
CFS Project, which would have a beneficial impact to greenhouse gas emissions as a whole by providing a 
source of renewable energy. 
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CONCLUSION 

The Proposed Modification would not result in any new significant impacts or cause an increase in severity 
of any significant impacts identified in the CFS Project EIR. The Proposed Modification would have an 
overall beneficial effect by increasing the availability of renewable energy during peak period demand when 
solar generated energy is typically not available. 
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I. Hazards and Hazardous Materials  

EXISTING SETTING 

The CFS Project EIR includes a detailed description of the existing environmental setting for hazardous 
material.8 As discussed in the CFS Project EIR, there are no documented releases of hazardous materials or 
hazardous wastes within one‐half mile of the CFS Project site (DTSC, 2013; SWRCB, 2013). The CFS 
Project EIR did not identify any open or closed investigations for spills or releases, including leaking 
underground storage tanks, land disposal sites, military sites or other cleanup sites (SWRCB, 2013). The 
closest recorded hazardous materials site is located 5.6 miles to the south of the CFS Project site, at a lower 
elevation and down gradient of the project site, at the intersection of SR 41 and SR 46 in San Luis Obispo 
County (SWRCB, 2013). There have been no documented releases of hazardous materials on the project 
site or within one mile of the site per the Envirostor or Geotracker databases (DTSC, 2013; SWRCB, 2013). 
Additionally, the CFS Project site is not within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school. There 
is no public airport within two miles of the project site, and no private air strips are within the vicinity. 

CHECKLIST 

Would the project: 

No New 
Impact or 
Increase in 
Severity of 

a Previously 
Identified 

Impact 

Significant 
Impact 

(unchanged) 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
(unchanged) 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
(unchanged) 

No Impact  

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

☒ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

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

☒ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

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

☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☒ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

 
8 Please refer to Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the CFS Project Draft EIR for more information. 
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IMPACTS IDENTIFIED IN THE CFS PROJECT EIR 

According to the CFS Project EIR, construction of the CFS Project would not occur in an area historically 
used for croplands and impacts related to exposure to agricultural chemicals would be less than significant 
(see Impact HAZ-1, Draft EIR, pg. 4.8-14 through 4.8-15; see also Final EIR, pg. 4-121 through 4-122). In 
addition, the CFS Project EIR also concluded that the CFS Project would not result in a significant impact 
due to the use, storage, and/or transport of hazardous materials (see Impact HAZ-2, Draft EIR, pg. 4.8-15 
through 4.8-17). The CFS Project could result in the accidental release or pose a potential risk of hazard 
due to the accidental release of a hazardous material due to the potential presence of existing public utilities 
that transverse the site, as well as several existing abandoned oil and natural gas wells that are located on 
the site. These impacts would be reduced through the implementation of mitigation contained in the CFS 
Project EIR. Moreover, the CFS Project EIR also identified potential wildland fire hazards and identified 
mitigation to lessen the extent of those impacts to a less than significant level (see Impact HAZ-4, Draft 
EIR, pg. 4.8-18 through 4.8-20). The following is a brief overview of the findings of the CFS Project EIR 
related to hazards and hazardous conditions.  

▪ The CFS Project EIR did not identify any significant impacts related to exposure to agricultural 
chemicals in on-site soils. The CFS Project would not occur in an area historically used for 
croplands. Furthermore, the CFS project EIR concluded that the likelihood that construction 
workers, operational staff, and/or adjacent sensitive receptors could be exposed to residual 
agricultural chemicals would be unlikely; therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

▪ The CFS Project EIR did not identify any significant impacts associated with use, storage, and/or 
transport of hazardous materials. The CFS Project EIR identified that compliance with existing 
laws and regulations governing the transport, use and storage of hazardous materials and wastes as 
well as use of appropriately trained employees for PV module installation would ensure that 
impacts would be less than significant.  

▪ The CFS Project EIR identified a potentially significant impact associated with the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment. Although no public utilities provide services to the 
project site, an unknown number of public utilities traverse the site, which may pose a risk of upset 
or accident conditions leading to the release of hazardous materials. The CFS Project EIR 
concluded that this impact would be reduced to less than significant with the implementation of the 
following mitigation measure: HAZ-3: Locate Underground Utilities.  

▪ The CFS Project EIR identified potential hazards due to the site’s location in a high fire hazard 
severity zone. As a result, the CFS Project could expose people or structures to a risk of loss, injury, 
or death involving wildland fires. However, the CFS Project EIR concluded that this impact would 
be reduced to less than significant with the implementation of the following mitigation measures: 
HAZ-4(a): Final Fuel Management Plan and Mitigation Measure HAZ 4(b): Emergency Access. 

▪ The CFS Project EIR identified a potentially significant impact associated with repowering or 
decommissioning due to the improper disposal of hazardous waste, including used PV solar 
modules. However, this impact would be reduced to less than significant with the implementation 
of the following mitigation measures: HAZ-5: Disposal of PV Modules and Support Structures.  

▪ The CFS Project EIR did not identify any significant impacts related to development on an active 
cattle ranch, which could expose workers and nearby sensitive receptors to diseases transmitted 
from the cattle grazing operations, including anthrax, coccidiosis, and/or anaplasmosis. Impacts 
related to the creation of a significant hazard to the public or environment through reasonably 
foreseeable upset and accident conditions (i.e. transmission of animal borne diseases) would be less 
than significant. 
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IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED MODIFICATION 

The Proposed Modification is located entirely within the existing 2,120-acre SDA, which was proposed to 
be improved with utility-scale solar infrastructure as part of the CFS Project. As a result, the CFS Project 
EIR evaluated the potential hazards and hazardous materials related impacts associated with the 
construction of infrastructure within the area of the Proposed Modification. As described below, the 
Proposed Modification would not result in any additional environmental effects or increase the severity of 
a previously identified impact beyond those identified in the CFS Project EIR.   

a, b) Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation: Consistent with the analysis contained in the CFS 
Project EIR, the Proposed Modification would entail the use of hazardous materials during construction 
and operation. This could create a potential hazard to the public or the environment through the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials. As identified in the CFS Project EIR, the implementation 
of an operation and maintenance and a chemical handling and emergency response plan would ensure that 
potential operational effects would be less than significant. Moreover, these effects would be further 
reduced through the implementation of a hazardous materials management plan, as required by the County 
of Monterey. The Proposed Modification, consistent with the approved CFS Project, would be required 
comply with these requirements, which would ensure that impacts would be less than significant.  

The Proposed Modification site is not served by any public utilities due to its remote location. As identified 
in the CFS Project EIR, there are several utility lines which traverse the site, including an underground gas 
line. Grading and excavation during construction of the Proposed Modification could inadvertently strike 
an unidentified or improperly identified underground utility, such as the PG&E gas line, resulting in 
potential hazards to construction workers or other members of the public through reasonably foreseeable 
upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment. As such, 
construction activities could result in potentially significant impacts related to underground utilities. 
Mitigation Measure HAZ-3 Location Underground Utilities would reduce this impact to a less-than 
significant-level.  

c) No Impact: The Proposed Modification is not located within the vicinity of any schools.    

d) No Impact: The Proposed Modification is not located on or near a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Sec. 65962.5. 

e) No Impact: The Proposed Modification is not located within two (2) miles of a municipal or private 
airport. Therefore, no impacts would result due to airport related safety hazards. 

f) No Impact: The Proposed Modification is in a remote location and would not interfere with any 
established evacuation route.  

g) Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation: The CFS Project EIR identified that construction related 
activities, specifically welding, could increase risk of fire due to the ability of wind to carry sparks and start 
a fire. However, the CFS Project EIR identified that compliance with OSHA standards, specifically, 
standards 1910 and 1926 for construction activities related to welding, cutting, and brazing would ensure 
that impacts would be minimized. In addition to existing County and OSHA requirements, the CFS Project 
EIR also identified that vegetation management and other fire suppression measures proposed as part of the 
CFS Project would ensure impacts would be limited. While the Proposed Modification is not anticipated to 
require the same degree of construction related activities as the CFS Project, the Proposed Modification 
could potentially increase fire related hazards during construction due to operation of construction-related 
equipment in a high fire hazard severity zone. The extent of impacts would, however, be less than those 
identified in the CFS Project EIR due to the limited duration of construction and the limited scope of 
construction-related activities. Nevertheless, the implementation of existing mitigation measures contained 
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in the CFS Project EIR would ensure impacts would be less than significant. More specifically, the 
implementation of Mitigation Measures HAZ-4(a): Final Fuel Management Plan and HAZ 4(b): 
Emergency Access, as well as adherence with applicable regulatory requirements, would ensure that impacts 
would be less than significant. For more information, please also refer to the discussion of potential Wildfire 
hazards below. 

CONCLUSION 

The Proposed Modification would not result in any new significant impacts or cause an increase in severity 
of any previously identified significant impacts. The Proposed Modification would implement the 
following mitigation measures, consistent with the CFS Project EIR, to ensure that potential impacts would 
be less than significant: HAZ-3 Location Underground Utilities, HAZ-4(a): Final Fuel Management Plan, 
HAZ 4(b): Emergency Access, and HAZ-5 Disposal of Modules and Support Structures. The 
implementation of existing mitigation measures would ensure that potential impacts associated with the 
Proposed Modification would be consistent with the findings of the CFS Project EIR. 
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J. Hydrology and Water Quality 

EXISTING SETTING 

The CFS Project EIR includes a detailed description of the existing environmental setting for hydrology 
and water quality.9 As identified in Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the CFS Project Draft 
EIT, the analysis contained in the CFS Project EIR is based in part on a Preliminary Drainage Analysis 
prepared by RBF Consulting, Inc. (August 2013). The Preliminary Drainage Analysis covered the entirety 
of the CFS Project site, including the area of the Proposed Modification. The drainage analysis included a 
preliminary evaluation of potential hydrology and water quality effects associated with the construction and 
operation of utility scale infrastructure on the CFS Project site and identified general recommendations to 
lessen the extent of potential effects based on the results of preliminary hydrologic modeling. While the 
Preliminary Drainage Analysis did not specifically contemplate the Proposed Modification, the overall 
conclusions and findings are nevertheless relevant and applicable to the Proposed Modification. Moreover, 
as identified below, the Proposed Modification would comply with existing mitigation measures identified 
in the CFS Project EIR, as well as other applicable Monterey County requirements. As a result, the Proposed 
Modification would not result in any additional environmental effects or an increase in severity of a 
previously identified significant impact beyond the levels identified in the CFS Project EIR. The following 
is a brief description of the existing environmental setting based on the information contained in the 
Preliminary Drainage Analysis prepared by RBF Consulting, Inc.  

As discussed in the CFS Project EIR, the CFS Project site is sloped with an elevation between 1,100 feet at 
the southern end and 1,700 feet. The site is characterized as consisting of relatively flat land that was 
historically used for ranching purposes and is located within the Cholame Creek Watershed. The CFS 
Project site, which encompasses the Proposed Modification area is located on relatively flat (or gently 
sloping) land downstream from larger watersheds. The entire area consists of undeveloped rangeland. The 
area of the Proposed Modification is primarily covered with natural grasses. The Proposed Modification is 
not within a FEMA designated Special Flood Hazard Area.  

The CFS Project EIR described the CFS Project site as consisting of three distinct naturally occurring 
drainage areas, referred to as Area 1, Area 2, and Area 3. A large watercourse referred to as Cottonwood 
Creek separates Areas 2 and 3. Other smaller watercourses with varying tributary areas flow through Areas 
1 and 3. The northern area (Area 1) lies directly downstream from a 17.8 square mile steeply sloping 
tributary area. Much of the tributary area drains directly across Area 1, while a portion bypasses it to the 
east and west. Area 1 does not drain to one point of concentration. Instead, there are many outflow points 
at the base of the hills that direct flows onto Area 1. Area 2 is between Area 1 and Area 3 on high ground 
between two watercourses and essentially has no tributary area. Area 3 is located to the south of Area 2, 
but the two areas are not hydrologically connected. A 1.5-square-mile steeply sloping area drains to Area 
3. Most of the runoff across Area 3 is concentrated into one watercourse. The Proposed Modification is 
located in Area 1.  

The CFS Project site is underlain by the Cholame Valley Groundwater Basin, which covers approximately 
62 square miles.   

 
9 Please refer to Section 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, for more information. 
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CHECKLIST 

Would the project: 

No New 
Impact or 

Increase in 
Severity of 

a 
Previously 
Identified 

Impact 

Significant 
Impact 

(unchanged) 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
(unchanged) 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
(unchanged) 

No Impact  

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

☒ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such 
that the project may impede sustainable groundwater 
management of the basin?  

☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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 erosions or siltation on- or off-site;  ☒ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☒ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

iii) create or contribute runoff water which would exceed 
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage 
systems or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff; or 

☒ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

iv) impede or redirect flood flows? ☒ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

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

☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

IMPACTS IDENTIFIED IN THE CFS PROJECT EIR 

The CFS Project EIR (see Final EIR, pgs. 4-122 through 4-127) includes an evaluation of potential 
environmental effects associated with the construction and operation of the CFS Project. Specifically, the 
CFS Project EIR identified that the CFS Project could: 1) potentially degrade water quality due to erosion 
and sedimentation due to ground disturbing activities (see Impact HYD-1, Draft EIR, pg. 4.9-15 through 
4.9-16); 2) result in the accidental release of a hazardous material that could degrade water quality (see 
Impact HYD-2, Draft EIR, pg. 4.9-17 through 4.9-18); 3) alter the existing drainage pattern of the site that 
could result in increased runoff (see Impact HYD-4, Draft EIR, pg. 4.9-23 through 4.9-24); and, 4) result 
in the exposure of project-related improvements to potential flooding hazards (see HYD-5, Draft EIR, pg. 
4.9-25 through 4.9-27). The CFS Project EIR also identified that the Project would not substantially deplete 
groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer 
volume or lowering of the local groundwater table (see Impact HYD-3, Draft EIR, pg. 4.9-18 through 4.9-
22). The following is a brief overview of the findings of the CFS Project EIR related to hydrology and water 
quality.  
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▪ The CFS Project EIR did not identify any significant impacts associated with the degradation of 
water quality due to erosion and sedimentation due to temporary ground-disturbing activities. 
Compliance with existing federal, state and local requirements would ensure that impacts remain 
less than significant. 

▪ The CFS Project EIR identified a potentially significant impact due to the accidental release of 
hazardous materials during construction and operation that could degrade water quality. However, 
this impact would be reduced to less than significant with the implementation of the following 
mitigation measures: HYD-2(a): Accidental Spill Control and Environmental Training and HYD-
2(b): Maintain Vehicles and Equipment.  

▪ The CFS Project EIR did not identify any significant impacts due to the depletion of groundwater 
supplies or interference with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer 
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level. In addition, the CFS Project EIR 
concluded that there were sufficient water supplies available from existing resources and no new 
or expanded entitlements would be needed. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

▪ The CFS Project EIR did not identify any significant impacts associated with the altering of the 
existing drainage pattern.  

▪ The introduction of impervious surfaces associated with the CFS Project would increase runoff, 
potentially resulting in flooding or increased erosion downstream. The impacts associated with the 
alteration of drainage patterns and introduction of impervious surfaces would be less than 
significant. 

▪ The CFS Project EIR did not identify any significant impacts associated with the project site’s 
potential flooding hazards. The CFS Project EIR concluded that this would represent a less than 
significant impact.  

IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED MODIFICATION 

As noted previously, the Proposed Modification is located within the existing 2,120-acre SDA, which the 
CFS Project EIR assumed would be developed with utility-scale infrastructure. As a result, the CFS Project 
EIR evaluated the potential impacts associated with the construction of infrastructure on the site of the 
Proposed Modification. As documented below, the Proposed Modification would not result in any 
additional or more severe environmental effects beyond those identified in the CFS Project EIR. Moreover, 
the Proposed Modification would comply with all existing mitigation measures identified in the CFS Project 
EIR thereby ensuring that impacts would be less than significant.  

a) Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation: The Proposed Modification, consistent with the 
findings of the CFS Project EIR, could potentially result in the accidental release of a hazardous material 
or materials during construction and/or operation. This could potentially degrade water quality within the 
Cholame Creek Watershed or the Cholame Valley Groundwater basin. As identified in the CFS Project 
EIR, potentially hazardous materials may include diesel fuel, gasoline, lubricant oils, hydraulic fluid, 
antifreeze, transmission fluid, lubricant grease, cement slurry, and other fluids required for the operation of 
construction vehicles and equipment. Motorized equipment used during construction or operation could 
also leak hazardous materials such as motor oil, transmission fluid, or antifreeze due to inadequate or 
improper maintenance, unnoticed or unrepaired damage, improper refueling, or operator error.  

The Proposed Modification could adversely affect water quality due to the improper handling and use of 
hazardous materials, and operation of construction and maintenance equipment. Compliance with existing 
regulatory requirements, including Department of Toxic Substance Control (“DTSC”) regulations related 
to the generation, treatment, disposal, and transportation of hazardous materials, NPDES construction-
phase requirements, as well as other local regulatory requirements would minimize the extent of potential 
impacts. The implementation of mitigation identified in the CFS Project EIR would ensure that potential 
impacts would be less than significant. These measures include HYD-2(a) Accidental Spill Control and 
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Environmental Training and HYD-2(b) Maintain Vehicles and Equipment. Moreover, the Proposed 
Modification would also be required to comply with the NPDES program for stormwater discharges 
associated with construction activities, including through the preparation of a SWPPP and implementation 
of associated BMPs, as well as implement an erosion control plan consistent with the County of Monterey 
standards.  

b) No Impact: The Proposed Modification would not deplete groundwater supplies, nor would the 
Proposed Modification substantially interfere with groundwater recharge such that the modifications may 
impede sustainable groundwater management of the underly basin. As a result, there would be no impact.      

c) Less than Significant Impact: Implementation of the Proposed Modification would not substantially 
alter the existing drainage pattern in a manner that would: 1) result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or 
off-site; 2) substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in 
flooding on- or offsite; or 3) create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing 
or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. The 
Proposed Modification would result in the introduction of new structures and related improvements, which 
could result in additional erosion through the introduction of impervious surfaces - these changes would 
not substantially increase the amount of erosion or surface runoff in a manner which would result in 
flooding on- or off-site. Moreover, the Proposed Modification would not increase the amount of impervious 
surfaces beyond the levels evaluated in the CFS Project EIR. In fact, the Proposed Modification, when 
considered with the constructed CFS Project, would result in less impervious surfaces than evaluated in the 
CFS Project EIR. While the CFS Project EIR anticipated 11 acres of impervious surfaces, the actual extent 
of impervious surfaces, based on final project design, was considerably less – only 0.006 acres of 
impervious surfaces were constructed. The Proposed Modification would result in an additional 0.125 acres 
of impervious surfaces. As a result, total impervious surface coverage would be substantially less than the 
amount analyzed in the CFS Project EIR. Therefore, the Proposed Modification is not anticipated to 
substantially increase impervious surfaces and related effects beyond those considered in the CFS Project 
EIR. Moreover, the final design of the Proposed Modification would be developed in accordance with a 
final, design-level, drainage analysis consistent with the findings of the CFS Project EIR. Compliance with 
the recommendations of a design-level drainage analysis and existing regulatory requirements would ensure 
that impacts would be less than significant. This represents a less than significant impact.   

d, e) No Impact: The Proposed Modification is not located within a flood hazard zone, near a dam or levee 
structure, or located in an area subject to significant seiche, tsunami, or mudflow risk (Monterey County, 
2010b and 2010c). As a result, the Proposed Modification would not risk the release of pollutants due to 
project inundation. In addition, the Proposed Modification would not conflict with or obstruct the 
implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan.  

CONCLUSION 

The Proposed Modification would not result in any new significant impacts or cause an increase in severity 
of any significant impacts identified in the CFS Project EIR. The Proposed Modification would implement 
the following mitigation measures, consistent with the CFS Project EIR, to ensure that potential impacts 
would be less than significant: HYD-2(a) Accidental Spill Control and Environmental Training and HYD-
2(b) Maintain Vehicles and Equipment. The implementation of existing mitigation measures would ensure 
that potential impacts associated with the Proposed Modification would be consistent with the findings of 
the CFS Project EIR. In addition, the Proposed Modification would also comply with the recommendations 
of a design-level drainage analysis, as well as NPDES requirements, including the preparation of SWPPP 
and implementation of associated BMPs. Compliance with these requirements, as well as the mitigation 
measures identified above, would ensure that the Proposed Modification would not result in any new 
significant impacts or cause an increase in severity of any significant impacts identified in the CFS Project 
EIR.   
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K. Land Use and Planning 

EXISTING SETTING 

The CFS Project EIR includes a detailed description of the existing environmental setting for land use and 
planning.10 As discussed in the CFS Project EIR, the CFS Project is in south Monterey County on a portion 
of an existing 72,000-acre cattle ranch, known as “Jack Ranch,” which is itself part of the larger, 152,000-
acre Hearst Ranch. The Monterey County General Plan land use designation for the site is Agricultural. As 
indicated in the South County Area Plan, the site is currently zoned Farmlands (160-acre minimum parcel 
size) and Permanent Grazing (160-acre minimum parcel size).  

CHECKLIST 

Would the project: 

No New 
Impact or 

Increase in 
Severity of 

a 
Previously 
Identified 

Impact 

Significant 
Impact 

(unchanged) 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
(unchanged) 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
(unchanged) 

No Impact  

a) Physically divide an established community? ☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☒ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

IMPACTS IDENTIFIED IN THE CFS PROJECT EIR 

The CFS Project EIR identified that the CFS Project would potentially be inconsistent with certain policies 
contained in the County’s Open Space and Conservation Element that were adopted for the purposes of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. The CFS Project EIR concluded that these effects would 
be less than significant with the implementation of mitigation measures identified in the CFS Project EIR 
(see Impact LU-1; Draft EIR, pg. 4.10-7 through 4.10-30; see also Final EIR, pg. 4-128). The CFS Project 
EIR also identified that the CFS Project would be consistent with the policies of the South County Area 
Plan and no mitigation measures would be necessary to lessen the extent of project-related effects to a less 
than significant level (see Impact LU-2; Draft EIR, pg. 4.10-31 through 4.10-32). The following is a brief 
overview of the findings of the CFS Project EIR related to land use and planning.  

▪ The CFS Project EIR did not identify any impacts associated with the physical division of an 
established community. 

▪ The CFS Project EIR did not identify any significant impacts associated with land use compatibility 
for Monterey County’s 2010 General Plan or the South County Area Plan. There are certain policies 
included in the General Plan’s Open Space and Conservation Element adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating any environmental effect with which the project could be considered 
potentially inconsistent. However, policy consistency issues would be addressed through 
implementation of feasible mitigation measures identified through the CFS Project EIR and no 
additional significant impacts would result. 

 
10 Please refer to Section 4.10, Land Use and Planning, of the CFS Project Draft EIR for more information. 
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IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED MODIFICATION 

The Proposed Modification is located entirely within the existing 2,120-acre SDA, which was proposed to 
be improved with utility-scale solar infrastructure as part of the CFS Project. As a result, the CFS Project 
EIR evaluated the potential land use and planning related impacts associated with the construction of 
infrastructure within the area of the Proposed Modification. As described below, the Proposed Modification 
would not result in any additional environmental effects or increase the severity of a previously identified 
impact beyond those identified in the CFS Project EIR.   

a) No Impact: Implementation of the Proposed Modification would not physically divide an established 
community. The CFS Project is a renewable energy project located in a remote area of Monterey County.    

b) Less than Significant Impact: The location of the Proposed Modification is designated by the County 
of Monterey as Farmlands and Permanent Grazing. Consistent with the findings of the CFS Project EIR, 
the Proposed Modification would be a compatible land use since it would modify an existing renewable 
energy facility that the County of Monterey previously determined was a compatible use. Moreover, the 
proposed infrastructure improvements are consistent with existing on-site facilities. As a result, the 
Proposed Modification would not conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an 
agency with jurisdiction over the Proposed Modification. Moreover, the implementation of mitigation 
measures identified in the CFS Project EIR would ensure that any potential land use conflicts would be 
minimized to a less than significant level. Construction activities would be temporary in nature and would 
not result in any additional impacts beyond those previously identified in connection with the CFS Project.   

CONCLUSION 

The Proposed Modification would not result in any new significant impacts or cause an increase in severity 
of any significant impacts identified in the CFS Project EIR related to land use and planning. 
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L. Mineral Resources 

EXISTING SETTING 

The CFS Project site is not located in an area containing mineral resources; therefore, a discussion of the 
existing setting is not included.  

CHECKLIST 

Would the project: 

No New 
Impact or 
Increase in 
Severity of 

a 
Previously 
Identified 

Impact 

Significant 
Impact 

(unchanged) 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
(unchanged) 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
(unchanged) 

No Impact 

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

☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

IMPACTS IDENTIFIED IN THE CFS PROJECT EIR 

▪ Based on the CFS Project EIR, the project would not result in the loss of availability of known 
mineral resources or the availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated 
in the 2010 Monterey County General Plan. The CFS Project is not located in a mineral resource 
zone (“MRZ”) as defined by the California Department of Conservation California Geological 
Survey. There is no land designated for mineral resources in the South County Area Plan. The CFS 
Project is not located on, adjacent to, or near mineral resources or recovery sites. There are no 
known mineral resources known to exist on or in the vicinity of the CFS Project, hence there would 
be no impact to mineral resources. 

IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED MODIFICATION 

a, b) No Impact: The Proposed Modification site is not located in an area of potential mineral resources; 
the BESS and related improvements would not impact mineral resources. 

CONCLUSION 

The Proposed Modification would not result in any new significant impacts or cause an increase in severity 
of any significant impacts identified in the CFS Project EIR related to mineral resources.  
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M. Noise 

EXISTING SETTING 

The CFS Project EIR includes a detailed description of the existing environmental setting for noise.11 As 
discussed in the CFS Project EIR, the general noise environment in the area is characterized by open space, 
rural residential, or agricultural use with low ambient noise levels during the evening and nighttime hours. 
The primary ambient sources of noise on the CFS Project site and in the surrounding area include wind, 
cattle, other fauna (birds, small mammals, etc.), and buzzing from the existing transmission line that 
transects the site, as well as noise from existing facilities associated with the CFS Project. Sensitive 
receptors near the project site include rural residences located north of the northwestern corner of the CFS 
Project site boundary. These residences are located approximately two (2) miles from the Proposed 
Modification boundary, near the eastern public road terminus of Turkey Flat Road. 

CHECKLIST 

Would the project result in: 

No New 
Impact or 

Increase in 
Severity of a 
Previously 
Identified 

Impact 

Significant 
Impact 

(unchanged) 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
(unchanged) 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
(unchanged) 

No 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 
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards 
of other agencies? 

☒ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels? ☒ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

IMPACTS IDENTIFIED IN THE CFS PROJECT EIR 

The CFS Project EIR identified that the CFS Project would result in less than significant noise-related 
effects associated with construction. Specifically, the CFS Project EIR identified that the CFS Project would 
result in temporary construction-related effects associated with the operation of heavy equipment (see 
Impact N-1, Draft EIR, pg. 4.11-11 through 4.11-14; see also Final EIR, pg. 4-128 through 4-129) and 
temporary construction-related noise due to vehicular traffic (see Impact N-2, Draft EIR, pg. 4.11-14 
through 4.11-15). The CFS Project EIR identified that noise sensitive receptors are located north of the CFS 
Project site; however, these receptors are located approximately two (2) miles from the Proposed 
Modification. As described in the CFS Project EIR (see Impact N-1, Draft EIR, pg. 4.11-11 through 4.11-
14), the extent and duration of construction activities within proximity of this receptor would be limited 
and no construction activities associated with the Proposed Modification are anticipated to occur in 
proximity to this receptor. The following is a brief overview of the findings of the CFS Project EIR related 
to noise.  

 
11 Please refer to the CFS Project Draft EIR, Section 4.11, Noise, for more information. 
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▪ The CFS Project EIR did not identify any significant impacts associated with the operation of heavy 
equipment due to temporary noise level increase. Impacts associated with temporary noise levels 
would be less than significant. 

▪ The CFS Project EIR did not identify any significant impacts associated with the short-term traffic-
related noise on area highways. Traffic-related noise is not expected to result in a substantial 
increase in ambient noise levels on the site or on affected off-site roadways that would impact 
nearby sensitive noise receptors. Therefore, the CFS Project EIR concluded that impacts would be 
less than significant. 

▪ The CFS Project EIR did not identify any significant impacts associated with long-term operational 
noise. The CFS Project would not result in a substantial increase in ambient noise levels that would 
impact nearby sensitive noise receptors. Therefore, the CFS Project EIR concluded that impacts 
would be less than significant. 

▪ The CFS Project EIR did not identify any significant operational noise due to operational traffic. 
Operational traffic would be minimal and would not substantially increase ambient noise levels. 
Therefore, the CFS Project EIR concluded that impacts would be less than significant. 

▪ The CFS Project EIR also concluded that the CFS Project would not result in the generation of 
excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels, nor would the CFS Project expose 
people residing or working in the area to excessive noise levels. 

IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED MODIFICATION 

The Proposed Modification is located entirely within the existing 2,120-acre SDA, which was proposed to 
be improved with utility-scale solar infrastructure as part of the CFS Project. As a result, the CFS Project 
EIR evaluated the potential noise related impacts associated with the construction of infrastructure within 
the area of the Proposed Modification. As described below, the Proposed Modification would not result in 
any additional environmental effects or increase the severity of a previously identified impact beyond those 
identified in the CFS Project EIR.   

a, b) Less Than Significant Impact: Construction of the Proposed Modification would generate temporary 
increases in noise associated with the use of construction equipment. In addition, construction could also 
result in temporary increases in groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels in connection with 
construction-related activities. However, the nearest sensitive receptors to the site are located approximately 
two (2) miles. In addition, noise generated by construction would be temporary in nature and would be 
minimized through the adherence to standard construction noise reduction measures to minimize potential 
impacts to adjacent noise sensitive uses. The implementation of standard construction best management 
practices, as well as the proximity of noise sensitive receptors to the proposed construction area, would 
ensure that the Proposed Modification would not result in any additional environmental effects or increase 
the severity of a previously identified significant impact beyond those previously identified as part of the 
CFS Project.  

c) No Impact: The Proposed Modification is not located within two miles of a municipal airport or private 
airstrip and would not add new sensitive receptors to the site that would be exposed to existing or future 
nearby noise sources. 

CONCLUSION 

The Proposed Modification would not result in any new significant impacts or cause an increase in severity 
of any significant impacts identified in the CFS Project EIR related to noise.  
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N. Population and Housing  

EXISTING SETTING 

The CFS Project consists of a renewable energy facility that would not induce substantial unplanned growth 
or displace a substantial number of existing people or housing. Similarly, the Proposed Modification would 
not induce unplanned growth or displace a substantial number of existing people or housing. As a result, a 
detailed description of population and housing is not included as part of this analysis.12  

CHECKLIST 

Would the project: 

No New 
Impact or 
Increase in 
Severity of 

a 
Previously 
Identified 

Impact 

Significant 
Impact 

(unchanged) 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
(unchanged) 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
(unchanged) 

No 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? 

☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

IMPACTS IDENTIFIED IN THE CFS PROJECT EIR 

▪ The CFS Project EIR did not include a section specific to population and housing, but it did discuss 
the impact of temporary workforce housing in Section 6.0 Long-Term Impacts. The CFS Project 
EIR identified a significant impact associated with the temporary direct and indirect population 
growth impacts resulting from worker relocation. However, this impact would be reduced to less 
than significant with the implementation of Mitigation Measure LT-1: Worker Housing Program.  

▪ Based on the CFS Project EIR, the project would not displace any houses or people or require the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere. There would be no impact. 

IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED MODIFICATION 

a, b) No Impact. The Proposed Modification would not induce substantial unplanned population growth 
or displace existing housing or people.  

CONCLUSION 

The Proposed Modification would not result in any new significant impacts or cause an increase in severity 
of any significant impacts identified in the CFS Project EIR related to population and housing. 

 
12 For more information, please refer to Chapter 6.0, Long-term Impacts, of the CFS Project EIR for more information 
about growth-inducing effects of the CFS Project. 
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O. Public Services 

EXISTING SETTING 

The CFS Project EIR includes a detailed description of the existing environmental setting for public 
services.13 As discussed in the CFS Project EIR, the CFS Project site is accessible by an existing 5.6-mile 
private access road from State Route (“SR”) 41. Emergency access would be available from Turkey Flat 
Road, which is a two-lane east-west rural road that extends for approximately four miles between Cholame 
Valley Road and a gated entry at the western border of the CFS Project site. The CFS Project is provided 
fire protection services by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Prevention (“CAL FIRE”), which 
has a substation in Parkfield. The County of Monterey, Office of the Sheriff is responsible for providing 
police protection services and the nearest Sheriff’s office is located in King City, approximately 50 miles 
northwest of the CFS Project. 

CHECKLIST 

 

No New 
Impact or 

Increase in 
Severity of 

a 
Previously 
Identified 

Impact 

Significant 
Impact 

(unchanged) 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
(unchanged) 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
(unchanged) 

No Impact 

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

☒ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

Fire protection? ☒ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

Police protection? ☒ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

Schools? ☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Parks? ☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

Other public facilities? ☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

IMPACTS IDENTIFIED IN THE CFS PROJECT EIR 

The CFS Project EIR identified that construction of the CFS Project would temporarily increase the demand 
for fire protection and emergency response services and response times would exceed acceptable limits in 
the County’s General Plan (see Impact PS-1, Draft EIR, pg. 4.12-10; see also Final EIR, pg. 4-129 through 
4-134). The extent of potential effects would be reduced through the implementation of mitigation identified 
in the CFS Project EIR. The CFS Project EIR also identified that there would be an incremental increased 
demand for police protection services (see Impact PS-2, Draft EIR, pg. 4.12-11 through 4.12-12) and 
increase demand for solid waste disposal (see Impact PS-3, Draft EIR, 4.12-12 through 4.12-14). These 
impacts were identified as less than significant, and no mitigation was identified as necessary.  The 
following is a brief overview of the findings of the CFS Project EIR related to public services.  

 
13 Please refer to Section 4.12, Public Services, of the CFS Project Draft EIR for more information. 
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▪ The CFS Project EIR identified the CFS Project would result in an increase demand for public 
services during construction and operation of the CFS Project. The CFS Project EIR identified that 
this represented a potentially significant impact that could be reduced to a less than significant level 
through the implementation of the following mitigation measures; PS-1(a): Construction 
Management Plan, PS-1(b): Emergency Response Training, and PS-1(c): Fire Protection during 
Construction. Therefore, the CFS Project EIR concluded that this represented a less than significant 
impact.  

▪ The CFS Project EIR did not identify any significant impacts due to the incremental increased 
demand for police protection services during construction and operation of the CFS Project. 
Therefore, the CFS Project EIR concluded that impacts would be less than significant. 

IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED MODIFICATION 

a) Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation: Consistent with the findings of the CFS Project EIR, 
the Proposed Modification is not anticipated to substantially increase the demand for police protection 
services, schools, or parks due to nature of the Proposed Modification. The Proposed Modification would, 
however, result in increased activity during construction that could increase the demand for fire services. 
The influx of up to 70 construction workers could result in new demands for fire protection services, 
including emergency medical services, for the duration of construction activities. This could potentially 
affect service ratios, response times, and other performance objectives related to fire protection services. 
As identified in the CFS Project EIR, during the peak fire season (May to October), when the Cal Fire 
Parkfield station is operational, there would be adequate fire protection services and no new facilities would 
be required to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance related objectives. 
In the off-peak season, the increased demand for fire protection services during construction could affect 
service ratios, response times, and other performance objectives related to fire protection services. 
Therefore, mitigation is required to ensure adequate service would be maintained without the need to 
construct new facilities or modify/alter existing fire protection facilities. The implementation of Mitigation 
Measures HAZ-4(a) and HAZ-4(b), previously identified in Section I, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, would reduce this impact to less than significant levels. In addition, the implementation of the 
following mitigation measures would further ensure impacts would be less than significant: PS-1(a) 
Construction Management Plan, PS-1(b) Emergency Response Training, and PS-1(c) Fire Protection 
during Construction.   

CONCLUSION 

The Proposed Modification would not result in any new significant impacts or cause an increase in severity 
of any significant impacts identified in the CFS Project EIR. The Proposed Modification would implement 
the following mitigation measures, consistent with the CFS Project EIR, to ensure that potential impacts 
would be less than significant: HAZ-4(a): Final Fuel Management Plan, HAZ 4(b): Emergency Access, PS-
1(a) Construction Management Plan, PS-1(b) Emergency Response Training, and PS-1(c) Fire Protection 
during Construction. The implementation of existing mitigation measures would ensure that potential 
impacts associated with the Proposed Modification would be consistent with the findings of the CFS Project 
EIR. 
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P. Recreation 

EXISTING SETTING 

The CFS Project would not impact recreational resources; therefore, a discussion of the existing setting is 
not included.  

CHECKLIST 

 

No New 
Impact or 

Increase in 
Severity of 

a 
Previously 
Identified 

Impact 

Significant 
Impact 

(unchanged) 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
(unchanged) 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
(unchanged) 

No Impact  

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

☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

IMPACTS IDENTIFIED IN THE CFS PROJECT EIR 

The CFS Project EIR did not identify any impacts related to recreational resources. Furthermore, there are 
no parks or recreational facilities located in the vicinity of the CFS Project site. The CFS Project would not 
create an increase in population or promote activities that would increase the use of existing parks and 
recreational facilities. Additionally, no recreational facilities or any activities that would require the 
construction or expansion of recreational facilities were proposed as part of the CFS Project. 

IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED MODIFICATION 

a, b) No Impact: The Proposed Modification would not result in new significant impacts because there 
would be no direct or indirect increased use of parks or recreational facilities as part of the Proposed 
Modification. No additional recreational facilities are included in the BESS and associated improvements.  

CONCLUSION 

The Proposed Modification would not result in any new significant impacts or cause an increase in severity 
of any significant impacts identified in the CFS Project EIR related to recreation resources. 
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Q. Transportation  

EXISTING SETTING 

The CFS Project EIR includes a detailed description of the existing environmental setting for 
transportation.14 As discussed in the CFS Project EIR, the CFS Project site is located near the junction of 
State Route (“SR”) 41, SR 46, and Cholame Valley Road. The CFS Project is approximately seven miles 
southeast of the community of Parkfield and 25 miles northeast of the City of Pas+o Robles, near the borders 
of Monterey, San Luis Obispo, Kings and Fresno counties. SR 41 and SR 46 are east-west state highways 
that connect U.S. Highway 101 (US 101) and Interstate 5 (I-5). These routes are used by commuters will 
be used for material transportation as part of the CFS Project.  

CHECKLIST 

Would the project: 

No New 
Impact or 
Increase in 
Severity of 

a 
Previously 
Identified 

Impact 

Significant 
Impact 

(unchanged) 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
(unchanged) 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
(unchanged) 

No Impact  

a) Conflict with a plan, ordinance or policy addressing 
the circulation system, including transit, roadway, 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities?  

☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

b) Would the project conflict with or be inconsistent with 
CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?  ☒ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

☒ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

d) Result in inadequate emergency access? 
☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

IMPACTS IDENTIFIED IN THE CFS PROJECT EIR 

The CFS Project EIR analyzed potential traffic related effects associated with the construction of the CFS 
Project over a 12-month period (see Draft EIR, Section 4.13, Transportation; see also Final EIR, pg. 4-134 
through 4-137). This represented a conservative approach to estimate potential construction-related effects, 
and the CFS Project EIR determined that if construction lasted longer than 12-months then the number of 
peak hour trips would be less (see Draft EIR, pg. 4.13-11). The CFS Project EIR identified that construction 
would generate a significant and unavoidable impact along a segment of SR 41 and SR 46 that currently 
operates at an unacceptable Level of Service (“LOS”) (see Impact T-1, Draft EIR, pg. 4.13-15 through 4.13-
17). The CFS Project EIR also identified potentially significant, but mitigable, impacts related to traffic 
generated during the construction phase that would add trips to the intersection of SR 41/SR46, which 
currently operates at an unacceptable LOS F during the Friday PM peak hour (see Impact T-2, Draft EIR, 
pg. 4.13-17 through 4.13-19). The implementation of Friday peak hour traffic control measures (see 
Mitigation Measure T-2) would ensure that potential Friday PM peak hour traffic impacts would be lessened 
to a less than significant level. The CFS Project EIR also identified significant and unavoidable impacts 
associated with the addition of traffic to the SR 41/SR 46 intersection during construction (see Impact T-5, 
Draft EIR, pg. 4.13-21 through 4.13-23). This impact would remain significant until such time that Caltrans 

 
14 Please refer to the CFS Project Draft EIR, Section 4.13, Transportation. 
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constructs planned SR 46 improvements at this intersection, which is not expected until after the CFS 
Project construction is complete. The CFS Project EIR also identified potential traffic related effects 
associated with the use of park and ride facilities during construction and identified mitigation to lessen the 
extent of traffic-related effects (see Impact T-7, Draft EIR, pg. 4.13-25). The following is a brief overview 
of the findings of the CFS Project EIR related to transportation/traffic.  

▪ The CFS Project EIR identified a potentially significant impact associated with project-generated 
traffic during the construction phase due to the incremental increase of construction-generated 
traffic on a segment of SR 46 between SR 41 and Branch Road that operates at an unacceptable 
Level of Service (“LOS”) E. The mitigation measures would not be able to fully address the 
impacts; therefore, the impact would be significant and unavoidable.15 

▪ The CFS Project EIR identified a potentially significant impact associated with project generated 
traffic during the construction phase by adding trips to the intersection of SR 41/SR 46, which 
currently operates at an unacceptable LOS F during the Friday PM peak hour. However, the impact 
would be reduced to less than significant with the implementation of the following mitigation 
measure: T-2: Friday Peak Hour Control Measures – Construction Phase.  

▪ The CFS Project EIR identified a potentially significant operational traffic impact on SR 46 
between SR 41 and Branch Road, which currently operates at an unacceptable LOS E. CFS Project 
generated traffic during the operational phase would add an additional 20 trips per day to this 
roadway segment. The CFS Project EIR determined that this would represent a significant impact 
to roadway operations based on Caltrans significance thresholds. The CFS Project EIR, however, 
identified that planned future improvements would eliminate this impact, but the impact would 
remain significant until such time that the improvements were constructed.  

▪ The CFS Project EIR identified a potentially significant operational traffic impact due to the 
addition of traffic trips to the intersection of SR 41 / SR 46, which operates at an unacceptable LOS 
F during the Friday PM peak hour. However, the impact would be reduced to less than significant 
with the implementation of the following mitigation measure: T-4: Friday Peak Hour Control 
Measures – Operation Phase.  

▪ The CFS Project EIR did not contain an analysis of CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15064.3, subdivision 
(b), because at the time the CFS Project EIR was prepared, the CEQA Guidelines had not been 
updated to require an evaluation of vehicle miles traveled (“VMT”).  

▪ The CFS Project EIR identified a potentially significant impact due to existing traffic related 
hazards. Specifically, the CFS Project EIR identified that the addition of traffic to the SR 41/SR 46 
intersection would increase hazards at an intersection where accident rates are more than two times 
the statewide average. The flagman, as required by Mitigation Measures T-2: Friday Peak Hour 
Control Measures – Construction Phase and T-4: Friday Peak Hour Control Measures – Operation 
Phase, would partially reduce hazard related impacts at the SR 41/SR 46 intersection during the 
Friday PM peak hour. However, no mitigation measures are available to fully reduce hazard-related 
impacts at the SR 41/SR 46 intersection to a less than significant level; therefore, impacts are 
significant and unavoidable. 

▪ The CFS Project EIR did not identify any significant impacts associated with emergency vehicle 
accessibility.  

▪ The CFS Project EIR identified a potentially significant impact associated with an employee shuttle 
service that would provide transportation to and from the site during the construction phase. The 
exact location, size, and design of the proposed park and ride facilities were not known at the time 
the County of Monterey prepared the CFS Project EIR; therefore, the CFS Project EIR concluded 

 
15 The CFS Project EIR determined the significance of potential transportation-related effects based on adopted level of 
service (“LOS”) thresholds of significance. The CEQA Guidelines have since been amended to require an analysis of 
potential transportation effects using a threshold based on VMT. As a result, LOS thresholds are no longer considered 
determinative for evaluating the significance of traffic-related impact under CEQA. 
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that there was the potential for secondary impacts to the environment to occur. However, the impact 
would be reduced to a less than significant level with the implementation of the following 
mitigation measure: T-7: Park and Ride Facility Siting.  

IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED MODIFICATION 

Kimley Horn & Associates (“KHA”) prepared a detailed technical memorandum evaluating the potential 
environmental effects associated with the Proposed Modification. More specifically, KHA evaluated the 
potential traffic-related effects associated with the Proposed Modification in comparison to the analysis 
contained in the CFS Project EIR using substantially the same methodology and approach for comparative 
purposes. The following represents the results of the technical analysis prepared by KHA which 
conclusively demonstrates that the Proposed Modification would not result in any additional environmental 
effects or an increase in the severity of a previously identified significant impact beyond the levels identified 
in the CFS Project EIR.  

a) No Impact: The Proposed Modification would not conflict with a plan, ordinance or policy addressing 
the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities. The Proposed 
Modification would result in temporary construction-related traffic that would access the existing CFS 
Project site via the existing private driveway. The Proposed Modification would not affect existing site 
access or otherwise conflict with a plan, ordinance or policy related to existing circulation. Moreover, 
construction-related effects would be temporary in nature. Finally, the Proposed Modification would not 
result in any additional operational traffic beyond the levels previously identified in the CFS Project EIR. 
Therefore, there would be no impact regarding this criterion.  

b) Less than Significant Impact: CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15064.3(b) provides criteria for analyzing 
transportation impacts. More specifically, CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15064.3(b)(1) identifies that VMT 
exceeding an applicable threshold of significance may indicate that a project may have a significant 
transportation related effect. In the absence of an adopted threshold of significance, CEQA Guidelines Sec. 
15064.3(b)(3) identifies that a lead agency may qualitatively evaluate potential traffic-related effects by 
considering such factors as availability of transit, proximity to other destinations, etc. Currently, the County 
of Monterey does not have an adopted threshold of significance for VMT. However, according to technical 
guidance prepared by the Office of Planning and Research (“OPR”), projects that generate or attract fewer 
than 110 trips per day generally may be presumed to have a less than significant transportation impact (OPR 
2018). While CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15064.3(b) requires an evaluation of a project’s traffic-related effects 
based on VMT, the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15064.1(b) do not take effect until July 1, 2020.  

While the updated CEQA Guidelines require an evaluation of VMT, the CFS Project EIR was certified 
prior to the adoption of the most recent CEQA Guidelines. As a result, the CFS Project EIR determined the 
significance of potential transportation-related effects based on adopted level of service (“LOS”) thresholds 
of significance, which as noted previously are no longer considered determinative for evaluating the 
significance of traffic-related impact under CEQA. Nevertheless, KHA evaluated the potential temporary 
traffic related effects associated with the construction of the Proposed Modification using substantially the 
same approach and methodology outlined in CFS Project EIR to determine whether the Proposed 
Modification would result in any additional transportation-related effects beyond those identified in the 
CFS Project EIR. Table 3 depicts anticipated daily tips associated with the Proposed Modification.  
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Table 3 
Trip Generation Rates – 8 Month Peak Construction Duration 

Project Trip Type 
Daily 
Trips 

AM Peak PM Peak 
Total IN OUT Total IN OUT 

Battery Storage Project Construction Phase 
Personal Vehicle Trips        
Construction Workforce: Personal Vehicles 88 39 39 0 39 0 39 

Total Passenger Vehicle Trips 88 39 39 0 39 0 39 
Heavy Vehicle Trips        
Equipment Deliveries (EPC Battery Facility) 4 4 2 2 4 2 2 
Concrete Deliveries (EPC Battery Facility) 8 2 1 1 2 1 1 
Equipment Deliveries (Substation Expansion) 6 3 3 0 3 0 3 

Total Heavy Vehicle Trips 18 9 6 3 9 3 6 
Proposed Battery Storage – Total Construction 

Trips 
106 48 45 3 48 3 45 

EIR – Total Construction Trips 263 88 88 0 88 0 88 
Notes: 
1. Personal Vehicles are FHWA Class 1- 3 vehicles. Heavy vehicles are FHWA Class 4 and above vehicles. 
2. Estimated number of personal vehicle trips assumes 75% of employees traveling by carpool to and from the site with 
assumed carpool occupancy of 2.5 employees per carpool vehicle. The remaining 25% of employees are assumed to travel 
to and from the site in single-occupancy vehicles. 

As indicated in Table 3, the Proposed Modification would result in substantially less construction-related 
traffic than identified in the CFS Project EIR. The Proposed Modification would result in an estimated 88 
daily workforce related construction trips, including 39 AM peak and 39 PM peak trips, and an additional 
18 heavy vehicles trips. The Proposed Modification is anticipated to result in approximately 106 daily 
construction trips. It is important to note, however, that KHA conservatively estimated construction traffic 
based on a maximum workforce of 70 workers. The typical workforce is anticipated to be approximately 
30 workers, which would generate substantially less construction traffic. Under this scenario, the Proposed 
Modification is estimated to generate 26 daily trips. Similarly, it is also worth noting that the AM and PM 
peak hour trips identified in Table 3 do not take into consideration that the majority of construction 
personnel would typically arrive onsite prior to the peak AM period and would also typically depart outside 
of the PM peak. Nevertheless, even under the conservative approach utilized by KHA, the Proposed 
Modification would result in substantially less traffic related effects than those identified in the CFS Project 
EIR. As a result, the Proposed Modification would not result in any additional environmental effects beyond 
those previously identified in the CFS Project EIR. Additionally, the Proposed Modification would also 
implement all existing mitigation measures identified in the CFS Project EIR to minimize construction-
related effects.  

KHA prepared a detailed technical memorandum evaluating the Proposed Modification’s potential 
transportation related effects based on substantially the same methodology used in the CFS Project EIR, 
which evaluated potential traffic-related effects based on established LOS thresholds of significance. As 
outlined above, LOS is no longer considered determinative of whether a project would have a significant 
effect for the purposes of CEQA. While the County of Monterey does not have an adopted VMT threshold, 
OPR has identified that a project with less than 110 daily trips can be presumed to have a less than 
significant transportation related effect. As noted above, the Proposed Modification would conservatively 
result in 106 daily trips; actual daily trips are anticipated to be substantially less. In addition, the Proposed 
Modification also includes measures to reduce VMT. More specifically, KHA assumed that construction 
personnel would carpool to and from the construction site in personal vehicles (KHA 2020) thereby 
reducing potential VMT during construction. Because the Proposed Modification would not exceed 110 
daily construction trips and because the Proposed Modification includes traffic demand management 
measures (i.e., carpooling), the Proposed Modification would result in a less than significant transportation-
related effect under CEQA Guidelines Sec. 15064.3(b) 
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Operation of the Proposed Modification would not generate any additional operational traffic beyond the 
levels identified in the CFS Project EIR. No additional operational traffic is anticipated with the Proposed 
Modification. It is anticipated that the Proposed Modification would be operated primarily remotely with 
support from existing on-site staff. As a result, the Proposed Modification is not anticipated to result in a 
significant increase in operational traffic. This is considered a less than significant impact.    

c) Less than Significant Impact: The CFS Project EIR found that there would be a significant and 
unavoidable impact due to existing traffic hazards associated with the SR 41/SR 46 intersection. The 
Proposed Modification would result in temporary construction-related traffic, which would contribute 
traffic to the SR 41/46 intersection. The Proposed Modification would, however, contribute substantially 
less construction traffic than evaluated in the CFS Project EIR. In addition, as identified above, KHA’s 
analysis conservatively estimated anticipated construction traffic assuming the maximum workforce would 
be present onsite for the duration of construction. Actual construction traffic is anticipated to be less. 
Because the Proposed Modification would generate less construction traffic than evaluated in the CFS 
Project EIR the Proposed Modification would not result in any additional environmental effects or 
substantially increase a previously identified significant impact beyond the levels identified in the CFS 
Project EIR.  
 
d) No Impact: The Proposed Modification would not result in inadequate emergency access. The Proposed 
Modification consists of the construction of a BESS and related infrastructure improvements to modify the 
existing CFS Project to allow onsite energy storage. Emergency access would continue to be available 
primarily from the existing private driveway and secondary access would be available via Turkey Flat Road. 
The Proposed Modification is located entirely within the existing SDA in an area that was previously 
planned to be developed with utility-scale solar infrastructure. The Proposed Modification would not affect 
existing access to the CFS Project site or affect the existing internal access.  

CONCLUSION 

The Proposed Modification would not result in any new significant impacts or cause an increase in severity 
of any significant impacts identified in the CFS Project EIR related to transportation and traffic. The 
Proposed Modification would implement the following mitigation measures, consistent with the CFS 
Project EIR, to ensure that potential impacts would be less than significant: T-2: Friday Peak Hour Control 
Measures – Construction Phase, and T-4: Friday Peak Hour Control Measures – Operation Phase. The 
implementation of existing mitigation measures would ensure that potential impacts associated with the 
Proposed Modification would be consistent with the findings of the CFS Project EIR.
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R. Tribal Cultural Resources 

EXISTING SETTING 

At the time the CFS Project EIR was prepared, Tribal Cultural Resources was not part of the CEQA 
Guidelines. However, Section 4.5, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, of the CFS Project EIR 
evaluated the potential impacts to cultural and paleontological resources associated with the CFS Project, 
including potential impacts to tribal resources.16 Please refer the preceding discussion above concerning the 
existing environmental setting for cultural resources for more information.  

CHECKLIST 

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in 
the significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in 
Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, 
feature, place, cultural landscape that is geographically 
defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, 
sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California 
Native American tribe, and that is: 

No New 
Impact or 

Increase in 
Severity of 

a Previously 
Identified 

Impact 

Significant 
Impact 

(unchanged) 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
(unchanged) 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
(unchanged) 

No Impact  

a) 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 

☒ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

b) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its 
discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be 
significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) 
of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying 
the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public 
Resources Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall 
consider the significance of the resource to a California 
Native America tribe.  

☒ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

IMPACTS IDENTIFIED IN THE CFS PROJECT EIR 

▪ The CFS Project EIR did not specifically evaluate tribal cultural resources as a separate CEQA 
topic because at the time the CFS Project EIR was prepared the CEQA Guidelines had not been 
updated to require a separate evaluation of these resources. The CFS Project EIR did, however, 
evaluate potential impacts to cultural resources, including potential Native American resources, in 
connection with the implementation of the CFS Project, as more thoroughly described above. The 
CFS Project EIR identified the following mitigation measures to reduce potential impacts to 
cultural and paleontological resources to a less than significant level: CR-1(a): Archaeological Site 
Avoidance, CR-1(b): Site Capping and Data Indexing, CR-1(c): Data Recovery Excavation, CR-
1(d): Archaeological Resource Worker Environmental Awareness Program, CR-1(e): 
Archaeological Resource Construction Monitoring, and CR-1(f): Native American Construction 
Monitoring. The implementation of these mitigation measures would ensure that potential impacts 
to tribal cultural resources would be minimized to a less than significant level.  

IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED MODIFICATION 

a, b) Less than Significant Impact: The Proposed Modification would not result in a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of a tribal resource that is listed or eligible for listing in the California Register 
of Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical resources. The Proposed Modification is not 

 
16 For more information concerning the existing environmental setting, please refer to Section 4.5, Cultural Resources and 
Paleontological Resources, of the CFS Project Draft EIR. 



Environmental Analysis - Tribal Cultural Resources 

anticipated to adversely affect tribal resources. As noted previously in Section E, Cultural Resources, 
mitigation measures have been identified to ensure that potential impacts would be reduced to a less than 
significant level. The implementation of existing mitigation measures would ensure that potential impacts 
to tribal cultural resources would also be less than significant. Moreover, most of the area of the Proposed 
Modification was disturbed in connection with construction of the CFS Project thereby further reducing 
potential impacts associated with the Proposed Modification. Additionally, Applied Earthworks did not 
identify any previously recorded resources within the footprint of the Proposed Modification. As a result, 
Applied Earthworks concluded that the Proposed Modification would not result in any additional impacts 
or effects beyond those previously identified in the CFS Project EIR. The implementation of existing 
mitigation measures would ensure that impacts to tribal cultural resources would be less than significant.  

CONCLUSION 

The CFS Project EIR previously evaluated potential impacts to cultural resources, including Native 
American resources, as part of the cultural resources section of the CFS Project EIR. The Proposed 
Modification would implement existing mitigation measures identified in the CFS Project EIR to ensure 
that impacts would remain less than significant. As a result, the Proposed Modification would not result in 
any new significant impacts or cause an increase in severity of any significant impacts identified in the CFS 
Project EIR. 



Environmental Analysis - Utilities and Service Systems 

S. Utilities and Service Systems  

EXISTING SETTING 

CFS Project EIR includes a detailed description of the existing environmental setting for utilities and service 
systems.17 The CFS Project entailed the development of a 280-megawatt utility-scale solar facility and 
associated infrastructure in unincorporated Monterey County. At the time the County of Monterey prepared 
the CFS Project EIR, there was no existing wastewater disposal infrastructure and no wastewater service 
providers serving the CFS Project site. The minimal amount of wastewater generated by the CFS Project is 
disposed of by an onsite wastewater treatment system, and potable water for the Operation & Maintenance 
facility is provided by on-site wells. Solid waste generated as a result of the CFS Project is disposed of at 
Johnson Canyon Landfill in Monterey County, Paso Robles Landfill or Chicago Grade Landfill in San Luis 
Obispo County. 

CHECKLIST 

Would the project: 

No New 
Impact or 
Increase in 

Severity of a 
Previously 
Identified 

Impact 

Significant 
Impact 

(unchanged) 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
(unchanged) 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
(unchanged) 

No Impact  

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of 
new or expanded water, wastewater treatment or storm 
water drainage, electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunication facilities, the construction or 
relocation of which could cause significant 
environmental effects?  

☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

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

☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

c) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 
provider which serves or may serve the project that it has 
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand 
in addition to the provider’s existing commitments? 

☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local 
standards, or in excess of the capacity of local 
infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid 
waste reduction goals? 

☒ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

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

IMPACTS IDENTIFIED IN THE CFS PROJECT EIR 

▪ The CFS Project EIR did not identify any impacts that would cause significant environmental 
effects associated with the construction of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment, storm 
water drainage facilities, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunication facilities. 

▪ The CFS Project EIR discussed the availability of water supplies in Section 4.9 Hydrology and 
Water Quality and determined that the CFS Project would have sufficient water supplies available 
from existing resources and no new or expanded entitlements would be needed. Impacts would be 
less than significant without mitigation.  

 
17 Please refer to the CFS Project Draft EIR, Section 4.12. 
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▪ The CFS Project EIR did not identify any impacts associated with capacity of existing wastewater 
treatment facilities. The CFS Project would be served by an on-site septic system or alternative 
wastewater treatment system. No wastewater treatment providers would be affected by the project. 
There would be no impact. 

▪ The CFS Project EIR discussed the generation of solid waste in Section 4.12 Public Services and 
Utilities and determined that solid waste generated during project decommissioning would be 
accommodated by landfills in existence at the time and would be disposed of in accordance with 
applicable laws and regulations. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 

IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED MODIFICATION 

The Proposed Modification is located entirely within the existing 2,120-acre SDA, which was proposed to 
be improved with utility-scale solar infrastructure as part of the CFS Project. As a result, the CFS Project 
EIR evaluated the potential utilities and service systems resource related impacts associated with the 
construction of infrastructure within the area of the Proposed Modification. As described below, the 
Proposed Modification would not result in any additional environmental effects or increase the severity of 
a previously identified impact beyond those identified in the CFS Project EIR.   

a, b, c) No Impact: The Proposed Modification consists of the construction and operation of a BESS and 
associated improvements. The Proposed Modification would modify the existing CFS Project to allow on-
site energy storage. The Proposed Modification does not entail any new or expanded water or wastewater 
facilities. In addition, the Proposed Modification would not increase demand for water during operation. 
Temporary water use would occur during construction for dust suppression purposes but would be relatively 
minor in nature due to the limited nature of construction activities. As a result, the Proposed Modification 
is not anticipated to: 1) require or result in the construction of new or expanded water or wastewater 
treatment facilities or other related infrastructure, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects; 2) have insufficient water supplies available to serve the project and reasonably 
foreseeable future development during normal, dry and multiple dry years; or, 3) 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. Accordingly, the 
Proposed Modification would not result in any additional adverse environmental impacts or increase the 
severity of a previously identified significant impact beyond the levels identified in the CFS Project EIR.  

d, e) Less than Significant Impact: Construction of the Proposed Modification would generate 
construction debris. Construction of the Proposed Modification is not, however, anticipated to generate a 
substantial amount of construction debris that would cause the Johnson Canyon Landfill (located in 
Monterey County), the Paso Proles Landfill, or the Chicago Grade Landfill (both located in San Luis Obispo 
County) to exceed their permitted capacity. Moreover, all construction debris would be disposed of in 
accordance with all applicable regulatory requirements related to construction waste diversion and general 
practices to reduce the amount of construction waste. As a result, the Proposed Modification would result 
in a less than significant impact in terms of solid waste generation consistent with the analysis in the CFS 
Project EIR.  

CONCLUSION 

The Proposed Modification would not result in any new significant impacts or cause an increase in severity 
of any significant impacts identified in the CFS Project EIR related to utilities and service systems.  



Environmental Analysis - Wildfire 

T. Wildfire 

EXISTING SETTING 

At the time that the County of Monterey prepared the CFS Project EIR, the CEQA Guidelines had not been 
updated to require a separate analysis of potential wildfire hazards. Instead, the CFS Project EIR evaluated 
potential wildfire hazards as part of Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, and evaluated potential 
impacts to fire protection services in Section 4.12, Public Services. As identified in the CFS Project EIR, 
the CFS Project site, including the Proposed Modification, is located in a high fire hazard severity zone and 
is located within a State Responsibility Area (“SRA”) by the California Department of Forestry and Fire 
Protection (“Cal Fire”). The nearest Cal Fire substation is located in Parkfield, which is approximately 
seven miles northwest of the CFS Project site. This station would be the primary station responsible for 
responding to an emergency. For a detailed description of the existing environmental setting as it relates to 
potential wildfire hazards and impacts to fire protection services, please refer to the aforementioned sections 
for more information. 

CHECKLIST 

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands 
classified as very high fire hazard severity zones, would 
the project: 

No New 
Impact or 
Increase in 
Severity of 

a 
Previously 
Identified 

Impact 

Significant 
Impact 

(unchanged) 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
(unchanged) 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
(unchanged) 

No Impact  

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response 
plan or emergency evacuation plan? ☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☒ 

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, 
exacerbate wildfire risks, and thereby expose project 
occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or 
the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire?  

☒ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

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

☒ ☐ ☒ ☐ ☐ 

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, 
including downslope or downstream flooding or 
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope 
instability, or drainage changes? 

☒ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

IMPACTS IDENTIFIED IN THE CFS PROJECT EIR 

▪ The CFS Project EIR did not contain an analysis of potential wildfire hazards, because at the time 
the CFS Project EIR was prepared, the CEQA Guidelines had not been updated to require an 
evaluation of wildfire hazards. Although an analysis of potential wildfire impacts was not included 
as part of the CFS Project EIR as a separate topical CEQA section, the CFS Project EIR did evaluate 
potential impacts to existing fire protection services in connection with the implementation of the 
CFS Project in Section 4.8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the CFS Project EIR.  

▪ The CFS Project EIR identified the following mitigation measures to reduce the potential 
significant impacts associated with wildfires to a less than significant level: PS-1(a): Construction 
Management Plan, PS-1(b): Emergency Response Training, PS-1(c): Fire Protection during 
Construction, HAZ-4(a): Final Fuel Management Plan, and HAZ-4(b): Emergency Access.  



Environmental Analysis - Wildfire 

IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED MODIFICATION 

a) No Impact: The Proposed Modification would not impair an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan. The Proposed Modification consists of infrastructure improvements to an 
existing renewable energy facility located in southern Monterey County. Moreover, the Proposed 
Modification is located in an area that was previously considered suitable for renewable energy 
infrastructure in connection with the CFS Project but was never developed as part of the original project. 
The development of the Proposed Modification would not affect emergency access to the CFS Project site 
and would not otherwise impede access to the site. The location of the Proposed Modification was 
previously planned to be improved with utility-scale infrastructure and the Proposed Modification would 
not result in any changes related to emergency access. As a result, there would be no impact in connection 
with the Proposed Modification.   

b, c) Less than Significant Impact with Mitigation: The Proposed Modification consists of the 
construction and operation of a BESS and related infrastructure as a component of the CFS Project. As 
described in Section I. Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the CFS Project is located in an area with a 
high fire hazard potential. As a result, the Proposed Modification could result in the exposure of project 
occupants to potential wildfire hazards consistent with the findings of the CFS Project EIR. Potential 
wildfire hazards associated with the Proposed Modification would be minimized through the compliance 
with existing regulatory requirements (e.g., Monterey County Code, Public Resources Code, OSHA), as 
well as active and passive fire protection measures included as part of the Proposed Modification and 
existing facility operations. These measures include implementing on-going fuel management measures, as 
well as maintaining on-site fire suppression equipment. Moreover, the Proposed Modification would also 
comply with applicable mitigation measures identified in the CFS Project EIR intended to reduce potential 
wildland fire hazards, including the following mitigation measures: PS-1(a): Construction Management 
Plan, PS-1(b): Emergency Response Training, PS-1(c): Fire Protection during Construction, HAZ-4(a): 
Final Fuel Management Plan, and HAZ-4(b): Emergency Access. In addition, the Proposed Modification 
also includes a preliminary fuel management plan which indicates that the area surrounding the proposed 
improvements would be managed during construction and operation consistent with existing operations. 
The implementation of existing fuel management requirements, as well as compliance with the mitigation 
measures identified above would ensure that potential impacts would be less than significant consistent 
with the findings of the CFS Project EIR. 

d) Less than Significant Impact: The Proposed Modification site is located in an area that is relatively flat 
and not sloped. Therefore, the site is not generally susceptible to downslope or downstream flooding or 
landslides. For this reason, this impact is less than significant.  

CONCLUSION 

The Proposed Modification would not result in any new significant impacts or cause an increase in severity 
of any significant impacts identified in the CFS Project EIR. The Proposed Modification would implement 
the following mitigation measures, consistent with the CFS Project EIR, to ensure that potential impacts 
would be less than significant: PS-1(a): Construction Management Plan, PS-1(b): Emergency Response 
Training, PS-1(c): Fire Protection during Construction, HAZ-4(a): Final Fuel Management Plan, and 
HAZ-4(b): Emergency Access. The implementation of existing mitigation measures would ensure that 
potential impacts associated with the Proposed Modification would be consistent with the findings of the 
CFS Project EIR. 
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U. Mandatory Findings of Significance  

CHECKLIST 

 

No New 
Impact or 
Increase in 
Severity of 

a Previously 
Identified 

Impact 

Significant 
Impact 

(unchanged) 

Less than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 

Incorporated 
(unchanged) 

Less than 
Significant 

Impact 
(unchanged) 

No 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? 

☒ ☐ ☐ ☐ ☐ 

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually 
limited, but cumulatively considerable? (“Cumulatively 
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a 
project are considerable when viewed in connection with 
the effects of past projects, the effects of other current 
projects, and the effects of probable future projects)? 

☒ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will 
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either 
directly or indirectly? 

☒ ☐ ☐ ☒ ☐ 

IMPACTS IDENTIFIED IN THE CFS PROJECT EIR 

▪ The CFS Project EIR did not identify any impacts associated with the CFS Project that would 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. 

▪ The CFS Project EIR evaluated the potential cumulative effects associated with the CFS Project. 
More specifically, the CFS Project EIR identified a number of renewable energy projects in the 
surrounding counties that would combine with the CFS Project to create cumulative impacts. The 
CFS Project EIR concluded that potential cumulative effects would not be cumulatively 
considerable based on the implementation of existing mitigation measures identified in the CFS 
Project EIR. 

▪ The CFS Project EIR evaluated environmental effects that would cause substantial adverse effects 
on human beings associated with the implementation of the CFS Project. The CFS Project EIR 
shows that the environmental effects of the CFS Project would be less than significant and potential 
adverse effects on human beings would be reduced with the implementation of mitigation measures 
identified in the CFS Project EIR.  

IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED MODIFICATION 

a, b, c) Less than Significant Impact: The Proposed Modification would not substantially degrade or 
reduce wildlife species or habitat or impact historic resources. The Proposed Modification is located within 
the existing 2,120-acre SDA, which the County of Monterey previously evaluated as part of the CFS Project 
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EIR. As a result, the Proposed Modification is not anticipated to result in any additional environmental 
effects or increase the severity of a significant impact beyond the levels identified in the CFS Project EIR. 
Moreover, the Proposed Modification would not result in any additional cumulative effects beyond those 
identified in the CFS Project EIR. The Proposed Modification would result in temporary construction-
related effects – temporary construction-related effects would be limited in duration and would be addressed 
through the implementation of existing mitigation measures identified in the CFS Project EIR. In addition, 
construction and operation of the Proposed Modification would not result in adverse impacts on human 
beings, either directly or indirectly; potential impacts would be temporary in nature and mitigated through 
the implementation of mitigation measures (to the extent they are applicable) previously identified in the 
CFS Project EIR. The Proposed Modification would not result in any new significant impacts or cause an 
increase in severity of any significant impacts beyond those identified in the CFS Project EIR. 

III. CONCLUSION  
The Proposed Modification consists of the construction and operation of a BESS and related infrastructure 
improvements as part of the existing CFS Project. The Proposed Modification is located within the existing 
2,120-acre SDA, which was previously approved for utility-scale solar infrastructure by the County of 
Monterey. As noted above, the actual footprint of the CFS Project was considerably less than what was 
analyzed in the CFS Project EIR - only 1,684 acres of the 2,120-acre SDA was developed as part of the 
CFS Project. As a result, the actual facility footprint is 436 acres less than previously analyzed. Similarly, 
the CFS Project EIR also evaluated the effects associated with the development of two (2) substations, each 
to be approximately six (6) acres in size. The actual footprint of each substation was also less than 
previously analyzed by the County of Monterey – the total footprint for both substations was less than two 
(2) acres combined. As a result, construction of the Proposed Modification would not exceed the CFS 
Project footprint analyzed by the County of Monterey. In fact, even with the addition of the Proposed 
Modification, the extent of development associated with the CFS Project would be less than what was 
analyzed in the CFS Project EIR. As discussed above, the Proposed Modification would not result in any 
additional adverse environmental effects or increase the severity of a previously identified significant 
impact.   
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Notice of Determination 



Notice of Determination                                                                 - 1 -_____                                           

CDFW Rev. 2013.1.1 

 

SUBJECT:  Filing of Notice of Determination pursuant to Public Resources Code § 21108  
State Clearinghouse Number:  2013041031 
Project Title:  California Flats Solar Project (California Endangered Species Act Incidental Take Permit (ITP) 
No. 2081-2015-027-04, Amendment No. 6, a major amendment. 
Project Location:  The Project is located north of the intersection of State Route (SR) 41 and SR 46 and northeast of 
Cholame Valley Road, approximately 25 miles northeast of the City of Paso Robles, in unincorporated Monterey and 
San Luis Obispo counties.   
Project Description:  The Project involves the construction, operation and maintenance, and decommissioning of a 
280-megawatt solar power generating facility on approximately 2,367 acres of undeveloped grassland. The Project 
is composed of four main components: solar development areas, a transmission line corridor, an access road, and a 
utility corridor. 
The Project is expected to result in incidental take of San Joaquin kit fox (SJKF) and California tiger salamander 
(CTS), which are designated as threatened species under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA). The ITP 
referenced above as issued by CDFW authorizes incidental take of the two species listed under CESA that may 
occur as a result of Project implementation, including temporary impacts to 214.57 acres and permanent impacts to 
2,156.6 acres of SJKF and CTS habitat. Amendment No. 6 modifies the Project Description to include a Battery 
Energy Storage System (BESS) and transmission line from the BESS to the substation modification area; and 
allows for an increase of permanently disturbed acreage of 2.6 acres as a result of the BESS and modified 
substation construction, and a permanent impact of 0.001-acre (48 square feet) and a temporary impact of 
1.57 acres (68,568 square feet) as a result of the construction of the transmission line from the BESS to the 
substation modification area. 
This is to advise that CDFW, acting as [  the lead agency /  a responsible agency] approved the above-
described project on ____________________ and made the following determinations regarding the above 
described project: 

1. The project [  will /  will not] have a significant effect on the environment (This determination is limited to 
effects within CDFW’s permitting jurisdiction as a responsible agency). 

2. [  An environmental impact report /  A negative declaration] was prepared by the lead agency for the original 
project. 

3. Additional mitigation measures [  were /  were not] made a condition of CDFW’s approval of the project. 
4. A mitigation reporting or monitoring plan [  was /  was not] adopted by CDFW for this project. 
5. A Statement of Overriding Considerations [  was /  was not] adopted by CDFW for this project. 
6. Findings [  were /  were not] made by CDFW pursuant to Public Resources Code § 21081(a).  
7. Compliance with the environmental filing fee requirement at Fish and Game Code § 711.4 (check one): 
   Payment is submitted with this notice. 
   A copy of a receipt showing prior payment was submitted to CDFW. 

 Responsible Agency statement:  The EIR prepared by the lead agency for the Project is available to the general 
public at the office location listed above for the lead agency. CDFW’s administrative record of proceedings 
related to the incidental take permit is available to the public for review at CDFW’s regional office. 

Signature          Date:     
Julie A. Vance, Regional Manager 
Date Received for filing at OPR:      

To: From:   
 Office of Planning and Research California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 

For U.S. Mail:  Central Region 
P.O. Box 3044  1234 East Shaw Avenue 
Sacramento, CA  95812-3044   Fresno, California 93710 
  Contact: Annee Ferranti 

 
Street Address: 

Phone: (559) 243-4005, ext. 221 

1400 Tenth Street  
Sacramento, CA 95814 Lead Agency  

 Monterey County 
 168 West Alisal Street, 2nd Floor 
 Salinas, California 93901 
 Contact: John Ford 
 Phone: (831) 755-5158 
  

DocuSign Envelope ID: 208D2467-53DC-4E69-AD16-72F8C45DBFDB

2/11/2021

2/11/2021
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