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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

This chapteraddresses the purpose and need for the proposed action evalu@teaptar4 of this
Environmental Impact StatemenEIS) and describes the scope of this document. Additionally, this
chapterbriefly provides background information regarding the proposed action, including applicable
federal, state, and Tribal laws and regulations. Thisnmtion is provided pursuant to 40 CFR 1502.13.

11 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION

The proposed action consists of Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) approvalB&iyaar leasef land(with the
possibilityof a 13year extensiorhetween the Campoad ofDieguefioMission Indians (Tribe) and@lerra
GenDevelopment Companyl.C (the Developer)on the Campo Indian Reservation (Reservati@Gampo
Lease) The proposed action would authorize the Campo Lease, allthvarigevelopeto develop construct
operate maintain and ultimately decommissiorenewable energy generation famkt (Campo Wind
Facilities)on land withintheReservatiolBoundary TheAiCampo WindProjectwith Boulder Brush Facilitie®

or fAPr oj e cangissof boththehnmpo Wd Facilitieslocated @ landwithin the Reservation
Boundaryandthe Boulder Brush Facilitiesvhich are located oadjacenfprivate landswithin the Boulder
Brush Boundarysee Appendix E, Figure-1l) under thgurisdiction of theCounty of San Diego (@.inty)
Throughout this documertt, h e t eRens efrna t i anytbingwitkeirf tikerResentation Boundary
whilethe t er-Resi®©fvyati ono refers to anyt hAdditignal detiss i d e
regarding the Proje@bcation,compaments and construction can be found in Appendix B, Project Description
Details, to this EISThe BIA is theNational Environmental Policy AcCNEPA) lead agency for thiBroject.

The County is preparingseparate environmental revieivthe Projed@ including both the Boulder Brush
Facilities and the Campo Wind Facilittepursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

The purpose and neeflithe Project is to utilize readily available wind resources on the reservation to develop
economic incora to support needed governmental prograrhe.plirpose and need of tlel A6 s pr opo
actionis taauthorizé¢ he Tr i beds | ease of laws andregulatians govemiogitrei s t
leasingof tribal trust lands and tHederal trust regmsibility to tribes which will allow the Project to occur

Federal law states that the Secretary of the Interior may approve leases of trust lands for a variety of uses
including public, religious, educational, recreational, residential, or businessesirprior to approval of any

lease, the Secretary of the Interior is required to first determine that adequate consideration has been given t
the factors in 25 USC 415(arurther information regarding Project components e regulations
implementing25 USC 415 are located in 25 CHRart 162. According to Part 162, in reviewing a proposed

| ease, the BIA will defer to the | andownersodo det
extent possible.

In addition, he leasing of thal trust lands furthers tribal interests¢luding economic development,
revenue tribal governanceand seldetermination Approval of the proposed lease will satisfy several

January 2020 10212
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needs/interests, including improving the economic conditions of the Trinegthtease revenue and job
creation, and utilizing the renewahlgnd resource

Additionalpurposei n consi deri ng appr oyv ancludetiieintcrdasof nhtromab e 6 s
and tribal renewable energy sources to increase federal energgndéepe and decrease greenhouse gas
emissions as encouraged by federal éaa required by California lavincludingthe Energy Policy Act

of 2005, Executive Order 13212 ffActions to Expedite Energre | at e d , Becretarial Otdero )
328A1 (A Rermkewalylye Devel opment by the B®agdarCtarhe rfto
Renewables PortfoliStandardand Senate Bill 10 whi ch t oget her require C
be from carbofiree sources by 2048Vind has beendentified as the moseadly available and easily
attainable renewable resource on the Reservatigmovide renewable energy fexisting and future
regional electricity demands.

1.2 PROJECT BACKGROUND

The Campo Band ddieguefioMission Indians is part of the Kumeyaay Nation,0os# lands historically
reached from northern San Diego County to the dunes of the Imperial Vallesgwthdeyond Ensenada,
Mexico. The existing Kumeyaay reservations, including the Cammpan Reservation, were created
between 1875 and 1893. The Res#ion originally consisted of about 280 acres. Today, the Tribe
occupying the Reservation consists of 327 memberare tharnl6,000 acres of land. The Reservation

is governed under the authority of the Campo Constitution, which was passed by theomhitvainity

on July 13, 1975. Lawmaking authority under the Campo Constitution is exercised by the General Council,
which consists oéll adult members of the Trib&he Tribal government, represented by a sewember
Executive Committee, is responsible foverseeing various services provided to the Reservation
community, including health, education, fire protection, environmental protection, and housing.

1.3 APPLICABLE FEDERAL, STATE, AND TRIBAL L AWS
AND REGULATIONS

Applicable laws, regulations, and guidarare further detailed in Appendix C to this EIS. Federal laws and
regulations applicable to the proposed Project that are described in Appendix C include BIA lease regulations;
NEPA, the Endangered Species Act; the U.S. Fish and Wildlife ServiceBasad Wind Energy Guidelines
(USFWS 2012); the Migratory Bird Treaty Act; the Bald Eagle and Golden Eagle Protection Act; the Clean
Water Act; the Clean Air Act; the National Historic Preservation Act; the Archaeological Resources Protection
Act; the Antiquites Act of 1906; the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act; the Noise
Control Act; and Executive Orders 11988 (Floodplain Management), 11990 (Protection of Wetlands), and
13112 (Invasive Species). Under the terms of the lease, certaah [a@nts apply to the Lessee, including
certain provisions of the Tribebds Tax Ordinance
discusses Tribal authorities including the Campo Environmental Protection Agency (&igegihe Campo

Band of Diegefio Mission Indians Land Use Code (Land Use Code), and the Campo Band of Dieguefio
Mission Indians Land Use Plan (Land Use Plan).

January 2020 10212
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1.4 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT PROCESS
AND SCOPE

This EIS has been prepared to meet the requirements of NEPA (42 USGHREZbuncil on Environmental
Quiality regulations implementing NEPA (40 CFR 160808) theU . S . Depart memMEPAof tF
regulations (40 CFR Part 4@)nd the BIA NEPA handbook (59 IAMB).

The first formal step in the preparation of an Elféspublication of a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an

EIS. The BIA published the NOI for this proposed action in the Federal Regigiavember21, 2018

The NOI described the proposed action and identified the reasons for the preparation ofTae EISI

also initiated the scoping process and published information on public scoping meetings and opportunities
to comment on the scope of the EIS. The NOI invited the public to attauolic scoping meeting, which
washeld onDecember 62018 The me&ng was held on the Reservation at the Tribal Haliotal of 27

people attended the scoping meetifige meeting began with a brief presentation summarizingtbject

and the NEPA process. Attendees tipeavided timed oral comments recorded by a tcogporter, a
transcrpt of which is included irthe Scoping Repomrovidedas Appendix A to this ELS

Information regardinghe public scoping meeting wasubmitted tothe following two newspapers in
advance of the meetings:

1 San Diego Union Tribune (Nowgber 21, 2018publication date) 15 days in advance

1 San Diego Business Journatbmitted November 21, 2018, published fontleek of November
26, 2018)i 10 days in advance

The purpose of the NOI asdopingmneeting was to providaublicnotification hat the BIA planedto prepare

an EIS and to solicit input on the scope and content of the EIS. The NOI was circulated with comments being
accepted for 80-day scoping period, which closed Becember 212018. In addition,the BIA accepted

letters submied during thdéederalgovernment shutdown, through January 25, 20ih8. scope of this EIS

covers the range of environmental issues addressed, the types of effects considered, and the alternative
analyzed. The EIS presents an analysis of reasonabl@atifes and the potential impact those
alternatives would have on the natural and human environment. The EIS scoping process is designed tc
provide an opportunity for the public and other federal, state, and local agencies to help determine the
scope of te EIS.

Review of the proposed action by the following agencies is necessary as part of the environmental review
processest).S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency.

Coordination with these ageas was undertaken throughout the EIS process and necessary analyses for their
respective reviews have been integratédtime EIS proces€CEPAand the County of San DiegGounty)
ascooperating agencigaerenotified of the NOI andcopingmeeting, ad attended the scoping meeting.
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1.5 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT SCHEDULE, PUBLIC
REVIEW, AND DECISION TIMING

The Draft EISwas available for public review startirep May 24, 2019. The public review period for the
Draft EISwas45 daysA public meetig on the Draft EISvasheld during the review pericahdnoticed at
least 15 days prioA decision on th€roject may be made by the BIA 30 days after the Final EIS is filed.

This EIS is not a decision document. The purpose of the EIS is to documeatehiggh environmental,
social, and economic consequences of constructing and operatiPrgjdet and alternatives.

The ElSwas issued in draft form for public review and comment. The BIA consitidr comments and
other relevant information receivedrthg the comment period amsubsequently issng theFinal EIS.

After a minimum of 30 days followingublicationofthdeJ . S. Envi ronment aloticr ot e
of Availability of the Final EIS in the Federal Register, the BIA will issue a Regbidecision. The

Record of Decisiowill document the decision to approve or disapprove the proposed action, which would
enable implementation of tHeroject. Decisions by other jurisdictions to issue approvals related to the
Project may be aided by thesdiosure of potential impacts found in the EIS.

CHAPTER 2
PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND ALTERNATIVES

This chapter describes the development of a range of alternaivkegrovides descriptions of the
alternatives evaluated in tHisnal EIS for the Projectwhich includes the Campo Wind Facilities and the
Boulder Brush FacilitiesPer the Code of Federal Regulations and in compliance @atmcil on
Environmental Qualityregulations for implementing the NEPA (40 CFR 1502.14g following
alternatives are evadited in this EIS:

1 Alternative 1 Full Build-Out Alternative i Approximately %52 MW (Alternative 1:
Approximately 252 MW)

1 Alternative 2 Reduced Intensity Alternativé Approximately 202 MW (Alternative 2:
Approximately 202 MW)

f No Action Alternative

This dhapter also identifies alternatives that were previously considered but eliminated from further
consideration because they are not reasonable or feasible, or because they would not adequately meet tt
purpose and need for the proposed action. Finallyctiapter provides a comparison of the alternatives
evaluated in this EIS. NEPA requires identifica
may not be the AEnvironmentally Preferred Alte
the one with the least significant impacts to biological resources and the physical environment. The
Agency Preferred Alternative may be identified by the NEPA lead agency in eithznatt&lS or Final
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EIS. The Final EIS will identify the Agency PrefedrAlternative with any adjustments that have occurred
in response to public and agency review and comments. If the Agency Preferred Alternative differs from
the proposed action, both will be identified in the Final EIS.

Completion of the Final EIS, foleed by a Record of Decision to approve the lease, signed by the BIA,
would permit theTribe to advance the Project to the construction phases. In addition, the Fisapfgtfs
decisions associated witlie Campo Leader theCampo WindFacilitieson the Reservation. This EIS can
also be used to support O&-ReservationBoulder Brush Facilities, which are subject to Major Use Permit
(MUP) requirements by the Countthereforeapproval of that action is necessary prior to construction of
the BouldeBrush Facilities.

2.1 DEVELOPMENT OF A RANGE OF ALTERNATIV ES

Each of the alternatives described in this chapter, with the exception of the No Action Alternative, would
achieve the generation of electricity from wind turbines installeddipevelopeon the Reservation. Wind

has been identified as the most available, valuable, and attainable renewable resource on the Reservatior
The alternatives identify different electricity generation capacities and include consideration of different
numbers of wind tunines. The alternatives propose a varying number of wind turbines to be constructed and
installed, resulting in modifications to the turbine layout, as depicted on FigukeAternative 1 Project
Layout, and Figure-2B, Alternative2 ProjectLayout, aml specific turbine designs as depicted on Figure
2-2, Typical Wind Turbine Specifications (all figures provided in Appendix E of this EIS), and described in
Section 2.2, Features Common to Each Design Alternative. These are based on topography amdyprelimin
design information, and locations may change slightly based on engineering feasibilitysitimgrcand
consideration of environmental effects during the analysis process.

The Campo Wind Facilities, which include the construction and operatiomon@@urbines and associated
infrastructure, would be located within a corridor of approximately 2,200 acres of land (Campo Corridor)
within the approximately 16,000 acres under the jurisdiction of the Reser{@servation Boundary)

The Boulder Bruslacilities, which would consist of the portion of the gierline and related facilities to
connect energy generated by the Project to the existing San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E)
Sunrise Powerlink, would be located within a corridor of appratehy 320acres of land (Boulder Brush
Corridor) consistingof private leased parcels adjacent to the northeast portion of the ReseiMatisa.
private parcels are under the land use and permitting jurisdiction of the CGoltlgctively, the Campo
Corridor and the Boulder Brush Corridcompmsethe approximatel,520acre Project Sitevhich is the
subject of this analysi®isturbances within the Project Siteuld be less thak,520acres Adjustments to

the locations of Project components within BrejectSiteto accommodate micssiting constraints, such

as geologic conditions or sensitive resoumesld be accounted fam the analysis for impacti addition,

the physical disturbance required to install the number of turbines necessary tatgehe identified
capacity of approximately 252 megawatts (MW) (60 approximately 4.2 MW turbines) or approximately 202
MW (48 approximately 4.2 MW turbines)ould be lesshan the 76 turbine locations evaluated
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2.2 FEATURES COMMON TO EACH DESIGN ALTER NATIVE
2.2.1 Components Common to Each Design Alternative

Each of the proposed design alternatives for the Project would include the design components listed
below. The Campo Wind Facilities, identified below, are discussed in corresponding Sections A
thruJ below while the Boulder Brush Facilities are fully discussed in Section K béldditional

details regarding the Project components and construction can be found in Appendix B, Project
Description Details, to this EIS.

A. Wind turbines

Access roads

ElectricalCollection andCommunicationSystem
Collectorsubstation

Operations andaintenanc€O&M) facility
MeteorologicalMet) towers

. Watercollectionand septicgstens

I o mmoOoO®m

Temporaryconcretebatchplantfor use during construction

Temporarystagingand parking eeasfor use during construction

“

On-Reservatiorgentie line

K. Boulder Brush Facilities

A. Wind Turbines

The Project would includenstallation ofwind turbines within th&Campo Corridoon theReservation
although the nufver of turbines varies by alternativBince wind turbine technology is continually
improving, and the cost and availability of specific types of turbinessfaom year to year, findProject
specifications are not available; however, the follovalegrents areepresentative for turbinéisat would
be usedor theProject:

1 Wind turbines ratedpproximately4.2 MW in nameplate capacity per turbine
1 Multiple tubular steel towesections forming the towsr

f Rotor diameter up toapproximatelyd60feet (aproximately230-foot-long blades)

Nameplate capacity is the maximum output, commonly expressed as megawatts that a turbine can supply to system load,
adjusted for ambient conditions. The nameplate capacity is usually on a nameplate physically attached to the turbine.
2 Arrotor corsists of the three blades plus the hub, which is the connection point of the blades to the nacelle.
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1 Foundation pedestalapproximately 20 feaetiameter and 6 inches above grade
f  Hub heighfi up toapproximately374feef
1 Total height of turbine (highest poiritlup toapproximately 586 feet

Wind turbines would consistf dhree main physical components that are manufactured off site and
assembled and erect@ih-Reservatiorduring construction: the towécomposed of multiple sections)

the nacelle (generator), and the rotor, which consists of three blades mountadbh¢se® Figure 2 (in
Appendix E to this EIS) All proposed turbines would be thrbéaded, upwind, horizontalxis wind
turbines. Each turbine would be mounted on a concrete pe(ggtabximately 2@eet indiameter and 6
inches above gradeupported  a permanent concrete foundati@pproximately 7Geet indiameter

and 10 feet deepEach turbine would have a rotor and nacelle mountedpoaf its tubular towet.

Wind turbines can operate 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. Blades typically beggtet@amd turbines

begin to generate power in winds as low as 6.7 miles per hour, referred to asithepagd, and are
designed to operate in wind speeds up to approximately 56 miles per hour, referred to esuihspesd.

At wind speeds faster th&® miles per hour, blades rotate parallel to the wind (blades are fully feathered)
and the wind turbine stops producing electricity. Turbines can withstand sustained wind speeds of more
than approximately 100 miles per hour.

The Developerwould implementa lighting plan in accordance with Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA) standards (FAAR018. All turbines would be designated for lighting with mediintensity, dual

red or white synchronously flashing lights for nighttime use and daytime use, ifdnéet®v-voltage,

shielded light on a motion sensor would be installed at the entrance door to each wind turbine at the base
of the turbine tower for security purposes.

B. Access Roads

Where feasible, the existing network@i-Reservation permanent roadsuld be used to access tbampo

Wind Facilitiesduring construction. In addition to the existing roads, additional new roads would be
constructedvithin the Campo Corridoon the Reservatioto provide access and circulation. Access road
layout is simiar for each alternative and would involve approximately 15 miles ofeReservation

roads. All of these roads, existing and new, are anticipated to be used for access to the Campo Wind Facilities
over the life of the Project. Existing roads would bermrpd to accommodate construction equipment
delivery and access. It is anticipated that approximately 15 miles of existingrottsReservationould

need to béemporarilywidened up to 40 feet during construction and reducagdpmoximately24 feetafter
constructionLikewise, the width of the new roads would be up to 40 feet during constructichemd

Hub height is the height of the horizontal axis of rotation of the blades.
4 The nacelle is the component of the wind turbine that houses the maimita&lat@mponents that drive the blades.
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reduced t@pproximately24 feetafter constructionAccess roads tgeneration transmissiogégrntie) line
structures would be approximately 1étfevide

Upon completion of construction, akkwroadsmore than 24 feet wideould bereducedo approximately

24 feet wide, andhe edges of the existing roads would be restored, and existing road widths would be
returned to pre&onstruction widths. AIng both sides of new access roads,-facGwide vegetation
management ardalso referred to as a fuel modification zom@uld be maintainedAccessroads would

be constructed of native soils with decomposed granite and gravel, or similar suitabi@snaigarovide

access in nearly all weather conditions. All roads would be constructed or upgraded in accordance with
industry standards.

C. Electrical Collection and Communication System

The turbines would be connected to ttwdlector substatiorthrouch a 34.5 kV underground Electrical
Collectionand Communicatioisystem (EECS). Depending on the turbine model selected, the electric
energy produced by each wind turbine would be conducted through cables to either a transformer located
inside the nacellerahrough cables running down the inside of the wind turbine tower and through an
underground conduit to a pawlounted transformer that would sit approximateédyfeet from the base of

the turbine on a separate foundation pad. Thenpauhted transformersould be approximately 6.5 feet

tall by 7 feet wide by 8.5 feet deephe turbine transformewould transform power from the turbine
output voltage to 34.5 kV. The 34.5 kV side of the transformer would be connedtedunderground
ECCS. Generated eleatity would move throughapproximately 28 miles of thenderground ECS
within the Campo Corridoron the Reservatioto the collector substation Power and communication
cables would be buried in trenches a minimum of 4 feet deep. There would be theeerdbttors, ne
grounding wirgand one fibetwoptic cable installeger trenchUp to a 46foot-wide temporary disturbance
area would be necessary, but no permanent disturbance would occur.

In certain, limited areas, undergrounding of the ECCS mayenfetdsible due to solid rock, large boulders,
or subsurface resources. In gheinstances, overhead circuits would be supported oncetemtte
monopoles up to 60 feet in height that would be spaced approximately 450 feet apart.

D. Collector Substation

The underground ECCS would be routed to a ceNectorsubstatioocatedcentrally within theCampo
Corridoron the Reservatio hiscollectorsubstatiorwould be located in a yard approximately 1 acre in
size. Transformer and switching equipment within ¢b#ector substatiorwould be approximately 25

feet tall. Figure 23, Typical Substation Design (see Appendix E), shows a typical layout design for a
substation. Lighting at theollectorsubstationwould be provided for safety and security purposes. The
collectorsubstatiorwould be enclosed by anf8ot-tall chairrlink fencewith locked gates. Theollector
substationwould contain the main transformer for the Project and circuit breakers for each of the
undergroundeCCS circuits. Electricity from the ECCS at 34.5 kV would flow into the circuit breakers,
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be transformed by theansformer up to 230 kV, and then be conducted out afahectorsubstatiorfor
delivery via the gettie line.

E. O&M Facility

An O&M facility would be located within one of the two temporary central staging asdas the Campo
Corridoron the Reswation. Thefacility would include a 1.f&acre parking and equipment storage area
and a preabricated structure (see Figuré 20&M Facility, provided in Appendix E). The O&M facility

would contain monitoring and control equipment. Amenities would icluchain building with offices,

spare parts storage, restrooms, a shop area, outdoor parking facilities, a turnaround area for larger vehicles
outdoor lighting, and gated access with partial or full perimeter fencing. The O&M facility would require
a potdle water source for approximately 210 gallons per day (gpd) of demand for employee uses. A
parking area for O&M staff and a staging area would also be located within the fencedcantetied

O&M facility site. The facility would normally be staffed/lup to 12 personnel on a daily basis. A septic
system is proposed to provide sewer service to the O&M facility during operation. Estimated water use
and wastewater generation would be approximately 210 gpd each.

F. Meteorological Towers

Up to three pernr@nt meteorologicgMet) towers would be constructedthin the Campo Corridoon

the Reservatioto monitor and record weather conditicarsd to perform power performance testing of
the wind turbinesThe height of theséet towers wouldequal the hub heght of the windturbines to be
installed. They would be wguyed, seHsupporting, lattice structur@sounted on @& approximately26

feet by26 feet concrete foundatiofhe Mettowers wouldbe enclosed within an approximately 50 feet
by 50 feet perimetely an 8foot-tall chainlink fence with locked gate Lighting for theMet towers
would consist of marker lighting pursuant to FAA requirements, and would employ strobed, minimum
intensity lights as recommended by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (UZWNE.

Up to six temporary Met towers would also be eregtglin the Campo Corridoon the Reservatioas

part of the Projectds wind turbine power <curve
operations. These temporary Met towers wowdabnstructed atop targeted wind turbine locations (after
site grading but prior to the erection of those wind turbines) to collect turbine site specific wind data that
would be used to calibrate these locations prior to performing power curve t@&statgeight of these

Met towers wouldalso equal the hub height of the winatbines to be installed and would be equipped

with applicable FAAcompliant marking and lighting for aviation safety. The temporary Met towers
would be guyedattice towers construateatop a relatively smaller, temporary concrete foundafibase

Met towers would be removed prior to the erection of the turbines and upon collecting sufficient, site
specific wind data.

Each Met tower would have instrument booamsl cabling for almeterological instruments, ladders,
FAA lighting, and other instruments that may be required. The permanent Met towers would initially be
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poweredby a battery/solar panel combination installed at the base of each @me.the Project has
reached commerciaperation, the permanent Met towers would be supplied power and fiber optic cabling
from the nearest turbine so that the SCADA could collect the data from the todeticatedoad would
provide acces® each permanent Met tower from the nearest Rropacl access poinvleteorological
instrumentsvould be mountean both the permanent and temporary Met towers at various heights, up to
the top of each tower.

G. Water Collection and Septic System s

The approximately 210pdO&M facility water demand dimgt h e P romejatoswoddbe serviced
viaconnection to existing GReservation facilities in the vicinityf the proposed O&M facilitygenerally
consistent with the connection and sizing necessary for a-gagly home Additionally, projectdesign
featurePDFHY-1 related to water collectiowould be implemented as part Bfojectoperatiors. Full
details of this project design feature are located in Appendix P

Waterdemand during construction wouidtal approximately 173 aciffeet (AF). Waer sources during
construction would includ®©n- and Off-Reservation facilities, such as the production wells on the
southern end of the Reservation and commercially obtaineepataible water from permitte®ff-
Reservation purveyors such as Jacumba Camtgn8ervices DistricfJCSD)and Padre Dam Municipal
Water District(PDMWD).

H. Temporary Concrete Batch Plant for Use during Construction

A temporary concrete batch plant would be established to mix the necessary concrete for foundations of the
turbines Met towes, substations, transmission poles, and O&M facility. The concrete batch plant would
occupy an area of approximately 400 feet by 400 feet, or 3.7, agtes the Campo Corridoron the
Reservation The concrete batch plant would consist of ximg plant, areas for aggregate and sand
stockpiles, driveways, truck loamlt area, and turnaround(s). The concrete batch plant would include
cement storage silos, water and mixture tanks, aggregate hoppers, conveyors, and augers to deliver differer
mateials to the mixing plant. The batch plant would be located justrofficcessoad.

|. Temporary Staging and Parking Areas for Use during Construction

Temporary staging areas have two uses: as central staging and turbine staging. Two central temporary
staging areaswithin the Campo Corridoon the Reservation of approximately 20 acres total would be
established for construction management facilities, material storage, equipment storage, and worker parking.
Vehicle parking would be clearly marked and lirdite areas away from sensitive habitat. Upon completion

of construction, the O&M facility would be built within one of the central staging area footprints. In addition

to the temporary central staging areas, each turbine would require a temporary stagatglae turbine

location for the assembly of the turbine components and to erect each turbine. Each temporary staging are:
for a turbine would be approximately 100 feet by 200 feet, plus clearing for blades.
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J. On-Reservation Gen -Tie Line

The Project inludes an approximately 8rbile 230 kV gertie line. Approximately 5 miles of the gen
tie line, including 42 support poles, would be locatdthin the Campo Corridoon the Reservatiohe
On-Reservation getie line includesthe crossing ofriterstatgl) 8. Theotherapproximatéy 3.5 milesof
gentie line Off-Reservation is included in the Boulder Brush Facilities.

K. Boulder Brush Facilities
The Boulder Brush Facilities includlee followingcomponents:

Off-Reservation gntie line
High-voltagesubstation
500 kV switchyardand @nnection teexisting SDG&ESunrise Powerlink

Accesgoads

a > W DN PE

Defensible space (fuel modification zones)

The Boulder Brush Facilitiewould belocatedon private landswith the exceptiorof the incoming and
outgoing connectio linesthat connects the 560/ switchyard to the Sunrise Powerlinkhich would be
constructed, owned, and operated by SDG&E, the Boulder Brush Facdigesubject to MUP
requirements from the County for construction and operaf@ertause the incongnand outgoing
connection lines would be constructed by SDG&E, thegy besubject to the requirements of the
California Public Util it i-Be$he BooldenBrustsHadlited a&e p&reoh e r ¢
the Project; therefor@nvironmental impds relating to the Boulder Brush Facilitiase evaluated in this

EIS for informatioml purposes.

Within the Boulder Brush Corridothe Boulder Brush Facilities woulthpactapproximatelyl30acres

on privatelyowned parcel©ff-Reservationn southeast®a San Diego County, north of the community
of Boulevard and-8. Regional accessould beprovided by 18. Local accessvould beprovided by
Ribbonwood Road. The private propertieough which Boulder Brush Facilitieguld extendcurrently
consist of &rgely undeveloped ranch land, a portion of wiiatl been used faattlegrazing in the past.
There is evidence of offighway vehicle activity within the Boulder Brush BoundadumerousiiNo
Trespassingsigns have been posted at locations along thédBoBrush Boundario deter offhighway
vehicle use by the publighe affectegarcels are surrounded the following usesexisting nearby wind
turbine facilities (Kumeyaay Windvhich is located on the Reservatiand Tule Windg located within 1
mile to thewest,north and the east of the Boulder Brush Facilifigansmission infrastructure (Sunrise
Powerlink) anda small number ofural residential home3he Sunrise Powerlink crosses the northeast
portion of these parcels. The Kumeyaay Wind faed are located to the west and Tule Wind facilities
are located to the west, nordnd east of the Boulder Brush Facilities.
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1. Off-Reservation Gen-Tie Line

Approximately 3.5 miles of thapproximately 8.5nile-long overhead 230 kV getie line (see kgure 25,
Transmission Lines, in Appendix E) would be construgtiédin the Boulder BrusiCorridor as part of the
Boulder Brush Facilitiesn private landsithin the Countyand would, therefore, be subject to at least one MUP
This segment of the geie line would require approximately 3&elpole structureshatwould accommodate
the transmission wires and a fibeptic ground wire attachment for lightning protection and internal
communications. The height of the steel poles would vary by locatido,aumaximum height of 150 feet.

2. High-Voltage Substation

The highvoltage substation would ®nstructed within the Boulder Brustorridorandlocated adjacent
to the proposed 500 kV switchyard that would connect to the Sunrise Powerlink. Thasiculabuld step
up power generated by the Project and delivered to thevbitfge substation through the g@mline from
230 kV to 500 kV.

Thehigh-voltagesubstation equipment would include transformers that would be connected through circuit
breakes to a jumper link located within the fenced boundary ohitjle-voltagesubstation to deliver power

to the point of interconnection. Tlmgh-voltagesubstation would include a control house and a parking
area for utility vehicles. Theigh-voltagesubsation would generally be an unstaffed facility, except in cases
of maintenance and repair activities.

The highvoltage substation would require a fen@edootprint of approximately 220 feet by 320 feet (1.6
acres). An additional approximately da6re aea of disturbance would be required for site grading and
clearing around the perimeter of the fenaedbotprint. The total disturbed area associated with the high
voltage substation would be approximately 2.5 acres. The cleared area surrounding+ilatage
substation and the area inside the hightage substation fence would be covered with gravel8-foot-

tall security fence consisting offéot-tall chairlink fencing topped with an additional 2 feet of security
wire would be installed arounte perimeter of the higholtage substation site.

Most substation equipment would feature a-teflectivity finish to minimize glare. Dultolored insulators
would be used to minimize visibility. Outdoor nighttime lighting at the-igltage substation euld be kept

to the minimum required for security and safety, and all lighting would be hooded, directed downward, and
turned off when not required. The higbltage substation would allow for the receiving and stepping up of
electric energy from 230 kV 800 kV forthe proposedrorrey WindProject a separate winenergyproject
proposed on private lands under County jurisdicfidre Torrey Wind Project would also be located within
the area identified as the Boulder Brush Boundkirpoth the Project ahthe Torrey Wind Project are
approved, using the higloltage substation for both projects would reduce the overall environmental impacts
of the two wind projects. If only the Project is approved, the-hajtage substation would be constructed to
serveonly the Project. Similarly, if only the Torrey Wind Project is approved, thevatjage substation
would be built to serve only the Torrey Wind Project.
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3. 500 kV Switchyard and Connection to Existing SDG&E Sunrise Powerlink

A new 500 kV switchyard wodlbeconstructean a stangilone parcelithin the Boulder BrusiEorridor
adjacent to the proposed highltage substatiatypon completion, this approximately-Bgre parcel and
the switchyard would beransferred to SDG&Ewho would thenown, operat, and mainain the
switchyard The switchyard would interconnect thefectto theexistingSunrise Powerlinky a ring bus
design with three 500 kV breakers, a control house, and a t@mgedveled area. The connection to the
Sunrise Powerlink would bmadethrough irtcomingand ougjoing connectiorlines to be constructed by
SDG&E that would effectively route the power through the ring.biliee Projec spoint of
interconnection would be at an open position on that samevitlus the switchyardThe switclyard
would be enclosed by fencing up to 30 feet tall, in accordance with SDG&E requirements

The switchyard wouldequire a fenceth footprint ofapproximately400feet by750feet 6.9 acres). A
50-foot-wide fuel modification zone would be provided anouthe perimeter of the switchyaand site
grading and clearindJp to 3Gfoot-tall fencing would be installed around the perimeter of the switchyard.
The total disturbance area for the switchyard ancbrmngoutgoing connectionlines would be
approximaely 16 acres.

Theswitchyard would be built to serve the Torrey Wind Project regardless of whether it is shared by other
projects including the Project

4. Access Roads

Where feasible, existingnpaved roadbedsithin the Boulder Brush Boundaryould beused to access
the Boulder Brush Ecilities during constructiolew accessoadswithin the Boulder Brush Boundary
would alsobe constructed to provide accessl circulationto theBoulder Brush FacilitiesThe access
roads tothe OffReservatiorgentie line andpole structuresvould be 16fed wide with a decomposed
granite and gravel surface

Primary accest® the Boulder Brush Facilitiegould be provided from-8, with local access provided via
Ribbonwood Road\ew permanent access roads would ipooaite applicable federal and local standards
regarding internal road design and circulation, particularly those provisions related to emergency vehicle
access. An approximately 3mile-long and 3&oot-wide new paved access road from the Boulder Brush
Fecilities site entrance to the higloltage substation and switchyard would be constructed. Approximately
2.6 miles of this paved access road would run parallel and adjacent to the propeRedddiaition gen

tie line and would also serve as access toaqumately 24 of the 32 OfReservation getie line pole
structure. The approximately eight remaining @®eservation getie line pole structures would be
accessed by approximatelyniles ofimproved decomposed granite roads, of which 2.8 miles arengxis
decomposed granite roads.

An approximatelyl-mile segment of Ribbonwood Roanufside of the Boulder Brush Boundafyom
Opalocka Road/Ribbonwood Road to the Boulder Brush Facilities site entrance off Ribbonwood Road
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would be improved. The existirigmile unpaved road segment ranges from 12 feet wide to 40 feet wide,
and would be widenedp toto 30 feet and paved, to allow sufficient access. This paved road would
continue on site for approximately 4 miles up to the higltage substation and switgrd site. The off

site and orsite segmeistof this roadway would be privately maintained.

5. Defensible Space (Fuel Modification Zones)

Fire protection measures are defined in County Code Regulatory Ordinance, Title 9, Division 6, Chapter 1,
County FireCode. The regulations identify access road requirements and fuel modification zone requirements.

Permanent access roads would be constructed to provide access to theltaggh substation and
switchyard. County Code, Section 96.1.4907.2.1, specifidsfadification of combustible vegetation

from sides of roadwayd he Fire Authority Having Jurisdictioomay require a property owner to modify
combustible vegetation in the area within 20 feet from each side of the driveway or a public or private
road adjaent to the property to establish a fuel modification zone. The nearest fire staldornia
Department of Forestry and Fire Protecti@AL FIRE) Boulevard, is located just south oB] off
Ribbonwood Road.

2.2.2 Construction

Construction of the Pregt is anticipated to require approximately 14 months. The development footprint
under any alternative would be confined to the minimal area necessary for construction and safe and reliable
operation. Development of new access routes would be limitecetonéiximum extent practicable. All
construction areas, staging areas, and access roads would be clearly delineated in the final engineering plans

Work Force: Constructionof the Projectwould involve up tdb61 construction workers on a daily basis.
Constrietion would begin with site preparation and construction fencing/markers to delineate the extent of
construction disturbance areas; installation of civil improvements, including temporary staging areas for
turbine deliveries; construction of access roausallation of the underground runs for electrical cabling;
construction of turbindylet tower, transmission pole, and transformer foundations; and preparation of crane
pads for erection of the turbines. Installation of electrical hardware (includingg)alsbnstruction of the

main substation, placement of the padunt transformers (if required), construction of the O&M facility, and
erection of the turbines would follow. The final phase would include the completion of all wind turbine
generators, sutation, and other facilities (including the gié® line and switchyard); followed by
commissioning and testing of each turbine, the substation, the utility interconnection, and the electrical system;
restoration of the temporary construction areas, gjagens, and turbine crane pads; and site cleanup, erosion
control, and stabilization. Approximately 3 months of commissioning or testing would then be performed.

Construction Communication and Contacts: Constructioncommunications and contacisould be
standard for this type of proje@trovided in Appendix D to this E)S
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Materials and Equipment: Construction equipment would be standard for this type of project. Tdble 2
Construction Equipment and Vehicles (provided in Appendix D to this EIS), lisssrection equipment
commonly associated with the construction and installation of wind facilities.

Construction Timing: Construction would generally occhetweernthe hours of D0 a.m. to 700 p.m.
Some delivery activity at nighttimeould be necessatp accommodate requirements thye California
Department of Transportatiof€éltran$ and/or the California Highway Patrol.

Construction Activities, SWPPP, and Erosion Control: A stormwater pollution prevention plan
(SWPPP) would be prepared for tReojectas part of the U. S. Environ
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System M@&g&ctor General Permit for Storm Water
Discharges, and would document the selection, design, and installation of stormwater control measures,
which could include the following:

Silt fences, straw bales, fiber rolls, sedimentation ponds, and rainfall diversion ditches

Restoration of altemporarilydisturbed areaso include recontouring the area; stockpiling and then
reapplying topsoil; and reseeditige area with a mixture of native grasses, forbs, and shrubs

1 Installation of silt fences and/or straw bales at road drainage outlets to prevent soil erosion and
drainage into watercourses

9 Strategic placement of stockpiled materials (e.g., debris, exsa@fssuch that it cannot
reach watercourses

Construction Water: Water demand during construction would total approximately 173faet€AF).
Water sources during construction would include- @nd Gf-Reservation facilities, such as the
production wés on the southern end of the Reservation and commercially obtaingubtaiie water
from permitted OfReservation purveyors suchA3SDandPDMWD.

Construction Project Design Features Project Design Features PEFON-1 through PDFCON-5

would be implenented during construction of the Project. These features would include staking and
flagging for sensitive resources (PION-1 and PDFCON-2), implementation of a Worker
Environmental Awareness Program (ROBPN-3), stabilization of stockpiles (PBEON-4), and
regulatory oversight of blasting activities (PIQON-5). Full details of thesgroject design featurese
located in Appendix P

Construction of specific componemsdescribed below.
A. Wind Turbines

Wind turbine construction would include gradthg turbineand crane pads, foundation work, tower erection,
nacelle, blade, and rotor and installation, nacelle installation, blade erectiemopat installation (if
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necessary), miscellaneous mechanical and electrical installation, finish gradingngaostallation around
the outside of the tower, and finally, restoration of the temporarily disturbed ground and vegetation.

An approximately 1.9 acres temporary construction area for each wind turbine site would require clearing
and grading for the&rane pad, equipment laydown, and other constructilated needs. Within this
temporary construction area, a-8®t by 100foot crane pad is required for supporting the large tower
erection crane. The crane pad would consist of a compacted nativecemigacted aggregate base gravel
area. Upon completion of wind turbine construction, gravel with a minimum approximattlgthBidth

would be placed around each approximatelyfd@fi-diameter reinforced concrete turbine pedestal to
provide truck access.

Wind turbine foundation design would be based on geotechnical and structural design parameters, wind
turbine manufacturer requirements, local design codes, and standards of the wind turbine industry, as
determined by thér oj ect 6 s ¢ er tngihdereldis gxpectdd ehatsfauralatians woeld be
approximately70 to 80 feet in diameter and 7 to 10 feet below grade (exact dimensions would depend on
specific site needs). Each concrete foundation would incorporate approxi6gtet650 cubic yards b
concrete. Each turbine foundation may also includd@bby 3foot concrete pad if the turbine uses a
padmount transformer. A licensed geotechnical engineering firm would oversee foundation design and
construction to ensure that the recommendatioogighed in the geotechnical investigation are followed.

Turbine towers, nacelles, and blades would be erected in three phases. Each tower would be fabricated
delivered, and erected multiple sections. The first phase would consist of installatioth@gwitch gear

andthe tower baselfe bottomevel of the tower sections) over the foundation anchor bolts. The tower base
would be leveled, and higgtrength grout would be applied in the space between the tower and the
foundation.The second phase wouldrist of installation afnultiple tower sectionso complete the tower

The third phase would consist of installation of the nacetdenecting it to the toweand the full rotor
assembly (includinthehubandblades)Cranes would be used at each itveldocation to erect the turbines.

B. Access Roads

Campo Wind Facilitiesaccess roads would be constructed of native soilsdettomposed granit@nd

gravel, or similar suitable materials, to provide access in neanyealher conditions. All roads wiali

be constructed or upgraded in accordance with industry standards. Bulldozers and graders would be uset
to build and widen roads, and a water truck would be used for road compaction and dust control.
Compaction requirements to build embankments for romu$ compaction equipment would be
determined by the geotechnical engineer of record for the Project.

C. Electrical Collection and Communication System

Approximately 28 miles of underground ECCS cable would be installed underground in temporary
trenchesn order to connect each wind turbine to the collector substation. There would be three cable
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conductors, one grounding wire and one fibptic cable installed per trench approximately 4 feet below
grade. A red warning t a pimilarpvould algo eedplaced in the trénBhuabovee d
the cables, approximately 1 foot below grade.

The underground ECCS would be routed to minimize the overall cable length required @antpe

Wind Facilitiesand to lessen the temporary impacts associatédtiae trenching. For example, cables
would be routed in parallel and/or adjacent to access roads to the extent feasible. However, in some cases
trenches would run overland from the end of one turbine string to an adjacentEsachgrench would

be aproximately 2 to 4 feet wide and 4 feet deep. An additional, approximately 14 feet of temporary
disturbance alongside the trench would be required to account for trenching equipment and temporary
placement of excavation. Depending on terrain, an approsiynd®-foot-wide area may be required to

install portions of the underground ECCS cables using a combination of trenching, open excavation, and
directional boring. In addition, certain areas may not be feasible for trenching due to solid rock, large
bouldes, or subsurface resources. In these instances, a temporary worksite 15 feet to 20 feet wide may be
required to enable construction of overhead ECCS circuits. These overhead circuits would be supported
on steel/concrete monopoles up to 60 feet in helgittwould be spaced approximately 450 feet apart.
Junction boxes for access to underground cables for inspection, maintenance, and repair would be installec
at approximately O-mile intervals. Once installed, themporarilydisturbed areas would be ree¢ated

with a native seed mixVhere underground ECCS cables must cross public roadways, installation can
be accomplished using directional boring equipment to minimize traffic and roadbed impacts.

D. Collector Substation

Once access to tlwellector subtationsite has been provided, site grading and preparation would follow.
Approximately 3 acres would be cleared and graded to enable adequate mobility for construction
equipment and activities. Site grading would require the use of bulldozers and stvapérsand fill

native soil to the proposed pad elevation. Additional equipment, including backhoes and drill rigs, would
be used to excavate foundations, and concrete mixed at the temporary concrete batch plant would be use
to build the foundation/suketion pad. Structural footings and underground utilities, along with electrical
conduit and grounding grid, would be installed, followed by aboveground structures and equipment.
Construction would continue with installation of the various concrete foatel$oundations needed for

the circuit breakers, control houses, and the main transformer that would be installecafiettter
substation area. A grounding mat, installed and then covered in gravel, would be the final ground surface
of thecollectorsubstation. Steel structures, various electrical equipment, and fencing aroaoteber
substation would then be installed. A chamk fence would be constructed around the remlector
substation for security and to restrict wildlife and unauthdrizersons from entering.

E. O&M Facility

The O&M facility would be constructedlringthe first stages of construction after roadways and access to
the Project Site are developed. The O&M facility would be located within one of the two central staging
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area on the Reservation, which would be fenced for safety. When construction is complete, the fencing
would be removed, if provided, and the staging areas and the land outside the O&M facility footprint would
be returned to their preonstruction state.

F. Meteorological Towers

Constructiorwork areawouldbe cleared for eaglermaneniettower locationThese vark areasvould
vary in sizedue totopographyrequiing an approximately0.3- to 0.5acreareaaround eaclpermanent
towerto be cleared and leveleTheconstruction worlareawould benecessary for foundation excavation
and construction, assergbbf Met towersections, andtaging ofthe construction crane, whiskould
hoistthe latticetowersectionsnto place.

To support the construction crafee Met towererection, a compactesbil crane pad with a maximum
slope of 1%would berequired. The underlying soilwould be compacted to provide a sbiaring
capacity designed to provide a stable foundation for the crane.

PermanenMet towerfoundatons would be buried undergrouthough exact dimensions would depend
on the geotechnical survey, s#pecific needs, and the final hub height of the wind turbines, the foundations
for un-guyed, seksupporting, lattice structures would typically be rappnately 26 feet by 26 feethe
towers would be enclosed within an approximately 50 feet by 50 feet perimeter $gattall chairlink

fence with locked gatesll other cleared areas associated with construction would be revegetated.

TemporaryMet towers would be installed by crane at specified turbine locations that would have already
been graded and prepared for turbine construclioerefore, no incremental site preparation work would

be required. These towers would require much smaller centwahdations than the permandét
towers since they would be supported by guy wikgson collecting sufficient, sitepecific wind data,
these towers would be removed.

G. Water Collection and Septic System s

Construction of the water collection systemn ®&M Facility would consist of incidental trenching and
grading along areas to be disturbed for acoeamdor ECCSpurposesSewage disposal is anticipated via
an approved septic systam site omearbyon the Reservation

H. Temporary Concrete Batch P lant for Use during Construction

The temporary concrete batch planthin the Campo Corridoon the Reservatioandwould occupy an

area of approximately 400 feet by 400 feet, or 3.7 agitl@s areavould be cleared and minimally graded
including instalation of temporarpestmanagemenpractices (BMPSs), once access is established. Areas
would be assigned for concrete mixing, aggregate and sand stockpiling, ingress and egress,-tvutk load
area, and turnaround($and, aggregate, concrete, and watarld be delivered to the temporary concrete
batch plant and stored in stockpiles until use. The tempooagretebatch plant would be removed upon
completion of construction and revegetated in accordance with the applicable requirements.
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|. Temporary Staging and Parking Areas for Use During Construction

Two, On-Reservationtemporary staging areas, of approximately 20 acres in total would be cleared and
graded, including installation of temporary BMPs, to provide for construot@mmagement facilities,
materials and equipment storage, and worker parkigdpicle parking would be clearly marked and
limited to areas away from sensitive habitat. Upon completion of construction, the O&M facility would

be located within one of the central staging area fod#prin addition to the temporary central staging
areas, each turbine would require a temporary staging area at the turbine location for the assembly of the
turbine components and to erect each turbine. Each temporary staging area for a turbine would be
appoximately 100 feet by 200 feet, plus clearing for blades.

J. On-Reservation Gen -Tie Line

Work on the approximately 5 miles of géie line on the Reservatiomould begin with construction of

newor improvedaccess roads to the gae line steel pole sictures. The getie line access roads would

be graded level and would generally be 16 feet wide for straight sections and up to 20 feet wide at curves
to allow for the safe access of construction equipment and vehicles. Access roads totiddirgen
structures would be decomposed granite and gravel roads.

Engineered steel poles would be drilled on pier foundations for turning cledeeagtructures and directly
embedded structures for tangential polesch turning or deadnd steel polevould be set o concrete
foundation pier, with a hole dimension of approximately 24 inches in diameter and up to 25 feet deep.
Each tangential structureould be directly augured into up to-#¥th polesbackfilled with native soils

and then compacte®ole holes wold be excavated using a truokounted drill rig; poles would then be
delivered on a flatbed trailer and hoisted into place by a cRoles associated witthe -8 crossing

would involve foundations with pole hole of 36 inclesliameter by up to 36 fedeep.

Installation of the new 230 kV conductor would require pull sites along théiegéne route. Generally,

pull sites would be approximately 100 feet by 150 feet and would be required where 230 kV angle
structures are located. The sites would beledéo load the tractors and trailers with reels of conductors

and the trucks with tensioning equipment. After the conductor has been pulled into place, the sag between
the structures would be adjusted to a-qaieulated level and the line would be instdl The conductor

would then be attached to the end of each insulator, the sheaves would be removed, and the vibration
dampers and other accessories would be installed. Approximately 5 miles of the 230-t&/ loexn
including 42 support poles, would lmxated on the Reservation.

Boulder Brush Facilities

Up to 48 workers would be involved in construction of the Boulder Brush Facilities on a daily basis.
Construction wouldakeapproximately 9 month® complete
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1. Off-Reservation Gen-Tie Line

Work on the approximately8.5 miles of gertie line within the Boulder Brush Corridayn private land

would begin with construction of a new access road to the new switchyard and new access roads to the
gentie line steel pole structures. The genline access axls would be graded and would generally be

16 feet wide for straight sections and up to 20 feet wide at curves to allow for the safe access of
construction equipment and vehicles. Access roads to théegkme structures would beéecomposed
graniteandgravel roads, but the main access road to the switchyard would ultimately be finished as a 30
foot-wide paved road.

TheOff-Reservation getie linewould be constructed in the same manner as that described above for the
On-Reservation getie line. Approxmately 3.5 miles of the 230 kV gdre line and 32 poles would be
constructedvithin the Boulder Brush Corridor as part of the Boulder Brush Facibtigsrivate lands.

2. High-Voltage Substation

Once access to tHagh-voltagesubstation sitdas been qpvided, site grading and preparation would
follow. The site would be cleared, graded, and prepared to enable adequate access for construction
equipment and activities. Site grading would require the use of bulldozers and scrapers to cut and fill
native sd to the proposed pad elevation. Additional equipment, including backhoes and drill rigs, would
be used to excavate foundations, and concrete mixed at the temporary concrete batch plant would be use
to build the foundation/substation pad. Constructionuldraccontinue with installation of the various
concrete footers and foundations needed for the circuit breakers, control houslesramn transformer

that would be installed in the substation area. A grounding mat, installed and then covered iwaguiVel,

be the final ground surface of the substation. Steel structures, various electrical equipment, and fencing
around the substation would then be installed.

3. 500 kV Switchyard and Connection to Existing SDG&E Sunrise Powerlink

Construction of the swahyard would begin with clearing vegetation and organic material from the switchyard
site. The switchyard site would then be excavated to frame and pour foundations. Structural footings and
underground utilities, along with electrical conduit and groundind, would be installed, followed by
aboveground structures and equipmentuprio 36foot-tall security fence would be constructed around the
switchyard for security and to restrict wildlife and unauthorized persons from entering the facility.

Constriction of theincoming and outgoingonnectiorlines would be performed by SDG&E and would
involve instaling approximately 12 steel transmission structustsnging high-voltage transmission
wires, and tension pulling the wires.
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4. Access Roads

The pavedoad on private lands from the existing paved Ribbonwood Road to the switchyard would be
constructedipto approximately 30 feet in width. The access roads teigdime poleswithin theBoulder

Brush Corridor on private landgould be constructed tosgtween16 feetand 20 feewvide and surfaced.
Improvements to existing roads would consist of increased graded width in some areas, particularly at
corners or bends, and improved crossings, involving addition of blocks for stability or increased length of
culverts as necessarjhe portions of increased road width necessary for construction activities but not
required for operations would be removed upon completion of construction and revegetated in accordance
with the applicable requirements.

2.2.3 Operations and Maintenance

Except for the switchyardnd theincoming and ougjoing connectionlines (which would be owned,
operated, and maintained by SDG&H)e Project would be operated bthe Developeror a qualified
third-party designee. ThBevelopemwould gerate these facilitige accordance with an operating plan,
which would be tailored to meet the requirements dPaljectagreements, permitting requirements, and
prudent industry practicedn annual maintenance plan would be developed in accordaticéuvbine
manufacturer recommendationBeveloperestablished maintenance procedures, industry practices,
permit requirementsand equipment conditien Site personnel would manage the major maintenance
under the direction of thete O&M manager. Nofroutine repair situations would, by definition, require
unplanned maintenance activities. These activities would be evaluated &tet&M manager and
incorporated into thplant maintenance management system.

Capital improvements would be managed siryildo the major maintenance plan. Thiée O&M
manager, working with site personnel, would be respongdyléooking for opportunities to provide
continuous improvement in terms of enhancing plant performance and reducing costs

All turbines, ECCS cables substations, and transmission lines would be operated in a safe manner
accordingto standard industry procedures. Routine maintenance of the turbines would be necessary to
maximize performance and detect potential inefficiendibs.Developerand the ttbine supplier would

control, monitor, operate, and maintain Biejectby means of SCADA system and regularly scheduled
onsite inspections. Any problems would be promptly reported tsitenO&M personnel, who would
perform routine maintenance and mowjor repairs. Most servicing would be performeetaiper (i.e.,

O&M personnelwould access the towers using pigk trucksand then wouldclimb the towers and
perform maintenance within the tower or nacelle), without using a crane to remove the frorhitiee
tower.In certain instancesnajor maintenance (for example blade repair) would require use of a crane.
Additionally, all roads, turbine bases, and trenched areas would be regularly inspected and maintained to
minimize erosionThe Developerantidpates that approximatef0i 12 O&M staff memberswvould be
employedon site at any one tintroughout the lifeof Project Hours of operation would be from 7:00
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a.m. to 4:00 p.m., with at least one staff member on call for emergencies at all timeshdlidpys
would reduce the staff on site to only three-futie personnel.

All scheduled maintenance activities would occur within areas previously disturbed by construction, so
no new ground disturbance would occur during O&M of Rhgect Access roadsvould be maintained
during O&M to prevent offoad detours due to ruts, mud holes, or other deterrents. All fuels and hazardous
materials would be properly stored during transportation and while at the job site. Workers would be
instructed to keep all jolites in a sanitary and safe condition. For vegetation control purposes, mowing or
weedeating would occur alongrojectroads, and around the substation, O&M facility, and turbines.

Gentie line and substation inspectiongould occurweekly and would onsist of visualinspectionof
batteries, charger, backup generator breaker\éiice patrolwould be conducteohonthly with binoculars
for the first yearAfter the first year of the line and substation install, all fasteners and equiwmddtbe
re-torquel. After the first yearre-torqueis conducted every years.

Similar to the substation, monitoring and control for the switchyard would be performed remotely.
S D G & Edusne maintenance of the switchyard would involve personnel in a pickup trsitkgi

weekly. Maintenance vehicles would be used throughout the year for maintenance of the switchyard by
SDG&E personnel, consistent with maintenance of other SDG&E facilities in the vicinity. County
approved lighting would be installed inside thigh-voltagesubstation and 500 kV switchyard fenced
areas for emergency repair work. Since nighttime maintenance activities are not expected to occur more
than once per year, safety lighting insidehiggvoltagesubstation and switchyard fence would normally

be turned off. Some of the perimeter lighting in both facilities would remain on throughout the night for
safety purposes.

Fire Management

EachCampoturbine would have a 5foot-radius fuel modification zone that would include thefddx
radius for theurbine tower, from which a ot zone of suitable earthen material would encircle the base
of the turbine tower. Beyond thatyvagetation management area would extend for an additional 24 feet
(Figure 26, Staging and Laydown AreasThe collector substationand O&M facility would have &0-
foot-wide fuel modification zoné&om the fence lin@around thefacilities, including gravel parking areas
and a vegetation management area. The vegetation managemembuckaonsist of annually mowed
vegetationto limit vegetation height and fire fuel potentiél.6-foot-wide vegetation management area
would be maintainedong bothsides of new roads.

For purposes of fire managementual modificationzone of 100 feet (50 feet each side, including-a 16
foot-wide road on one side) woudattend along the overhegdntie line (230kV). The transmission line
route and othelProjectcomponentsvould be inspected for trees that may pose safety threats or potential
damage hazards #ojectcomponentsHazardous tree(trees that have been identified as dead, dying,
or with high potential to fall and cause damage) would be trimmed or cut and removed as needed.
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2.2.4 Decommissioning and Restoration

The Projectis anticipated to operate for the term of @@mpolLeaseand any renewal extensiolf the
Campo WindFacilities wereto be decommissioned, a decommissioning plan would be prepared and
implementedconsistent with the retrements of the Campo Lea3éne decommissioning plan would be
implemented after th€ampolLeaseterm Decommissioning refers to the dismantlingGdmpo Wind
Facilitiesand restoration of th€ampo Corridouponexpiration of theCampolLeaseand the operating

life of the Project

The aboveground dismantling of the turbirmesl permanent Met towgwould take approximatel26

weeks and would require cranes, flatbed trucks, raegiain forklifts, 12 workers, 4 vendor trucks, and
approximately 390 haul trips. Pad removal would take approximately 12 weeks with 24 workers, 4
vendor trucks, and 1,12Kaul trips. Demolition and removal of the O&M facility would take
approximately 8 weeks and would involve 12 workers and 4 vendor trucks.

The following sequence for removal of components would be implemantetommissioningf Campo
Wind Facilities

1. Turbines,Met towers,transmission line, andollector substation would be dismantled and
removed

2. Padmounted transformers would be removed
3. All turbine, Met towerandcollectorsubstation foundations would be removed to a dep8fext

TheCampo Corridowould be restoretb the conditiommequired by the Campo LeaJaurbines would be
refurbished and resoldr recycled as scrap material. All material tbatnot be salvaged would be
appropriately disposed of at an authorized site in accordanceapjilicable laws and regulations.
Reclamation of th&€€ampo Corridofollowing decommissiommg would be based othe requirementsn

the Campo Leasand may include regrading, replacement of topsoil, and revegefatierterms of the

Campo Lease and the requirerte of the BIA leasing regulations requiremoval of Project
improvements and restoration and reclamation of the leased premises to substantially the same conditior
prior to theLeaseat the end of the term of thesase

Decommissioning of th€ampo WindFacilitieswould minimize new site disturbance and removal of
native vegetation to the extent practicable. To the extent practicable, topsoil removed during
decommissioning would be stockpiled and used as topsoil during restoration &fwrtsvould be
revegetated with native plant spect#ghe types foundvithin adjacent habitats. Locally available seed
would be usedDecommissioning of the Boulder Brush Facilifiedth the exception of the facilities owned

and operated by SDG&Ewould follow all sta¢é and County requirements for decommissioning.
Decommissioning of thee facilitieswould minimize new site disturbance and removal of native vegetation

to the extent practicable. To the extent practicable, topsoil removed during decommissioning would be
stockpiled and used as topsoil during restoration efforts. Soil would be stabilized and revegetated with plant
species characteristic of native species within adjacent habitats. Local seed sources would be used wher
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feasible. All decommissioning activitiewould take place in accordance with all applicable laws,
regulations, and terms of the lease.

2.3 ALTERNATIVES EVA LUATED IN THIS ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT

This section describes thestinctfeatures associated with AlternativeAlternative 2, andhe No Action
Alternative. Table 22, Impact Acreages of the Project Alternatives (see Appendix D), lists the impact
acreages of each alternative.

2.3.1  Alternative 1: Full Build-Out — Approximately 252 MW

Alternative 1 would include 60 turbineated atapproximately 4.2 MW each, for a total production
capacityof approximately 252 MWA total of 76 possible turbine sites have been evaluated, of which
only 60 could be constructed under thampo LeaseFigure 21A (see Appendix E) shows theitial
ProjectLayout for Alternative 1 which includes all76 possible turbine site3hese sitehave been
selectedo avoid and minimize effects to sensitive resources and receptors.

2.3.2 Alternative 2: Reduced Intensity — Approximately 202 MW

Alternative 2 would isludereducingthe number oProject turbine$o 48 turbinesThese turbines would
still berated aapproximately 4.2 MW each, for a total productoapacityof approximately 202 MW. All
Alternative 2 componentand their locationsincluding the 48turbines would be similar to those of
Alternative 1, (see Figure 2B (Appendix E))

The 12 turbines eliminate@lative toAlternative 1would be those in are&svingthe potential to affect
sensitive resources, specifically biological resources, and cddeations close to sensitive tribal
receptors. This would reduce the impact of @@npo WindFacilitieson sensitive tribal resources and
receptors and would reduce the amount of energy produced as a MAtesteative 2construction and
operational chacteristics would otherwise be the same as Alternative 1

2.3.3 No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would entail the BIA not approving ®empo Leaseandthe Campo Wind
Facilities wouldnot be constructedn addition boththe On-Reservatiorand OffReservatiorsegments of
thegentie lineand associated access roaasild not be constructed under this alternative. This would not
preclude future development of the Reservation for other uses, and some or @lashtfeeCorridocould

be conalered for other potential uses by the Tribe. However, no alternative renewable energy development
on the Reservation is reasonably foreseeable at this time. No wind development is proposed under the Nc
Action Alternative, and, for the purposes of NEPAIlgsia in this EIS, no wind energy development would

occur if the No Action Alternative were select&thercomponents within the Boulder Brush Facilities
including thehigh-voltage substation and switchyard and in and out connection legs may be pdmnitted

the County of San Diego and constructed as part of another project, such as the Torrey Wind Project.
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2.4 ALTERNATIVES CON SIDERED BUT ELIMINAT ED FROM
FURTHER CONSIDERATION

Other alternatives were considered as candidates for detailed analysiElis baéwereeliminated from
further consideration for the reasons described befawthermore, alternatives to the Boulder Brush
Facilities have been considered by the County and addressed through their environmental review process

2.4.1 Mixed Renewable Generation (Wind and Solar)

The Mixed Renewable Generation (Wind and Solar) Alternative was anticipated to have similar impacts to
the two chosen alternatives evaluated in this EIS. The location for wind turbines was consistent with that for
the chosen alteatives. This alternative would have had a mixture of solar panels and wind turbines to
increase electrical generation capacity within a similar total development footprint. This alternative was
considered with the development of 50 turbines (approximai2liM\W capacity each) and approximately

40 MW solar panel arrays. Howevére Campo Leasgoes not allow the use of solar panels as one of the
approved forms of renewable electrical generation and further solar is-anteigéity impaciof ground
distubance per MWIt is speculative whether the Tribe ahé Developewould be willing to enter into a

lease to allow the use of sol@herefore, this alternative was eliminated due to its incompatibility theth
Developemnd t he Tr i be &setogtindhEampaleate needs a

2.4.2 Minimal Build-Out

The Minimal BuildOut Alternative was removed from consideration due to lack of economic feasibility
Alternative components would have includEsiturbines with a capacity of 4.2 MW eadbr a total
energy generation &3 MW. Thedistance and cost of connecting the scaled down project to the planned
switchyard would be cost prohibitive and the delivetedt ofenergy from15 turbines wouldbe too
expensivefor a potential buyer to enter into a cadr for such a scaledbwn projectbased on current
energy market conditiongmpacts to the natural environment would have lvedaced in severity while

still being similar in significanceto those fromthe two chosen alternativeeowever, the goals and
objectives of the ®jectwould not have been met

2.4.3 Off-Reservation Location

An Off-Reservation Location Alternative was eliminated from analysis because the site would not have
provided benefits to the Tribe and would have been outside of thd Gowarnance anthus outside of
t h e Tabilitybteeedtsr into a lease.

2.4.4 Reduced Capacity Turbines

As identified during the scoping process, smaller turbines at the low end of the intended turbine range (i.e., 2.5
MW) would present an alternagivthat reduces the overall capacity of turbines. As also pointed out in the
scoping comments, 60 2.5 MW turbines would generate approximately 150 MW. Impacts to the environment
would have been similar to those of the larger capacity turbines considétezimative 1 as a consequence
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of similar disturbance footprint. A slight reduction in severity of aesthetics impacts would have been likely,
but impacts would have remained of similar significance to those from the two chosen alternatives.

2.45 Distributed Generation

Distributed generation refers to a variety of technologies that generate electricity at or near where that
electricity would be used, such as solar panels and small wind turbines. Distributed generation may serve
a single structure, such ahome or business, or it may be part of a microgrid (a smaller grid that is also
tied into the larger electricity delivery system), such as at a major industrial facility, a military base, or a

| arge coll ege campus. Wh &loweevoltage distribudianh linespdistributed e | e
generation can help support delivery of power to additional customers and reduce electricity loss along
transmission and distribution lines (EPA 2018).

Under this alternative, distributed generation, inclgdiesidential and commercial retmip solar panels,
distributed wind turbines at residences or commercial buildings, biofuels, hydrogen fuel cells, and other
renewable distributed energy sources, would be installed throughout San Diego Cosiniyuted
generationfacilities would be numerous and wouldave tobe located primarily aOff-Reservation
locationsto generate the same approximate amount of energy that would be produced by thelRmeject
was eliminated from analysis becaitse&rould not pra@ide benefits to the Tribe and would be outside of

the Tribal governance.

2.5 COMPARISON OF AL TERNATIVES

Table 23, Comparison of Effects for Project Alternatives (see AppendisiDyimarizes the identified
effects of each of thBrojectalternativesAs presented in Table-2, eachbuild alternative would result

in similar adverse effects on resources. The severitidaftified adverse effects varies among the
alternatives and declines with the reduction of electricity generation, number of turbings, and
development footprint.

CHAPTER 3
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND AREAS NOT FURTH ER DISCUSSED

This chapter describes the natural and human environment potentially affected by implementation of the
Project and alternatives in this EEhe components of theeen r on ment , of ten refer
that are described in this chapter are specified in the BIA NEPA Guidebook, Sections 8.4.7 and 6.4.5 (DOI
20129). The affected environment includes resources that could be directly or indirectly affected by the
Project alternatives. ThrouSsgsheot i 68 hius e doenltirted o re,f ¢
CampoCorridorand Boulder BrusiCorridoras shown in Figuré-2 in Appendix Eon which proposed

Project facilitieswould be constructed and/or operated The t e Ame d&dPriog ecsed t o
broader area potentially affected by the Project alternatives. This area is generally consistent with the
Reservation Boundary and Boulder Brush Bounddigwnon Figures 1-1 through2-1B in Appendix E

unless otherwise specified
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Regional Setting

TheProject isprimarily located on the Reservation, which is 0¥6f000 acres in area and includes lands
both north and south ¢rfiterstate ) 8 along the Tecate Divide, extendsmuthfrom the Manzanita Indian
Reservation to approximately 0.25 nsileorth of the U.S./Mexico International Border (Figure$ and

1-2 (see Appendix B) The Reservation is in the vicinity of the communities of Boulevard, Jacumba, and
Live Oak Springs, and is bisected by Church Road

The topography of this part of the San Diego region is of moderate to steep relief oraaiderateau
adjacent to the Lagundountains (Campo Band @ieguefioMission Indians 2010). This part of the

region ischaracterized bgparsely developed, higtesertrolling hills. The Project Aea is in a desert
transition zonewhich supports variety of habitat types and vegetation communéres is dominated

by chamise chaparral with both a monotypic phase and a mixed chaparral phase. Additional vegetatio
communities found throughout this area and especially along ridges and slopes include red shank
chaparral, big sagebrush scrub, and upper Sonoran subshrub scrub. A series of ridges running north tc
south is located throughout tiRrojectAreaseparated Yo shallow valleys consisting of coast live oak
woodland, nonnative grassland, and southern willow scrub vegetation. Various largrit@oips of
light-colored boulders are scattered throughout this area but are primarily located along the ridgelines.

The Project Areaalso includes scattered housing and some moderate development near the Tribal
Administration Center, the Southern Indian Health Center Clinic, the currentnsaimd) operation
(Campo Band oDieguefioMission Indians 2010), andff-Reservatia areas extending northeast to the
existing Sunrise Powerlinkansmission lineThree highways cross the regio#g,l0ld Highway 80, and
StateRoute (SR)94. An existing rail line, operated by San Diego and Imperial Valleyrd?ai) also
extends to thisrea.

3.1 LAND RESOURCES
3.1.1 Regulatory Setting

This section discusses potential impacts to land resources resulting from implementation of the proposed
Campo Wind Project with Boulder Brush Facilities (Project). The analysis is based on a reviestirgf exi
resources; existing technical data; applicable laws, regulations, and guidelines; and technical reports
prepared for the proposed Project. Appendix C, Regulatory Settings, provides a summary of the federal
regulatory framework and laws, regulatioasid standards that govern land resources on the Campo
Indian Reservation (Reservation). Under the terms of the lease, certain Tribal laws apply to the Lessee,
including certain provisions of the Tribeds Ta
Appendix C discusses Tribal land use standards relating to the potential environmental effects addressec
in this Final EIS including the Campo Environmental Protection Agency (CEPA) statutes, the Campo
Band of Dieguefio Mission Indians Land Use Code (Ldse Code), and the Campo Band of Dieguefio
Mission Indians Land Use Plan (Land Use Plan). The Project will be developed in accordance with the
Resource Development Plan approved by the BIA as part of the lease approval process.
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3.1.2 Affected Environment
3.1.2.1 Topography

The Reservation ranges in elevation from approximately 3,030 to 4,320 feetrabansea level. The
topography of the area varies from gently rolling hillsides to steep, rocky peaks. The area is in a region of
moderate to steep relief ansemiarid plateau adjacent to and south of the Laguna Mountains canyons.

3.1.2.2 Soil Types and Characteristics

Soils on the Reservation are generally undeveloped;drathed loamy coarse sands that are moderately
sloping and are found on alluvial fangplands and, to a lesser extent, in mountainous areas. According
to the Soil Survey of the San Diego Area (USB@19, theProject Aregorincipally consists of three soil
associations: the La Poskdtchen Creek Associatigrthe TollhousélLa PostaRockland Association,
and the MottsvilléCalpine Association (see Figure d.1Soils, provided in Appendix E of this E)S
These soils are predominantly fineo mediumgrained silty sands. In addition to silty sand, local
occurrences of clayey sands, sandgilty clays, and gravelly sands also occur (Dames & Moore 1992).

The majority of thé’roject Areaconsists of the La Posta rocky loamy coarse sand soil type and narrow strips
of Kitchen Creek loamy coarse sand. The La Posta soil type is moderately stopiaderately steep and is

found on upland areas. The soil depth is shallow to moderately deep, ranging from 16 to 30 inches, and is
formed over weathered tonalite. The permeability is moderate to high, resulting in moderateigined to
excessiveldrained soils. This soil has a moderate erosion hazard (AECOM 2012).

The Kitchen Creek soil is gently rolling and formed in material derived from tonalite. These soils have a
moderately high permeability. Water runoff is slow to medium, with an erosiardhghat is slight to
moderate (AECOM 2012).

The Mottsville series soil occurs in smaller areas in the north and central portion®afjdet AreaThe

soil type found at the north end occurs on 2% to 9% slopes on alluvial fans and alluvial plains. The
permeability is very high with a slight to moderate erosion hazard and a slow to medium runoff. These are
very deep and excessively drained soils. The other soil type of the Mottsville series is located in the central
portion of theProject Areawithin vdleys and strongly sloping alluvial fans. These are excessively drained
and very deep soils that have high permeability. The resulting runoff is mexhdrthe erosion hazard is
moderate (AECOM 2012).

3.1.3 Geologic Setting and Mineral and Paleontological Resources
3.1.3.1 Geologic Setting

Three major stratigraphic units are found inReject Areaunweathered to slightly weathered crystalline
tonalites (similar to granites) of the Peninsular Range batholith (bedrock), highly weathered tonalites
nearerto the surface, and recent alluvial materials on or just below the surface (Dames & Moore 1992).
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Surface exposures of tonalite are restricted to isolated, natural weathered outcrops of residual boulders,
and subtle exposures on barren hillsides and imagai areas, especially in steeper valley flanks.
Somewhat lessveathered sections are also exposed in road cuts and along the railroad graéejacthe

Area Tonalite near the surface is highly weathered. Weathered tonalite is encountered at depths of
approximately 110 feet. Unweathered to less weathered tonalite is encountered at depths of approximately
70 to 132 feet below ground surface. Tonalite is often confused with granite on the basis of its appearance.
Although tonalite is in the granite serigfsrocks, it is not true granite based on its mineralogical makeup.
Alluvium is rarely in excess of feet in depth. Pegmatitic dikes, typically granitic in mineralogical
composition, are exposed locally (AECOM 2012).

3.1.3.2 Mineral Resources

A sand quay is located in the central portion of the Reservation, immediately west of Church Road. No
other mineral resources are known to exist on the Reservation.

3.1.3.3 Faults and Seismicity

Earthquake activity, also known as seismicity, is common throu§oatihern California. Southern California

is dominated by northwestiending faults, generally of a riglateral strikeslip nature, although faults of every

type and orientation can be found in the region. California has establishediAlgalst SpecialStudies

Zones along and parallel to traces of active faults, and prohibits structures on the traces of such faults. An
active fault, as defined by the California Geol
displacement within Holoceriei me 6 (appr oxi mately the last 11, 70

Southern California is dominated by a major active tectonic strdctime San Andreas Fadltthat trends

along a roughly northwest/southeast alignment approximately 55 miles northeast of the northern portion
of the Project AreaOther active faults near tiroject Areanclude the San Jacinto and Elsinore Faults,
which parallel the San Andreas Fault system. The major fault closest to the Reservation is the Elsinore
Fault, which is actually a zone of faults thtludes the Elsinore, Aguana, Agua Tibia, Earthquake Valley,

and Hot Springs Faults (AECOM 2012).

No evidence of Holocene fault movement within Breject Areavas indicated by the literature reviewed
or the studies conducted in tReoject AreaThe mrtion of the Peninsular Ranges in the vicinity of the
Reservation appears to be seismically quiescent (i.e., inactive, dormant) at present (AECOM 2012).

The largest earthquake in the vicinity of tPmject Areaover the past several years was a magaiitud
earthquake on the Imperial Fault on April 4, 2010, which was centered approximately 80 miles southwest
of the Reservation. Prior to that, the largest event was a magnitude 7.1 that occurred on November 11,
1915, centered approximately 89 miles soash®f theProject AregUSGS 2018). The closest recorded
earthquake to thProject Areavas a magnitude 4.8 event that occurred on June 15, 1946. Its epicenter
was approximately 2.5 miles southeast ofRhgject AreqUSGS 2018). Of the more than 7,208xbrical
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earthquakes within 93 miles of tReoject Area98 were significant in that they had magnitudes equal to
or greater than 5.0 (USGS 2018).

3.1.3.4 Paleontological Resources

Paleontological resources are the fossilized remains, imprints, arales tof plant and animal life
preserved in rocks and sediments. They can include bones, teeth, soft tissue, shells, wood, leaf impression:s
footprints, burrows, and microscopic remains. Fossils are generally older than 10,000 years, a temporal
boundary maing the end of the glacial Pleistocene Epoch and the beginning of the warmer Holocene
Epoch, the current epoch. In the San Diego region, paleontological resources occur in the subsurface
sedimentary rock layers, although they sometimes may be foundanesautcrops (AECOM 2012).

Based on paleontological resources record reviews and prior pedestrian field surveys conducted in the
region, one highly sensitive geological formation or unit is located within the vicinity of the Reservation:
the Table Mounta Formation (PaleoServices 2009). However, filmimationis off the Reservation (east
approximately 22 miles east) atfuisis not of concern for construction, operat@nd maintenance, or
decommissioning associated with tPject

TheProjectArea s underl ain by rocks formed from molten
crust. The placement of these rocks was accompanied by the alteration (metamorphosis) of the preexisting
rocks. Because plutonic igneous rocks are formed by the limattan of magmas several miles below

t he ground surface, t hese rocks ar e assigned
(PaleoServices 2009).

3.2 WATER RESOURCES

This section describes the regulatory and environmental setting of watercesmithe Project Siteand

in theProject Areaand the hydrologic units within which the Project Area is loca&edo groundwater
use is proposedr encounteredvithin the Boulder Brush Corridor, groundwater conditions on the
Reservation only are dedued.

3.2.1 Regulatory Setting

Appendix C, Regulatory Settings, provides a summary of the federal regulatory framework and laws,
regulations, and standards that goweater resourcesn the Reservatiohegal authoritiesnclude the Clean

Water Act (induding Sections 303, 304, 401, 402, and 404); the Federal Antidegradation Policy; the Safe
Drinking Water Act; and the National Flood Insurance Program, including Executive Ordersahitb88
11990 andritle 10 of the Code of Federal RegulatioRart 1022.
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3.2.2 Affected Environment
3.2.2.1 Surface Water Resources

TheProject Sitdas located within the Tijuana and AnBarrego Hydrologic Units, and more specifically
within the Campo and Cameron Hydrologic Aréashe jurisdiction ofthe San Diego Region&Vater
Quiality Control Board (RWQCB) and Jacumba Hydrologic Angthe jurisdiction othe Colorado River
RWQCB (see Figure 32, FEMA Floodplain, and Table 32 Watershed Designations by
Agency/Source (provided in Appendix E and Appendix D of this Eel§pectively) (San Diego RWQCB
2016; Colorado River RWQCB 2017).

The U.S. Geological Survey Watershed Boundary Dataset indicatesofbet Sitdies within the Tecate

Creek, Upper Cottonwood Creek, and Arroyo Seco watersheds of the Cottéfiwyoadasubbasin in

the LagunaSan Diego Coastal basin, and in the Upper Carrizo Creek watershed of the Carrizo Greek sub
basin within the Salton Sea basin (Figure-3.2JSGS 2016). Surface waters from thmject Site
ultimately flow west from the Tecate Divide the Pacific Ocean, with the exception of waters from the
northeastern portion of the Reservation, which flow east from the Tecate Divide to the Salton Sea (Figure
3.2-1, Figure 3.2 (Hydrologic Areas), and Table 312 see Appendices E and D). Baselmydrologic

and existing water resources conditions in Breject Areaare further addressed in Appendix F,
Groundwater Resources Evaluation for the Campo Wind PrejgcBoulder Brush Facilitiecompleted

in conjunction with this EIS.

A number of gllies, swales, and dry washes transect the Reservation and private parcels crossed by the
Boulder BrusiCorridor. During heavy rain events, runoff starts as sheet flow and concentrates in several paths
as it flows into area streams. TRmject Areancludes U.S. Geological Survey bHire drainages, including

Campo Creek, Miller Creek, Diabold Creek, and unnamed dry drainages. An emergent wetland area is locatec
within the centralvestern portion of the Reservation, along Diabold Creek, a tributary gicC@neek just

west of Church Road (Figure 332 Watersheds; see Appendix E). This is a constructed wetland created by
the Tribe with a permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. The sensitivity and status of the various
surface water resources arelfiertdiscussed in Sectiorb3Biological Resources, of this EIS. Project features
would be placed so as to avoid creeks, streams, tributaries, and jurisdictional waters to the extent feasible. The
construction of new access roads across drainage feaimnesjer, is unavoidable.

The entireProject Areas identified by the Federal Emergency Management Agency as being within Zone

D (FEMA 2012), which indicates that flood risk is undetermined because the agency has not conducted a
flood hazard analysis. Theroject Siteis not downstream of a dam and thus would not be subject to
inundation in the event of a dam failure; nor isRheject Areasubject to seiche or tsunami (due to the great
distance to the ocean or large body of water). In additiof®rtijed Siteis not within any Countydentified

flood hazard areas (e.g., alluvial fan floodarga) (County of San Diego 2007
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3.2.2.2 Groundwater Resources

Due to the intermittent flow of surface water on the Reservation during most of the year and the
unamailability of imported water, domestic water usage is almost entirely dependent upon groundwater
supplies. Consequently, preservation of groundwater levels and quality is vital when evaluating
Reservation land use proposals (Campo Band of Mission Indidiiy.2

A portion of theProject Areais located within the Tijuana Hydrologic Unit, a triangeddsaped area
drained by Cottonwood Pine Valley and Campo Creeks, which are tributaries to the Tijuana River.
Hydrographs for orsite and offsite wells,provided as appendices to Appendix show relatively stable

to slightly declining groundwater levels. Groundwater levels at wells on the southern portion of the
Reservation range from approximately Zkfbelow ground surface to 76 feet below ground surface.
Groundwater use during construction of the San DiegodGB&ectric CompanySDG&E) East County
(ECO)Substation Project was 36.4 adeet over 4 months, comparedl@3acrefeet(40 million gallons)
expected to be extracted for tiampo Wind Facilitiesver 14 monthsand an additional 50 acfeet for
components on private lands off the Reservation (Boulder Brasthties) Water demand is derived by

the Developed s engi neers from the expected disturbar
expectd concreteTransducer measurements noted a decline in water levels of up to 110 feet when pumps
were running, and 3t 50 feet when pumps were shut off. By the end of tyed posiconstruction

period, however, groundwater had recovered to neacqrsgruction levels.

Pursuant tdSection1424(e) of the Safe Drinking Water Act, the Regional Administrator of the U.S.
Environmental Protection AgencyEPA; Region 9) determined on May 28, 1993, that the
Campo/Cottonwood Creek aquifer is a sole or princgmlrce of drinking water (i.e., Sole Source
Aquifer) for the population in the vicinity of the communities of Boulevard, Campo, and Pine Valley,
located in eastern San Diego County. The majority of the Reservation lies within the designated
boundaries oftte aquifer.

3.2.3  Water Quality and Supply

Water on the Reservation is provided by both individuakite wells and community wells through
threepublic water systems regulated by the Tribe, with EPA oversight. The Tribe recognizes the need to
plan for fuure water services and to conserve available water.

As part of a proposed landfill project, limited groundwater quality sampling oRrtiject Siteoccurred
between 1994 and 2004. Constituents measured in water quality samples include chloride, fldoride
sulfate, total dissolved solids (TDS)itle 22 metals, and volatile organic compounds. Groundwater on
the site was primarily sodiwicarbonate type water, with water quality ranging from good to relatively
poor. Poor groundwater quality encounteredome wells was the result of elevated concentrations of
naturally occurring metals, primarily arsenic, manganese, iron, and TDS. The study found that TDS
concentrations were generally elevated in the shallower parts of the groundwater flow systdegpath

parts generally having lower TDS concentrations and therefore generally better groundwater quality.
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While the majority of water used for tliRrojectis not expected to be used for potable purposes, water
quality samples collected on tReoject Siein 2004 generally met drinking water maximum contaminant
levels (MCLs) for constituents sampled. Exceedances of primary MCLs for arsenic occugrefd3h
monitoring wells sampled in 2004. Exceedances of secondary MCLs for TDS occurred in four wells
sanpled, and exceedances of secondary MCLs for manganese occurred in one well sampled. No volatile
organic compounds were detected in any of the wells sampled (Apgendix

The most recently approved Clean Water Act Section 303(d) List of Water Qualitedi8egments, as

listed in the 20142016 Integrated Report (SWRCB 2018), lists Cottonwood Creek, Morena Reservoir,
Barrett Lake, and a portion of Campo Creek as impaired water bodies under Section 303(d) of the Clean
Water Act (Figure 3.2-1 and 3.22 and Table 3.22; see Appendix E anippendix D). These water bodies

are all located downstream of at least a portionoPttogect and al t hough the Pro
rather limited, theProject Sitecontributes runoff to a tributary of La Posta Creekjch eventually
discharges into Cottonwood Creek, Morena Reservoir, and Barrett Lake. Pursuant to listing, the San Diego
RWQCB has been tasked with developing total maximum daily loads (TMDLs) for these listed
impairments currently lacking ERApproved MDLs. Listed 303(d) impairments in waterbodies located
downstream from theProject Siteinclude selenium, pH, ammonia, total nitrogen, manganese,
phosphorous, perchlorate, indicator bacteria, and water color. Althou@hdjeetdoes not include use

of these potential pollutants, ground disturbance and erosion could potentially add sedimentation
containing these constituents to surface water flows. These impairments are relevdrdjettteecause

runoff from the site (along with runoff from the whoelatershed) eventually discharges into these waters.

3.2.4  Water Use and Rights

As cited in the 1992 Final EIS for the Campo Solid Waste Management Project (BIA 1992), the basic right
of Native Americans to al/l wah eeirr trhead e riif d toiwsn saar
by the U.S. Supreme CourtWinters v. United State207 U.S. 614 (1908). In 1963, the Supreme Court
upheld théWintersdoctrine inArizona v. California373 U.S. 600 (1963). The BIA considers the Tribe to
have full reservation rights to all the waters flowing around, through, or under the Reservation.

3.3 AIR QUALITY
3.3.1 Regulatory Setting

This section discusses potential impactaitaquality resulting from implementation of tHeroject. The
analysis is based onraview of existing resourcesxistingtechnical data; applicable laws, regulations,
and guidelines; and technical reports prepared faPthject. Appendix C, Regulatory Settings, provides

a summary of the federal regulatory framework and laws, regodatimd standards that govarnquality

on the Reservationkor further discussion, see also the Air Quality Technical Report provided as
Appendix G to this EISRegulationgonsist of applicable sectionstbf Clean Air Act
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3.3.2 Affected Environment
3.3.2.1 Climate and Topography

The local climate irsoutheasteran Diego County is characterized as sand with consistently mild,

warm temperatures throughout the year. The average summertime high temperature in the region is
approximately 7°F, with highs approachin4°F in August on average. The average wintertime low
temperature is approximate\8°’F, although record lows have approacB8tF in December Average
precipitation in the local area is approximately 10 inches per year, with thefli&aoipitation falling
between December and March (WRCC 20FIixther details regarding the climate and topography are
provided in Appendix G.

3.3.2.2 San Diego Air Basin Climatology

The Project Sitas located within the San Diego Air Basin (SDAB). TBBAB is one of 15 air basins

that geographically divide the State of California. The SDAB is currently classified as both a federal and
state nonattainment area for ozone)(énd as a state nonattainment area for particulate matter of 10
microns or lessn diameter (Pkb) and particulate matter of 2.5 microns or less in diametep.¢PM

The SDAB lies in the southwest corner of California and comprises the entire San Diego region, covering
4,260 square mile#t is an area of high air pollution potenti@he basirclimate ofwarm summers, mild
winters, infrequent rainfalls, light winds, and moderate humidisp drives the pollutant levels. The
Pacific HighPressure Zondrives the prevailing winds in the SDAB. The winds tend to blow onshore
during the dgtime and offshore at night. In the fall months, the SDAB is ofteminatecby Santa Ana

winds. These winds are the result of a high pressure system over the Néteddiaegion that overcomes

the westerly wind pattern and forces hot, dry winds from theteahe Pacific OcealsDAPCD2017).

The windstypicallyb| ow t he SDABOs phowelen b veak Santao Antind tan s e a
transport air pollution from the SDAB and greatly increase the San Diegor@entrations. A strong

Santa Anawind canalso primeseasonally dryegetation for firestorm conditions.

The SDAB experiences frequent temperature inversions. Subsidence inversions occur during the
warmer months as descending air associated with the Pacific High Pressure Zone meets cool marine air.
The boundary between the two layers of air creates a temperature inversion that traps pollutants. The
other type, a radiation inversion, develops on winter nights when air near the ground cools by heat
radiation and air aloft remains warm. The shallow isiar layer formed between these two air masses

also can trap pollutants. As the pollutants become more concentrated in the atmosphere, photochemical
reactions occur that produce,@hich contributes to the formation of smog. Smog is a combination of
smokeand other particulates,sChydrocarbonspxides of nitrogenNOx), and other chemically reactive
compounds, which, under certain conditions of weather and sunlight, may result in a murky brown haze
that causes adverse health effects (CARB 2014).

January 2020 10212
Campo Wind Project with Boulder Brush Facilities 34




FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Light daytime winds, predominaly from the west, further aggravate tieversion by driving air
pollutants inland, toward the mountains. During the fall and winter, air quality problems are created due
to carbon monoxid¢CO) and NQ emissions. CO concentratioase generally higher in the morning

and late evening. In the morning, CO levels are elevated due to cold temperatures and motor vehicle
traffic. Higher CO levels during the late evenings are a result of stagnant atmospheric conditions
trapping CO in the @&a. Since CO is produced almost entirely from automobiles, the highest CO
concentrations in th8DAB are associated with heavy traffiditrogen dioxide (NQ) levels are also
generally higher during fall and winter days.

3.4 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS AND CLIMATE CHANGE
3.4.1 Regulatory Setting

This section discusses potential impacts of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions resulting from implementation
of the Project. The analysis is based on a review of existing resources; technical data; applicable laws,
regulatons, and guidelines; and technical reports prepared fdtrthject The regulatory setting for GHG
emissions is provided in Appendix C, Regulatory Settings, of this EIS, as well as the Air Quality and GHG
Emissions Analysis Technical Report provided apéndix G. Regulations consist of applicable sections

of the Clean Air Act; the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007 (December 2007); the EPA and
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration final rule regulating cars and-tight trucks for mdel

years 20122016 (75 FR 2533245728) and for model years 202021 (77 FR 6264463200); fuel
economy and GHG standards for mediuand heawduty trucks for model years 2012018 (76 FR

57106 57513); the EPA final rule establishing the Carbon PolluEomission Guidelines for Existing
Stationary Sources: Electric Utility Generating Units (80 FR 6464660 aka Clean Power Plan); and the

EPA Final Mandatory Greenhouse Gas Reporting Rule (74 FR E62803).

3.4.2 Affected Environment
3.4.2.1 The Greenho use Effect

Climate change refers to any significant change in measures of climate, such as temperature, precipitation
or wind patterns, lasting for an extended period of time (decades or longertafth@® temperature

depends on the balance betweengner ent er i ng and | e aWlanyragtorst both p | &
natur al and human, can cause changes in Earthos
reaching Eart h, changes in the refl ecgesiivihngd y o
greenhouse effect, which affects the amountofheatt ai ned by Eart hds at mosp

The greenhouse effectis the trappingand buwid of heat i n the atmosphere
surface. The greenhouse effect traps hrethite troposphere through a threefold process as follows:-Short
wave radiation emitted by the Sun is absorbed by the Earth; the Earth emits a portion of this energy in the
form of longwave radiation; and GHGs in the upper atmosphere absorb this/boegadiation and emit

it into space and toward the Earth. The greenhouse effect is a natural process that contributes to regulating
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the Earthodés temperature and creates a pleasant
emit additional GHG4go the atmosphere increase the amount of infrared radiation that gets absorbed
bef ore escaping into space, thus enhancing th
temperature to rise.

3.4.2.2 Greenhouse Gases

A GHG is any gas that absorbsranfed radiation in the atmosphere; in other words, GHGs trap heat in
the atmosphere. GHGs include, but are not limiteddadyon dioxidgCQOz), CHa, N20O, Cs, water vapor,
fluorinated gases (HFCs, PFCs,s3d nitrogen trifluoride (N#), chlorofluorocarbns (CFCs), and
hydrochlorofluorocarbons (HCFCs). Some GHGs, such as CB, and NO, occur naturally and are
emitted to the atmosphere through natural processes and human activities. Of these gases OEO

are emitted in the greatest quantitiesnrfrbuman activities. Manufactured GHGs, which have -heat
absorption potential, include fluorinated gases, such as HFCs, PFCs,scamthiSk are associated with
certain industrial products and processes.

3.4.2.3 Global Warming Potential

Gases in the atmosptte can contribute to climate change both directly and indirectly. Direct effects occur
when the gas itself absorbs radiation. Indirect radiative forcing occurs when chemical transformations of the
substance produce other GHGs, when a gas influencesrtbgphieric lifetimes of other gases, and/or when

a gas affects atmospheric processes that alter the radiative balance of the Earth (e.g., affect cloud formation c
albedo) (EPA 2015). Theglobal warming potentialGWP) of a GHG is defined as the ratio oktlime
integrated radiative forcing from the instantaneous release of 1 kilogram of a trace substance relative to that of
1 kilogram of a reference gas (IPCC 2014). The reference gas usexlitiseat&dore, GWRveighted emissions

are measured in metric ®of CQ equivalent (MT C@e).

3.4.2.4 Loss of Sequestered Carbon

The calculation methodology and default values providetieiCalifornia Emissions Estimator Model
(CalEEMod were used to calculate potential £€&missions associated with the eimae change in

carbon sequestration capacity of a vegetation land usedgpking from the projecirhe calculation of

the onetime loss of sequestered carbon is the product of the converted acreage value and the carbon
content value for each land use typegetation community). The mass of sequestered carbon per unit
area (expressed in units of MT of €ger acre) is dependent on the specific land use type. Assuming that
the sequestered carbon is released asd&@®r removal of the vegetation, annual ®calculated by
multiplying total biomass (MT of dry matter per acre) frontergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
(IPCC) data by the carbon fraction in plant material, and then converting MT of carbon to MTz2of CO
based on the molecular weights of carbod CQ.

It is conservatively assumed that all sequestered carbon from the removed vegetatEsult of the project

would be returned to the atmosphere; that is, the wood from the trees and vegetation communities would not
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be reused in a solid formroanother form that would retain carbon. GHG emissions generated during
construction activities, including clearing, tree removal, and grading, are estimated in the construction
emissions analysis.

CalEEMod calculates GHG emissions resulting from landemion and uses six general IPCC land use
classifications for assigning default carbon content values (in units of MTp&Qacref. CalEEMod

default carbon content values were assumed to estimate the loss of sequestered carbon (relgase of CO
from theremoval of the scrub (14.3 MT GQ@er acre), forest (111 MT CQer acre)wetlands (0 MT

COz per acre)and grassland (4.31 MT G@er acre) vegetation categories, which are based on data and
formulas provided in the IPCC reports.

3.5 BIOLOGICAL RESOU RCES

The following analysis is based on the Campo Wind Projgéitt Boulder Brush Facilitie®iological
Technical Report (BTR) prepared by DudekMay 2019and updated ilseptember 2018nd included
as Appendix H to this EIS.

3.5.1 Regulatory Setting

Statutes and regulations applicable to famjectare detailed in Appendix H and Appendix C, Regulatory
Settings. These statutes and regulations includdetieral Endangered Species Act; Migratory Bird
Treaty Act; Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act; Cleameact; Executive Orders 11988 (Floodplain
Management), 11990 (Protection of Wetlands), and 13112 (Invasive Spawdd)S. Fish and Wildlife

Service (USFWSlandBased Wind Energy Guidelin€®012) ThiselSd e f i n e ss tiastples | safd e ¢
as thosehat are candidate, proposed, or listed species unddéedeealEndangered Species Aahd
specieghat arefederally protected under tiBald and Golden Eagle Protection Act

3.5.2 Affected Environment

Thebiologicalstudy areas generally consistentith the Project Site encompassi@ampo Corridor and
Boulder Brush Corridgithoughdiffered forspecificsurveys completed based on several factors, such as
habitat and topography in accordance with the survey protocol for that species. Refer to B&éRZigur

12 in Appendix H for additionabiological study area informationThe acreages of vegetation types
mappedwvithin the potential disturbance areae presented in Table53l in Appendix D Environmental
Resources Section Tables and GrapRefer to Appendix H for a description of each vegetation
community and cover type andBTR Figure 13in Appendix Hfor the locationof these vegetation
communities and cover types.

5 The six land use classifications aceefst land (scrub), forest landegs), cropland, grassland, wetlands, and other.
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3.5.2.1 Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters

A formal jurisdictional delineation of jisdictional waters and wetlands was conducted in 2017 and 2018
pursuant toClean Water ActSection404. Table %-2 (Appendix D and BTR Figures 13 and 14
(Appendix H)quantify and locate the jurisdictional resources inRfggect Sitewhich include tibutaries

to Campo Creek, Tule Creek, and Carrizo Creek.

3.5.2.2 Sensitive Species

No federally listed plant species are expected or previously detected withitndjleet Site(see BTR
Figure 8 (Appendix H))San Bernardino blue grass is known to ocaouhe vicinity, but suitable habitat

is not presentvithin the ProjectSite and this species is not expected to occur on site. Seven federally
listed wildlife species were evaluated for potential to occur withirfPtiogectAreaand vicinity: arroyo
toad (Anaxyrus californtus), California condor(Gymnogyps californianyis southwestern willow
flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimugs | east ®ieeb bebiispusillug, Penmsular bighorn
sheep(Ovis canadensis nelsgniQuino checkerspot butterffEuphydryas editha quinpand Laguna
Mountains skippe(Pyrgus ruralis lagunae Additional surveys included surveys for bats in 2010 and
2011by AECOMand avian pointount surveys from 2017 to 20&8&nducted by Dudeldowever, only
Quino checkerspot butfiy is knownto occur or has moderate or better potenttabccur, in theProject
Site Potential effects on the Quino checkerspot butterfly are discussed further below.

Quino Checkerspot Butterfl y

Quinocheckerspot butterfly is federaligted as enangeredBetween 2005 and 200Pacific Southwest
Biological Services biologists conducted USFWS protocol surveys for Quino checkerspot butterfly in
the southeastern portion of the Reservasiod found23 Quino checkerspot butteritietections as well

ashost plants. The 2010 protocol survey located 19 Quino checkerspot butterflies within the southeastern
portion of the biological study area, and 8 outside the biological studpmatea Reservation (see BTR
Figure 9 (Appendix H)). The 2018 focused sus/&cated no Quino checkerspot butterflies within the
Project Area but approximately699 acres within thé&roject Areawere considered suitable habitat.
Additional focused Quino checkerspot buttedlyrveyswere conducted from March 18019 through

May 13, 2019 in the Boulder Brush Corridoand identified five individualsin an area with open
decomposed granite soils, hilltops, ridges, numerous granitic rock outcrops, and various nectar sources
No critical habitat for Quinaheckerspot butterflys located within theProject Site As the USFWS

cannot designate critical habitat mservations, no critical habitat is located on the Reservation (ESA
Section4(b)(2); EO 1317%. Critical habitat designated for Quiragheckerspot butterflyporders the
Resenration to the west and south

January 2020 10212
Campo Wind Project with Boulder Brush Facilities 38




FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Bald and Golden Eagles

No bald eagles have been observed during the ongoing eagle point count surveys condu@etblfrem

2017to present (or during any other surveyid)e Project Sitdacks lakes, ponds, and perenniaéra/that
support fish, the bald eaglebs typical Nomadaiwe,;, th
Golden Eagle nests are known to occur within 4,000 feet of the biological study area. The closest suitable
nesting habitat is locatedpproximately 5.5 miles east of the biological study area in the Jacumba
Mountains where there may be rocky outcrops suitable for nesting, and where this species has been
documented (USFWS 2018).

3.5.2.3  Species Protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Ac  t

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act prohibits the intentional take of migratory birds. A totdl7af avian
specievere detected within thi@ological study area, which also provides suitable nesting and foraging
habitat for migratory birds.

3.5.2.4 Wildlife Corridors

Wildlife corridors are linear features that connect large patches of natural open space and provide avenues
for the immigration and emigration of animals. This movement of wildlife is important for many reasons,
including breeding and gene digéy, access to food and water, and migration. Hitegect Sitds part of

a linkage that connects habitats between the Cleveland National Forest to the north and habitats in Baja
California to the south, and along the U.S./Mexico international borderl_d Resta Linkage planning

area borders the western boundary ofRhgect Areahowever, the linkage excludes tReject Arean

the analysis because of access and land use constraintBrdjeet Aea and immediate vicinity are
located within the Pafic Flyway general area that extends nosibuth between North and South
Ameri ca. Based on the avian data collected for
large concentrations of migrating birds do not regularly pass througRrtject Areaor immediate

vicinity (Appendix H).

3.6 CULTURAL RESOURCES

This section discusses past cultural resource investigations and known cultural resource sites that have
been documented in the vicinity of tieoject and cultural or religious propees and prehistoric or

historic cultural sites that may qualify as historic properties. Cultural resources on tribal lands are protected
and regulated under both federal and tribal law. Information in this section is summarized from the
Cultural ResourceTechnical Report provided as Appenbi® this EIS.

Archaeological resources include both prehistoric and historic evidernenaihactivity and presence.
Prehistoric resources within tReoject Areanayinclude lithic(stone)scatters, ceramic scats, quarries,
habitation sites, temporary camps, rock shelters, cairns, rock rings, agave roasting pits, ceremonial sites,
and trails.
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Historical resourcesmay consist of structures (e.g., building foundations), historic objects (e.g., bottles
and cans)and sites (e.g., refuse deposits or scatters). Bugdingd structural sites can vary from historic
buildings to canals, historic roads and trails, bridges, ditches, dams, and cemeteries. These resources ar
generally call ed f b.Histdri¢ ppopegtins\arie distrintsnstes tbuildirgs, structues s
or objects that possess integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and
association and that are currently listed in Netional Register of Historic PlaceBIRHP) or are
potentially eligible for listing.

3.6.1 Regulatory Setting

Appendix C, Regulatory Settings, provides a summary of the federal regulatory framework and laws,
regulations, and standards that goveuttural resourcesn the Reservatiompplicabe statutes and
regulations are also discussed in AppendiRdgulationanclude Section 106 of thational Historic
Preservation Act; implementing regulations at T&teof the Code of Federal Regulations, Sectk00,

the Archaeological Resources Rmdion Act; and theNative American Graves Protection and
Repatriation Act.

3.6.2 Affected Environment

Evidence for human occupation in Southern California dates to more than 15,000 years before present (BP).
The prehistoric sequence in the general Caregmn is particularly complicated because of travel and trade
between aboriginal groups from the Pacific coast to the Colorado Desert and Imperial Valley. This research
employs a common set of generalized terms used to describe chronological tremuisblagescomposition:
Paleoindian (pr&500 BC), Archaic (8000 B@D 500), Late Prehistoric (AD 50Q769), and Ethnohistoric
(postAD 1769), as described in Appendix I.

Europeans first visited the region in AD 1542, when Juan Rodriguez Cabrillo landedie§o Bay and

made initial contacts with the Kumeyaay. Spanish colonial settlement was initiated in 1769, when multiple
expeditions arrived in San Diego by land and sea. The Spanish were constrained to the coastal lands anc
following the destruction ahe MissionSan Diego de Alcala 1775, limited their eastward expansion to

the El Cajon Valley. The Campdacumba region was under Kumeyaay control throughout the Spanish,
Mexican and early American periods until the arrival of American homesteaddrasithe McCain family

in 1868 (Wade et al. 2009). The Reservation rests partially on the lands negotiated in the Treaty of Santa
Ysabel in 1852. The Treaty, along with the Treaty of Temecula, promised the indigenous nations of the
region a Reservation afpproximately 20%f the current land base of San Diego County in return for the
balance of their traditional lands on the coast and in the desert. The Treaty was not ratified due to interference
from the California legislature and startingli®75,only scattered Reservations were credgé&xecutive

Order invariousareas of the County. The Reservation was created in 1893 near an existing Kumeyaay
village in the Cameron Corners area. It was expanded in thewvganiyeh century to accommodate several

other communities of Kumeyaay who still did not have a land base.
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Area of Potential Effect

The area of potential effect (APE) for the Project consists of the approxir@zi@§acre Project Site
consisting ofapproximately2,200 acre®©n-Reservatiorfor the Campo Wind Facilitieand approximately
320acres on private land3ff-Reservation for the Boulder Brush Facilities (see Figt2eAPE Maps 14,

in Appendix I). The maximum extent of disturbance from all the alternatives under considerationheithin t
APE in which the windacilities and transmission line would be constricted would ultimately be smaller than
the APE; this area of direct impacts (ADI) comprisggproximately800 acres on the Reservation and
approximatelyl30acres on private land.

The inventory of cultural resources includestord searches and survepsadequately identify and
describe specific cultural resources within each AIRBludinga 0.25mile buffer surrounding the APE

for the portion on the Reservation andaile bufferfor theOff-Reservation portiarAs detailed inTable

4-1 of Appendix | a total ofl46archaeological resources have been identified within the APE, including
80 archaeological sits, 41 of which are within the ADlof those41 sites, 2are eligible foristingin the
NRHP. Alsq as detailed iTable 44 of Appendixl, 4 historic built environment resources were identified
within the APE, 3 of which are within the ADI; 1 of these is eligible for listing in the NRHP.

During the course of surveysd evalutons of this Project, more than 15 Native American monitors
participated in fieldworkandanyNative American input during the survespuld have beedocumented

in the daily survey log, specifically information regarding Traditional Cultural Propertsgsecific areas

of Tribal concern encountered during survey, should they so desire. No such concerns were gxpressed
nor were Traditional Cultural Properties identified.

3.7 SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS

This sectiondescribeghe socioeconomisettingwithin the studyareafor thisissuearea,which includes
the Reservatiorandthe surrounding U.S. Census Tract 2Thisis generallythesameareaasSan Diego
Countyds Mountain Empi r astheMobntamErgpiregubregiorg.r r ed t o h

This sedbn relies in part on the Campo Work Force Plan (Campo Kumeyaay Nation 2014a) and the

Campo Comprehensive Economic Development Strategy (Campo Kumeyaay Nation 2014b), which the
Tribe prepared to address existing conditions for its workforce, issues ésgdomith unemployment

rates, and employment opportunities for Tribal members, as well as other strategies and goals for
economic development for the Tribe.

3.7.1 Regulatory Setting

Appendix C provides an overview of the applicable plans, policies, andatiegps and existing
conditions; historic trends and relevant projections for population and housing; employment and income;
environmental justice; public services; and infrastructure and utilities; all of which influence or document
the socioeconomic cadiitions of theProject AreaPolicies, plans, and regulations that are discussed
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Appendix Cinclude NEPA Executive Order 1289@-ederal Actions to Address Environmental Justice
in Minority Populations and Losincome Populationsjhe Land Use Codandthe Land Use Plan.

3.7.2 Affected Environment
3.7.2.1 Reservation Social and Economic Environment

There are approximately 150 residences (including trailer homes and residences with no current addresses, &
well as theapproximately 710 act®ld Reservabn locatechear Campapproximately 3.7 miles west of the
Project Site) on the Reservation (Campo Kumeyaay Nation 2014a). According to most current figures, the
unemployment rate on the Reservation could be as high as 55%; however, the Campo WorkftoaadPla

that the figure was likely closer to 30%. Both figures are comparable higher than the countywide
unemployment rate of 7.5% (County of San Diego 2016). Children from the Reservation and surrounding
communities attend public schools operated by tharitain Empire Unified School District.

Income and Employment

While recentfigures are not availablefor averageannualper capitaincome on the Reservationthe
U.S. Department of the Interioeportshowsthatin 2005therewere no employedmembersof the Tribe
with earnedincomesbelow the federal poverty guidelines(DOI 2005). U.S. Censusdata, however,
suggests thathe percentageof the population on the Reservationliving below the poverty level
exceedsthe averagepovertypercentagef 15% for SanDiego County,with approximately53%i 62%
of the populatioronthe Reservatiobelowthepovertylevelin 201Q

Despite some improvement, the lack of economic diversity and resulting lack of jobs on or near the
Reservation continue to be problems for théb&rand contribute to the low level of employment and
low incomes The Tribe maintains a high reliance upon governafientied programs and supplemental
income;however, with the acute problems of poverty and unemployment, intensified by the geographic
and €onomic isolation of the Reservation, the Tribe needssits primary assets, its land, natural
resources, and its people, to create economic development.

On-Reservation Income Sources

The Tribe is working vigorously to diversify its economic base iantease employment opportunities

for its members. The Tribe derives earned income from the existity\b8umeyaay Wind facility and

the Golden AcorrCasino The Golden Acorn Casinoistfier i be 6 s g a nwhiclfirstopereed at i o
in August of 2001. Ir-ebruary 2005, the Tribe negotiated a lease and revenue sharing agreement for the
Kumeyaay Wind Project, a5-turbine,50 MW wind powergeneration facilitythat provides electrical

power directly to SDG&E. The Kumeyaay Wind Project annually produces pswfiesient for about

30,000 homes and saves approximately 110,000 tons a y@HGmemissions, compared with equivalent

fossil fuel generation.
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The Golden Acorn Casino accounts for most of the jobs on the Reservation, with 38 employees being
enrolled menbers of the Tribe (Campo Kumeyaay Nat&fli4g). In addition to the Golden Acorn Casino,

the Tribe employs approximately 100 individuals amongattous departments and business enterprises

the General Council employs 11 workers; thee Protection District has 16 employeesCampo
Environmental Protection AgendCEPA), employsép er son s ; and the Tribeos
Campo Materials, employsworkers. Other employment on the Reservation indtitle5 employees of

t he Trederdlefundd preschool atthe Campo Education Cemted the 23 employees of tBeuthern

Indian Health Clinic facility, which relocated to a new building in 2&DO5. The small libraryformerly

located at the Tribal Centdras been relocated to tBducation Ceter; however, due to a lack of funding,

no librarian is employed at the Education Center.

Property Values

Off-Reservation property values in the vicinity of the Project Area vary greatly due to lot size, improvements,
and home sizes. Twiedroom, ondvathsinglefamily homes on less than 5 acres recently sold for an average
of $235,000. Prices varied from $109,000 to $390,000 for similar homes (Zillow 2019).

However, while the Reservations nearthe town of Campo,the land is held in trust by the federal
governmenton behalfof the Tribe. TheTribe apportionsthe land, but the land isnoti 0 w n lkyd
individual residing on it. Thus, no equivalentcomparisoncan be made of home sale prices on the
Reservatiorbecausehe land valuationsystemis not the sane asnon-Reservatiotands.Therefore Off -

Reservation property values will not be further analyzed in this EIS.

Utilities Infrastructure

Wateris providedby bothindividual wells andcommunitywells throughwaterdistributionsystemsNo
utility sewerservicesareavailableon the Reservatiorexceptthe packagevastewatetreatmentplantat
the GoldenAcorn Casino.The balanceof sanitarysewagedisposalis accomplishedhroughthe useof
septic tanks. Federally regulatedcommunity systemsare chlorinatel to the appropriatefederal Safe
Drinking WaterAct standards.

The objective of the Tr i beadhgewatea and selwes @an &hfpptanmtei s t
water conservation and reuse programs on the Reservation. The Tribe requirenévatalielopment
demonstrate that adequate water resources exist to meet the demands of a proposaddptioge cteptic

tanks can handle any sanitary wastes generated by such project. Vegetation that usesrlesh be
encouraged for landscaping pases (if proposed), and irrigation systems must be desigrstalled,
operated, and maintained to prevent the waste of water. Wastewater reuse will be encoafgdiedlii).

The Reservatiorhasaccesdo electricalservicefrom SDG&E. Someresidenes usepropanebasedon
individual service. SGD&HBnaintainghe Boulevard andCamposubstationgndconnectingransmission
line thatcrosseshe Reservatiorsouthof 1-8.
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Health Services

Availability of medical services and facilities is a major concefrrReservation residents. Areas of
concern include the provision of ongoing and emergency care. The Southern Indian Health Clinic in
Alpine, California, contracts with the Public Health Service to provide health care to the Tribe and six
other tribes in th@area. Emergency services are provided by Grossmont Hospital in El Cajon. A satellite
clinic for Southern Indian Health is currently operating on Church Road. This clinic provides medical,
dental, familyservices, mental health services, domestic violeecéces, outreach, foster care, and child
socialservices to the Tribe and six other tribes in the area. The Campo Reservation Fire Protection District
provides local emergency medicarvices.

Parks and Recreation

Recreational activities on the Reseimatinclude an offoad motorcycle track north of8, a basketball

court at the Education Center, and a baseball park. Tribal members enjoy fishing at the pond near Diabold
Creek off of Church Road, and many participate in organized league sports jnatgadentommunities,
especially through the Mountain Empire Unified School District. One of the main goals of the Tribe is to
create additional opportunities for recreational activities for Trimhbers. The Tribe plans to do this by
establishing guidlines for developers for the enhancememeofeational facilities on the Reservation such

that the specific developments will benefit, thus providibgmefit to Tribal members.

3.7.2.2  Surrounding Social and Economic Environment

The Project is primds located on the Reservation, which is geographically within in the rural Boulevard
Subregional Planning Area, which is part of the larger Mountain Empire Subregional Plan planning area of
unincorporated San Diego County (note, however, that only thed®oBrush Facilities are within the
jurisdictional boundaries of the County). Population centers in the region include the unincorporated
communities of Jacumba, Boulevard, Campo, Tecate, and Potrero. The U.S. Census Bureau Census Trac
211 consists of gemally the same area as the Mountain Empire and includes the Project Site (referred to
hereafter as the Mountain Empire subregion).

For purposes of thisElS, discussionof socioeconomicconditions reference areas outside the
Reservation,ncluding the Mountain Empire subregion,which is generally contiguouswith Census
Tract 211 and coversalmost 900 squaremiles. Though far larger than the sociologicalimpact area,
discussionof the subregionis necessaryfor considerationof available censusdata. The Mountain
Empire subregionis generally characterizedy sparsesinglefamily residentialdevelopmenbn large
lots. Thenorthernportionsof the subregiorconsistprimarily of theAnza-BorregoStatePark,agricultural
preservesandotherpubliclands.
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Population

The United States takegficial census only once every 10 years; therefore, the most accurate information
is from 2017. The populatian the County was 2,813,833 in 2000; 3,095,313 in 20103s88V,685n

2017. This increase was approximatelydBetween 2000 and 2010, and 7.8% between 2010 and 2017.
The population of the MountailBmpire Subregion was 6,402 in 2000 and 6,82009. Thiswas a
decrease in approximately 4.2%.

Minority Population

In San Diego County in July 2018, the minority plagpion comprised approximately 54.4% of the total
population and 39% of the total population of the unincorporated county (U.S. Census Bureau 2017). In the
Mountain Empire subregion, the minority population totaled 48.2% in 2010 (County of San Diego 2016)

Income and Employment

The median household income in the San Diego region in 2016 was $71,758. In the Mountain Empire
subregion, the median househattome in 2010 was estimated $41,250 and the unemployment

rate of persons in the labor force wé%. The overall San Diego County unemployment rate was
7.5% in 2016 (San Diego County 2016).

Poverty Status

In San Diego County, the estimated percentage of people living below the poverty level in 2017 was
approximately 13.8%Stewart2017). In the Mountaifempire subregion, the percentage of population
below the povertyevel in 2009 was substantially higher at 20.4% (City Data 2009).

Housing Stock

Throughout the San Diego region in 2017, there were approximately 1,2hé128g units with &acancy
rate d approximately 4.3%. (U.S. Census Bureau 2017). Housing units in the Mountain Empire subregion
totaled 3,376 units with a vacancy of 22% (U.S. Census Bureau 2012).

Area Reservations

With 18 tribal reservations, the County of San Diego has more resesvitamm any other county in the
United StatedHowever, the reservations are very small, with total land holdings of just over 124,000 acres,
or about 193square miles of the 4,205 square miles in the County. Multiple reservations are located
throughoutasern San Diego County. The Manzanita Band of the Kumeyaay Nation and La Posta Band of
MissionIndians both have reservations located just north of the Reservation. The La Posta Reservation is
3,471 acres, with a population of 18 residents. A casino waed the La Posta Reservation in 2007.

The Manzanita Reservation is 3,563 acres and has a population of 69 residents (bDPI 2012
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Utilities Infrastructure

Potential sources of water near the Reservation consist of groundwater from wells, local graundwate
supplies (predominantly fractured rock aquifers) from the Jacumba Community Services District, and
recycled water from the Padre Dam Municipal Water Dist@rbundwater in the area is located in
sedimentary aquifers that are dependent on the raigtdé.cThere are two main drainages or watersheds

in the Boulevard area. The community of Boulevard is located in the Mountain Empire Subregion, where
groundwater availability varies from location to location, and intensity of development in the region is
limited due to groundwater variation and limits.

Schools

Public schools and educational facilities are mandated bZakiérnia Department of Education and
administered by the County Board of Education and the County Office of Education. The Mountain
Empre Unified School Districencompasses over 660 square miles seréles theProjectArea The
district includesfour elementary schools, two middle schools, one high school, and an alternative
education program (MEUSD n.dGhildren from the Reservationand surroundingcommunitiesattend

public schoolsoperatedby the MountainEmpire Unified SchoolDistrict. Children attend CloverFlat
Elementaryand CampoElementarySchools,n additionto MountainEmpireHigh School.

Health Services

There are no majdnospitals located in southeastern San Diego County. The closestal centers

Kai ser Permanente Childrends Hospital, |l ocated
closest major hospital is Sharp Grossmont Hospital, approximatelylé&west of the Project Sit&he

El Centro Regional Medical Center, owned by the City of El Centro, is located approxisatailes

east of the Proje@ite in Imperial County.

Parks and Recreation

Many tribal membergarticipatein organizedleaguesports in nearbyadjacentcommunitiesgspecially
throughthe Mountain Empire Unified School District. Additionally, the Reservation is located near
Cuyamaca Rancho State Park which offers opportunities for hiking, mountain biking, horse riding,
swimming, awl hiking (DPR 2019).

3.7.3 Environmental Justice

Datausedto asses®nvironmentajustice considerationsvere obtainedfrom the U.S. CensusBureau,
Censu2010, whichis themostcompleteand accurateourceof demographi@ata andconomic/income
data aailablefor theProject Areaand surrounding communitieiformation was also gathered using the
EPAOGs En v Justeehomi@ennapping tool (EJSCREEN Repdersion 2018)which relies on
data from the U.S. Census Bureau, the EPA, and the Centddssease Control and Prevention (CDC).
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Informationfrom the San Diego County anflanDiego Associationof Governmentsvasalso accessed
for supplementadiata.

Data related to the census tract block groups that encompaBsoieet Areawere used to copile
information that could be used to distinguish minority andiles@mepopulations. Minorities are defined

as individuals who are members of one of the following population gréligsanic, AfricarAmerican,
American Indian or Alaskan Native, and Asiar Pacific Islander. Theninority population percentage of

the Reservation exceeds the San Diego County average: approx@bésatyinority for the Reservation as
compared to the 54.5% minority population of San Diego Couhg. Census Bureau 201a0d48.2%
minority population throughout the surrounding Mountain Empire subregion (County of San Diego 2016).
American Indian persons made up approximately 95% of the total populationRestation.

Based on the 2018 U.S. Federal Poverty Guidelinesjrioame populationsare personsliving below
the poverty level, which is $25,100for a family of four but varies dependingon family size (HHS
2018) The percentagef the populationon the Reservatioriving below the povertylevel exceedgshe
averagepowerty percentagef 13.8%for SanDiego County,with approximately53%i 62%in 20100n
the Reservatiorbelow the poverty level. In the Mountain Empire subregion,20.4% of the population
was belowthe povertylevelin 2009.

3.8 RESOURCE USE PATTERNS

This sedbn discusses potential impacts to resource use patesolting from implementation of the
Project The analysis is based on a review of existing resouegegtingtechnical data; applicable laws,
regulations, and guidelines; and technical regqandpared for theProject.

3.8.1 Regulatory Setting

Appendix C, Regulatory Settings, of this Fivides a summary of the federal regulatory framework
and laws, regulations, and standards that goresaurceusepatternson the ReservatiomApplicable
reguhtions includehe Farmland Protection Policy Act.

3.8.2 Affected Environment

3.8.2.1 Hunting, Fishing, and Timber Harvesting

Conditionson the Reservatiorare not conduciveto either modernor traditional hunting techniques,
fishing,or timber harvestingctivities.

3.8.2.2 Gathering Activities

Many plantsweretraditionallygatherear harvestedwith theacornbeingthemostimportantof theplant
resourcesThe Reservatiorhasseveralareascontaininglarge numbersof acornproducingoak trees.
The Tribe no longer dependson acorn harvestingas a major food source; however, acornsare
occasionallygatheredas food for ceremonialor recreationalreasonsThe existing native vegetation
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includes many other plants with food or medicinal values and plants traditionally usedin the
constructionof structuresand the making of tools and otherimplements.Today, however,no plant
gatheringactivitiestakeplaceat the proposedite

3.8.2.3  Agricultural Uses

In historic times, many plants were harvested oiRRéservation for food and medicinal purposes anthéor
making of tools and structures. Today, agricultural activities on the Reservation primarily consist of
subsistence farming activities and cattle grazing; however, cattle grazing hasdroitedhic alue for the

Tribe, and agriculture in general has not proven to be of significant bemefie Tribe in terms of
employment or revenue. The land on the Reservation is neghality pasture ograzing land, as scrub

land is only suitable for a few heaf cattle per several acres. Typical grazing animal unit (AU) is one cow

of 1,000 pounds and a calf as old as 6 months. An animal unit month (AUM) is the amount of forage required
by 1.0 AU for 1 month. Scrub land has one of the lowest AUM habitats,imyenequires more land to

feed 1.0 AU, typically ranging from 10 to 20 acres per 1.0 AUM. Little crop agriculture cmctirse
Reservation, as the soil is mostly graded sand with silt. Rock outcroppings make soil workalrificialtge

areas. The gt growing season at the altitude of the Reservation (about 3,500 feet above mean sea level)
and theshortage of irrigation water make agriculture a marginal operation in the area and not a feasible or
reliable sole income or source of food for the Tahd community.

3.8.2.4 Fire Management

Muht Hei Inc. and CEPA provide code enforcement through their planning/permitting consultants and
through thefinal review of all project building plansncluding consideration of setbacks and fire and
building cods. In addition, the planningérmitting consultants monitor tleetual construction of asuilt

drawings and completed structures of all projects to ensure compliandeedith i be 6 s Land Us e
the Land Use PlafCampo Band of Mission Indians 2010)

As with the Tribebds required codes and standa
Reservation for residential development, the same standards that must be met by residential constructior
apply for all projects, which must comply with thedmational Fire Code, 2009 Edition.

Il n addition, the Tribebs Land Use Plan includ
Serviceswhich identifies the goals, objectives, policies, and standards of the Reservation and guides
the Tribal membes in coordinating projects, activities, and growth on the Reservation to work in
harmony towardcreating a desirable community. The applicable issues, objectives, programs, and
standards are described below.

Issues

Firesin undevelopedreastermedii w ilahdd i r resslifrom the ignition of accumulatedrush and
woody material.Urbanfires resultusuallyfrom sourceswithin the structuregshemselves-ire hazardsof
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this type are site and structurespecific. Availability of firefighting equipmentand decreasedesponse
timesareessentialn minimizing losses.

Many fires and fire lossescan be avoidedif proper building proceduresand materialsare used.In
addition,it is importantto inform the public aboutfire hazardandhowto avoidthem.

The Resevation hasa full-time fire departmenthat monitorsthe fuel loadsover the Reservatiorand
commitsresourceso reducingfire hazardgshroughtheir fuel reductionprogram.

Objective

The Tribebds pr i mducefre hazardsand lossestierough e ptomotionof public
awarenesandenforcemenbf fire preventiorregulationsandstandardandconstructiorstandards.

The Canmpo ReservatiorFire Protection District (CRFPDyvill continueto monitor andacton the
needfor fuel reductionon the Reservation. CRFPDwill coordinatetheir recommendationsvith the
Land UsePlan to ensurecompatibility and complementarpurpose.

Program

The Tribe will enforcefire standardsby its adoptionof constructioncodesfor all developmentsn
Tribal lands.All developersreexpectedo complywith thesecodes.

Land Use Standards

All new developments must have an adequate level of fire prote&tigitional protection and prevention
measures deemed necessary by the anldeheDevelopershall be implemented hifie Developer.

3.8.2.6 Mining

The Campo Materials Corporation operates a sand mining quarry within the Reservation. However, mining
activities on the Reservation are limited and no other marketable mineral deposits have been identified.

3.8.2.7 Recreation

The Tribal Center building is one of the recreational facilities located on the Reservation. In addition, the
Reservation opened its Golden Acorn Casino at the intersection of Old Highway 80 and Crestwood Road
in 2001. It provides Las Vegasyle casino gmbling and contains a restaurant and an events center. In
addition, the Reservation has an-afdd motorcycle track north of and adjacentl4® located on
Manzanita Road (also known as Canebreak Road), northeast of the Casino; a basketball court in the
Education building; and a baseball park. Some Tribal members fish at the pond along Diabold Creek.
Most other recreational activity occurdff-Reservation facilities. Numerous Tribal members participate

in organized league sports in nearby communitisf( pers. comm. 2012).
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3.9 TRAFFIC AND TRAN SPORTATION

This sectiondescribesthe existing traffic and transportationconditionsin the traffic study areathat
includes intersections, roadways, and freeway segments that would provide acces¥agetharea
Theinformation presentedn this sectionis summarizedrom the Traffic ImpactAnalysis(TIA) (Dudek
2019) preparedor this Project whichis includedasAppendixJto thisEIS.

3.9.1 Regulatory Setting

Construction of the Project could potentyadiffect traffic flow, access, transiperations, and bicycle
facilities on public streets, roadways, and highways. TherefordDelieloperand/or the construction
contractor(s) could be required to obtain encroachnoemstruction, excavation, and/aaffic control
permits, or similar legal agreements from the CEPA, Bi&,County of San Diego Department of Public
Works, California Department of Transportatio@gltran3, and any other public agencies responsible for
the affected roadways and otherpkgable rightsof-way. Such permits may be needed where
transmission lines would cross riglasway, as well asvhere construction activities would require the
use of roadway and highways/rigltway and easements fparallel installations. Permittirggencies
may include the CEPA, the County of San Diego Departmepalblic Works, and possibly Caltrans. For
proposed railroad crossings, the Metropolitan Transport8gstem would issue permits. In addition, the
Projectwould be consistent with theqeirements of the lease

The regulatory setting for the Project is further described in Appendix C. Regulations include those
promulgated by the Federal Aviation Administration, Caltrans, the Tribal Land Use Plan (Circulation
Element and Land Use Stards).

3.9.2 Affected Environment
3.9.2.1 Existing Street Network

Figure 2in the TIA (see Appendix J) shows an existing conditions diagram, including unsignalized
intersections and lane configurations within ttadfic study area. The&affic study ara is comprised of
eight intersections and seven roadway segments, including one highway segméd) ¢3id three
freeway segments-@) that would be most impacted by construction ofRff@ect Thetraffic study area
intersections include:

Crestwood Rod/I-8 westbound ramps

Crestwood Road/8 eastbound ramps

Crestwood Road/Old Highway 80

Old Highway 80/Church RoadGolden Acorn Casino Driveway
Old Highway 80/Live Oak Trail

Church Road (BIA Route 10)/Campo Road {8

o gk~ 0w N PE
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7. Ribbonwood RoabR-94/1-8 westbounadamps
8. Ribbonwood RoaER-94/I-8 eastbound ramps

Thetraffic study area roadway segments include:

Crestwood Road;8 westbound ramps ted eastbound ramps
Crestwood Road, Old Highway 80 to Church Road

Old Highway 80, Church Road to Live Oak Trail

Old Highway 80, Live Oak Trail to Campo Road (SR)
Church Road, Old Highway 80 to Campo Road-&BR
Ribbonwood Road, north of8

Campo Road (SR4), BIA Route 15 to Church Road

N o g M w DN RE

Thetraffic study area freeway segments include:

1. 1-8, Cameron Road to Crestwoodd&i Old Hwy 80
2. 1-8, Crestwood Rod®ld Hwy 80 toRibbonwood RoadSR-94
3. -8, Ribbonwood RoaidSR-94 to Carrizo Gorge

Descriptions of each strettat passes through orlecated entirely within the study area @revided in
Appendix J(the TIA). Roadway chssifications were determined from a review of the Caumstgopted
General Plan Circulation Element

3.9.2.2 Existing Traffic Volumes

Figure3 in the TIA(see Appendix Jepicts the Existing Traffic Volumder weekday AM and PM peak
hour and daily contons.

Peak Hour Intersection Turning Movement Volumes

AM and PM peak hour intersection turning movement volume counts were conductettattithstudy
area intersections September 201&ppendixA of the TIA contains the manual count sheets.

Roadway Segment Volumes

Average daily traffic volume counts were conducted alongdiffec study area street segments in September
2018. Appendix A of the TIA also contains the road segment traffic data in greater detail.
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Freeway Segment Volumes

Annual averag daily traffic and peak hour volumes for freeway segments were obtained from the Caltrans
Traffic Census Programvebpage for the year 2017 (most recent available). Appendix C of the TIA
contains the Caltrans data reports used to determine peak hour yanre freeway segments.

3.9.3 Analysis Approach and Methodology

Level of servicéLOS) s the term used to denote the different operating conditions that occur on a given
roadway segment under various traffic volume loads. It is a qualitative measdreéoudescribe ra
analysisof factors such as roadway geometries, signal phasing, speed, travel delay, freedom to maneuver,
and safetyLOS provides an index to the operational qualities of a roadway segment or an intersection.
LOS designations range frofto F, with LOS A representing the best operating conditions and LOS F
representing the worst operating conditiob®S designation is reported differently for unsignalized
roads, signalizetbads, and freewaysegments.

3.9.3.1 Intersections

Unsignalizedntersections were analyzed under AM and PM peak hour conditions. Awetaigke delay

and level of service were determined based upon the procedures found in Cheaptiee2010 Highway
Capacity Manual (HCM),with the assistance of th&ynchro (Versi:m 10) computer software.
Unsignalized intersection calculation worksheets and a more detailed explanation of the metlavdology
providedin Appendix J

3.9.3.2 Roadway Segments

Although the Reservation is not subject to County jurisdicttoadway segmenanalysisusesa
comparison of daily traffi cPublocRaadi¥andardstarch 2082, Co u |
Average Daily Vehicle TripgéTable3 of Appendix J) for purposes of
tableprovideslevel of servicahresholddor different street classifications, based on traffic volumes, and
travel lanes analyzed in timffic study area.

3.9.3.3 Freeway Segments

All freeway mainlinesegmerg analyzed are under the jurisdiction of Caltr&es.Caltrans requiremes

Caltrans facilities were analyzed using the HCM methodology witkiheway Capacity Software 7.5

The freeway analysis is based on assessing freeway operations based on traffic volumes, freeway networl
and other segmerspecific characteristics aneporting freeway volum&-capacity ratio, speed, and
density. Highway Capacity Softwarealculation worksheets and a more detailed explanation of the
methodologyare providedn Appendix J

3.9.4  Existing Service Levels

The following is a summary of theadway operations under existing traffic volume and capamigfitions.
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3.94.1 Peak Hour Intersection LOS

Table3.9-1 (see Appendix D to this EISummarizeghe existing intersectionoperationshroughout
the traffic study areaThis table shows that the minor-street critical movementfor each of the
eight traffic study areaintersectionsis calculatedo currentlyoperateat LOS B or betterduringthe
AM andPM peakhours.

3.9.4.2 Roadway Segment LOS

Table 3.9-2 (see Appendix Dsummarizes the existingpadway segment operatiotisoughoutthe
traffic study areaThis table shows that based on the existing daily traffic volumes and capacity of
the roadways, all the roadway segments intthific study areaurrentlyoperateat LOS C or better
duringtheaverage daily conditions

3.9.4.3 Freeway Segment Levels of Service

Table 3.9-3 (see Appendix Dsummarizes the existing freeway mainline segment operahomsghout
thetraffic study areaThis table shows that based on the existing peak hour traffadumes, capacity,
and density of the freeway segment, all the segments inatffie study areaurrentlyoperateatLOS B
or betterduring the AM and PM peak hours

3.10 NOISE

This section describes the existing noise levels inPitgect Areaand adjaent areaghat potentially

would be affected due to implementation of the Project alternatives. The information in this section is
summarized fronthe Acoustical Analysis ReporséeAppendixK-1to thisFinal EIS) thatwasprepared

for this Project All technicaldetail and noisemodelinginformationis containedn AppendixK-1. The

study areafor the noiseevaluationconsideredhe entire ReservationBoulder Brush Boundargs well

as propertieswithin approximatelyl mile of the ReservatiorBoundaryandBoulder Brush Boundary

3.10.1 Regulatory Setting

Various federal agencies have established rules and guidelines addressing noise and Viteeati@ne

no specific federal standards developed for assessing noise from construction and operatiarisobproje
the Reservation. However, tHePA has guidance that recommends 5%véighted decibels (dBA)
day/night equivalent sound leveldl. as an exterior noise level threshold for nessasitive receptors
such as residences. For assessing constructios, tloés Federal Transit Administration offers guidance
metrics, such as 80 dBA energy equivalent leve] @nergyaveraged over ani@our period

It is generally accepted that the average healthy ear can barely perceive a noise level chdegjbelé 3

(dB) (Caltrans 2013)A change of 5 dB is readily perceptible, and a change of 10 dB is perceived as twice
or half as loudLacking applicable local or regional regulations that specify limits on allowable increase
over existing ambient levels, a 10 dB#to-exceed relative criterion can be useful as guidance and would
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be comparable to California Energy Commission significant impact criteria for projects under its
permitting authority (which does not include this Project). The San Diego Chiomgg Ordirance sets
limits on the time of day and days of the week that construction can asowell as quantified limits on
construction and operation noise levels, for any activities on private lands.

3.10.2 Affected Environment

Existing NoiseEnvironment
Existing NoiseSources

The Project Areais largely undeveloped, though development includes utilities and recreational,
commercial, agricultural, and residentiades Land uses within the Reservation are predontipa
residential but also include several ihgibnal uses north of SB4, Kumeyaay Windand the Golden
Acorn Casino. Residential land uses surround the Reservation to the north, south, east, Bodldest.
Brush Boundary includes residential uses to the south and east and federal landsrtb #mel veest.

The primary existing noise source within feject Areas vehicular traffic.Other existing noise sources
include noise fromrural residential land useSound from birds, rustling leaves, distant conversations,
existing wind turbines (inading Kumeyaay Wind and Tule Windhd distant aircraft contribute to the
ambient noise environment.

Existing Noise SensitiveReceptors

Sensitive noise receptors are located at various locations in proximity to the overall footprints of the Project
alterratives. Sensitive receptors are located onFReservation an@®ff-Reservation Almost all of the
sensitive receptors are residential homes. Other sensitive rec®ptBrsservation are generally located
along Church Road and include facilities such a&s @ampo Tribal Hall, the Kumeyaay Head Start
preschool, and th&outhern Indian Health Center Clinithe nearesOff-Reservation noissensitive
receptor land useaf existing residence) is located approximately 130 feet to the south of the southern
boundary of theProjectArea However, there is a residence approximately 80 feet from Ribbonwood Road,
which would be improved with construction activities as an access route to the Boulder Brush F#cilities.
total of 76 possible turbine installation sitesvhdeen identified and studied in the operational noise analyses
(see Appendix KL), even though only a maximum of 60 turbines can be built und€aimpo Leasevhich

may overestimate actual noise exposure conditions to sensitive receptors and it gositions that

may conflict with propose@ampo Leasterms that preclude possible sites within 0.25 miles of a remtien
structure or tribal building

Existing NoiseMeasurements

A site visit was conducted to measure existing ambient noiseslgvéhe vicinity of theProjectArea
The existing noise environments were measured on September 5, September 6, and September 7, 201¢
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In addition, noise measurements were recorded in September 2019 and presented in an Addendun
provided as Appendix ¥ of theFinal EIS. Thirteen noise measurement locations were surveyed. These
locations are depicted as LT1 through LT13\ppendix K-1 (Acoustical Analysis ReportBased on the

sound level measurements, three surveyed locations (LT4, LT5, and LT7) hetweydxh valuesgreater

than 55 dBA. The other surveyed locations have existingyadlues at or below 55 dBABased on the
measurement data, existing hourly ambient noise levels range from 31 dBA to 70gB atl the
surveyed locations. Statisticabise data was also collected during the measurements. The losyest L
results for the surveyed locations range from 29 dBA to 36 dBA, which approximate the quietest measured
background conditions over which louder intermittent and regular sound soureesivelly contribute

to the outdoor dAambi e RProjéctAscaundardtudg.nvi ronment f or

3.11 VISUAL RESOURCES

This section describes the visual resources present dArtpect Site The information presented in

this section is summarized from thesual Impact Assessment (VIA), provided as Appendiaf this

EIS. For the purposes of the evaluation in this EIS, inventory and analysis of visual resources was
conducted using a hybridized evaluation methodology combining elements of federally adopted
guidelines including those provided by the Federal Highway Administration, the Bureau of Land
Management, and the U.S. Forest Service. However, becauSerthebe 6 s and BiBAOS
limited to the Campo Win&acilities no jurisdictional authoritpeyond that of the Tribe and the BIA
should be inferred, and these guidelines are used for informational and analysis purposes only.

3.11.1 Regulatory Setting

Appendix C, Regulatory Settings, provides a summary of the federal regulatory framework gand laws
regulations, and standardslated tovisual resourcesThe relevant lawsregulations and regulatory
entities for this analysis include the Federal Highway Administration Visual Resource Guidelines, the
Federal Land Policy and Management Act, the Buidd_and Management Visual Resource Guidelines,
the U.S. Forest Service, National Trails, federal Scenic Byways, and the Federal Aviation Administration.

3.11.2 Affected Environment

The affected environment for visual resources associated with thistHrakides thd’roject Siteand

all areas with potential views of the Project alternatives. This discussion describes the existing visual
setting and considers the anticipated visual sphere of influence of the Project. In addition, the existing
scenic qubty, scenic integrity, and identification &ky observatiorpoints (KOPs) are discussed below.

The VIA (Appendix L) provides photos from each of the KOPs.

3.11.2.1 Existing Visual Setting

The Project Areais situated in southeastern San Diego County @ewderally consists of largely
undeveloped high desert rolling hills. The topography ofttogect Siteand surrounding area consists of
moderate to steep terrain atop a san plateau, which is adjacent to the Laguna Mountains on the west
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and slopes dzending to valleys to the east. Broad desert plains, alluvial fans, and shallow valleys,
including McCain Valley and Jewel Valley, separate local mountains and prominent topography in the
Project Areaand surrounding ared/alleys are dominated by coastd oak woodland, nenative
grassland, and southern willow scrub vegetation.Frogect Areaand surrounding aresupports a variety

of habitat types and vegetation communities and is dominated by chamise chaparral and mixed chaparral.
Various large rockoutcropsof light-colored boulders are scattered throughout Rngject Siteand
surrounding areand regularly distributed along ridgelines.

Development in theProject Areaand surrounding are& generally sparse, although largeale
development is msent and highly visible from public vantage points, resulting a visual pattern of
moderate integrity and moderate intactness. Existing wind turbines atop the Tecate Divide and within
the McCain Valley are prominent throughout the area. The Golden AcaincCia located adjacent to

and south of the-8 corridor and is highly visible. The southern portion of Breject Areaand
surrounding aredargely consists of scattered rural residential development, tribal governmental and
public service offices, anchear transmission lines. For a moredapth discussion of the existing visual
setting of theProject Siteand surrounding area, please see Appendix L.

3.11.2.2 Viewshed

The viewshed identifies who has a view of any element of the Project alternatieegeWshed for the

Project represents the area within which the Project alternatives could be seen given unobstructed
conditions (i.e., no structures or vegetation in the intervening landscape). The Project viewshed is defined
by the presence of steep nmbainous terrain to the northwest, north, and northeast, and more moderate
hilly and valley terrain to the east and west of the Reservation. The farthest distance at which potentially
significant visual effects could occur is approximately 10 miles.-il@ radius is referenced since views
over 10 miles are considered Adistanto views an
within the foreground (0 to 0.5 miles), middleground (0.5 to 5 miles), or background (5 miles to horizon)
zores). Additional description of the determination of the viewshed for the Project is located in the VIA
prepared for the Project alternatives (Appendix L).

3.11.2.3 Visual Quality/Character

Visual resources components include those elements used in thenamseof potential impacts. They
includean evaluation of existing visual qualityelineation olandscapeharacteunits (LCUs),andthe
identification of sensitive viewing areas and KOPs.

Visual quality is best described as the overall impressiomegtafter traveling through an area. The key
factors in a landscape that affect existing visual quality are landform, vegetation, water, color, influence
of adjacent scenery, scarcity, and rmaade modifications to the landscape. A relative visual quality
ratingof A (High), B (Moderate), or C (Low) is assigned to each LCU, as defined in Appendix
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3.11.2.4 Landscape Character Units and Scenic Quality Rating Units

As part of the VIA, thé°roject Areawas classified into four distinct LCUs astknicquality ratingunits.

An LCU is a portion of the regional landscape that can be defined as a cohesive visual unit that exhibits
consistent elements and features that create a unified view. As explained in thepgbhdixL), the

Project Areawas classified asither Type B or Type QseeTable 3.111 and Figure 3.11, providedin
Appendces D andE of this EIS, respective)y

3.11.2.5 Viewer Sensitivity

The primary viewer groups provided views to tRAmject Siteconsist of motorists (interstate, state
highway, and local roads), residents, and recreationists. Motorists would represent the largest viewer
group provided views to thReroject Site Included in this group are eastindand westbound motorists

on |-8, SR-94, and Old Highway 80 as each of theselfties traverses the Reservation. The expectation

of motorists for scenic views would generally be consistent with the expectations of a highway corridor
possessing existing wind turbine facilities atop the Tecate Divide and through McCain Valley. brie to t
shorter durations of exposure, viewer sensitivity within this group is generally low to moderate.

Tourists and other recreationists would also be provided views éfrthect Sitefrom thesurrounding

public lands, including the Pacific Crest Natio&aenic Trail, Cuyamaca Rancho State Park, McCain
Valley Resource Conservation Ardyreau of Land Managemed@cumba Mountains Wilderness, and
AnzaBorrego Desert State Pailk.is anticipated that viewers in these locations, which range from 5 to

15 miles away, could experience effects similar to those analyzed at KOP locations; however, given the
topographical variety and varied vegetated states within this area, it is likely that viewsPobjdot

would be occasional and often obstructed. Recredltisrewers (recreationists), would have direct
foreground viewsindirect and obscured views to tReoject Site and proposed wind turbine locations

atop higher elevation ridges. Viewer sensitivity within this group is generally moderate to high.

Scatterd rural residential development is located in unincorporated County of San Diego communities to
the east south,and west of theProject Site These communities include Campo (southwest of the
reservation) and Live Oak Springs, Tierra Del Sol, and Boulefesrst and southeast of the reservation).

In addition, rural residences are located north-8fand along Ribbonwood Road (technically within
Boulevard) and approximately 8 miles to the east in Jacumba. Depending on proximity, some nearby
residents maydve direct, unobscured views to new turbine locations. However, the majority of views to
theProject Sitdrom developed residential land uses in the surrounding area would be partially obstructed
by intermediate vegetation, landscapiongdevelopment. Deito the longerm duration of views to the

6 Type B areas have aboegerage diversity or interest, providing some variety in fome, tolor, and textur&he natural
features are not considered rare in the surrounding region but provide adequate visual diversity to be considered valuable.
Type C areahawe minimal diversity or interest and arepresentative natural featuréhey gnerallyhave limited
variation in form, line, color, or texture in the context of the surrounding regiay. generally contain highly noticeable
discordant cultural modifications (e.g., substation, transmission lines, and other cultural modificatiarisan reduce
the inherent value of the natural setting.
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Project Sitgwhere available) and high awareness to visual change in the environment, viewer sensitivity
within this group is generally moderate to higlor additional discussion regarding viewer groups and
sersitivity, please se@ppendixL.

3.11.2.6 Sensitive Viewing Areas and KOPs

KOPswereselected to evaluate the existing visual character and visual qualityrofext Areaand to

provide an understanding of existing conditions and aid the assessmagtemtigh change in visual
environmentKOPs were located on roads or areas of potential use where the visual effects of the Project
would be clearly displayed and include existing visible development, populated areas, and natural
vegetation and terraifthe KOPsselected for the Projeate listed in Table 3.12 (see Appendix D), and
photographs from each of the KOPs along with an extensive descriybteach KOPare included in
Appendix L

3.12 PUBLIC HEALTH A ND SAFETY

This section discusses potentialeefs onpublic health and safety due to exposure to or creation of
hazards that may occur with implementation ofRr@ect alternativesThe analysiss based on a review

of existing resourcexistingtechnical data; applicable laws, regulations, gadelines; and technical
reports prepared for tHroject This includes a Preliminary Environmental Site Assessnieatifninary

ESA) for the Reservationyhich was prepared to assess existing potential hazards and hazardoasmate

in theProject Areaandis included as AppendiM-1 to this EIS and a PhaseHBSA prepared for private

lands through which the Boulder Brush Facilities extend (Phase 1), included as Appehtbhxivs EIS.
Collectively, these are referred to as fAProject

3.12.1 Regulatory Setting

Appendix C, Regulatory Settings, provides a summary of the federal regulatory framework and laws,
regulations, and standards that govern public health and safiyProject Area Applicable laws and
regulations include the Reurce Conservation and Recovery Act; the EPA hazardous waste definition
(EPA 2018a); the EPA Region 9 Regional Screening Levels (EPA 2018b); the Clean Water Act; the Clean
Air Act; Oil Pollution Prevention regulations (40 CFR Part 112); the OccupatiafatySand Health
Administration regulations (OSHA 2012); the National Fire Protection Association codes, standards,
practices, and guides; the Federal Wildland Fire Management Policy (IFWFPR Working 26d)p

the National Fire Plan; the Internationatd=Codeandthe International Wildland Urban Interface Code

3.12.2 Affected Environment

The objective of thd’roject ESAsconducted for the Proje&rea which included the entire Campo
Reservation and the private parcels through wthielBoulder BrushCorridor extendswas to determine
whether there are any recognized environmental conditions in the Project study area (see Apydendix M
and M2 for a description of the study area for public health and safety) FBojiact ESAsletail physical

setting nformation such as hydrology; geology; and water, oil, and gas wells, as provided by a GeoSearch
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E RecSearch Report (see Attachment A of Appendik {gerformed on July 25, 2018) and Attachment

J of Appendix M2 (performed on June 6, 2018) of this EIS)@ened on July 25, 2018. The GeoSearch
searches of regulatory records were conducted according to ASTM E.35@3ing standard search radii;

they provided a listing of sites within an approximatelyile radius of thdroject Sitehat are listed on

oneor more environmental regulatory databases (ASTM 2013). Information in these listings includes the
site name, location of the site relative to Breject Siteregulatory database listing, and the status of the
listed site. The records search did notnitfg the Project Siteon any regulatory list, although some
adjoining propertieand facilitieswere identified.

3.12.3 Other Public Health and Safety Issue Areas

Fire Hazards and Fire Protection

TheProject Sitas located in a High to Very High Fire Hazl Severity Zone, as statutorily designated by

the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) (CAL FIRE 2007)Pidpect

Siteis located in an area with historically fieglapted vegetation communities, including chaparral, scrub,
and oak woodlands, which are vegetation communities that experience occasional wildfire and can burn
in an extreme manner under the occasional severe fire weather (dry and windy) conditions that occur in
the area. Based on t dndexpeetayifire beldasior, savere fies may aceurewith i s
moderateto severentensity fire expected to occur in tReoject AreaThe rocky terrain and more open

fuel beds at th@roject Siteresult in the anticipated moderategensity fire behaviorFire protection in

the Project Areais shared by several agencies, WedRFPD, the San Diego County Fire Authority
(SDCFA), and CAL FIRE providing significant resources. CRFPD serves the Reservation, including the
Campo Wind Corridgras well as the La Postslanzanita, Jamul, and Ewiiaapaayp Indian Reservations
and the surrounding unincorporated lands. CRFPD also has raidagreements witldff-Reservation

fire departments, including SDCFA, CAL FIRE, and the Boulevard Fire and Rescue Department.

CRFPD hadles the management and prevention measures associated with fire issues on the Reservation
and works with CAL FIRE when needed as a responding agency when ground support and air attack
assistance are needed for fire suppression. Through a statewideeagi@earan annual statewide operating

plan between the BlAacific Region and CAL FIRE, CAL FIRE is the primary wildland fire response
agency for all federal Native American reservation Jax@ept Hoopa and Tule River. The BRacific

Region additionalljhas an agreement withe Tribe to provide wildland fire protection. Both have wildland
protection responsibility, but CAL FIRE responsibiigyprimary in wildland (AECOM 2012).

TheDeveloped s ¢ o mmiTrtbahand Gounty ére codes and additiomedasures required for the Project
directly address the fire concerns associated wi
combustible materials within the Project vicinity, usage of heavy machinery, and emergency access and
circulaion. The Tribe enforces fire standards through its adoption of construction codes for all development
on Tribal lands, including the International Building Code, National Electrical Code, and International Fire
Code.While not applicable under the leades Developehas agreetb comply with these codes, as enforced
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by the Campo Environmental Protection Agentiie Project will be developed in accordance with the
Resource Development Plan approved by the BIA as part of the lease approval pllotasslevelopment

must have an adequate level of fire protection. Any additional protection and prevention measures deemed
necessary by theeveloperand theTribe would be implemented by tDeveloper

Schools

Schools are considered sensitive receptorsmmstef the children in attendance and their relative location to
recognized environmental conditions. Children living on the Reservation currently attend kindergarten through
12th grade aOff-Reservation schools and are provided transportation by busse sbhools. The nearest
schools are Clover Flat Elementary School (2nd through 8th grade), approxithatdhs eastof the
ReservationCampo Elementary School (kindergarten through 7th grade), approximately 5 miles west of the
Reservation; and MountatEmpire High School (9th through 12th grade), approximately 4 miles west of the
Reservation. The Reservation operates a preschool at the Tribal headquarters (AECOM 2012).

Airports and Airstrips

Aboveground towers, turbines, and/or transmission lines neeygthreat to aviation safety if they are located
within an airport land use plan or flight zone. The nearest airport #rtiect Sitas the Jacumba Airport,
approximately 15 miles southeast of the Reservation. According to the Jacumba Airportd-@aatripatibility

Plan, theProject Sitas not located within the Jacumba Airport Influence Area for noise compatibility, safety,
overflight, or airspace protection; therefore, Binejectwould not be subject to review by the Airport Land Use
Commission (BCALUC 2011).

In addition, the Reservation is located approximately 2 miles west of a former private airstrip on Rough
Acres Ranch. Located north of Interstate 8 and west of McCain Valley Road, this unregistered private
airstrip includes an approximately2B0-foot-long gravel runway and an adjacent hangar and residence.
However, the landowner quitclaimed the right to serve the property witihiikeglaircraft via an aviation
restriction/easement (County of San Diego 2015). For medical and other emgrggrases, the Tribe
operates a helipad at the Golden Acorn Casino.

3.13 OTHER ISSUES DISCUSSED IN THIS EIS

This section describes the environmental settings associated witrgjeet with respect tavind
production tax credits (PTGsWyind flow and downwind effects electromagnetic fields (EMFsyand
shadow flickerin the Project Areaand surrounding aredhese issues were identified during the public
scoping review process.

3.13.1 Wind Production Tax Credit

Originally enacted apart of the Energy Pay Act of 1992 (102nd Congress H.R.776.ENR, abbreviated
as EPACT92), the federal PTCs were intended for winctartdin other qualified energy resources. The
purpose of the PTC is to support renewable energy based on the environmental, economic, yand energ
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security benefits that renewable energy resources can provide. Wind facilities are eligible to receive the
federal production tax credit under Section 45 of the Internal Revenue Code. The production tax credit
provides a per kilowathour tax creditfot he f i rst 10 years of a facild.i
tax credit is 2.5 cents per kilowdtbur for facilities that commenced construction prior to January 1,
2017. The production tax credit is subject to inflation indexation and structupedcstes.

3.13.2 Wind Flow and Downwind Effects

The fAdownwindo effect refers to the possibilidt
atmosphere and are therefore potentially impacting local and global weather patterns. An article published
in the Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America and a related
article in Scientific American (Biello 2010) discuss the concern that wind turbines change local
temperatures anthe possibility of very largecale wind fams affecting global weather patterns. The
blades on the turbingmssiblyi c hop upo6 the air and potentially
stated inBiello (2010) Afaccording to temperature readings f
nearPalm Springs, Calif., the turbines make it warmer at night and cooler during the day, generally
s p e a kwitlm rgspect taground temperatures. Mean temperatures may not chaogeyver,as the
warming and cooling would cancel one another out.

Similar tot he downwi nd effect is the dwake effect,
Atmospheric Administration (2011), which is similar to the watery wakes behind boats. These are ripples
or waves and other disturbances formed in the atmosphere downefre@m turbines. These invisible

ripples can affect the atmosphere and influence downstream turbines. The wakes can potentially damage
turbines and affect turbine efficiency, and when turbines are located directly behind other turbines, they
could potentlly get less energy from the wind and generate less power. Understanding the wake effect
helps improve design standards, increase efficiency, and reduce energy costs.

Both the downwind effect and the wave effect continue to be studied to allow scattiite general public
to better understand the potential impacts of turbines on the overall atmosphere, both locally and globally.

3.13.3 Electromagnetic Fields

Researchers have questioned the potential effectsldtitomagnetic field&EMFs) from many sources,
including wind turbines, power lines, and substations, have had on the environment. Many early studies
focused on interactions with the electric fields from power lines. The subject of magnetic field interactions
began to receive additional gidoattention in the 1980s as research levels increased. A substantial amount
of research investigating both electric and magnetic fields has been conducted over the past several
decades; however, much of the research regarding EMFs and public healtbmiais contradictory or
inconclusive Yan Kampand Van derBerg 20B).

EMF concerns are not specific to wind energy but are associated with all electrical transmissions from
electronic devices (including cell phones, microwaves, and other commonlgaysegs), power lines, and
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generating stations. According to the National Collaborating Centre for Environmental Health (Hardell 2017),
AEMF around wind farms can originate from the ¢
transformers, red underground network cables. The grid connection lines are similar to other power lines and
generate | ow |l evels of EMF, comparabl e to those
generators are typically too high to generate EMF that vastddt ground level, and the underground network

cables neffectively generate no EMF at the surf
screening of the cablesodo (National Coll aborati ng

According toaliteraturereviewby Sierra Club Canad@011),although wind power produces EMFs like

any other source of power power transmissiqgrthere are two major benefits to wind power in respect

to EMF safety. First, as discusspreviously wind turbines a generally 300 feet or more above the
ground which meansthe EMF created by the production of energy is above people and residences at
ground level. Second, most of the power friominess transmitted by underground cabtessite, which

produce effeavely no EMF. Similarly, with respect to overhead transmission infrastructure, the
California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), after a nearlyygar investigation, concluded that it was
unable to determine whether there is a significant scientificedhfiable relationship between EMF
exposure and negative health consequences (CPUC 2019). This decision was concluded based on the lac
of scientific or medical conclusions about potential health effects from utility electric facilities and power
linesThe CPUCG6s Energy Division was directed, thr
studies regarding EMF, and to review scientific information and report on new findings.

3.13.4 Shadow Flicker

Shadow flicker is the term used to describedlternating changes in light intensity that can occur at times
when the rotating blades of a wind turbimay cast a moving shadow on locations within a certain distance

of a turbine. These moving shadows are caflesl h a ftickend and can be a temporaphenomenon
experienced by nearby receptors. Shadow flicker intensity is defined as the difference or variation in
brightness at a given location in the presence and absence of a shadow. Shadow flicker intensity
diminishes with greater recepttm-turbineseparation distance.

The area susceptibte shadow flicker effects depends thetime ofyear, time of day, topographynd

the physical characteristics of the turbines. Shadow flicker generally occurs during certaimglew
sunlight conditions, typidly during sunrise and sunset. When the sun angle is low (less than 3°), the light
must pass through more atmosphere and becomes too diffuse to form a coherent shadow. Shadow flicker
when it does occur, typically lasts just a few minutes near sunrisesets Shadow flicker does not occur

when the sun is obscured by clouds or fog, at night, or when the source turbine(s) are not operating.

For the purposes of this secticemd Section 4.13.4 n |l y ;Refs@m vati onso refers
Campo, Manzait a, and La Pos tRae sReersveartviaotnisoon sr;e fiieQfsf t o r

Existing, operational wind facilities in the Project Area and Project Vicinity include an operational turbine
at the Golden Acorn Casino ahgtbines athe Kumeyaay Wid and Tule Wind facilities located to the
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west and northeast of the Project Site, respectively. Approximsiteln-Reservations receptors may
currently experience shadow flicker for more than 30 minutes in a given day, and while-no Off
Reservations repgors may currently experience an exceedance of 30 minutes of shadow flicker in a given
day, both Onand OffReservations receptors may currently experience an exceedance of 30 hours of
shadow flicker in a given yeaAppendix S, Shadow Flick&nalysis.

CHAPTER 4
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES (EFFECTS)

This chapter analyzes the potential direct and indirect effects to each resource area fPoojetiie
Cumulative effects are analyzed in Section 4.14.

4.1 LAND RESOURCES

This section discusses effects existing topography, geology, soils, and paleontological resources that
may occur with implementation of the Project alternatives.

4.1.1 Impact Indicators

The Project alternatives would have adverse effects to topography, soils, geology, or paleontological
resources if they are found to:

1 Result in significant damage to unique geologic/topographic features.

1 Result in structural instability of Projecelated or other existing structures due to accelerated
soil erosion.

Be located on a geologic unit that isstable.

Result in damage to Project components due to seismic events (earthquakes), including fault
rupture, and seismically induced ground shaking that results in landslides, liquefaction, settlement,
lateral spreading, and/or surface cracking, and esppsople or structures to adverse effects.

1 Result in damage to paleontological resources.
4.1.2  Effects

Summary Table
Land Resources Effects and Mitigation

ImpactNumber Effect | Mitigation
Alternativé: Approximate®2 MW
ImpactR1 Noadverseffets None
ImpactR2 Noadverseffects None
ImpactR3 Noadverseffects None
ImpactR4 No adverse effects None
ImpactR5 Noadverseffects None
January 2020 10212

Campo Wind Project with Boulder Brush Facilities 63



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Summary Table
Land Resources Effects and Mitigation

ImpactNumber Effect | Mitigation
Alternative: Approximately 202V
ImpactR1 Noadverseffects None
ImpackLR2 Noaderseeffects None
ImpactR3 Noadverseffects None
ImpactR4 No adverse effects None
ImpactR5 Noadverseffects None
NoActiorAlternative
ImpactR1 Noadverseffects None
ImpackLR2 Noadverseffects None
ImpactR3 Noadverseffects None
ImpactR4 Noadverseffects None
ImpactR5 Noadverseffects None

MW = megawatts.

Impact LR -1 Would the Project result in significant damage to unique geologic/
topographic features?

Alternative 1. Approximately 252 MW

Grading advities, including vegetation clearing, would alter the existing topography and the present
natural drainage routes within the limits of grading to provide for the following Project activities: the
constructionof the wind turbine work sites; constructionof new and widening of existing roads;and
constructionof electricalcollectionandcommunicationgablescollector substatiotransmissiorines,
operations and maintenance (O&N§cility, temporary and permaneMet towers, water collection
site(s),temporarybatchplant, stagingand parking areas hightvoltage substation, arglitchyard The
disturbanceareaunderAlternative 1 would be confinedto the areanecessaryor constructionand safe
andreliable operation of Project facilitiegjevelopmenof new accessouteswould be limited to the
greatesextentpracticable. Additionally, modifications to topography would not involve mass grading or
site leveling such that alterations or damage to geologic or topographic features would result. As such,
despite the effects of Project activities to-site topography, these effects are not expected to be
significant or adversén addition, Alternative 1 would not physically alter or damage any unigue geologic

or topographic features during constructi@peation would not involve activities effecting unique
geologic features. Decommissioning would not increase disturbance areas and would include restoration
to allow for reestablishment of poevelopment site characteristidhius,the Project would not raeft in

adverse effectand no mitigation is recommended
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Alternative 2: Approximately 202 MW

Alternative 2 wouldinclude an approximaty 20% reduction in the number of turbinead overall
construction activitcompared td\lternative 1.Alternative 2 would result inessearthworkcompared to
Alternative 1 and therefore less of an impa8imilarly, it wouldnot physically alter or damage any unique
geologic or topographic features during construgtioperation, or decommissioninglherefore,
Alternaive 2 would not result in adverse effeatsd no mitigation is recommended

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, no construction would occur, and there would be no alteration to unique
geologic or topographic features. Thus, no advefsetefwere identified, and no mitigation is recommended.

ImpactLR-2 Would theProject result in structural instability ofProject-relatedor other existing
structures due to accelerated soil erosion?

Alternative 1. Approximately 252 MW

Grading activitis associated withreas Alternatives\yould expose soil to erosion by removing the vegetative
cover and compromising the soil structure. Rain and wind may potentially further detach soil particles and
transport them to areas beyond fheject AreaA Starmwater Pollution Protection Plan would be prepared
and employed during Project constructiord decommissioningnd sitespecific design measures would be
developed and submitted to the CEPA and EPA as part of the Project permitting process.

As stated inSection 2.2.2 Constructionjn Chapter 2 (Project Descriptionf this EIS, wind turbine
foundatiors would be designetlased on geotechnical design parameters, wind turbine manufacturer
requirements, local design codes, and standards of the wind tumbnstry, as determined by the
Projectos certi fi e dhe gertdhed egeatechaicala éngineen gould eperform a
geotechnical investigation at each proposed wind turbine Hite.geotechnical investigationgould
evaluate the suitability ofeec h speci fic turbine siteds geol og
foundation. A similar proceswould be followed foraccessroads, Met towes, and otherProject
componentsThe geotechnical investigatiom®uld be prepared by a certified geoteaaliengineer and

be submitted to thBIA andthe Tribe.

Any proposed turbine site found to be unsuitaltaild be relocated. Where unsuitable conditions are
identified for otherProject featuresthosefeatures would either be realigned or designed witpégr
consideration of these geotechnical conditions. Becauseroect would entail proper engineering of
turbine foundations, turbines, roads, and all ofreject features by certified professional engineers in
full consideration of the sitepecificgeotechnical investigations, tReoject would not result in adverse
effects and no mitigation is recommended.
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Alternative 2: Approximately 202MW

Alternative 2 wouldinclude an approximatg 20% reduction in the number of turbines and overall
construdbn activity compared tdAlternative 1.Erosion impacts associated with Alternative 2 would be
similar to those associated with Alternative 1. A SWPPP would be prepared and employed during Project
construction, and sispecific design measures would b&ealeped and submitted to the CEPA and EPA as

part of the Project permitting process, ensuring that Alternative 2 would not result in adverse effects from
erosion. No mitigation is recommended.

No Action Alternative

Soil conditions on the site, includingetpotential for erosion, would renm the same under the Mation
Alternative as they are under existing conditiditais, naadversesffects were identified, and no mitigation
is recommended.

Impact LR-3 Would the Project be located on a geologic uniaths unstable?

Alternative 1: Approximately 252 MW

As discussed in Section 2.2.2, the construction methods proposdtefoative 1would require grading

and soil compacting. Some of these activitwesild occurin areas of steep slopes greater the 2shich

may experience weakness and instability during gradifige potential for landslides, spreading,
liquefaction, collapse, instability, or subsidence is,Ibaweverpecause the underlying tonalite is a stable
geologic unit.Additionally, detailed geotechnical studies specific to the turbine locations would be
performed prior to construction to determine existing geologic and soils characteristics of the turbine sites
to aid in the appropriate foundation and facilities design. These studies weulifyidyeotechnical
conditionsto aid in turbine micresiting and foundation design atmlensure that th€roject would not
experience hazards associated with landslides, lateral spresaisgiencgliquefaction, or collapse.

As stated in Section 2.2@f this EIS, wind turbine foundation design would be performed based on
geotechnical design parameters, wind turbine manufacturer requirements, and standards of the wind turbine
i ndustry, as determined by t hegedechnigabnveastaionsveuld i f i
evaluate the suitability of each specific turbir
and inform this design process. A similar process would be followettéeissoads Met towes, and other
ProjectcomponentsThe geotechnical investigations would be prepared by a certified geotechnical engineer
and be submitted to the BIA and the Tribe, or th
jurisdiction. If a proposed turbirgdte is found to be unsuitable, the respective site would be relocated within
the turbine corridor. Where unsuitable conditions are identified for other Project features, the respective
features would either be realigned or designed with proper consideoétihese geotechnical conditions.
Because the Project would entail proper engineering of turbine foundations, lD&ihg foundations,
substation foundations, turbines, roads, and all other Project features by certified professional engineers in full
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consideration of the sispecific geotechnical investigations, the Project would not result in adverse effects,
and no mitigation is recommended.

Alternative 2: Approximately 202 MW

Alternative2 impacts would be similar to those associated with Alteradltj although with the decrease
in number ofturbines, less grading, potential blasting, and soil compacting would occur. Alterbative
would be designed by certified engineers in full consideration of thespsfic geotechnical
investigationsto aid in the appropriatelesign offoundatiors and facilities, ando avoid any impacts
associated with the potential for landslides, lateral spreaslubgjdencdiquefaction, or collapse. Proper
design and compliance with the required setbacks will ensatr&ltarnative 2would not result in adverse
effects and no mitigation is recommended.

No Action Alternative

Geological and soil conditions on the site, including the potential for landslides, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse, Wbremain the same under the No Action Alternative as they are
under existing conditions. Thus, the No Action Alternative will result in no adverse effects.

ImpactLR-4 Would damage t®roject components due to seismic events (earthquakes), including
fault rupture, and seismically induced ground shaking that results in landslides,
liquefaction, settlement, lateral spreading, and/or surface cracking expose people or
structures to adverse effects?

Alternative 1: Approximately 252 MW

The closest fault to theroject Areaghat has demonstrated Holocene movement is the Elsinore Fault zone.
The closest fault segment in this zone is the Coyote Mountain segment, located approximately 19 miles
from theProject Site Since no evidence of Holocene faulting has bdentified near th@roject Area

thelittle potential for damage due to fault rupture.

Liguefaction potential would not be a concern and would not have a significant adverse impact at this site
based on the lack of saturated, unconsolidated;seeid dt or sand. Similarly, differential settlement,

which is a type of ground failure that results from the compaction of unconsolidated sediments due to seismic
shaking, is not likely to occur, based on a lack of unconsolidated sediments beneath or ifyraelghateit

to theProject AregDames & Moore 1992). As discussed in Section 2.2.2 of this EIS, Project foundations
and components would be designed considering all applicable local, state, federal, and industry engineering
standards, as determined by specific geotechnical investigations at each turbine site. Additionally, if
high levels of ground shaking are experienced on the Reservation or a major earthquake (magnitude 6.0 ant
above) occurs along the Elsinore Fatitie Developerwould hire a licensd professional geologist,
geotechnical engineer, and/or structural engineer to perform facilities inspections following the event.
Careful examination would be conducted of all Projeminponents Any required repair or needed
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improvements would be impleanted as soon as feasible to ensure that the integrity of Riopepbnents
has not been compromisédb adverse effects would occur and no mitigation is recommended.

Alternative 2: Approximately 202 MW

Alternative2 would be subject to the same seisgoaditions as Alternative 1 and would result in similar
impacts. Therefordhe Project would not result in adverse effects fegismic eventand no mitigation
is recommended.

No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would not entail constructmirany structures that would be subject to seismic
conditions. Therefore, no adverse effects would oddoimitigation is recommended.

ImpactLR-5 Would theProject result in damage to paleontological resources?
Alternative 1. Approximately 252 MW

Becaug the Project Areais in the PeninsularRangeBatholith, a geologic formation with a zero -
significance sensitivity rating for paleontologicakesourcesthe likelihood for any groundisturbing
activities in the area to encounter paleontological resouscestremely low. As suchAlternative 1
facilities would not damage paleontological resources amaladverse effects would occur, and no
mitigation is recommended.

Alternative 2: Approximately 202 MW

Impacts would be identical to Alternative 1 becahegoroposed facilities would be located in the same geologic
formation. Therefore, no adverse effects would occur and no mitigation is recommended.

No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would not disturb any eaatid wouldthereforeresult inno adverse effects
on paleontological resources.

4.1.3 Mitigation Measures

Because none of the Project alternatives would result in adverse effects on land resources, no mitigation
is recommended.

4.1.4 Conclusions

The Project alternatives would resulbmadverse effects on land resources, and no mitigatiecoisimended
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4.2 WATER RESOURCES

This section addresses potential direct and indirect effects to water resources resulting from the construction
and O&M of theProjectand summarizes the informati presented in the Groundwater Resource Evaluation,
provided as Appendix F to this EIS. Because Alternative 2 would include only 48 turbines, compared to 60
for theProject and would therefore require commensurately less water use, direct and indicest@fvater
resources would be proportionally smaller than those identified f&répect

4.2.1 Impact Indicators

For purposes of this environmental review, the Project would have an adverse effect on water resources if
it would:

1 Violate any water cality standards.
1 Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge

1 Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration
of the course of a stream or river,substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in
a manner that would results in flooding @n off-site.

1 Create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater
drainage systems or provide substdrdgdditional sources of polluted runoff.

Place within a 10§ear flood hazard area structures that would impede or redirect flood flows

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

1 Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving inundation by
seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.

422 Effects

Summary Table
Water Resources Effects and Mitigation

ImpactNumber Effect | Mitigation
Alternativé: Approximately 252 MW
ImpacWATL Noadverseffects None
ImpactWAT2 Noadverseffects None
ImpacWAT3 Noadverseffects None
ImpacWA¥4 Noadverseffects None
ImpactWAT Noadverseffects None
ImpacWWAT-6 Noadverseffects None
ImpacWAF/ Noadverseffects None
ImpactWAT8 Noadverseffects None
ImpactWVAT Noadverseffects None
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Water Resources Effects and Mitigation

Summary Table

ImpactNumber Effect Mitigation
Alternativé: Approximately 202 MW
ImpactWATL Noadverseffects None
ImpacWAT2 Noadverseffects None
ImpacWAT3 Noadverseffects None
ImpactWAT4 Noadverseffects None
ImpactWWATs Noadverseffects None
ImpactWAT6 Noadverseffects None
ImpacWAT Noadverseffects None
ImpacWWAT3 Noadverseffects None
ImpactWVAT Noadverseffects None
No ActioAlternative
ImpacWATL Noadverseffects None
ImpactWAT2 Noadverseffects None
ImpacWAT3 Noadverseffects None
ImpacWAT4 Noadverseffects None
ImpactWAT Noadverseffects None
ImpacWAT6 Noadverseffects None
ImpacWATF/ Noadverseffects None
ImpactWAT8 Noadverseffects None
ImpactWVAT Noadverseffects None
ImpactWAT-1  Would theProject violate any water quality standards?

Alternative 1: Approximately 252 MW

Construdbn and decommissioning activities under Alternative 1 are expected to necessitate
excavationto a depthof no morethan 25 feet, and only in limited locations.Weatheringof freshly
exposedsoils from trenching, foundation excavation,or road constructioncould releasevarious
chemicalsthrough oxidation and leaching processesTheseactivities could then affect the surface
waterand groundwateiquality of downgradientocations.Degradatiorof groundwateresultingfrom
excavations unlikely to occur, primarily becauseencounteringgroundwatern the Project Areds not
expectedtthedepthof excavatiomecessarfor construction Project Sitegroundwater levels observed
at 21.2 to 76.3 feet below ground surface) (AppendixExgavation activities, whout properBMP
controls in place, could contaminate groundwater through erosion, sedimentation, and accidental material
spills. Constructionand decommissioningnust comply with the Clean Water Actthe National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination SystefNPDES) Permitfor the Project,and the SWPPP prepared
for the Project, as well as other applicable water quality and waste dischargeregulations.The
implementatiorof Campo Wind Facilities and Boulder Brush FacilisgecificSWPPHRs), asexplained
in Secton 2.2.2, Construction (see Chapter 2, Project Description, of this B&)Id reducethe

January 2020 10212
Campo Wind Project with Boulder Brush Facilities 70




FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

potentialfor water quality impactsrelatedto erosionand sedimentatiomndotherconstructiorrelated
pollutants BMPsidentifiedin theSWPPRwvould conformto EPA requirementdf dewaterings required
on the site, the dewateringwould occur in compliance with all EPA requirements,and potential
contaminantsvould be kept at least200 feet from the dewateringactivities. Conformancewith the
SWPPPand all applicable regulationspertainingto waterquality would avoid adverseeffectsduring
constructiorand decommissioning

The Project does not entail any major sources of pollutant discharges. During operation, the O&M facility
sanitary system would collect wastger from sanitary facilities such as sinks and toilets. This wastm

would be sent to an esite sanitary waste septic system. Operation casply with the Clean Water Act

and the NPDES Permit program, as well as other applicable water qualiasteddischarge regulations.
Given this mandatory regulatory compliance, adverse operational effects anéicipated.

Alternative 2: Approximately 202 MW

Alternative 2 would include an approximately 20% reduction in the number of turbines and overall
construction activity compared to AlternativeAlternative 2 would result in earthwoekcavations to the

same depth a&lternative 1 and therefore less of an impact. Similadynformance with the SWPPP and

all applicable regulations pertaining totemaquality would avoid adverse effects during construciiach
decommissionin@f Alternative 2 During operation, the O&M facility sanitary system woolgkerate as
described for Alternative 1 and tiaaste stream would be sent to arsite sanitary wastseptic system.
Operation must comply with the Clean Water Act and the NPDES Permit program, as well as other
applicable water quality and waste discharge regulati®ngn this mandatory regulatory compliance,
adverse operational effects under NEPArareanticipated.

No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, thHeroject would not be&levelopedand noeffectswould occur.

Impact WAT-2 Would the Project substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwaterecharge?

Alternative 1: Approximately 252 MW

Under Alternative 1, pproximately 123 acrefeet of water would be required over the-rhdénth
construction period othe Campo Wind Facilitieand an additional 50 acfeet (AF) of water forthe

Boulder Brush Ecilities Including the existing water demand in th®ject Aredrom the Golden Acre

Casino of 23.4\F, the total water demand in tReoject Areaduring construction would be approximately

196 AF. A soil moisture balance analysis was performed corne@l&d years of historical precipitation
record, which included 23 years of no rainfall and 23 years with more thaAFL66rainfall recharge

(see Appendix F). In these years, construction would result in no net loss of groundwater in storage in the
Project Area In the remaining 13 years, the depletion in groundwater storage from tid=1&6vater
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demand in the study area ranged fromAEOto 168 AF, or approximately 0.3% to 5.6% of the total
groundwater in storage in tlioject Area Given the resuidt of the soil moisture balance, even in years
with 0 AF of rainfall recharge in the study area, the total depletion in groundwater in storage is less than
10%, with the loss of groundwater in storage in these years being recovered in subsequent Wet years.
a result, the impact of construction and operation is within the limits set by the County of San Diego
Standards of Significance, which is total groundwater in storage remaining above 50% groundwater in
storage. Thus, no adverse effect to groundwabteagewould occur as a result of the Project.

Groundwater drawdown at efiite wells isalsowithin the limits set by the County of San Diego Standards
of Significance, which indicate thatter a 5year projection of drawdown, water levels in-sie wéls
must not be decreased more than 2Q #&etlescribed in Appendix iGroundwater Resource Evaluatjon
drawdown at the nearest efite well was estimated afterygar ofProjectpumping for construction (173
AF of water used), and 5 years after thetsibProjectconstruction with pumping fdProjectconstruction
and O&M (0.25AF per year for O&M). The estimated drawdown at the nearesiitaffvell after 1 year

of pumping for construction ranged from 13 feet to 31 feet. The total estimated drawitiewb years
with 1 year of construction pumping and 4 years of O&M pumping ranged from 9 feet to 19 feet.
Additionally, following the construction of tHeast CountyECO) Substation Project that usédAF from

the Reservation production wellacludingsome Reservation water yuggoundwater levels recovered to
pre-construction levelén one wet year following 4 years of drougiherefore even at the greater water
demands analyzed for this Projdongterm depletion of groundwater storage due tgeRta@onstruction
and O&M is not anticipated.

Additionally, theCampo Environmental Protection Agency (CEPA) routinely monitors groundwater well
levels on the Reservation and will continue to do so through the course of the Pfoyeeter in the
eventthe Tribe decides to supply water to the Project, the Tribe would implemerHFEIFthat would
ensure that declines in groundwater levels inR&servation wells remain at less than 20 feet resultant
from OnReservation pumping for Project constructioDFHY -1 ensures that construction activities
would not adversely affect groundwater suppity the Reservatio(for full details of PDFHY-1, see
Appendix P of this EIS)As the magnitude of groundwater level decline in the aquifer is proportional to
the dstance from Oi#Reservation production wells, monitoring groundwater levels aR€servation
wells would reduce potential indirect impacts to-@#servation wells. If monitoring indicates that-On
Reservation groundwater pumping for Project constructicatbns to drawdown groundwater levels in

a manner that compromises -®eservation groundwater wells, pumping shall be halted until levels
recover, and/or water for construction would be sourced from JCSD and/or PDMWD.

Due to the limited amount of compamtiand gradingluring constructioin comparison with the size of

the area recharging groundwater,atverseeffects on groundwater recharge are anticipf&t@u these
activities under Alternative 1 During operationsfor Alternative 1 the water demand ould be
approximately 0.2%\F per year and would be used solely for the sanitary functions associated with
the O&M facility and any landscaping components
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Alternative 2: Approximately 202 MW

Alternative 2 would have a reduced water demand because tigweres are proposed and because of
the overall reduction in construction activities under this alternafiverefore under Alternative 2ong-
term depletion of groundwater storage due to Project construction and O&M is not antjcipateth
mitigation is recommended

No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, the Project would not be developed, and no effects would occur.

Impact WAT -3  Would the Project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
ncluding through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner that
would result in substantial erosion or siltation onr or off-site?

Alternative 1: Approximately 252 MW

As statedin Section3.2, Water Resourcesa numberof gullies, swales,and dry waskhes transectthe
ReservationConstructiorand decommissioningf theProjectwould exposerodiblesoilsonsteepslopes
due to groundsurfacedisturbanceheavyequipment trafficand alterationof surfacerunoff patterns.
Additionally, weatheringof freshly exposedsoils from trenching,foundationexcavationpr accessoad
constructioncould releasevariouschemicalshroughoxidationandleachingprocesseslheseactivities
could then affect the surfacewater and groundwaterquality of down-gradientlocations.As discussed
underimpactWAT-1, a SWPPPRwvould be preparecandimplementedaspartof ProjectconstructionThe
Projectwould incorporateadditionalmeasurego managerunoff, including locating roads awayom
drainagebottoms,wetlands,and erodble soils to the greatestextentpracticable; constructindrainage
componentso captureanddirect stormwateflow acrosghesite as part of site preparation; graveling of
areasof the collectorsubstatiomot coveredwith concretedo minimize surfacerunoff anderosionandfor
fire protection;minimal clearing and grading of turbine work sites; and installibéesicing at the limits
of disturbance to control runoff and erosion.

Coordinationwith the U.S. Army Corps of Engineetas part of the CleanWater Act401/404 permit
processvould ensurethatimpactsto any jurisdictionalwetlandsand ephemeraktreamsare avoidedto

theextentpracticableWetlandasmpactsandpermittingprocessearediscussedh Sectiord.5, Biological
Resourcesf this EIS

During the operation of theroject no grading, trenching, or excavation activites expectedAs such,

the drainage pattern of th&roject Areawould not be altered. In addition, no stream or river would be
altered that would result in substantiedgon effects, directly or indirectly. No adveogeerationakffects

are anticipatedThere is no recommended mitigation.
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Impact WAT-6  Would the Project place housing within a 18@ar flood hazard area as mapped on
a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood InsurancRate Map or other flood
hazard delineation map?

Alternative 1: Approximately 252 MW

TheProjectwould not include the construction or operation of any housing or residential uses. As such,
no adverseffectswould occurfor Alternative 1related to placig housing within a flood hazard area.

Alternative 2: Approximately 202 MW

Alternative 2 would have a reduced footprint within the same location as Alternative 1 and would also not
construct or operate any housifitnerefore Alternative 2 would not resuln adverse effects related to
placing housing within a flood hazard area

No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, the Project would not be developed, and no effects would occur.

Impact WAT-7 Would the Project place within a 169ear floodhazard area structures that would
impede or redirect flood flows?

Alternative 1: Approximately 252 MW

The Project Siteis not locatedwithin a 100-year flood hazardarea.As such,the constructionand
operatiorof theProjectwould notplacestructuresvithin a100-yearflood hazardareathatwouldimpede
or redirectflood flows. Drainagechannelcrossingson Projectroads, howeveryould be constructedo
conveythe 100-year stormrunoff flows. No adverseeffects wouldoccurfor Alternative 1relatedto
impedingor redirectingflood flows within a 100-yearflood hazardarea.

Alternative 2: Approximately 202 MW

Alternative 2 would have a reduced footprint within the same location as Alternative 1, which is not within
a 100year flood hazard aredherefore Alternative 2 would not result in adverse effects related to
structures within a flood hazard area

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the Project would not be developed, and no effects would occur.
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Impact WAT -8 Would the Project expose people or structures to a significant risk of oss,
injury, or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure
of a levee or dam?

TheProjectArea is not located in an area at risk for dam inundation, as no dam exists wiginjeéboeArea
and the site is not downstream of any dam. As such, the construction and opetag&napéctwould not
expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death invitbadong as a result of the
failure of a dam. Imddition, theProject Sitas not located near amgvees. No adversdfectswould occur
for Alternative 1and no mitigation is recommended

Alternative 2: Approximately 202 MW

Alternative 2 would have a reduced footprint within the same locationtashAtive 1, which is not in an
area at risk of dam inundation or downstream of any datavee Therefore Alternative 2 would not
result in adverse effects relateditmoding, including flooding from failure of a dam or levee

No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, the Project would not be developed, and no effects would occur.

Impact WAT-9  Would the Project expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or
death involving inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

Seiches are seismically induced tidal phenomena that occur in enclosed bodies of water. Two bodies of
wate® Morena Reservoir and Barrett L&kare located approximatelyrBilesand 15 miles west of the
Project Arearespectively. The distance and differemcéopography between tieroject Areaand these

bodies of water mean there is no risk of a seiche resulting in damageProjdet Therefore, no adverse
impacts would result associated with inundation due to seiche.

Tsunamisareseismicallyinducedtidal phenomendghataffectlow-lying coastalareasThe Project Site
is locatedapproximately45 miles eastof the Pacific Oceanat an elevationof approximately3,500to

4,600feetabovemeansealevel; thereforejt is notlocatedwithin a designatedsunami hazardareaand
is notsusceptiblgo inundationby tsunami

The Project Areas mountainousndcontainsmajor hills andsteepslopes However,the Project Areds
not in a designatedandslide/mudslidarea.Thus,the Project Sitas not at elevatedrisk for mudflows.
Therefore,no adverseeffectswould resultassociateavith inundationdueto mudflow for Alternative

Alternative 2: Approximately 202 MW

Alternative 2 would have a reduced footprint within the same location as Alternative 1, whatimisin
area identified as at risk from inundation by sieche, tsunami, or mudfluavefore Alternative 2 would
not result in adverse effects and no mitigation is recommended
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No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the Project would hetdeveloped, and no effects would occur.

4.2.3 Mitigation Measures
No adverse effects would occur from construction or operation &frtectandno mitigation is recommended.
4.2.4  Conclusions

The Projectwould not result in adverse effects on watsources. The potential for adverse effects on

water resources in general is attributable to construction activities during which applicable regulations and
the implementation of BMPs as described in a SWPPP would be undertaken during development. The
Poject alternativesd effects on water resources

4.3 AIR QUALITY
4.3.1 Impact Indicators

A quantitative evaluation dhePr 0 j e ¢ t 0 sonspruxtioreamd opeaational emissions was conducted
and evaluated against tifederalde minimisemissionsthresholdsA project whoseemissionsdo not
exceed thele minimighresholds for carbon monoxide (CO), oxides of nitrogéDx], or volatile organic
compoundsV{OCs) (100 tons per year) woultbtbe considered thave an advseeffectrelated tazone

(O3). Detailedanalysis and modeling results are provided in the Air Quality and GHG Technical Report
provided as Appendi to thisEIS.

4.3.2 Effects

Summary Table
Air Quality Effectsand Mitigation

ImpactNumber | Effect | Mitigation
Alternativé: Approximateh® MW
ImpachAQ1l | Noadverseffects | None
Alternative: Approximately 202V
ImpachAQ1l | Noadverseffects | None
NoActiorAlternative
ImpacAQ1l | Noadverseffects | None

MW = megawatts.
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Impact AQ-1 Would the Project exceed federal de miminis thresholds for the San Diego Air Basin?

Alternative 1: Approximately 252 MW
Construction Impacts

Construction of th@rojectwould result in the temporary addition\dOC, NCO, and CO emissiorts the

local airshedrom bothon-site sources (e.g., efbad construction equipment, soil disturbance, VOE off
gassing from architectural coatings and asphalt pavement application, and internal haul trucks) and off
site sources (e.g., vendor trucks and worker vehicle tgs)struction emissions can vary substantially
from day to day, depending on the level of actiaitylthe specific type of operatiodnOC, NO, and CO
emissions from Project constructiovere quantified usinghe California Emissions Estimator Model
(CalEEMog Version 2016.3.2The annual construction emissiafsvOC, NG, and CO as compared to

the federatle minimighresholdsare shown in Table 4.3 (provided in Appendix D to this EIS)

As shown in Table 4:2 (Appendix D), the Project would not exceedsfadide minimisemissions thresholds

for VOC, NG, and CO during construction; therefore, further analysis is not required with respect to VOC,
NOx, and CO emissions. Even including emissions
jurisdiction and control, which is not required under EPA Conformity Determination Guidance, the Project
would be in compliance with general conformity requirements and would not conflict with local air quality
attainment or maintenance plans to achieve or mairfégiaral ambient air quality standards. Project
construction would thus not have an adverse effect on air quality, and no mitigation is recomaitroilegh

the Project would not exceed fedetalminimighresholdsproject design features (PDFs) RBR-1 through
PDFAQ-5 would be included as part of the Project to minimize air pollutant emissions during constfudtion.
details of thesproject design featurese located in Appendix.P

Operational Impacts

Operation of thé’roject would generate VOC, NOand CO emissions from mobile sources, including
vehicle trips from workers; and stationary sources, including two emergency generators. Criteria air
pollutant emissions associated with letegm operations were quantified using CalEEMod.

CalEEMod Versdn 2016.3.2 uses vehicle emission factors from EMFAC2014, which take into account
various statewide and federal mobile source strategies and regulatio®. heect 6 s annual
emissions are summarized in Table-8.8see Appendix D)

As shown inTable 433 ( Appendi x D), t he Pand L@ enmis8iens feomn u a |
operational emissions are less than the fedieratinimissmissions thresholds; therefore, further analysis

is not required with respect to VOC, N@nd CO emissions. The Rrot would be in compliance with
general conformity requirements and would not conflict with local air quality attainment or maintenance
plans to achieve or maintain federal ambient air quality standards. The Project operations would thus not
have an advee effect on air qualityNo mitigation is recommended.
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Alternative 2: Approximately 202 MW

Alternative 2 would include an overall reduction in turbines (by approximately 20%) compared to
Alternative 1 and therefore would have reduced construction andtimoeeffectsNo adverse effects on
air quality from construction or operation would result and no mitigation is recommended.

No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, the Project would not be developed, and no effects would occur.
4.3.3 Mitigation Measures

TheProject would not result in adverse effects on air quahtyno mitigation is recommendgkdowever,
PDFAQ-1 through PDFAQ-5 would be included as part of the Project to minimize air pollutant
emissiongluring construction

4.3.4 Conclusions

The Project 0s x@auitC® amissians frond ladth condtr@@tion and operation would be less
than the federatle minimisemissions thresholdf®r these pollutantseven conservatively including
emissions related to activities outsidehé A 6 s . dheneforethee Project would not havereadverse
effect on air quality, and no mitigation is recommended.

4.4 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS AND CLIMATE CHANGE

This section discusses effects on greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and climate ahangg tlccur
with implementation of the Project alternatives.

4.4.1 Impact Indicators

There is currently no formal guidance or numeric thresholds for evaluating pyejeetated GHG
emissions in NEPA assessments. Estimated Prog@atrated GHG emissiomse included herein for
disclosure purposes onljhis Project emissions estimation disclosure is expressed as Impael (He6&
Section 4.4.2, Effects).

Additional information is provided in the Air Quality and GHG Technical Report (AQ/GHG Technical
Repot) included as Appendix G to this EIS.

4.4.2 Effects

Summary Table
Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Changdfects and Mitigation

ImpactNumber | Effect | Mitigation
Alternativé: Approximately 252 MW
ImpacGHG1 ‘ Noadverseffects | None
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Summary Table
Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Changdfects and Mitigation

ImpactNumber | Effect | Mitigation
Alternatie2: Approximately 202 MW
ImpacGHG1 \ Noadverseffects | None
No Action Alternative
ImpacGHG1 ‘ Noadverseffects | None

ImpactGHG-1 Would theProjectresult in GHG emissionsor climate change effects that would be
significant under NEPA?

Altern ative 1: Approximately 252 MW
Construction-Related GHG Emissions

Annual GHG emissions from the construction phase of the Project were estimated using CalEEMod,
Version 2016.3.2. Construction of the Project is anticipated be complelege 2020, lastinga total of
approximately 4 months The analysis considers both-site sources of GHG emissions (e.g.;rofd
equipmenttraveling on theProject Sit¢ and offsite sources (e.g., vendor trucks and worker vehicles
traveling outside theProject Sit¢. Talde 4.4-1, Estimated Annual Construction Greenhouse Gas
Emissiongprovided in Appendix D to this EI§)resents anticipated constructigriated GHG emissions

in metric tons (MT)for the Project in 2019 and 2020 from both and oftsite emission sourcefs

shown in Tablet.4-1, the estimated total GHG emissions during construction would be approximately
2,433 metric tons of carbon dioxide equival@dil(COze) in 2019 and3,748MT COze in 2020, for a

total of6,181MT COze over the construction period.

As with Projecigenerated construction criteria air pollutant emissions, GHG emissions generated during
construction of the Project would be shirtm in nature, lasting only for the duration of the construction
period, and would not represent a leiegm source of GHG emissions. This source of emissions is not
considered material due to the large number of emission reductions fré&rojeet as described below

Loss of Sequestered Carbon

It is conservatively assumed that elirbon sequestered in vegaatremoved as a result of the Project
would be returned to the atmospheitet is, the wood from trees anther removedegetation would
not be reused in a solid otherform that would retaints sequesterecarbon.

GHG emissions from the loss of segtered carbon during clearing, tree removal, and grading are
estimated in the construction emissions analysis. CalEEMod calculates GHG emissions resulting from
land conversion and uses six general Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change land ficsiolassi
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for assigning default carbon content values (in units of MT carbon dioxidg (@Dacre).The Project

would permanently disturb approximated@0 acres with varying carbon content values. As shown in
Table 4.4-2, Vegetation Removail EstimatedLoss of Sequestered Carbon (see Appendix D), the
estimated total onéme loss of sequestered carbon from land use conversion for the Project would be
13,575 MT CQ.

Operational Emissions

CalEEMod was used to estimate potential Prajecierated operatial GHG emissions from area sources

(gas insulated switchgear), energy sources (electricity), mobile sources, solid waste, and water supply anc
wastewater treatment, as detailed in the AQ/GHG Technical Report in Appendix G. Operational year 2020
was assunte The estimated operational Projgenerated GHG emissions from these sources are shown in
Table 4.43, Estimated Annual Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions (see Appendix D).

As shown in Table 4-8, estimated annual Projeg¢nerated GHG emissions vidde approximately 199
MT COze per year as a result of Project operations Wyihyjle there are no specific requirements for evaluating
GHG emissions, estimated Projgeinerated operational GHG emissions are included for disclosure.

GHG Emissions Benefis of Operations

The Projectdéds operation would provide a source
the potential to replace GHG emissions generated by, among other things, burning fossil fuels to
generate electricity or for transportatiomelProject is expected to produce an estimated 756,000 MWh

of electricity per year. It is instructive to look at the electricity profile of the SDG&E to demonstrate the
GHG emi ssions benefit the Project may rdgianale i n
electricity supply. The latest published GHG emissions factor for SDG&E is 0.302 Mé& @& MWh

(EPIC 2016). SDG&E reported that 43% of its power mix was renewable in 2016. Therefore,the non
renewable GHG emission factor would be 0.530 MT2€Ger MWh.

The Roject by potentially offsetting norrenewable electricity generating capaciyould therefore
provide a potential reduction ¢00,547MT COze per yeaof the electricity generated §DG&E with

its current mix of energy sourcesnnualizd constructionloss of carbon sequestrati@md operational
emissions are calculated to 87 MT COze per year. Thus, tHeroject could result in et reduction in

GHG emission®f up to 399,69MT COze per year and1,990,700MT COze over the 8-yearProject
lifetime. While energy produced by the Project may not directly replace energy produced by SDG&E, it
is likely that the energy produced by the Project would replace a-foskgnergy source currently used

by a Californiaelectrical utility or ather offtaker (e.g., a Community Choice Agggior) because
California load serving entities must provide only carfree energy by 2045

7 The six land use classifications used are forest land (scrub), forest land (trees), cropland, grassland, wetlands, and other.
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Alternative 2: Approximately 202 MW

Alternative 2 would include an overall reduction in turbines (of approximate a@éo)herefore would
have reduced construction effects and reduced benefits from operation compared to Alternative 1.

No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, the Project would not be developed, and no efffeetsefitsvould occur.
4.4.3 Mitigation Measures

The Project would not result in adverse effects@AG emissions or climate changad would likely
assistong-term net reduction in GHG emissions for the reghéa mitigation isrecommended

4.4.4 Conclusions

While therearenospedd i ¢ requirements under NEPA for eval
estimated Projeggenerated GHG emissions are included here for the purposes of disclosure. Furthermore,
theProject could result inaet reduction in GHG emission$399,6® MT COze per year anii1,990,700

million MT COze over thepotential38-yearProject lifetime.

4.5 BIOLOGICAL RESOU RCES

This sectiondiscussetheeffectson existingbiologicalresourceshatmayoccurwith full implementation
of the Project.Informationpresentedh this sectionis summarizedrom the Biological Technical Report,
provided asAppendixH to this EIS.

45.1 Impact Indicators
For purpose®f this environmentateview,the Projectwould affectbiologicalresource# it would:

1 Have an adverseffect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community regulated or
protected under federal law or regulation.

1 Have an adverse effect on federally regulated wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act, through direct removallliing, hydrological interruption, or other means.

Have an adverse effect on any sensitive species afforded protection under federal law or regulation.

Interfere withthe movemenbf anyfederallyprotectedish or wildlife species or with established
wildlife corridors regulated qrotectedunder federal law or regulation.
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45.2 Effects

Summary Table
Biological Resourcesffectsand Mitigation

ImpactNumber Effect | Mitigation
Alternativé: Approximateg MW

ImpacBIO1 Adversesffect®nriparianiad wetland vegetation communities that po| MM BI€l througiMM BI&t
coincide with jurisdictional waterslbiitad States

ImpacBIO2 Adverseffectonwaters of tHénited States MM Bl€l and MMBIG2

ImpacBIO3 Adverseffect®nQuinaheckerspdutterfly andestindpirds protected by MMBIO1, MMBIO3, and
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act MMBIO4

ImpacBlG4 Noadverseffectonwildlife movement or corridors None

Alternative: Approximately 202 MW

ImpacBIO1 Adverse effeatmriparian and wetland vegetation communities that § MM BI€l through MIEIG4
coincide with jurisdictional waterslbfitad States

ImpacBIO2 Adversesffect®nwaters of tHénited States MM Bl€l and MMBIG2

ImpacBIO3 AdverseffetsonQuinaheckerspdutterfly andestindpirds protected by MMBIG1, MMBIO3, and
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act MMBIO4

ImpacBIO4 Noadverseffect®n wildlife movement or corridors None

NoActiorAlternative

ImpacBIO1 Noadverseffect None

ImpacBIO2 Noadverseffects None

ImpacBIO3 Noadverseffects None

ImpacBIG4 Noadverseffects None

Impact BIO-1  Would the Project have an adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive
natural community regulated or tected under federal law or regulatiéh

Alternative 1: Approximately 252 MW

Absent mitigationdirectimpacts to habitat could potentially occur during construction as a reslieof
removal through grading, as well msdvertent vegetation cruslgiror grading or intrusion outsidbe
impact footprint.See Table 484, provided in Appendix D of this EIS.

In addition, potential indirect habitat impacts could occur during construction and operations as a result
of hydrology changes and erosion, pt#ldisoils or runoff, excessive dust, presence of trash, introduction

of invasive species, nighttime lighting, and alteration of the natural fire regime. The Project includes
standard BMPs to reduce these potential effects, but indirect effects would esivarse. Due to the
placement of the proposed structures spread out throudProfect Siteand infrequent use of access
roads, the Project would not result in habitat fragmentation.

Decommissioning activities associated with Alternative 1 would resditect and indirect adverse effects to

vegetation communities similar in nature, but involving less acreage, to those described above for construction.
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Direct and indirect adverse effects associated with decommissioning would be temporary beBagsetthe
Site would be restored to pi#eroject conditions at the completion of decommissioning. Therefore,
decommissioning would not have adverse effects on vegetation communities.

Direct and indirect adverse effects associated with construction and opeoh#idtesnative 1 to riparian

and wetland vegetation communities that potentially coincide with jurisdictional waters of the United
States (e.g., regulated under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act; see Impat\eBoOld be adverse
(Impact BIG1). Mitigation measures applicable to jurisdictional waters of the United Steeiscussed
below (see Impact BIQ). In addition, direct and indirect adverse effeetsipland, riparian, and wetland
vegetation communities supporting federally protected specsedting from Alternative 1 would be
adverse (see Impact Bi8). Recommended mitigation measures applicable to federally protected species
are listed in Section 4.5.3, Mitigation Measures, and provided in full in Appendix P to this EIS. With
implementatiorof MM-BIO-1 (General Avoidance and Minimization Measyrissough MM-BIO-4, the
Project would not result in adverse effects.

Alternative 2: Approximately 202 MW

The impacts from Alternative 2 would be similar to those under Alternative 1, although rédueede
fewer turbines would involve a smaller footprint and thus less disturbance.

Direct Impacts to Vegetation Communities Alternative 2 would result in direct impacts to vegetation
communities that coincide with jurisdictional waters of the UniteateSt Theseffectswould not be
adverse through implementation tfcommendedvIM-BIO-2 (Jurisdictional Waters and Wetlands
Compensationsee Appendix P, Mitigation Measures for the Projeegrmanent impactaould be
mitigated through an approved mitigat bank and/or ilieu fee program in order to achieve no net loss
of jurisdictional aquatic resources.

The temporary and permanent indirect effects are similar to those describedHorjéntbut would be
reduced through the elimination of turbiraesl associated disturbances withile ReservatiorSee Table
4.51b, provided in Appendix D of this EIShese impacts would be reduced to less than adverse through
implementation of MMBIO-1.

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, no consttion of theProjectwould occur therefore there would be
no adverse effectsn vegetation communities.
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ImpactBIO-2  Wouldthe Projecthavean adverseeffecton federallyregulatedwetlandsas defined
by Section404 of the Clean Water Act, through direct removal,filling, hydrological
interruption, or othermeans?

Alternative 1. Approximately 252 MW

The Projectwould result in temporary and permanent jurisdictional impacts as presented in beitde 4.
(see Appendix D to this EISyee Appendi for figures.Construction of permanent, unpaved roads
across ephemeral drainage featwresld be at grade to allow for water to continue flowing downstream
unimpeded. Therefor¢hey would not adversely affect the overall functiéag., volume, velocity, and
historical direction of surface water) or values (e.g., aesthetics, flood control, and water quality) of these
features Direct impactson jurisdictional waters of the hited Statesluring construction and operations
would be adverse.

TheProjectalso has ptential to result in indirect impacts to jurisdictional waters during construction and
operations.Impacts would be the same as those described under Impa<t. Bidirect impacts on
jurisdictional waters of the United States during construction anctes would be adverse.

Decommissioning activities associated with Alternative 1 would result in direct and indirect adverse
effects to jurisdictional waters of the United States similar in nature to those described under Impact BIO
1. Because decommissiing activities would baemporary,and areas tempoiby impacted during
decommissioning would be restored to-pm@ject conditions, implementation of this alternative would
not result in adverse impaats jurisdictional waters. While decommissioningwd remove the Project

and components from the site, permanent alterations, specifically roads, would remain.

Considering the scope of the Projectds per mane.
the Project would qualiffor an autharzationunder the Clean Water Act Section 404 Nationwide Permit

51, LandBased Renewable Energy Generation facilities (33 CFR 330) and/or Nationwide Permit (NWP)
12, Utility Line Activities. Adverseeffects onfederallyregulatedvatersandwetlandswould be reduced

to less than adverseith implementatiorof NWP 51 and/or NWP 1®ermitconditionsand MM-BIO-1

and MM-BIO-2. With implementation of MMBIO-1 and MM-BIO-2, the Project would not result in
adverse effects on jurisdictional waters.

Alternative 2: Approximately 202 MW

The impacts from Alternative 2 would be similar to those under AlternatiVerfiporary and permanent
jurisdictional impactqas presented in Table 426) of federally regulated wetland and resetland
waters of the United States wdwbe a potential adverse effetheseeffectswould be reduced to less

than adverse through implementationvi¥1-BIO-2. Permanent impacts would be mitigated through an
approved mitigation bank and/or-lieu fee program in order to achieve no net losguasdictional
aquatic resourcesTemporary and permanent indirect impacts are similar to those described for
Alternativel but would be reduced through the elimination of the turbines in the southwest portion of the
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Reservation. @&manent indirect impagtfrom implementation of this alternativeould be minimized
through BMPs and would result in no adverse effBoese impacts would be reduced to less than adverse
through implementation dfiM-BIO-1.

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternativeno construction of th&rojectwould occur and there would be no
adverse effecten wetlands or waters of the United States

ImpactBIO-3  Would theProject have an adverse effect on any sensitive species afforded protection
under federal law or regulatios?

Alternative 1: Approximately 252 MW
Quino CheckerspoButterfly

Alternative 1 has potential to result in direct and indirect construction and operational effects to Quino
checkerspot butterflyHuphydryas editha quindabitat, as discussed under Im@i€-1. In addition, Quino
checkerspot butterflies fly close to the ground and could be susceptible to collisions with equipment during
construction or collisions with vehicles associated with O&M activities.

Alternative 1 would permanentlyremove 242.1 acres of suitable Quino checkerspohabitat (see
Appendix H. Adult Quino checkerspot butterflietypically fly low to the groundand are unlikely to
collide with wind turbineblades(USFWS2011)during operationsT he likelihood of Quinocheckerspot
mortalty resultingfrom collisionwith rotating turbine bladesis consideredunlikely and thereforenot
adversePotential direct and indirect effeat® the Quinocheckerspot butterfland its habitat resulting
from Alternative 1 would badverse

The Projectvould be required to complete a Section 7 consultation process with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) and would require the issuance of a Biological Opinion from the USFWS with identified
terms and condition®dverse effect®n the Quinocheckerpot and its habitat would be reducedléss

than adversavith implementation ofecommended MMBIO-1 and MMBIO-3 (see Section 4.5.3). The
Off-Reservation portion of the Project would not adversely affect any federally listed plants or wildlife,
because one are present. An additional set of Quino checkerspot butterfly surveys are being conducted
within the Off-Reservation portion of the Project.

Decommissioning activities associated with Alternative 1 would resuétnnporarydirect and indirect
adverseeffects on Quino checkerspot butterfly similar in nature to those described for Project
construction. Because decommissioning would include restoration of the aredtoje conditions, it
would ultimately not result in adverse effects on Quino chrspke butterfly.

January 2020 10212
Campo Wind Project with Boulder Brush Facilities 87




FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Goldenand BaldEagles

The infrequent sightings during the eagle point surveys and U.S. Geological Survey biotelemetry data suggests
that theProject Siteand surrounding area receives little usgdigen or bal@agles and is not the ederritory

of any eagles. Eagle use on site is infrequent and the chance for collisions is low; therefore, there would be nc
adverse effects on eagles. The Project would be consistent with the USFWS guidance for golden eagles.

Other Migratory Birds

Directeffects on avian species protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act resulting from construction
and operations of Alternative 1 may include collisions with wind turbines Met towers, and
electrocution from overhead transmission lines (see Impactl1Bl@bsent mitigation, these direct
impacts would be adverstncreased noise and vibration can also affect breeding behaviors. Indirect
effects would result from impacts to foraging habitats. Based on the distributed development of the Project
and the abndant remaining foraging areas, indirect construction and operational effects on migratory
birds would not be adverse.

Decommissioning activities associated with Alternative 1 would result in direct and indirect adverse
effects similar in nature to thoskescribed for Project construction. Because decommissioning would
restore the area to pRroject conditions, it would ultimately not result in adverse effects.

With implementation of MMBIO-3 and MMBIO-4, the Project would not result in adverse effeots
migratory birds Refer to Appendix H for additional information regarding impacts to state and local
protected species.

Alternative 2: Approximately 202 MW

The impacts from Alternative 2 would be similar to those under Alternative 1, although reduced
(approximately 191.58 acres of potentially occupied Quino checkerspot butterfly habdatise fewer
turbines would involve a smaller footprint and thus less disturb@nect impacts to birds (e.g., active
nests) protected under thegratory Bird Tredy Act as a result of vegetation clearwguld bea potential
adverse effect of Alternative 2 but would be less than the Project. Avian collisions with turbines or towers
and/or electrocutioty overhead linesvould bea potential adverse effect of Altative 2, although it
would bereduced compared to the Project due to the reduictionmberof turbines Direct and indirect
impacts fromAlternative 2 would be reduced to less than adverse with implementation eBIKaM
(General Avoidance and Minimizati Measures), MMBIO-3 (Quino Checkerspot Butterfi@pecific
Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measuregnd MM-BIO-4 (Avian-Specific Avoidance,
Minimization, and Mitigation Measurgs
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No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, no consttion of theProjectwould occur and there would be no
adverse effectsnvegetation communities.

ImpactBIO-4  Would the Project interfere with the movement of any federally protected fish or
wildlife species or with established wildlife corridors regted or protected under
federal law or regulation?

Alternative 1. Approximately 252 MW

Implementation of th@€rojectis not expected to result in permanent or temporary direct impacts to habitat
connectivity and wildlife corridors. Theroject Sitedoes notontain any wildlife corridors; therefore, the
limits of grading would not further constrain wildlife movement. Although the Project would involve
placement of structures and wind turbines within the landscape, these features are separated, allowing fol
wildlife to move between them. There is activity throughoutRtaect Siteand additional human activity

from operation activities is not expected to impact wildlife movements. The presence of turbines would not
preclude the use of the Pacific Flyway &mian species, nor would it artificially constrain avian species to

a modi fied or 0un n aThe potantiabeffents of thenRrajett oncthe raetannclipity .

of bats in the region, including those species known to be susceptible to culithiturbine blades, would

be negligible No adverse direct impact to wildlife movement or corridors would occur. Temporary and
permanent indirect impacts as described under ImpaciB¥Guld not result in an adverse effect on wildlife
corridors and halat connectivity.

Decommissionin@ctivities associated with Alternative 1 would result in indirect adverse effects similar

in nature to those described above. Indirect adverse effects would be temporary because the site would b
restored to prérojectconditions at the completion of decommissioning. Therefore, decommissioning
would be considered beneficial to wildlife corridors.

Alternative 2: Approximately 202 MW

The direct and indirect temporary and permaneifiécts from Alternative 2 would be similéo those
under Alternative 1, although reduced because fewer turbines would involve a smaller footprint and thus
less disturbance.

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, no construction of #ejectwould occur and there would be no
advese effectoon wildlife movement or corridors
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45.3 Mitigation Measures

Implementation of the following recommended mitigation measures would reduce adverse effects from
the Project build alternatives to less than adverse:

MM -BIO-1 (General Avoidance andinimization Measures
(&) Project Biologist(s)
(b)  Environmental Training Program
(c) SWPPP
(d)  Fugitive Dust Control Plan
(e) Revegetation
()  Erosion and Runoff Control
(9@ Weed Management

(h)  Fire Protection
MM -BIO-2 (Jurisdictional Waters and 8lands Compensatipn
MM -BIO -3 (Implementation of USFW$sued Terms and Conditigns
(@ Construction FencingndSignage
(b) Seasonal Avoidance
MM -BIO -4 (Avian-Specific Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measyres
(&) Vegetation Clearing Seasoraloidance/Nest Clearance Surveys
(b) Construction Seasonal Avoidance/@renstruction Surveys
(c) Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy
(d) Removal of Carcasses
(e) APLIC Standards
Full details of these mitigation measures are located in Appendix P.
45.4 Conclusions

Whil e i mpacts have been minimized to the exter
operations would result in adverse biological resource effects related to riparian and wetland vegetation
communities that coincide with jwdictional waters of the United States (see Impact-BtO
jurisdictional waters of the United States (see Impact-BjGand the federally listed Quino checkerspot
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butterfly and migratory birds protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty fsge Impact BICB).
Implementation of MMBIO-1 through MM-BIO-4 would reduce theseffectsto less than adverse
Decommissioning would result in similar impacts to those described for Alternative 1 construction and
would entail the sammitigation butwould ultimately notesult in adverse effects because habitats would
be restoreds requiredinder the terms of th@ampo Lease

4.6 CULTURAL RESOURCES

This sectiondiscusseshe effectson existing cultural resourceshat may occurwith full implementation
of the Project.Informationpresentedn this sectionis summarizedrom the Cultural Resources Report,
provided asAppendix| to this EIS.

4.6.1 Impact Indicators
Forpurpose®f thisenvironmentateview,theProjectwould adversehaffectculturalresource# it would:

1. Cause damage or destruction to existing buildings, sites, districts, structures, or objects listed in or
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).

2. Cause damage to inadvertent discoveries of cultural resources or human tlemaghsthe course of
theProject (including construction, operation, maintenance, and decommissioning).

4.6.2 Effects

Summary Table
Cultural Resources Effects and Mitigation

ImpactNumber Effect | Mitigation
Alternativé: Approximately 28RV
ImpacCUL-1 Noadverse effeatgexisting cultural resources, including buildin None
sites, districts, structures, or objects listddjibl@fer listing in the
NRHP
ImpacCUL2 Potentiadverseffect®ncultural resources or human remains | MMCUL:1 to MMCUL3

inadveently discovered during Project implementation
Alternative: Approximately 202 MW

ImpacCUL1 Noadverse effeatmexisting cultural resources, including buildin None
sites, districts, structures, or objects listdijibléorlisting in the
NRHP
ImpacCUl2 Potentiaddverseffect®ncultural resources or human remains | MMCUL:1 to MMCUL3
inadvertently discovered during Project implementation
NoActiorAlternative
ImpacCUL:1 Noadverseffects None
ImpacCUL2 Noadverseffects None

MW = megawatts; NRMP = National Register of Historic Places; MM = Mitigation Measure.
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Impact CUL-1  Would the Project result in adverse effects to cultural resources, includinddings,
sites, districts, structures, or olgts listed in or eligible for listing in the NRHP?

Alternative 1. Approximately 252 MW

Within or intersectinghe area of direct impact®\Dl) are 41 archaeological sites, 19 isolates,&ahdilt
environment resources. Isolated finds are not considestedit properties under Section 1 @iéerefore no
adverseeffectis associated witlsolated finds.

All 41 archaeological sites within or intersecting the ADI have been evaluated for significance and eligibility
for listing in the NRHP and all but twdtes are recommended as not significant and not eligible for listing
in the NRHP under any significance criteria. As such, thae€®jible archaeological sites in or intersecting

the ADI are not considered historic properties under Section 106 andojeet Bould have no adverse
effect on these ineligible archaeological sites.

Archaeological sites CADI-7151/7162 and CASDI-7156 were evaluated by Westec (1983) and BFSA
(1998) under California Environmental Quality Act and County guidelines. Botwstessecommended
eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources due to their data potential. As these
sites are significant for their data potential, they are also eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion
D for the same msons. The BFSA (1998) study delineated significant deposits at each site as the
contributing elements to the significance of each site SDA 7156 will be avoided entirely. At GADI-
7151/7162, the significanemnveying site deposits are located outsiadeADI for the Project and will

be preserved. The portions of the site that are in the Project ADI do not contain subsurface deposits or
features that convey the significance of the site. Additional excavation efforts were performed at the site
due to tle identification of human remains; no human remains were identified in the ADI. Therefore, the
Project would have no adverse effect on the historic propert$BIA7156, and no adverse effect on the
historic property CASDI-7151/7162.

No indirect adverseffects on historic properties have been identified in this analysis.

Alternative 2: Approximately 202 MW

Alternative 2 would result ifewer turbines and less ground disturbance &itarnative 1. Similar to the
Alternative 1 site, the Alternative 2tsiwould not physically alter or damage dmgtoric properties
Therefore Alternative 2would not result in adverse effecgd no mitigation isscommended

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, rdevelopment othe Projectvould ocair and there would be no alteration
to cultural resources. Thus, no direct or indirect impacts were idenifiechitigation isrecommended
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ImpactCUL-2  Would the Project result in adverse effectso inadvertent discoveries ofultural
resources, includig buildings, sites, districts, structures, or objects listed in or
eligible for listing in the NRHP?

Alternative 1. Approximately 252 MW

Projectrelated ground disturbance, as described above, has the potential to uncover previously unknown
archaeologidasites. Archaeological investigations for the Project indicate that geologic strata with the
potential to contain archaeological material are relatively shallow withsuetace bedrock exposures.

For this reason, the likelihood for discovering significarchaeological deposits is low. However, there
remains the chance that Project construction could have an adverse effect on significant archaeological
deposits or human remain@peration would not involvexcavationactivities and a&ccommissioning
wouldinvolve excavations in areas previously excavated for construction.

To ensure detection and proper treatment of inadvertent discoveries, a Monitoring and Treatment Plan
(MM-CUL-1) shall be prepared prior to the start of construction that dictates thedpres for
archaeological and Native American monitoring (MML-2) that will be recommended for all primary
ground disturbance and prolonged construction activities near significant avoided historic properties or
identified Native American human remainghe Monitoring and Treatment Plan will also detail the
procedures for implementing significance evaluation and data recovery mitigation for inadvertent
discoveries that cannot be avoided during construction, including treatment of Native American human
remains. No indirect adverse effects on inadvertent discoveries are anticipated.

Alternative 2: Approximately 202 MW

Alternative 2 would result ifewer turbines and less ground disturbance &itarnative 1. Similar to the
Alternative 1 site, the Alterti@e 2 site would not physically alter or damage lamgwn historic properties
However, inadvertent discoveries are still possible during construetiated groundlisturbing activities.
MM -CUL-1 through MMCUL-3 would be sufficient to resolve adversfeets on inadvertent discoveries.

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, rérojectdevelopmentvould occur and there would be no alteration to
cultural resourcedNo direct or indirect impacts werdentified and no mitigation ilecommaded

4.6.3 Mitigation Measures

Implementation of the mitigation measures presented below would mitigate adverse effects on historic
properties under Section 106:

MM -CUL-1 (Monitoring and Treatment Plan
MM -CUL -2 (Archaeological and Native American Mamiing)
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MM -CUL -3 (Significance Evaluation and Data Recovyery
Full details of these mitigation measures are located in Appendix P.
4.6.4 Conclusions

Implementation of MMCUL-1 through MMCUL-3 would reduce potential effects on cultural resources to
less han adverseNo cultural resources have been identified as significant under Section 106 Ciitéria A
therefore, none of the identified resources would be affected in such a way that the provided mitigation would
be insufficient to resolve Projertlatedeffects. Thus, the Project would not result in adverse effects.

4.7 SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS

This section discusses effects on existing socioeconomic conditions, including employment, income,
environmental justice, public services, and infrastructurat, ey occur with implementation of the
Projectalternatives.

Direct effects would be those caused by the adtiocluding impacts to employment and local economic
conditionsIndirect effectgnay relate to socioeconomic conditions including greittucing effects and

other effects related to induced changes in the pattern of land use, population density, or growth rates (40
CFR 1508.8). Additionally, the NEPA regul ati ons
or health, whether direct,dni r ect , or cumulative [and] €é may a
that may have both beneficial and detrimental effects, even if on balance the agency believes that the effect
woul d be beneficialo (40 CFR 1508. 8).

Additionally, consistent with Eecutive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in
Minority Populations and Lovincome Populations (February 11, 1994), the environmental justice analysis
herein identifies and addresses any disproportionately high and adverse baltieorienvironmental effects

on minority and lonincome populations and Indian tribes. The Council on Environmental Quality (1997) has
issued guidance to federal agencies on the definition of disproportionately high and adverse effects as used ir
Executve Order 12898.

4.7.1 Impact Indicators
The Project would adversely affect socioeconomic conditions with implementation of the Project if found to:

1 Resultin a change in employment or income that would alter existing economic trends or provide
a major newsource of income for the affected area.

1 Result in changes in housing demand, supply, or property values that would adversely affect
housing availability (e.g., through demolition or acquisition) or have a substantial or widespread
effect on the price of hsing units in the affected area.

1 Result in effects on public services or infrastructure/utilities that would exceed available services
or supply or affect availability in the local areas.
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For the environmental justice analysis, implementation of Fmeject would adversely affect
socioeconomic conditions fbund to resulin disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority
and/or lowincome populations within therojectsetting.

4.7.2 Effects

Summary Table
Socioeconomic Effectand Mitigation

Impact Number Effect | Mitigation
Alternative Approximately 28RV

Impact SOCIO No adverse effects None

Impact SOCID No adverse effects None

Impact SOCI® No adverse effects None

Impact SOCHD Adverse environmental justice effects due todniphamd lew | MMNOL and MMWIS1 through
income populations on Reservation disproportionately affe¢ MMVIS7 (remains unavoidable
adverse noise and visual effects adverse effect on Reservation

Alternative Approximately 202 MW

Impact SOCIO No adverse effects None

Impact SOCID No adverse effects None

Impact SOCI® No adverse effects None

Impact SOCHD Adverse environmental justice effects due to high minority § MMNO#L andMMVIS1 through
income populations on Reservation disproportionately affe¢ MMVIS7 (remains unavoidable
aderse noise and visual effects adverse effect on Resenrjation

No Action Alternative

Impact SOCIOD No adverse effects None

Impact SOCID No adverse effects None

Impact SOCI® No adverse eftec None

Impact SOCID No adverse effects None

Impact SOCIO-1 Would the Project result in a change in employment or income that would alter existing
economic trends or provide a major new source of income for the affected area?

Alternative 1. Approximately 252MW

Under Alternative 1 construction would occur over a -tdonth period and would require a daily
maximum of561 workers and laborers of various skill levels, including Tribal members and other local
residents.Decommissioning would require a sharttime frame and reduced labor force relative to
construction Pursuant to the Campo Tribal Employment Rights Ordinance, Tribal members would be
preferentially hired. In particular, it is anticipated that Tribal members would be hired to provide
monitoring and accompaniment services where Tribal cultural knowledge is required for such services.

Under Alternative 1, Projectperation would requirapproximatelyl2 employees. As per theibal
Employment Rights Ordinancqualified members of the Tribe walibe preferentially employed during
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construction and operation; this would help reduce the high unemployment rate among Tribal members
on the Reservation. Additionally, members of the surrounding community would benefit from the
opportunity for employmentWhile the constructiomnd decommissioningiork would be temporary,
operational employment would be long term and the Project would represent a consistent source of
revenue for the Tribe via lease payments.

It is expected that the Tribe would use a péthe new leasing income for housing, healthcare, and other
development projects through the Tribal general fund. As such, Alternative 1 would also indirectly generate
additional employment opportunities through the domino effect of increased per capita ioottOn- and
Off-Reservation. Thus, Alternative 1 would alter existing economic trends and provide a new source of
income and revenue. Alternative 1 would not have adverse employment or economic effects; rather, it would
have a beneficial effect ondfTribe and socioeconomic conditions on the Reservation.

Alternative 2: Approximately 202 MW

Similar to Alternative 1, castruction under Alternative #vould requirea daily maximum of561
construction workergver the course of 12 to 14 montaisd a smaér number for decommissioning
Likewise, Projecbperation under Alternative 2 would requif@ to 12operatioml staff. Like Alternative

1, Alternative2 would supply employment and revenue opportunifeasunder Alternative 1, Alternative

2 would provde a new source of income and would be economically beneficial for the Tribe and provide
potential employment opportunities for the surrounding community. Therefore, Alternative 2 would not
have adverse employment or economic effaetther, it would hava beneficial effect on the Tribe and
socioeconomic conditions on the Reservation

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, no economic or employniemteficialimpactswould occurassociated
with implementation of the leasand the Tribe wdd have to continue to see#ther sufficient
development opportunities to provide such benefits.

Impact SOCIO-2 Would theProject result in changes in housing demand, supply, or property values
that would adversely affect housing availability (e.g., thghu demolition or
acquisition) or have a substantial or widespread effect on the price of housing units
in the affected area?

Alternative 1: Approximately 252 MW

Project onstruction and operatiamderAlternative 1 would not require the demolition orpieeement of

any residential homes; thus, the Project would not result in a decrease in housing stock in the area. During
construction, it is possible that temporary local housing would be needed for workers who are not from the
Reservation or the surround area. If temporary housing is needed, the housing vacancy rate for the Mountain
Empire subregion would support the rental or lease of existing homes in the area.
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As described in Section 3.7, Socioeconomic Conditions, due to the fact that Tribal hehdiin a Tribal
Trust and is not subject to the same propedpsfer process as ndmibal Trust land, home values on
the Reservation cannot be assessed or compared with home values in the surrounding communities.

Deflation of home or property vali®a common concern regarding the presence of wind turbines located
near existing homes or property. While the future property values cannot be easily predsstgd,
economic and social factors influence the value of homes and property in anoaveger studies have
suggested that the presence of wind turbines is not one of these faotmrment review completed for

other recent wind energy projects (the 2008 Sunrise Powerlink Project, the 2010 Tule Wind Project, and
the 2015 Desert Renewable Energyofservation Plan) consistently sheshthat any effects on home
valuesareminimal. As such, any changes in property values as a result of the Project are expected to be
insignificant; thus, Alternative 1 would not have an adverse effect on housing stoskadprices, or
property values.

Alternative 2: Approximately 202 MW

The effectsassociated with Alternative Wwould be similarfor Alternative 2. Demandor temporary
housing supply would be similar tibat undeAlternative 1becauseonstruction effas would be similar
in duration ancdhumber ofworkers Alternative 2would alsoinvolve the installation of wind turbines that
would impact the adjacent communginilarly to Alternative 1No adverseeffects orhousing demand
or property values were idéfied for Alternative 2.

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, no development would take place and nosaffeptoperty values or
housing would occur.

Impact SOCIO-3 Would theProject result in effects on public services or infrastiuce/utilities that
would exceed available services or supply or affect availability in the local areas?

Alternative 1. Approximately 252 MW
Fire Services

Alternative 1 would not result imadversampactonfire protection due to the implementationstdndard

fire prevention procedures. As discussed in SectionGRFPDprovides fire protection services for the
Project Siteand the overall Reservation as well as for nearby reservations and unincorporated lands. Each
wind turbine would have a maintaoh&0foot fuel modification zone, which would consist of cropped
vegetation to reduce fire potential. Additionally, there would be a fuel modification zone of 10 feet to each
side ofany abovegrouneélectrical collector and communication cables, 6 feenftbe shoulder of the
access roads, ai0 feet around thé&nce lineof the proposedollector substatioand O&Mfacility.
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During constructionoperation and decommissioningf Alternative 1, there would be increased human
activity and ignition sourcesncluding equipment that could create sparks, be a source of heat, or leak
flammable materials on the Project Site. The applicable state, national, and international fire codes and
additional measures required for the Project directly address the fieers associated with this
Projectdés |l ocation; these wil/l be pr ovprepared i n
to the satisfaction of CRFRDwvhich outlines fire protections measures for Project construction and
operations. Implementan of the Fire Protection Plan would reduce the risk of the accidental ignition

of wildfires during construction and operation of Alternative 1.

During construction, the fire management areas would also include an aboveground water tank near
existing welk for fire protection. Additionally, all electrical equipment would be built on concrete pads

or with metal structures and components, which would reduce the risk of accidental fire ignition. During
operations, water storage tanks dedicated for firefighparposes would be installed at the collection
substation, the O&M facility, and at the higbltage substation and switchyard on the Project Site.
Therefore, Alternative 1 would have no adverse effects on fire services

Police Services

Alternative 1would not result in a substantial permanent increase in populetgatinga significant
increased demand on police services on the Reservation. The increase in workers due to constructior
would be temporary and the increase in operations workers would @stmadditionally, security at the

facility would include patrols, fencing, and security lighting. Therefore, Alternative 1 would not result in

a substantial increaseinneedoi e County Sheri ffos depthustitmauldt an
hawe no adverse effects on police resources.

Schools

Alternative 1would not result in a substantial permanent increase in populagatinga significant
increased demand on educational resources and programs on the Reservation. The increase in workers dt
to construction would be temporary and the increase in operations workers would be modest. Therefore,
Alternative 1 would not result in a substantial increase in enrollment that would exceed capacity of local
schools or educational programs and wouldeftee have no adverse effects on school resources.

Library Services

Alternative 1would not result in a substantial permanent increase in populaatinga significant
increased demand on library services on the Reservation. The increase in workergahstruction

would be temporary and the increase in operations workers would be modest. Therefore, Alternative 1
would not result in a substantial increase in demand for libraries and would therefore have no adverse
effects on library resources.
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Health Services

Alternative 1would not result in a substantial permanent increase in populagatinga significant
increased demand on health services on the Reservation. The increase in workers due to constructior
would be temporary and the increase inrapens workers would be modest. Therefore, Alternative 1
would not result in a substantial increase in demand or exceed capacity for health services; therefore, it
would have no adverse effects on health resources.

Water and Sewer

Alternative 1 would regue approximately 173 acifeet of water during construction for concrete mixing,

dust suppression, soil compaction, equipment cleaning, and various other consteletiiahuses. Water

would be provided via cegite wells and local commercial vendorseTimpacts associated with the use of
existing On-Reservation wellgrediscussed in Section 4.2, Water ResourceshisfEIS. Construction

related wastewater generation includes sanitary waste, stormwater runoff, equipment washdown water, anc
water from &cavation during construction. This wastewater would be discharged into a septic system and
would be disposed of in accordance with all federal, state, regional, and local laws.

During operations, water would be provided via exisidmgReservation wellsghe effects of wellvater

usage are also discussed in Section 4.2. Wastewater would be disposed of through a septic system. A
discussed in greater detail in Section 4.2, Alternative 1 would not result in any adverse effects to water
and sewer systems.

Solid Waste

Solid waste during construction would mainly consist of general construction; wasteoncrete,
shipping materials, trash from offices, broken crane naeid cribbing Solid waste during operatign

would mainly consist ovaste generated dag routine maintenance and repaikdaterials (e.g., steel

scrap and wood) would be recycled whenever possible, usedithgerg., concrete), or removed to a

local landfill. During decommissioningnostc o mponent s woul d be r @loeycl ec
would be disposed of at a local landfill.

The closest licensed landfill to the Reservation is the Sycamore Landfill located at 8514 Mast Boulevard in
Santee. Construction wastes could be deposited at the three landfills nearest to the Reser@&teamtre
Landfill, Otay Landfill, and Miramar Landfill, all three of which have sufficient capacity. Additionally, all
construction waste disposal would be disposddfbReservation and would be compliant with the County
Construction and Demolition Matials Ordinance, which would ensure that construction waste is diverted
away from landfill disposal to a recycling facility. The amount of waste produced by Alternative 1 is not
expected t@adverselyimpact local landfills by overwhelming their ability serve existing local demands;
therefore, Alternative 1 would have no adverse effect with regard to solid waste.

For the reasons stated abg¥e Projectwould not result imn adverseffecton public services or utilities
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Alternative 2: Approximately 202 MW

Alternative 2 would have a similar impact to public services as Alternative 1. The increase in population
associated with Alternative 2 would be similar to that of Alternative 1; thus, impacts to fire services, police
services, school resources, rby resources, and health services would be similar. Additionally,
Alternative 2 would require approximately 20% less water during construction and operations and would
result in a similar impact to sewer and solid waste. Therefore, Alternative 2 wsultlireno adverse

effect on public services or utilities.

No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, ramlverseeffect on public services and infrastructure/utilities would occur.

Impact SOCIO-4 Would the Project have disproportionately higland adverse effects on minority
and/or lowincome population8

Alternative 1: Approximately 252 MW

As discussed under Impact SOGIQ Tribal members would directligenefit fromthe completion of
Alternative 1 through the creation of jobs/income and magdieectly benefited through overall economic
development on the Reservation. Alternative 1 may also benefit populations off Reservation through
employment. Further, local communities throughout the County may also benefit through the purchase of
materiak, services, and supplies associated with the construction and operation of Alternative 1.

This EIS found that Alternative 1 would haadverse effectsn noiseand unavoidable adverse effects on
visual resourcesThese impacts would be most strongly eigrared in the vicinity of the Alternative 1
Project Site and thus the Reservation and adjacent areas. As discussed in Section 3.7, the Reservation h:
a minority population percentagé 95% which far exceeds the minority population percentage of the
County, which is545%. Additionally, the Reservation has a higher percentage of those living below the
poverty line in comparison to the subregion within the County, which has 20.4% of the population living
below the poverty line.

Due to the high percentagéminority and lowincome populations living on the Reservation and the fact
that those living on the Reservation will experience the adverse impacts of Alternative 1 the most,
Alternative 1 would result idisproportionately high and adverse effects amamity and/or lowincome
populationsMM-NOI-1 ( see Section 4. 10, Noi se) would red
noise under Alternative fbr constructiorrelated noiseo less tharadversehowever, operationselated

noise effects wouldemain unavoidable and adverbser visual effects, MWIS-1 throughMM-VIS-7

(see Section 4.11, Visual Resources) would not reduce effects to less than;abieeeféect would

remain unavoidableThus, the same population that stands to benefit the ewmstomically from
Alternative 1 would also experience an adverse and unavoidable effect in terms of environmental justice.
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Alternative 2: Approximately 202 MW

Alternative 2 would have a similar but reduced impact on minority and/einicevme populationsompared

with Alternative 1 due to unavoidaldelverse effectsnvisualresources. Like Alternative 1, Alternative 2
would result in unavoidable adverse impacts regarding environmental judfideNOI-1 would be
implemented to reduce ther o j e c t ansoise dnflee Adtérrative 1; these effects would be reduced
for constructiorrelated nois¢o less than adverse; however, operati@tsted noise effects would remain
unavoidable and adversdM -VIS-1 throughMM-VIS-7 would reduceffectsbut not to les thamadverse

Thus, the same population that stands to benefit the most economically from Alternative 2 would also
experience an adverse and unavoidable effect in terms of environmental justice

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, nanstructionor operationsvould occur and no effestelated to
environmental justice would occur.

4.7.3  Mitigation Measures

See Section 4.10 and Section 4.11 of this ElSliscussion®f the followingrecommendednitigation
measures, which would alsodrece adverse effects on socioeconomic conditions:

MM -NOI -1 (Construction Noise Minimization)

MM -VIS-1 (Temporary Screening)

MM -VIS-2 (Activity Limits Signposting Guidelines)

MM -VIS-3 (Minimization of Views of Graded Terrain

MM -VIS-4 (Revegetation of Distbbed Areas)

MM -VIS-5 (Minimization of Vegetation and Topsoil Removal)

MM -VIS-6 (Color Mitigation)

MM -VIS-7 (Conductor Design Requirements)

Full details of these mitigation measures are located in Appendix P.
4.7.4  Conclusions

Implementation of MMNOI-1 wauld reduce potential effects on socioeconomic conditions to less than
adversedor construction noisehowever implementation oMM -VIS-1 through MMVIS-7 would not
reduce effect$o a less than adverse lewld operational noise would remain adveiderefore,these
effectswould remain unavoidable and adver$ke Projectdevelopmenalternatives would result ima
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adverseeffecton environmental justicéhat is unavoidable and adveraéhough the affected populations
would also benefit the most, eamically, from the construction and operation of the Project

4.8 RESOURCE USE PATTERNS

This section analyzes the circumstances relevant to potential resource use pattern imp&rtgeaftthe
4.8.1 Impact Indicators

TheProjectalternativesvould adveselyaffectresourcaisepatternsf found to:

1 Adversely affect an existing resource use activity by interfering with access to some oresboifree
area, substantially reducing the availability of a resource, or reducing the qualigsotiece.

1 Conflict with any applicableland useplan, policy, or regulationof an agencywith jurisdiction
overtheProjectadoptedor the purposeof avoidingor mitigatinganenvironmentaéffect.

4.8.2 Effects

Summary Table
Resource Use Patterns Effects and Mitigeon

Impact Number Effect ‘ Mitigation

Alternative Approximately 28RV

Impact RUP No adverse effects None

Impact RUR No adverse effects None
Alternative 2: Approximately 202 MW

Impact RUP No adverse effects None

Impact RUR No adverse effts None

No Action Alternative
Impact RUP No adverse effects None
Impact RUR No adverse effects None

Impact RUR1  Would the Project adversely affect an existing resource use activity by interfering
with access to some or all of a resource arsabstantially reducing the availability
of a resource, or reducing the quality of a resource?

Alternative 1: Approximately 252 MW
Hunting, Fishing, and Gathering

Impactsof Alternativel ontraditionalsubsistenc@atternsassociateavith hunting,fishing, or gathering
as a food sourcewould be negligible. Thereare currently nosignificanthunting, fishing, or gathering
activities on the ReservationProject components would be constructed in aes@sding impacts to

January 2020 10212
Campo Wind Project with Boulder Brush Facilities 102




FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

biologically sensitive areas, as desed in Section 4, Biological Resources. Therefore, no direct or
indirectadverseeffects were identified and there would not be an adverse effect on hunting, fishing, or
gathering as a result of Alternative 1.

Timber Harvesting

Impacts of thd’rojecton timber harvesting would be negligibbiecauséhe Tribe does not rely on timber
harvesting as a main source of income or resources. Timber is not expected to be removed as a result of
Al ternative 16s i mpl ement at i akmrhindedtheeaccesato timber 1 |
resources. Therefore, no direct or indiemtyersesffects were identified and there would not badverse

effect ontimber harvesting as a result of Alternative 1.

Agricultural Uses

Potential impacts of Alternative dn agricultural uses would be negligible due to the limited amount of
arable land and the absence of commercial farming on the Reservation. Potential impacts on cattle grazing
would occur in the form of a slight decrease in the amount of land availaldeatong, although only

very limited land for grazing currently exists. The amount of cattle grazing lost and the impact on cattle
grazing would be minimal. Therefore, no direct or indirect adverse effects were identified, and no adverse
effect would occupn agricultural uses as a result of Alternative 1.

Mining
Mining activities on the Reservation are currently limited to a sand mining quarry operated by Muht Hei Inc.,
doing business as Campo Materials Corporation. Alternative 1 would not impact mititgggaon the

Reservation. Therefore, no direct or indirect adverse effects were identified and no adverse effect would
occur on mining resources as a result of Alternative 1

Recreation

Land used for recreation activities would notdulverselyimpactedby Alternative 1.The ECCS lines
alongManzanita Road, which is located in the vicinity@r-Reservation recreational uses, would be
placedunderground. During constructiomp toan approximatelyt0-foot-wide area would be required

to install the ECCS ables, which may cause temporary disturbance to the entrance to-raacdff
motorcycle area. However, these impagtaild be short term in nature and the motocross track would
not be permanently impacted.

Other recreation centers, such as those alongc@Road near SB4, would not be directly impacted by

the Project. The wind turbines would be located on ridges with high elevations, often in areas with rugged
terrain and minimal opportunities for recreation. Other Project components would not impeationc
locations. The ECCS would be primarily belowground, anccéitiector substatiomnd O&M building
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would be located away from areas usedréareation. Therefore, no directiadirect adverse effects on
resource use patterns would occur as a cuesee of Alternative 1.

Alternative 2: Approximately 202 MW

Impacts associated with Alternative 2 would be similar to those described for Alternative 1, although
Alternative 2 would have a reduced footprint and smaller area of disturbance, since fightigy, and
gathering; timber harvesting; agricultural uses; mining; and recreation uses would not be affected. Therefore,
no direct or indirect adverse effects on resource use patterns would occur as a consequence of Alternative 2.

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, no construction would occur and there would ddveosesffect on
resource use patterns. Thus, no adveffeetswere identified for resource use patterns, and no mitigation
is recommended

ImpactRUP-2  Would theProject conflict with any apficable land use plan, policygr regulation of
an agency with jurisdiction over th€roject adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?

Alternative 1. Approximately 252 MW

Under the terms of the leascertain Tribal laws apply to the Lessee, including certain provisions of the
Tribeds Tax Ordinance and Tri bal Empl oyment Ri
standards relating to the potential environmental effects addressed ilstmsliEding the CEPA statutes,
theLand Use Codeand the Land Use Plan. The Project will be developed in accordance with the Resource
Development Plan approved by the BIA as part of the lease approval prbioessoject is generally
consistentwiththd r i beds Land UsP&an, the Tilbe.has deverad estallisherl tand use
categories for the Reservation, including Wilderness, Residential/Cluster Residential/Grazing/
Agricultural, Civic, Tribal Enterprise, Commercial, Industrial, and CampoeReble Energy Zones.

Renewable energy projects are expressly allowed in all land use categories if reviewed and approved by
the Tribeds ,aSwas¢heladse Counci |

In addition, Alternative 1 would beonsistentvith the setback requirement in tiigampo LeaseUnder
the Campo Leasethe proposed wind turbines constructed with at lea&R&mile setback from any
existingresidentialstructure or Tribal building.

Alternative 1would result in a land use changs it would introduce additional industr renewable
energy facilities into a rural environment . Wh
development is consistent with its economic and social goals and does not threaten environmental or
cultural resources, the Land Use Plamakscognizes the importance of letegm planning that ensures
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future growth will not harm the existing environmeflternativeli s gener al ly consi st
Land Use Code and Land Use Rlan

The Boulder Brush Facilities on land within the«/Cat y6s jurisdiction are
Countyobs Land Use designations (Zoning and Ge
application which is under review by the Couritherefore, Alternative 1 would not result in adverse
effects on resource agatterns, and no direct or indirect conflicts with applicable plans or policies
would occur as a result of Alternative 1.

Alternative 2: Approximately 202 MW

Impacts of Alternative 2 would be the similar to those described for Alternative 1, but ANter2avould

have & approximately 20%educed footprint and smaller area of disturbahbe.Boulder Brush Facilities

on |l and within the Countyds jurisdiction would
and as such compatible withthe@ nt yés Land Use designations (Zo
Use Permit (MUP), application which is under review by the CoufFitgrefore, no direct or indirect
conflicts with applicable plans or policies would occur as a consequence of Altethative

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, no constructionusewo ul d occur to confl i ct
LandUsePlan or Land Use Codeor with County land use designatioi$erefore, no direct or indirect
conflicts with appliable plans or policies would occur.

4.8.3 Mitigation Measures

The Project alternatives would not result in adverse effects on resource use aadtemitigation
is recommended.

4.8.4 Conclusions

The Projectalternatived impactson resource use patterm®uld not result in adverseffects and no
mitigation is recommended.

4.9 TRAFFIC AND TRAN SPORTATION

This section discusses potential effects on existing traffic and transportation conditions that may occur
with implementation of the Project. The sectii@myins by summarizing a quantitative analysis of potential
impacts in traffic volumes that appears in full in the Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) prepared for the Project
and included as Appendix J to this EIS. In short, the Project is only expected @mtgemsssurable traffic

during the construction phase; operational traffic wouldi®eninimis The section also discusses the
potential for construction of the Project alternatives to degrade road conditions and result in hazardous
traffic conditions, andprovides mitigation measures recommended to reduce potential traffic and
transportatiofrelated impacts to less than adverse.
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49.1 Impact Indicators

The Project alternatives would result in an adverse effect with respect to traffic and transportation if
found to:

1 Cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of
the street system

Degrade road conditions as a result of construction

9 Result in hazardous traffic conditions.
49.2 Effects

Summary Table
Traffic and Transportation Effectsand Mitigation

ImpactNumber | Effect | Mitigation

Alternative: Approximately 292V

ImpacTRAL Adverse effeatmcapacity of the street system during construction MMTRAL

ImpacTRA2 Adverseffectsluetoroaddegradaticturingconstruction MMTRA2

ImpactTRA3 Adverseffect®npublicoadwagafetyduringonstruction MMTRA3
Alternative: Approximately 202 MW

ImpacTRAL Adverse effeatmcapacity of the street system during construction MMTRAL

Impact RA2 Adverseffectsluetoroaddegradatiaturingonstruction MMTRA2

ImpactT RA3 Adverseffect®npublicoadwagafetyduringonstruction MMTRA3

NoActiorAlternative

ImpacTRAL Noadverseffects None

Impact RA2 Noadverseffets None

ImpactTRA3 Noadverseffects None

MW = megawatts.

The Tribe does not maintain service level standards for roads or interseatiblesReservatigmowever,

as discussed in the TI&yestandard established by tBeunty General PlanMobility ElementCounty

of San Diego 2011is used here fathe sake of comparison, even though the roads and intersemtions
the Reservatioare outside County jurisdictiofror purposes of this analysis, adversesffectwould be
identified if theProject would degrade service at the studied locattoriselow level of service (LOS) D
(see Section 3.9, Traffic and Transportation, AppgendixJfor explanation of LOS). As shown rable
3.9-1 (provided in Appendix D to this EISall of the studied street@ments are operating at LOS C or
better under existing conditions. As shown in TableZ3(8ppendix D) all of the studied intersections
are operating at LOS A or LOS B during the peak hours under existing conditions.
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ImpactTRA-1  Would the Projecttausean increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the
existing traffic load and capacity of the street system?

The increase in traffic caused by the Project and its potential effect on the street system was determined
by an LOS analysis (see Secti®.9 and Appendix J for methods used).

Alternative 1. Approximately 252 MW

Traffic Generated

The Project, undeAlternative 1 would generate vehicle and truck trips during construction. The traffic
analysisperformed as part of the TIA usadonservatie assumption of the number of worker and truck
trips generated during the peak construction phase &fdiect during the 14nonth construction period.
Peak construction traffic would be composed of both worker trips to/froRrtject Sitgpassengerars)

and deliveries of water and materials (vendor and haul trucks).

Table 491 (see Appendi x D) depicts t heb6lRvorkeyse t 6 s
vendor trucks, ané9 haul trucks. Since the work shift would begin before the AM pealogd (7:00

9:00 a.m.) and workers would likely arrive before the AM peak hour starts, it was estimated that
approximately 50% of the workers would arrive during the AM peak hour. However, it was estimated
that 100% of the workers would depart during tihd peak hour. Although it is expected that some
carpooling would occur, no credits for carpooling among workers were assumed in order to provide a
conservative analysis. Truck traffic to and from the site would be generated throughout the workday;
therefore truck trips were distributed evenly throughout the workday. It should be noted that there
may be some peak hour restrictions on transporting oversized equipment truck loads, which may affect
truck trips to theProject Site

Based on the peak construatteaffic estimate, Alternative 1 would generat23Btotal daily trips, including
281 AM peak hour trips 287 inbound ands outbound) and73 PM peak hour trips6inbound andb67
outbound). With the application of passenger car equivalent (PCE) faxtiouek trips, the Alternative 1
would generate 412total PCE daily trips, includin@11PCE trips during the AM peak hoi97inbound
and14 outbound) an&91PCE trips during the PM peak hoa#({nbound and77outbound).

Existing Traffic Conditions plus Alternative 1Traffic Conditions

Intersection Operations: Table 4.92 (Appendix D) shows the results of the intersection impact analysis

for Alternative 1 provided inthe TIA (Appenddy f or the AExi sting plus Pr
approprate significance criteriagne study area intersectiaes forecast to operate at L3 conditions

(during the PM peak hourpne is forecast to operate at LOS C conditions (during the PM peakdmadir),

the remaining siintersections continue to operateLOSB or better despite the addition of the peak
constructiorrelated traffic from Alternative 1. Alternative 1 would cause the Crestwood Road/Interstate
() 8 westbound rampmtersection to operatat LOS D during the PM peak hour, with an increase in
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delay greater than 2 seconds per SANTEC/ITE criteria for adverse inpgdementation of the
recommended MMIRA-1 (Use of Traffic Flagger during PM Peak Hour) (see Section 4.9.3, Mitigation
Measures) would minimize delays and improve intersection L@i$dmpacted intersectiptherefore

t he Proj ectwosldnmtibeadverse ef f ect s

Roadway SegmentOperations: As depictedin Table 4.9-3 (Appendix D, all study areasegments
are calculatedto continueto operateat LOS C or betteron a daily bass despitethe addition of peak
constructionProject traffic. No direct adverse effecten roadwaysegmergwould occuras a result of
implementation of Alternative.1

Freeway Segment Operations: As depictedin Table 4.9-4 (Appendix D, all study areasegmats
are calculatedto continueto operateat LOS B or betterduring the AM and PM peak hours desptite
addition of peak constructiorProject traffic. No direct adverse effectsn freeway mainline segments
wouldoccuras a result of implementation of Altative 1

Alternative 2: Approximately 202 MW
Traffic Generated

Alternative 2 wouldesult inthe same peakmount of trafficasAlternativel. Alternative 2 would cause
the Crestwood Road8 westbound ramps intersection to operteOS D with an incrase in delay
greater than 2 secondBherefore, Alternative 2 would potentially result in adverse effattsaffic and
transportation conditionf. recommendecheasurdMM -TRA-1 (see Section 4.9.8) implementedthese
effectswould not beadverse

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, no construction would occur and no new traffic would be added to the
existing intersections or roadway segments. Therefore, no direct or indirect adverse effects were identified.

ImpactTRA-2  Would theProject degrade road conditions as a result of construction?

Alternative 1. Approximately 252 MW

The Project, undeflternative 1 would be accessed from a combination of existing public roads and
newly constructed dirt road€onstructionof the Project, nder Alternative 1, would include the
construction of new dirt roads andodification of some existingroadswithin the Reservation.
Damageo existingroadwaysby constructionvehicles anagquipmenie.g.,oversizedrucksusedfor

wind turbine componentdelivery, concretetrucks) could occur from vehiclesenteringand leaving
roadwaysduring constructionTheseeffectswould be adverse however if recommende®dM-TRA-2
(Repair and Restoration of Roadsimplementedsee Section 4.9.3¢ntailing repaiand restoration of
roadways to their preconstruction condition at a minimeifiectswould not beadverse
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Alternative 2: Approximately 202 MW

Impactsassociatedvith Alternative 2would besimilar to thoseassociatedavith Alternativel becausé¢he
delivery trucks and necessaryequipmentcomponentswould be similar. Becausehe type andweight
of constructiorequipmentvould bethe same afor Alternativel, the potentialadverseeffecs would be
the same, although for a reduced durationTherefore, a adierse direct effect would occur.
Implementatiorof recommendedM-TRA-2 would repairroadsupon completionof constructiorand
reduceanytraffic and transportatioaffects of Alternative 2o less tharadverse

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Akrnative, there would be no constructitimus,no adverseeffects on roadway
conditions would occur.

Impact TRA-3  Would theProject result in hazardous traffic conditions?

Alternative 1: Approximately 252 MW

Construction ofthe Project undeAlternative 1 would involve the use of public roads by trucks for
transportation of turbine components and construction materials and movement of heavy equipment for turbine
construction. In addition, dump trucks, concrete trucks, water trucks, and subcontraksowbuid all use

public roads. All of these trucks are expected to use Crestwood Road and Ribbonwood Road.

Based on review of the dmuiilts at the 48/Crestwood Road and Ribbonwood Road interchartpes,
Crestwood Road undercrossing has a minimum verttzdrance of 16 feetll inches and the
Ribbonwood Road undercrossing has a minimum vertical clearance of 19 feeh. The California
VehicleCode Section 35250suggests that the maximum height of a vehicle cannot exceed 14 feet. Per
theCaliforniaDepartment of Transportatig@altrang Encroachment Permipermit)process, theroject

will be required to coordinate with Caltrans and obtain special permits for oversized vehicles that exceed
14 feet in height.

Large wind turbine components are deled on specialized trucks of updpproximatelyl80 feet in

length when loaded, witkteering capabilities on rear axles to maneuver around corners. As part of the
Caltrans permit process, any vehicles with excessive height and length are expecfeudet@itet cars,

which typically provide overhead height warning devices to enhatoversized loads do not exceed
undercrossing height limits. The turn for these specialized trucks would potentially require use of the
entire available pavement, reqog all other traffic to be stopped to ensure safe conditions. In addition,
depending on the exact route for the turbines, the varying widths of lanes and shoulder clearance on public
roadsandthe slow speeds at which these trucks travel would repredestaad to motorists without
appropriate warning.
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These potential hazards to motorists on public roadways would bdverse effect of Alternative. 1
However, these effects would be reduced to lessdbaarseby implementation ofecommende®IM -
TRA-3 (Traffic Control and Management P)aisee Section 4.9.3)

While operation of thé’rojectwould not involve substantial trips or an anticipated need for oversized
vehicles, there is the potential for wind turbine component failure. In such an eventlivhey dg a
replacement component or components would result in the same potential hazard as described for the
delivery ofwind turbine components during construction. Implementation ofF MA-3 would reduce

the adverse effects of traffic hazadiging canponent replacement delivery to less thduerse

Alternative 2: Approximately 202 MW

Traffic and transportationffects associated with Alternativeviould besimilar to those associated with
Alternative 1, since the delivery trucks and necessary eguiggtomponents are similar. Howevbgnumber

of deliveriedoy oversized trucks for Alternative 2 would be reduced because of the reduced number of turbines.
Because the type and length of delivery equipment would be similar to those for Alterndtes@dtential

adverse effects would be the same. Although adverse direct effects would occur during construction and
operation, implementation of recommended MRA-3 (see Section 4.9.3) would reduce the effect to less
than adverse through development th#ic control plan.

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no construction ankdamardous traffic conditions
would occur.

4.9.3 Mitigation Measures

The implementation of the followingegcomnendedmitigation measures wadiimitigate adverse effects
on traffic and transportation resulting from Project implementation to less than adverse:

MM -TRA-1 (Use of Traffic Flagger during PM Peak Hpur

MM -TRA-2 (Repair and Restoration of Roads

MM -TRA-3 (Traffic Control and ManagemeRian

Full details of these mitigation measures are located in Appendix P.
4.9.4 Conclusions

As a consequence @nticipatedincreass in traffic, specialized component delivery, and roadway
degradation during construction, the Project alternatives wmi&htially result in adverse effects related
to traffic and transportation. Implementation of MNRA-1, MM-TRA-2, and MMTRA-3 is
recommended teeduce these effects to less tlag@verse
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4.10 NOISE

This sectiondiscussethe noiseeffectsof the Projed based othe methodology andnalysispresentedn
the Acoustical Analysis RepogrovidedasAppendixK-1 to this EIS.

4.10.1 Impact Indicators

For purpose®f this environmentateview,the Projectwould haveanadversesffectontheenvironment
if it would:

Exposepersongo or generataoiselevelsin excesof applicablestandards.
Expose persons to or generate excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels

1 Resultin a substantialpermanentoperationsrelated increasein ambientnoise levelsin the
Projectvicinity abovelevelsexistingwithoutthe Project.

1 Resultin asubstantiatemporaryconstructioarelated or periodicincreasen ambientnoiselevels
in the Projectvicinity abovelevelsexistingwithoutthe Project

Evaluation of adverse effects requires comparison of Prgtabuted noise and vibration to applicable
standards and guidance established at the federal, state, and local levels.

Under Section 4.5.4, Noise Standards and Guidelines, of its Final Prograr&iatic Wind Energy
Development on BLMAdministered Lands in the Western United States (BLM 2005), the U.S. Bureau
of Land Management (BLM) mentions the B Aublic-protecting guideline of 55 Aveighted decibel

(dBA) daynight noise level (k), understood tbe assessed at the exterior of any existing rsmssitive

land use (NSLU) where the existing outdoor ambient sound level is not already in excess of this value.
In the absence of applicable local noise regulations or other established policies atit(amitside

the Campo CorridorPn-Reservation NSLU, this ERBased recommendation of BBA Lan used by

the BLM functions as an appropriate criterion for determining potential noise impact from the operation
of theProjectby the BIA

For evaluating p@ntial construction noise impacts@t-Reservation NSLUs, and due to lack of other
applicable standards, guidance from the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) recommends a daytime
standard at residential land uses of no more than 80 dBA (FTA 2006) eanexraged over an@our

period (equivalent energy level {dysnhr). For Off-Reservation NSLUs (i.e., private lands within the
jurisdiction of unincorporated San Diego County), the San Diego County Noise Ordinance states an
8-hour energyaveraged constrtion activity noise level in excess of 75 dBAglwould produce an
adverse effect.

Assessment of Projeattributed vibration at receiving occupied structures, with respect to building
damage risk, uses the Fiased guidance level of 0.2 inches per seqmak particle velocity (PPV)
for -dimgpinneered ti mber and masonry buildingso (F
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4.10.2 Effects

Summary Table
NoiseEffects and Mitigation

ImpactNumber Effect Mitigation
Alternativé: Approximately 282V
ImpachNOIl Adverseffectselaing tamperatiorandconstructiarelated noise at | MMNOAX1 (for construction)
NSLUsOperation effects are significant and unavoidable.
ImpacNOi2 Noadverseffects None
ImpachNOI3 Adverseffectselating to operatiehated noise at NSLOpeation | None
effects are significant and unavoidable.
ImpachNO4 Adverseffectselating to constructielated increases in ambient | MMNOI1
levels
Alternative: Approximately 202V
ImpacNOI1 Adverseffectselating toperatiorandconstructiarelated noise at | MMNOUL (for construction)
NSLUsOperation effects are significant and unavoidable.
ImpachNOi2 Noadverseffects None
ImpacNOI3 Adverseffectselating to operatiahated noise at NSLOperation | None
effects are sidicant and unavoidable.
ImpacNOi4 Adverseffectselating to constructielated increases in ambient 1 MMNO11
levels
NoActiorAlternative
ImpachNOIl Noadverseffects None
ImpachNOi2 Noadverseffects None
ImpacNOI3 No adverseffects None
ImpacNO4 Noadverseffects None

MW= megawatts; NSLU = resesitive land y$éM = Mitigation Measure

Impact NO/-1  Would the Project expose persons to or generate noise levels in excess of
applicable standards?

Alternati ve 1: Approximately 252 MW

Project Operation

Project operation would create stationary noise sources on the Reservation from operating wind turbines, the
collector substatiomnd O&M building, transmission lines, and maintenance and inspection actidies.
detailed in the Acoustical Analysis Repofjppendix K-1), predicted sound levels due to the aggregate of
these sources range fram dBA Ldnto 65 dBA Lan at representativen-Reservation NSLUs and at Project
property boundaries. Depending on averagelwspeed as received by the operating turbines at hub height
above grade, estimated dayght sound levels exceed the guidahased threshold of TBA Ldnat NSLUs
associated with baseline field survey locationsll. TT-2, LT-5, andLT-8 throughLT-10, because of the
presence of more than one possible turbine location at thenile?8istanceAt LT-9, the analysis predicts

64 dBA Lan due to the proximity of five turbines proposed to be located within 0.25 miles of the represented
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NSLU. After adjustingfor implementing a 0.2&ile minimum screening distance required by @ampo
Leasebetween any potenti@n-Reservation NSLU and a possible turbine site, certain proposed turbine
locations (among the 76 sites evaluated) would not be slated for coostrabgrefore, the predicted
operations noise level at E under this different scenario would be 40 dBAWithout the specified nearby
turbines.The scenaricevaluated is a worstase modeling of all 76 possible turbine locatiafsyhich only

60 canbe constructednder the terms of theampo LeaseSelectionof thefinal 60 turbinelocationsshould
consider the noise effectd/hile thiswould help reduce adverse effefrttan operationsit would likely not
eliminate all instanceshereforegffectswould remain adverse and unavoidable.

For representativ®n-Reservation locations L-T, LT-2, LT-3, LT-8, LT-9, andLT-10, predicted’roject
turbine operations noisg¢ maximum levels (i.e., under receiaceragevind speedat hub height between

10 metes per seconfin/s] and 15 m/s [cubff speed] is expected to cause the combined future noise level
(i.e., an acoustical combination of all sound sources in the vicinity, including neighboring wind turbine
projects) to exceed the EPA guidance limit.alltof the other representativ@n-Reservationdocations
associated with baseline field survey positions (as described in Apperjiixheéi c u mu |l at i ve +
is already in excess of 55 dBA.-the predicted project noise level is either not greaser the cumulative

+ existing portion of the future total noise level, or its acoustical contribution is not sufficient to result in a
future combined adverse effect when compared to the EPA guidance stahdardverage wind speed of

7 m/s aside from O-9, there would be no cumulatively adverse effect at any of the 13 studied locations.

Spillovernoise from the aggregatperationof Project wind turbines is expected to comply with County
General Plaguidelines 4.1.A.(60 dBA community noise equivalelevel (CNEL)) athe nearetISLUs
located off ReservatiomMortheast of location L0, where the threshold CNEL would be only 56 dBA
(i.e., existing plus 10 dB, per County General Plan guidelines 4.1.A.ii), predicted spillover noise would
be as high®58 dBA CNEL

With respect to the Count ydlisits dea Mdise @rdinareca 86.404,i g h |
predicted turbine noise levels could (depending on average wind speed received by the operating turbines;
exceed limits on private lands withiine County near representative project property line locations LT

and LT-10.

With respect to the County/ind Energy Turbines ordinanc€-weighted aggregate nighttime hourlysL
is expected to be greater than the average meafmadighted nighttime Loo plus 25 dB near
representative project property line locationrLBnd LF10.

Even with the instances of exceedanggerationalnoise from the Project is not expected to have a
cumulatively considerabladversesffect on private lands within County judistion.

With respect tathe proposedigh-voltage substation the closest ofite potentiaNSLU within the
jurisdiction of the County of San Diego wouldlbeated approximatel§,950feet away At this distance,
the expected sound pressure level fliaontinuous operation dhe high-voltagesubstatiortransformers
would beless than 2@BA Leqand hence is expected to result in a less than adverse effect
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Aboveground electrical transmission lines associated with the Boulder Brush Facilities may produce
corona during normal operation, but even under foul weather conditions that would moisten or wet the
conductor surfaces, the resulting noise would only be audible at very close distances and thus not result
in an adverse effect.

Project maintenance acthies and postconstruction additional roadway traffic due to Project operation
would be sufficiently modest and/or infrequeatoughto not result in adverse noise effects.

Project Construction

Aside from the neare$dff-Reservation NSLU to the Boulder i&h Facilities access road, predicted
construction noise wouldot exceed the San Diego County limit of 75 dBAydn at the closesOff-
Reservation NSLU.The BMPs for controlling noise emission from construction activities are
recommended as a mitigatioreasure (MMNOI-1 (Construction Nois8MPs9)) (see Section 4.10.3,
Mitigation Measures) to help ensure consistency with prediction parametenslpricéepconstruction
noise at Countyurisdiction NSLUs (including the receptors near the previously mentiauwess road)

to levels compliant with the 75 dBAe§sn) regulation.

Projectrelated construction traffic noise and construction vibratiomatexpected to produce adverse
effects on NSLU.

For On-Reservation NSLY the highest noise levels are preelicto occur during clearing, grading, and
construction of access roads when noise levels from construction activities would be a3haBvrakeqat

the nearest existing residences. During other phases of construction work and more typically, ltheslsoise
would range from approximatel5 to 74 dBA Leq at the nearest noise sensitive receptBisce these
construction activities would not be expected to generate-t@ortnoise levels greater than 80 dB& &t
existing NSL, the construction noise thesén-Reservation receptors is not expected to exceed thé ISTA
80 dBA Leghnnoise level criteria and would not be considered an adverse effect.

Special, impulsgroducing construction activities (blasting, rock drilling, rock crushing) are teghéxz
comply with the County impulse noise standard (82 dBA maximum measured sound lewg] énd
thus not yield adverse effects for distant NSLUs within County jurisdiction.

Although construction noise impacts are not anticipated on the Resenthgoopnstruction activity
BMPs in MM-NOI-1 are nonetheless recommended as responsibilities of the construction contractor(s).
Further, expected construction activity noise exposure at aR&#rvation NSLU as close as 80 feet to
Ribbonwood Road, whictvould undergo improvements to allow an access route to the Boulder Brush
Facilities, woul d bedBAiLey®Bh)threshdidaand thiereby neCessitatetMiMo s
NOI-1 implementation when construction activity is sufficiently proximate to the tacep
Implementation of MMNOI-1 would reduce construction effects to less than adverse.
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Project wind turbine prenstallation site selection offers potential mitigation in the form of reducing
aggregate sound pressure level at an NSLU due to increasettdist one or multiple operating turbines.

The quantifiable effect of such mitigation would depend on the proposed site selection scenario and its
parameters, including the existing NSLU location, its current proximity to multipkteriurbines, and

the preexisting outdoor ambient sound levdhtil such potential mitigation is further defined and shown

to be effective, adverse effects due to Project turbine operation are considered significant and unavoidable.

Alternative 2: Approximately 202 MW

Project Alternative 2 would include fewer turbinggmnAlternative 1.Thereforethere would be an increased
likelihood of fewer adverse effects on NSLUs resulting from operation of the Pidjeétiternative 2 layout

of operating turbines would cause exarext at only thre®n-Reservatiortocations (LF1, LT-2, and LF

10) under similar wind speed conditiasthosemodeled for Alternative.JAnd at these same representative

| ocations, the Projectds contr i bu tulatwaely cansiderable.c u mu
These effects would remain adverse and unavoidable with the currently modeled turbine locations in
Alternative 1 and Alternative 2.

Constructionrelated adversenoise effects at the same NSLuW®uld be comparable to those under
Alternative 1 thuscreatng conditions thatvould encourage implementation of MMOI-1 (see Section
4.10.3) Implementation of MMNOI-1 wouldreduce construction effects to less than adverse

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, there woude no constructionr operationthus,no adverseeffects
due to noisevould occur.

ImpactNOI-2  Would theProject expose persons to or generate excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levels?

Alternative 1. Approximately 252 MW

Constructia activities represent the only expected source of potentially substantial groundborne vibration
or groundborne noise levels related to the Projatta distance ofl16 feet (closest identifiedOff-
Reservationmeceptorto the OnReservation Campo Wind ae vibration levelsduring constructiorare
anticipated to be less th@r©06inches per second PRKOM construction activities at the nearestafé
residencesAt a distance of only 80 feet, an ERleservation receptor nearest to Boulder Brush Fasili
access road improvements might experience as high as 0.06 inches per secofsl lifvestimated
constructiorattributed vibration velocity levelareless than the 0.2 inches per second PPV threshold
(FTA 2006), effects would not be considered adee
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Anticipated blasting events would be sufficiently distant from receptors and designed with appropriate
charge weights and confinement to keep groundborne vibration below the aforementioned FTA guidance
criteria to avoid adverse effects related to hamanoyance and building damage risk.

Alternative 2: Approximately 202 MW

Project Alternatives 1 and 2 would require similar construction effaith Alternative 2 having an
approximatey 20% reduction in footprint and therefore less effects igernaive 1 Thus, under both
alternatives, groundborne vibration and groundborne noise effects would not be adverse.

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternativethere would be no constructioor operation thus, no adverse
groundborne vibration argtoundborne noise effeatgould occur.

Impact NOI-F3  Would the operation of the Project result in a substantial permanent (operations)
increase in ambient noise levels in the Project vicinity above levels existing without
the Project?

Alternative 1: Approximately 252MW

Operation of Project wind turbines would contribute to raising the outdoor ambient sound level in the
Project AreaAs stated in the previous discussion under Impact-N@he new levels woul@éxceed
applicable standards certain locatios under conditions where more thane turbine is located
proximate to the 0.2&ile setback distance from residences required by #rapo LeaseAs stated in

the previous discussion under Impact NQIthe new levels woulll at the same representative -On
Reservation locatiods contributeto an adverseumulative or future noise level that includesrent and
proposedrojects.

At the nearest potenti@ff-ReservatioNSLU located within County jurisdiction, approximatéy950
feetawayfrom the Boulder Bush highvoltage substation, the expected sound pressure level from the
high-voltage substation transformers wouldless than 25 dBAGenerally, transformer noise includes
low-frequency sound in the 125 Hz octave band center frequency, but also ifchatizand sound from
cooling fans. Existing outdoor sound includes {waquency and broadband content, usually associated
with heating, ventilation, and agonditioning systems (e.g., home-aanditioners), roadway vehicles,
and natural sources. Hentlge highvoltage substation noise would not create more than a 10 dB increase
in the outdoor ambient sound environment at tl@$eReservatiorprivate lands within the County, and
consequently no adverse noise effects would be expected.

Aboveground eldcical transmission lines associated with the Boulder Brush Facilities may produce
corona during normal operation, but even under foul weather conditions that would moisten or wet the
conductor surfaces, the resulting noise would not cause substangalsiesrto the prexisting outdoor

sound environment and thus would not result in an adverse effect.
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Noise generated from the O&M building anther activities associated with Project maintenance and
inspections would not be expected to result in increaisi® existing outdoor ambient level greater than
10 dB at the nearest NSLU; hence, adverse noise effects from these sources are not aftnaf2teject
would result in adverse effects related to a substantial increase in ambienfrowisrbines The
scenario evaluated is a wersise modeling of all 76 possible turbine locations, which cannot happen
under the terms of théampo LeasdNoise effectsshould be consideres$ part ofthe final selectionof
locations for thes0 turbine. While consideation of noise effectas part of theselection processould

help reduce adverse effects from operations, it would likely not eliminate all instéreretore effects
would remain adverse and unavoidable.

Alternative 2: Approximately 202 MW

Alternative 2 would be expected to feature operatigaiated noise generators considered comparable
(including an approximalg 20% reduction in overall footprintlo those of Alternativd. However,
instances of multiple turbines in proximity &onoisesensitivereceptor, even while respectittge 0.25

mile setbackequirementwould likely not be eliminated and as sugbuld similarly cause higher than
10 dB increases of the existing outdoor sound environmeonaNSLUs Thereforegffects associated
with Alternative 2operationsvould be unavoidable and adverse

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternativehere would be no constructi@n operation thus,no adverse effects
would occur.

ImpactNOI-4  Would the Project result in a substantial temg@oy or periodic increase in ambient
noise levels in the Project vicinity above levels existing without the Project?

Alternative 1: Approximately 252 MW

As discussed under Impact N@J NSLUs on the Reservation are not expected to experience construction
noise levels that exceed the FbAsed threshold of 80 dBAwdsny However, preexisting outdoor ambient

sound levels at theg@n-Reservation NSLUs may experience relative quiet that creates the conditions for
Projectattributed construction noise to causore than a 10 dB increase to the ambient sound level.
Similarly, Off-Reservation NSLUs discussed under Impact-li@iay also experience a temporary increase
during constructiorn the outdoor ambient sound level of greater than 10 dB. Application oiN@AL

(see Section 4.10.3) would help reduce construction noise levels at both of these categories of NSLU to not
only help stay under the 75 dBAdsnand 80 dBA leqsh)limits per County and FTA standards, respectively,

but also reduce the differenae sound levels between the anticipated construction noise and the existing
ambient sound at a studied NSLU.

Construction noise would also be generated by workers commuting to and frEmojdet Site and from
deliveries of construction materials and Bobjcomponents. As presented in the Traffic Impact Analysis (see
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Appendix J to this EIS), the expected increase in traffic volumes8 andl SR94 attributed to the introduction
of these Projeetelated vehicle trips would cause much less than a doulflitige existing traffic. Since a
doubling of traffic volumes (with no changes in vehicle types or speed) would be required to cause a
perceptible 3 dB increase, which is far less than the 10 dB increase guideline used to assess adverse effects
the Projet, the Project's contribution to traffic noise during Project construction would not be adverse.

Implementation of MMNOI-1 (see Section 4.10.3) woutelp control and/or reduceise fromon-site
construction activitiegexpected to occur near existingidences

Alternative 2: Approximately 202 MW

Both Project build alternatives would require similar construction effaith Alternative 2 having an
approximatey 20% reduction in overall development footprint and turhirésus, effects would be
similar to those under Bernative 1 and the same mitigation would be recommended {NtM-1,
provided in Section 4.10)30 reduce effects

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternativéhere would be no construction; thus, adverse effects would aac
4.10.3 Mitigation Measures

Implementation of the following recommended mitigation measure would rexunsgruction related
adverse effects from the Project build alternatives to less than adverse:

MM -NOI -1 (Construction Noise Best Management Pracjices
Full details of this mitigation measure are located in Appendix P.
4.10.4 Conclusions

On-Reservation an®ff-Reservation NSLUs are not expected to be adve@tdgtedby phases of
construction activity with respect to FFased guidance and County eagquirements, respectively.

With few exceptions, redicted noise levels from proposed operation of the Project wind turbines would not
exceed County standards or FbAsed guidance thresholds @if-Reservation an@n-Reservation NSL§|
respectivelyWhere adverse effects are currently predicted as of this analysis (and detailed further in Appendix
K-1;updated materias includedn an Addendum provided asXof this Final EI§ theexisting requirements

of theCampo Leasthatturbinesbe locatedahocloser than 0.25 miles from a residenaeild reduc®peration

noise exposure at NSlsdf concernHowever effecs related to noise would result from tRepject build
alternatives (1 and 2) where more than one turbine is located in proximity to thaile 2&8tbackrom a
residenceWhile consideration of noise effeds part otheselection of thdinal 60 turbine locationg/ould

help reduce adverse effects from operations, it would likely not eliminate all instEimeeforewind turbine
operatimal noiseeffects would remain adverse and unavoidable.
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Operation of the transformers and aboveground transmissiorplogssed as part of the Boulder Brush
Facilities on private landvould not cause predicted noise levels that exceed applicable County
requirementsTherefore no adverse effects are anticipated from these facilities.

411 VISUAL RESOURCES

This section summarizes the methodology and other information presenteisudldmpacts Analysis
prepared for taProject (see Appendik to thisEIS).

4.11.1 Impact Indicators

For purposes of this environmental review, Bneject would have an adverse effect on the environment
if it would:

1 Be incompatible with the existing visual character

1 Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic. vista

1 Subgantially alter the existing scenic quality of a Type A scenic landscape
1

Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views
in the area.

4.11.2 Effects

Summary Table
Visual Resources Effects and Mitigation

ImpactNumber Effect | Mitigation

Alternativé: Approximately 282V
ImpacVIS1 Adverseffects MMVIS1 through MMIS7 (unavoidable adverse effects would re
ImpacV1S2 Adverseffects MMVIS1 through MMIS7 (unavoidable adverse effemitd remain
ImpacVIS3 Noadverseffects None
ImpacV1S4 Adverseffects MMVIS8

Alternative: Approximately 202V
ImpacVISl Adverseffects MMVIS1 through MMIS7 (unavoidable adverse effects would re
ImpacV1S2 Adverseffets MMVIS1 through MMIS7 (unavoidable adverse effects would re
ImpacVIS3 Noadverseffects None
ImpacV1S4 Adverseeffects MMVIS8

NoActiorAlternative
ImpacyISl Noadverseffects None
ImpacV1S2 Noadverseffects None
Im@ctVIS3 Noadverseffects None
ImpacViS4 Noadverseffects None
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Impact VIS-1 Would theProject be incompatible with existing visual character?
Alternative 1: Approximately 252 MW

As discussedh AppendixL, Alternative 1 (including wind turbirse transmission lines, collector lines,
and other aboveground facilities) would be locaded andOff-Reservation lands considered of Type B
and Type C visual quality for the purpess this analysis. As such, visual impacts would o@ruiands
consideed visually valuable (Typ8) and/or lands whose visual quality is alreadyisk due tobuilt
modifications (Type C).

Construction

In the short term, vegetation clearing, grading, occupancy, facility construction, nighttime lighting, and
revegetation ofhe Projectphases would result in areas of disturbed soil surface, human activity, and dust
would result in strong color, line, and texture contrast that would be prominent, especially when viewed
from higher elevations. As aboveground facilities areifedd in phases, shetérm changes would likely

be most pronounced in specific development argdditionally, hortterm directadverseeffects also

would include decommissioning activities following completion of the operating phase. The visual
impacs from decommissioning activities would be similar to the construcéilated impacts discussed
above and viewers would experience similar stemhadverserisual effects during decommissioning as
during construction.

These shoftermadverseeffectstogether and individually, would represargtrongvisual contrast as seen

from key observation points (KOPs), historic and scenic trails, recreational use areas, and residential areas
and would not repeat the basic elements found in the predominardl fatiures of the characteristic
landscape. When located within 1 mile of the viewer, or when viewed from an elevated position, construction
activities would attract attention or dominate the view of the casual observer. These activities and facilities
would be a major focus of viewer attention, and major modifications would occur to existing landscape
character. All construction activities would result in direct adverse visual impacts. Adverse effects from
construction activities would be reduced withplementation of MMVIS-1 through MMVIS-5 (see

Section 4.11.3, Mitigation Measures). Implementation of this recommended mitigation would reduce short
termadverseeffects.

Operations

Visual simulations of the Project (Alternative 1) are provided in FigGeethrough 6d of the Visual
Impacts Analysis (see Appendix L). Contrast ratings found that wind turbines, combined with all other
aboveground facilities, including the transmission line, substgtaord O&M facility, would result in
moderate to strong deees of contrast with the existing environment. The angular, vertical forms and
straight edges of the wind turbines would dominate the horizontal lines of the landscape as seen within
the foregroundmiddle ground distance range. Proposed mitigation messas enumerated below and
described in Appendix L, would reduce contrast in form, line, color, and texture changes; however, the

January 2020 10212
Campo Wind Project with Boulder Brush Facilities 120




FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

size, geographic extent, and multiple facility types would not repeat the elements of form, line, color, and
texture of the baracteristic landscape.

Although the longterm disturbance surface footprint accounts for little of Rngject Site the visual
impact of Alternative 1 occurs throughout tRmject Site as well as the larger visual resouatiected
environmentThe nunber, size, and spatial extent of proposed components Préject Sitewould be

visible from large portions of the area and would dominate the landscape as seen from KOPs and other
locations within thé’roject AreaWhile some natural to rural landscagharacteristics of théroject Site

would be partially retained, the majority would have a strong industrial component. In general, where
visible outside of the alternative area for approximately 5 miles, Alternative 1 would dominate the view
of the casuaobserver and would result in moderate to high levels of change in the landscape.
Implementation of MMVIS-2 throughMM-VIS-7 (see Section 4.11.3) is recommendedibgate the

visual impact ofwind turbines and athboveground facilities to the greatestent practicableglthough
unavoidable adverse effects would persist.

Alternative 2: Approximately 202 MW

The shorterm adverseeffectsfrom constructiorto visual resources under Alternative 2 would be very
similar to theadverseeffects described uer Alternative 1. Direct sheterm effects to visual resources
in the Project Areawould be adverse; as suémplementation of MMVIS-1 throughMM VIS-5 (see
Section 4.11.3) is recommended for Alternativén®lementation of mitigation would reduce shi@rm
adverseeffects

Upon completion of Alternative, public and private lands would be indirectly impacted by views of wind
turbines and other facilities locatadtheProject AreaAlternative 2 effects to existing visual quality and
character arsimilar to theadverseeffects described under Alternative 1. For the KOPs considered, there
would be reduced contrast from Alternative 2 relative to Alternativdolvever,Alternative 2 would
nonethelesgesult in a strong contrast and constitute a majodification of the existing character of the
landscapelmpacts would be adversAs such, implementation of MMIS-2 throughMM-VIS-7 (see
Section 4.11.3)s recommendeddowever,unavoidable adverse effects would persist

No Action Alternative

Underthe No Action Alternative, construction and operational activities related to the Project would
not occur. As such, no adverse effects would occur related to incompatibility with existing character
of the landscape.
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ImpactVIS-2  Would theProject have a sbstantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?
Alternative 1: Approximately 252 MW
Construction and Decommissioning

All surfacedisturbing activities during construction wouwdntribute tadirect adverse visual impacts,

as explained under Impact \UE Thescale of surfacelisturbing construction activities and visibility
from sensitive viewpoints (including historic and scenic trails, popular recreation sites, residential
areas, and communities) over the construction and decommissioning periods woulthraduéirse
shortterm visual impacts. The effects to visual resouraesild be adverse in that construction
activities would be visible from some sensitive viewpoints, including identified KOPs and points
along County and statedesignated scenic highwa{is8, SR94, and Old Highway 80).

Adverse effect®n some sensitive viewpoints from constructemd decommissioningctivities would
be reduced with implementation of MMIS-1 through MMVIS-5. Implementation othis recommended
mitigation would reducshorttermadverse effectan scenic vistas.

Operations

The large scale of individual wind turbines, coupled with the large number of wind turbines located in the
Project Arearesults in a high degree of visibility. Groups of wind turbines would be &ifibin many
roadways, recreational use areas, communities, and residences in the area-f€naaisdility of Project
components under Alternative 1 would result in adverse effects to scenic vistas from county and state
designated scenic highways. M¥AS-4 and MMVIS-5, discussed previously, would restore land contours

of the turbine sites to the extent practicable, limiting the-tengp adverseeffect of landscape alteration
However, no mitigation is available to reduce the visibility of the Projescimponents themselves.
Additionally, the implementation of MMVIS-6 and MMVIS-7 would reduce adverse effects associated
with the visibility of substation components, fengiagd transmission lines and poles. Because of the
absence of feasible mitigatibmreduce adverse effects to scenic vistas, operation of the Project would result
in unavoidableadversesffects

Alternative 2: Approximately 202 MW

Constructionand Decommissioning

As Alternative 2 entails a reduced Project footprint compared to Alitezria overall ground disturbance and

the volume of installed wind turbines on the Reservation would be reduced. However, overall visual effects
and visual change to the existing landscape resulting from implementation of Alternative 2 would be similar
to theadverseeffects that would occur under Alternative 1.

As with Alternative 1, adverse effects on some sensitive viewpoints from constaraidecommissioning
activities would be substantially reduced with implementation of-Mig-1 through MMVIS-5, for the
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reasons discussed under Alternative 1. Implementation of mitigation would reducéeshosidverse
effects to scenic vistas.

Operations

As with Alternative 1, the operation of Alternative 2 would result in adverse effects related to scenidsista
such, MMVIS-2 through MMVIS-7 (see Section 4.11.3) are recommended. Even with the implementation
of mitigation, however, this effect would remain adverse and unavoidable.

No Action Alternative

Under the N@dAction Alternative, construction and opémnal activities related to theroject would not
occur. As such, no scenic vistas would be impacted. No adeiestswould occur

ImpactVIS-3 Would the Project substantially alter the existing scenic quality of a Type A
scenic landscape?

Alternative 1: Approximately 252 MW

There would be no adverse effects to Type A landscapes from implementation of Alternative 1, because Type
A landscapes were not found in tReoject Areaas discussed in Appendix L. Therefore, the Project would
not result in advese effects, and no mitigationrscommended

Alternative 2: Approximately 202 MW

There would be no adverse effects to Type A scenic landscapes from Altethdacauseao Type A
landscapes were inventoried in fAmject Area

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternativajo adverse effects would occur related to the existing scenic quality of
alandscapéecause there are no Type A scenic landscapes in the area

ImpactVIS-4  Would the Project create a new source of substantial light or glatteat would
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

Alternative 1. Approximately 252 MW

Construction Lighting

Construction activities would occur during daylight and after daylight hours. The work area would be lit after
dark with portable ligting powered by a dieséleled generator. Direct or indirect light sources would still be
visible from specific KOPs. The degree of contrast associated with lighting depends on the proximity to KOPs
(viewing distance), elevation of lighting relative to R®(most lighting would likely be located on wind
turbine pads at higher elevations than viewers), the intensity of specific lighting sources, and the background

January 2020 10212
Campo Wind Project with Boulder Brush Facilities 123




FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

or ambient level of combined nighttime lighting in the study area. -8rontimpacts from thase of exterior
lighting for safety and security during constructioRedjectfacilities may contribute substantially to ambient
after dark lighting conditions. However, given the anticipated duration of construshided lighting, any
impacts to saac quality would be temporary. Over the duration of the construction phase, construction
lighting would occur intermittently as cranes would be lit. Construction lighting impacts would not be adverse.

Operations Lighting

Upon implementation of the Projectew nighttime lighting sources would be added toRtmect Site

for Alternative 1 New sources of nighttime lighting at tleellector substatiorwould be kept to the
minimum required to ensure adequate lighting for O&M staff to performeaded and/oemergency
maintenance. Lighting would be installed at @reReservatiorO&M facility site near the parking area

and on the O&M building exterior for safety/illumination purposes. The total amount of facility (i.e., non
wind turbine andettower) relatedighting operating on the ProjeSite would be relatively low. Further,

all facility related lighting would be hooded, directed downward, and turned off when not required. While
the County has no land use jurisdiction over@anpo Wind Facilitiesfacility lighting installed at the
Project would be fully compliant with the County Light Pollution Code.adverse effects associated
with nighttime lighting at facilities (i.ecollector substatiomand O&M facility) are anticipated.

Wwind turbines andVet towers would exceed 200 feet abayeund level, marking and lighting of these
components would be required by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) to ensure the safety of aircraft
pilots and the efficient use of navigable airspace. During evenighttime, and morning hours, FAA
compliant lighting installed atoplet towers andh portion ofwind turbines could be visible throughout the
viewshed. Due to the visibility of simultaneously flashing red obstruction lights and the general lack of bright
night lighting installedOn- andOff- Reservation to the south e8] the operation of obstruction lights would
result in adverse effects to existing nighttime views. A lighting plan based &ndjeetfinal design would

be prepared for the Project and \blie subject to review by the FAA, as recommended by\i$18 (see
Section 4.11.3). The FAA would make the final determination regarding the number, location, and type of
lighting to be installed atop wind turbindhe FAA must first approve the lightingan described in MM

VIS-8 before it can be implemented.

Glare

As proposed, Project wind turbines for Alternative 1 would be painted a standarditefinatted color to
minimize glint and glare potential. With the exception of®Rroads in thérojectAreatend not to be

directly aligned or perpendicular to wind turbine locations. Wind turbines are proposed on a ridge to the west
of SR94 and would be aligned toward the roadway near Live Oak Spring Road. However, the presence of
existing oak treesueaccus spp.) in the area would generally block potential blade glint from the view of
motorists. As such, effects from glare would not be adverse.
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Alternative 2: Approximately 202 MW

Effectsfor Alternative2 would be similar tahe adverse effectiescribé for Alternativel. Alternative 2
would haveanapproximately 20% reduced overall footprint dederturbines tharAlternative 1. With
implementation of MMVIS-8, noadversesffectsare anticipated.

No Action Alternative

Under the NdAction Alternative,construction and operational activities related toRtogectwould not
occur. As such, no adversffectswould occur related to lighting and glare.

4.11.3 Mitigation Measures

Implementation of the following recommended mitigation measures would redue¢nesources effects
from the Project:

MM -VIS-1 (Temporary Screening

MM -VIS-2 (Activity Limits Signposting Guidelings

MM -VIS-3 (Minimization of Views of Graded Terrain

MM -VIS-4 (Revegetation of Disturbed Argas

MM -VIS-5 (Minimization of Vegetatiorand Topsoil Removal

MM -VIS-6 (Color Mitigation)

MM -VIS-7 (Conductor Design Requiremehts

MM -VIS-8 (FAA-Approved Lighting Systein

Full details of these mitigation measures are located in Appendix P.
4.11.4 Conclusions

Project Alternatives 1 and 2 walphotentially result in adverse effects on visual resources, for which MM
VIS-1 through MMVIS-7 would reducebut not eliminateadverseeffects. The potential for adverse
effects on visual resources in general are attributable to the size of the wind tigimponents described

and their necessarily high point locations. The effects from the associated transmission line and substation
facilities are similar to those predicted for the wind turbine components of the Project and can be reduced
with mitigatiorr MM-VIS-6 and MMVIS-7, are feasible measures for the associated transmission line
and substation facilities. MMWIS-8 would reduce lighting impacts for both Alternative 1 and Alternative

2. The alternativesd ef f e cnusavomable &and aduessffiectr e sour c e
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Under the No Action Alternative, construction and operational activities related?mjbet would not occur.
As such, no adverse effects would occur.

4.12 PUBLIC HEALTH A ND SAFETY

This section discusses potential effeat public health and safety due to exposure to or creation of hazards
that may occur with implementation of tReojectalternatives. The discussion presents criteria used to
identify and analyze effects, potential adverse effects, and recommendediaonitigeasures. The
discussion is based in part on a Preliminary Environmental Site Asses$tradimhiGary ESA for the
Reservation, which was prepared to assess existing potential hazards and hazardous matefialgnt the
Areaand is included as Appdix M-1 to this EIS, as well as a Phas&3A prepared for private lands
through which the Boulder Brush Facilities extend, included as Appendixdvthis EIS.Collectively,
these are referred to as fAProject ESAsO0O in this

4.12.1 Impact Indicators
The Project alternatives woube considered thaveanadverse effect on public health and safety if foiand

1 Use, store, or dispose of petroleum products and/or hazardous materials in a manner that results in
a release to the aquatic or terrestrial esvinent in an amount equal to or greater than the
reportable quantity for that material or creates a substantial risk to human health.

1 Mobilize contaminants currently existing in the soil or groundwater, creating potential pathways
of exposure to humans avildlife that would result in exposure to contaminants at levels that
would be expected to be harmful.

1 Expose workers to contaminated or hazardous materials at levels in excess of those permitted by
the federal Occupational Safety and Health Administrat@8HA) in 29 CFR 1910, or expose
members of the public to direct or indirect contact with hazardous materials frdPnojeet s
construction or operations.

1 Expose people residing or working in fject Areaor structures to safety hazards
Expose pedp or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires

Emit hazardous emissions or involve handling of hazardous or acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within 0.25 miles of an existing or proposed school.

1 Resultin a safety hazard for people residing or working ifPtiegect Areawithin an airport land
use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or public
use airport, or within the vicinity of a private airstrip.

Create any undue risks due to the breaking of a rotor blade.

1 Create any undue risks due to the potential collapse of a wind turbine.
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4.12.2 Effects

Summary Table
Public Health and SafetyEffectsand Mitigation

Impact Number Effect | Mitigation
Alternates 1:Approximately 292V
Impact PH&B Adverseffectofhazardousaterialselease duringpnstruction MMPH&SL andMM
PH&S2
Impact PH&S Adverse effects from exposure to mobilized contaminants existing in| MMPH&SL and MM
groundwater during constructi PH&S2
Impact PH&S Adverse effects to workers from exposure to contaminated or hazard MMPH&SL and MM
materials fromtRejedi s constructi on PH&R2
Impact PH&S Adverseeffectselatedoexposure people astructuret safety hazards MMPH&S andMM
PH&S3
ImpacPH&SH Adverseffectoffirerisk duringonstructionperatiofailuresgnd MMPH&S, MIMPH&S!,
decommissioning and MMBIO1(h)
Impact PH&S Noadverseffects None
Impact PH&B Noadverseffects None
ImpacPH&S3 Adverseeffectofundueiskrelatedo the breakinga rotoblade MMPH&& and MM
PH&SA
ImpacPH&SD Adverseffectofundueisk opotentiatollapsefawindurbine MMPH&SA
Alternativé: Approximately 202V
ImpacPH&SL Adverseeffectofhazardousaterialgelease duringpnstruction MMPH&SL andMM
PH&S2
Impact PH&S Adverse effects from exposure to mobilized contaminants existing in| MMPH&SL and MM
groundwater during construction PH&S
ImpacPH&S3 Adverse effects to workers from exposure to contaminated or hazard MMPH&SL and MM
materials fromtAejedis constructi on PH&R
Impact PH&S Adverseffectselatedoexposure people astructureto safety hazards MMPH&S andMM
PH&.S3
Impact PH&S Adverse effects of fire risk during construction, operation (failures), arf MMPH&S, MMPH& S,
decommissioning and MNBIO1(h)
Impact PH&S Noadverseffects None
Impact PH&B Noadverseffects None
Impact PH&S Adverse effexof undue risk related to the breakimgasftdade MMPH&S andVM
PH&SA
Impact PH&S Adverse effects of undue risk of potential collayed tirhine MMPH&SA
No Action Alternative
Impact PH&B No adverseffects None
Impact PH&S Noadverseffects None
Impact PH&S No adverseffects None
Impact PH&S No adverseffects None
Impact PH&S No adverseffects None
Impact PH&S No adverseffects None
Impact PH&B No adverseffects None
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Summary Table
Public Health and Safety Effects and Mitigation

Impact Number Effect Mitigation
ImpacPH&SB No adverseffects None
ImpacPH&SD No adverseffects None

ImpactPH&S-1 Would the Project use, store, or dispose of petroleum products and/or hazardous
materials in a manner that results in a release to the aquatic or terrestrial
environment in an amount equal to or great than the reportable quantity for that
material or creates a substantial risk to human health?

Alternative 1: Approximately 252 MW

Constructionand decommissioningf Alternative 1 would entailhe use, transport, and storage of
hazardous materials incng vehicle and equipment maintenance fuels, lubricating oils, grease, solvents,
hydraulic fluid, and coolant. Although the use of hazardous materials for their intended purpose would
not pose a significant risk to the public or environment, accidentiéd sp unauthorized releases of
hazardous materials during construction could result in soil contamination and the potential exposure of
workers and/or the public to contaminatiddperation of he Project wouldalsoinclude the use and
storage of limitedjuantities of offthe-shelf substancescluding lubricants, oils, solvents, hydraulic fluid

and coolantwhich would be used to maintain the-site equipment and facilities. Storage and handling

of anysuchmaterials would be undertaken in accordandb ali applicable regulationé.ccidental spills

and unauthorized releases of hazardous materials are possible and could result in advesse effect
Implementation of recommended MRH&S-1 (Hazardous Materials Management Blamd MM -

PH&S-2 (Health and Satg Program (see Section 4.12.3, Mitigation Measures) would reduce such
effects toless than adverse

Alternative 2: Approximately 202 MW

Similar to Alternative 1, Alternative 2 would entail potential adverse effects associated with the use, transport,
ard storage of hazardous materials during constryabiperation, and decommissioningnplementation of
recommended MMPH&S-1 and MMPH&S-2 would reduce these impacts.

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, no constructienoperatiorwould occur thereforethere would be no
potential use of hazardous materials and no potential risk to human health or safety. Huverse
effectswould occur
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ImpactPH&S-2  Would the Project mobilize contaminants currently existing in the soil or grouawater,
creating potential pathways of exposure to humans or wildlife that would result in
exposure to contaminants at levels that would be expected to be harmiul?

Alternative 1. Approximately 252 MW

As part of thePreliminary ESAAppendix M1), a hazardes materials database search was conducted to
identify potentially hazardous recognized environmental conditions (RECs) dArdfect Site The
Preliminary ESAdid not identify the presence of RECs on reject Sitealthough it did identify RECs

on varous sites adjoining th@roject Site as listed in Appendix M. Although construction is not
currently proposed on any sites identified as having a REC, the exact geographic footprifrojeitte

Siteis subject to change depending on geotechnicadtraints. TheProject Sitecrosses BIA Road 10
(Church Road) approximately 0.1 miles from the Campo Materials site, which is the nearest identified
REC to theProject Site Construction that occurs in the vicinity of a potential REC could mobilize
contamirants currently existing in the soil or groundwater, creating potential pathways of exposure to
humans or wildlife that would result in exposure to contaminants at levels that would be expected to be
harmful. These conditions would result in potentially erde effectsOperations would not be expected

to create potential pathways for existing RE@Gsthe design of the Project changes, resulting in
construction on a new, temalyzedProject Siteimplementation ofecommende¥M-PH&S-1 and MM
PH&S-2 (see Setion 4.12.3) would avoidreadverse effect on public health and safety.

Alternative 2: Approximately 202 MW

Alternative 2 poses the same potential toobilize contaminants currently existing in the soil or
groundwateras Alternative 1 and would result #mmilar adversesffects Therefore jmplementation of
recommended MMPH&S-1 andMM-PH&S-2 would avoid adversesffects

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, no constructimnoperatiorwould occuy thereforethere would be no
potential b expose humans or wildlife to harmful contaminaftsis, no adverse effects would occur

ImpactPH&S-3 Would theProject expose workers to contaminated or hazardous materials at levels
in excess of those permitted by the Federal Occupational Safety Hedlth
Administration (OSHA) in 29 CFR 1910, or expose members of the public to direct
or indirect contact with hazardous materials from ther opos e d Pr o]
construction or operations?

Alternative 1: Approximately 252 MW

Constructionoperationsanddecommissioning activities associated with Alternative 1 could temporarily
expose workers and/or members of the public to direct or indirect contact with hazardous materials used
for cleaning and lubrication. Workers who handle hazardous materials areedeguider OSHA
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regulations to have @ertainminimum level of traininglf improper handlingpccurredworkers could be
exposed to hazardous materials above permitted ldvgidemenation of recommendedM-PH&S-1

(see Section 4.12.8)ould require all empyees and contract staff to adhere to the appropriate health and
safety plans and emergency responsesilaat meet industry standards.

Implementation ofecommended MMPH&S-2 would reduce the likelihood of exposurewebrkers or
the public topotentialy hazardous material$mplementation ofecommended MMPH&S-1 would
reduce tlese effects to less thadverse

Alternative 2: Approximately 202 MW

Impacts associated with the exposure of workers or the public to direct or indirect contact with hazardous
materials during construction, operational, and decommissioning activities under Alternative 2 would be
similar to those associated with Alternative 1. Similar to Alternative 1, implementatiecooimendeM -

PH&S-1 and MMPH&S-2 would reducany adversenpacs.

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, no construction operationwould occur and there would be no
potential use of hazardous materials and no potential risk of exposure of workers or the public to direct or
indirect contact wh hazardous materials. Thus, no adverse effects would occur.

ImpactPH&S-4 Would theProject expose people residing or working in the propoBedjectareaor
structures to safety hazar@s

Alternative 1: Approximately 252 MW

Construction and operations,\&ell as decommissioning activities associated with Alternative 1, could expose
residents or workers in tHeroject Aredo safety hazards during construction and operational activities. All
workers on theProject Sitewould be subject to OSHA safety réafions and standards stated in the
Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970, compliance with which must be ensuredeyéteped s
contractor(s). Potential safety issues include site access, construction, security, heavy equipment
transportation, tfic management, emergency procedures, and fire control. Unauthorized public access to the
Project Sitemay result in injuries or hazardous conditions for workers and the general public in the form of
accidental spills and releases of hazardous matefiatse conditions could result in adverse effects.
Implementation of recommended MRH&S-2 and MM-PH&S-3 (Safety Assessment) (see Section 4.12.3)
would reduce impacts related to safety hazards during construction, operation, and decommissioning.

Alternativ e 2: Approximately 202 MW

Impacts associated with exposure of residents or workers iArthect Areao safety hazards during
construction, operational, and decommissioning activities under Alternative 2 would be similar to
those associated with Alterimag 1. Similar to Alternative 1, implementation of recommended-MM

January 2020 10212
Campo Wind Project with Boulder Brush Facilities 130




FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

PH&S-2 and MM-PH&S-3 would reduceimpacts related to safety hazards during construction,
operation, and decommissioning

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, no constructior operatiorwould occuy thereforethere would be no
potential for exposure of residents or workers in the study area to safety hahasjso adverse effects
would occur.

ImpactPH&S-5 Would theProject expose people or structures to a signifitaisk of loss, injury, or
death involving wildland fires?

Alternative 1: Approximately 252 MW

Alternative 1 would increase the potential for a wildfire and could impact the publtb@edvironment

by exposure to wildfire due to constructiand decomnsisioningactivities and ground disturbance with
heavy construction equipment. The risk of wildfire would be related to combustion of native plants caused
by refueling and operating vehicles and othefro#fd equipment.

Alternative 1 is not expected to rds in adverse public health and safety effects with the
implementation of standard fire prevention procedures, sucfuelsmodification zones, regular
inspections, and routine mechanical maintenance. Additionally, water distribution systems are
availablethroughout theé’roject Areaand could be used for firefighting. Water could be collected by
water tank trucks fronOn-Reservation sources including groundwater wells in the southeastern
portion of the Reservation.

To ensure adequate response to the tlofesildfire during construction, operation, and decommissioning
activities, theDeveloperand contractor would be responsible for developing and implementhirg a
Protection Plan to the satisfaction of CRFPEhat would reduce direct and indireativerg effects
associated with fire hazardsderAlternative 1. Implementation aecommended MMPH&S-2 and
MM-PH&S-4 (Wind Turbine Safety Zone and Setbaoksuld minimize impacts related to safety hazards
during construction, operation, and decommissioningaddition, MM-BIO-1(h) (Fire Protection (see
Section 45, Biological Resources), if implemented, woulnl prevent nonnative, weedy plants from
establishing in the disturbed areas that would occur during construction actineasitigation measure,

if implemented,would also ensure that disturbed areas that would be included in the¢eftamg
maintenance of th&uel modificationzones would not be revegetategpecifying thatany plants that
establish in these areas be removed on an ongoing (i.e.))ameia.The Project would increase the risk
of wildfires. However, mplementation ofecommended MMPH&S-2, MM-PH&S-4, andVIM -BIO-1(h)
would reduce thesadverse effects.
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Alternative 2: Approximately 202 MW

Effects associated with fire hazards in theroject Area during construction, operation, and
decommissioning activitiegnderAlternative 2 would besimilar tothe adverse effectsssociated with
Alternative 1. Similar to Alternative Implementation of recommended MPH&S-2, MM-PH&S-4,
andMM-BIO-1(h) would reducetheseeffects to less than adverse

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, no constructionoperatiorwould occur; therefore, there would be
no potential for fire hazards associated with the proposed Project altern&tiuesno adverse effects
would occur.

ImpactPH&S-6 Would the Project emit hazardous emissions anvolve handling hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste with##bmiles of an existing or
proposed school?

Alternative 1: Approximately 252MW

An existing preschool is located approximately 500 feet noréhRybjecticcess road, and approximately
0.40 miles away frona Projectturbine. Construction of proposed access roads would comply with all
regulations governing the handling ledzardous materials, such as diesel, and would have no adverse
effects on the existing school. Given that the proposed wind turbinestdoeated within 0.25 mikeof

an existing or proposed schoAlternative 1 would not have the potential to emitdrdbpus emissionar
involvethe handling of hazardous materials, substances, or wastes within 0. 2&frailexisting school.
Additionally, the Tribe does not have any current or future plans to develop new schools on the
Reservation at this timélhus, no adverse effect®n the existing preschookere identified and no
mitigation is recommended

Alternative 2: Approximately 202 MW

Effectsassociated with the potential to emit hazardous emissionsaosisie the handling ohazardous
materials near a sobl during constructiomnderAlternative 2 would besimilar tothe adverse effects
associated with Alternative 1. Thus, adverseeffectson the existing preschoetere identified and no

mitigation is recommended

No Action Alternative

Under the No Actin Alternative, no constructioor operatiorwould occuy therefore there would be no
potentialwere identifiedeffects ornthe preschool from hazardous emissions and the handling of hazardous
materials. Thus, no adverse effects would occur.
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ImpactPH&S-7 Would the Project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the
Project area 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, or within the
vicinity of a private airstrip?

Alternative 1: Approximately 252 MW

Alternative 1 would not result in a safety hazdraing construction, operation or decommissiorohghe

Projectfor people residing or working in th&roject Areawithin 2 miles of a public airgt/public use airport,
because the nearest public airport (Jacumba Airport) is 15 miles southwesPobjoe Area Thus, no
adverse effects are identified, and no mitigation is recommended.

In addition, the Reservation is located approximately 2 nalest of a former private airstrip on Rough
Acres Ranch. However, the landowner quitclaimed the right to service the property wibwifigeaircraft

via an aviation restriction/easement (County of San Diego 2015). Therefore, Alternative 1 would not result
in a safety hazard for people residing or working inRf@ect Areawithin the vicinity of a private airstrip.

As such, no adverse effects were identified, and no mitigation is recommended.

Alternative 2: Approximately 202 MW

Similar to Alternative 1, @ adverse effects are anticipated with regard to airport and airstrip hazards during
construction, operationsr decommissioning activities under Alternative 2.

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, no constructiaperation or decomnsgningwould occur Thus, no
adverse effects would occassociated with airport and airstrip hazards during construction, operations,
and decommissioning activities

Impact PH&S-8 Would the Project create any undue risks due to the breaking of a rotad®&?P

Alternative 1. Approximately 252 MW

A primary safety hazard that may occur during operation of a wind turbine project is breaking of a rotor
bl ade, typically referred to as a fiblade throw.
asa result of overspeed of the rotor, although such an occurrence typically happens with older and smaller
turbines, as these older turbine designs used lighter blades and rotated at much higher speeds compared
modern designs. Modern turbine designs emdhil-safe, redundant braking mechanisrskwer
rotational speecand heavier bladeall of whichgreatly reduce this potential safety hazard.

Alternative 1 would implement the latest in modern wind turbine technology, which includes a safety
system toensure that the wind turbines stdgwn immediately at the onset of mechanical disorders,
including abnormal vibrations, overspeed, grid electrical disorders, or loss of grid poeéurbines are
protected by two independent brake systems: an aerodybaakie affected by blade pitch control, and a
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mechanical brakélurbines are designed to operate in wind speeds up to approximately 56 mph, referred
to as thecut-out speedAt wind speeds above 56 mph, blades rotate parallel to the wind (ldeeléslly
feathered) and the wind turbine stops producing electricity. The braking systeked to the wind
turbine control system to be used to prevent overspeeding of the rotor. Turbingsicalty withstand
sustained wind speeds of more than 100 mph.

Wind turbine locations woullle consistenwith the Campo Leasevhich requires a minimum setback of
0.25 miles from any existing structure, including residential structures.

The proposed turbines would be stat¢he-art models, made from a glassnforced polyester composite
similar to that used in the marine industry for sophisticated racing hulls. Fully enclosed tubular conical steel
towers would support the turbines. The foundations would berstefdrced concrete and wouldeeither

spread footing or rock anchorslepending on existing soil conditions. Towers would be paintedofé for

aviation visibility and to provide corrosion protectiextending the life of turbine components and preventing
breakage Engineering design and quality coritrbave improved significantly withadvances in
technology, and the occurrence of rotor blade breakage is highly unlikely. A turbine rotor and the nacelle
(which includes the electrical generator) would be mounted on top of each turbine tower, for aitbower h
height of up tB74feet. Computer systems would be installed in each turbine and would routinely perform
selt-diagnostic testsThe systems would alsdlow a remote operator to set new operating parameters,
perform system checks, and enstin&turbines are operating at pep&rformance.

As stated in Section 2.2.1 of thisEIS,reo0j ect wind turbines woul-d me:
mile setback requirementwhich applies toall occupied Tribal residences.Implementation of
recommended MMPH&S-2 and MMPH&S-4 would provide adequate safety zoreasd would reduce

effects to less than adverse.

Alternative 2: Approximately 202 MW

Effectsassociated with rotor blade breakagelerAlternative2 would besimilar tothe adverseffects
associated v Alternative 1although slightly lesser due to theducedhumber of turbines. Siitar to
Alternative 1, implementation of recommended MM&S-2 and MM-PH&S-4 would reduce effects to
less than adverse

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternate, no construction would occur; therefore, there would be no potential for
rotor blade breakage. Thus, no adverse effects would occur.
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Impact PH&S-9 Would the Project create any undue risks due to the potential collapse of a
wind turbine?

Alternative 1: Approximately 252 MW

Tower collapse is extremely unlikely because the towers and foundations would be designed to withstand
extreme earthshaking, 1:§@ar flood erosion, and high winds. The foundations for the steel tubular towers
supporting the turbinesould be steeteinforced concrete and woulseeither spread footings or rock
anchors, depending on existing soil conditions.

In the unlikely event that there would be a tower collapsplementation of recommended MPH&S-

4 would entailsufficient saéty zones and setbacks from any residences, buildings, structures, roads,
transmission lines, and other public access areas where there may be risk dirtvazatdwer collapse

(MM -PH&S-4) (see Section 4.12.3)

With implementation ofecommended MMPH&S-4, effectsassociated with the potential collapse of
wind turbines woulde reduced to less than adverse

Alternative 2: Approximately 202 MW

Impacts associated with tower collapse with Alternative 2 would be similar to those associated with Alternative
1, although slightly lesser due to the reduced number of turbines. Similar to AlternativeAH&ISI4 would

be recommended. With implementation of MMI&S-4, effects associated with the potential collapse of wind
turbines would not be reduced to less thdverse.

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, no constructi@peration or decommissionimgould occur therefore,
there would be no potential for tower collapEbus, no adverse effects would occur.

4.12.3 Mitigation Measures

The following recommended mitigation measures would reduce adverse effects on public health and
safety from thd’roject

MM -PH&S-1 (Hazardous Materials Management Blan
MM -PH&S-2 (Health and Safety Program
MM -PH&S-3 (Safety Assessment

MM -PH&S-4 (Wind TurbineSafety Zone and Setbagks
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In addition, the following mitigation measure for biological resources would also reduce adverse public
health and safety effects:

MM -BIO-a(h) (Fire Protectioh
Full details of these mitigation measures are located in Appendix P.
4.12.4 Conclusions

The Project alternatives would potentially result in adverse effects on public h&akhpotential for
adverse effects on public health and safety in gerseastibutable to constructiceind decommissioning
activities and operati@al failures.If implemented, recommended mitigation measures-RNN&S-1
throughMM -PH&S-4 andMM -BIO-1(h) would reduceahese potential effects less than adverse

4.13 OTHER ISSUES DISCUSSED IN THIS EIS

This sectionanalyzegpotential impactassociatedvith the Projectwith respect tovind production tax
credits,wind flow and downwind effectelectromagnetic fields (EMFsand shadow flickewithin the
Project AreaThese issues were identified during the previous public scoping.

4.13.1 Wind Production Tax Credit

As discussed in Section 3.13, Other Issues Discussed in This EIS, wind facilities are eligible to receive
the federal production tax credit under Section 45 of the Internal Revenue Code. The production tax credit
provides a per kilowattourt ax credi t for the f i r sThe2M®progluetienr s o
tax credit is 2.5 cents per kilowdbur for facilities that commenced construction prior to January 1, 2017. The
production tax credit is subject to inflation indexation stnactured stegowns.

4.13.2 Wind Flow and Downwind Effects

The issue of wind flow and downwind effects has been and will continue to be a topic of discussion and
research for both the public and for scientists in order to better understand the potaitaid global
consequences of wind turbines as an alternative energy source on the overall atmosphere. Research shov
the importance of understanding how gusts and changes in wind flows can affect wind turbine operations
and how tur bi n ¢hinand éthiowysoat thenatmospherel. As technology and knowledge
becomes available, the evolution of wind turbine design may reflect increase deficiency potentially
reducing sizes or increasing per turbine megawatt output capacity that could affectghatfobtvind

projects in the future. Based on available research, the Project alternatives analyzed in this EIS are not
expected to result in adverse wind flow and downwind effects, and no mitigation is recommended.

4.13.3 Electric and Magnetic Fields

The Projectincludes the types of facilities that are often associated with the emitting of EMFs. It is
unknown at this time what levels, if any, of EMFs would be associated with the proposed wind turbines,
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transmission lines, switchyard and substation, ahdrd”roject components. Several studies have been
conducted regarding potential public health risks from exposure to EMFs; however, as discussed in
Section 3.13, much of the research remains contradictory or inconclusive. As stated in Section 3.13, the
CPUC concluded that it was unable to determine whether there is a significant scientifically verifiable
relationship between EMF exposure and negative health consequences (CPUC 2019).

Many facilities associated with the Project would be buried undergrauthe@uld not have the potential
to emit EMFs.

Despite the lack of conclusive science linking EMFs from electrical facilities to adverse human health

effects,anai n concern voiced by the public regarding
The nearest sensitive receptors include two existing Tribal residences located within approximately 0.25
miles to the north of the Projectdés proposed 2

approximately 0.25 miles to the west of thegwsed 230 kV circuit. No empirical evidence exists on the
adverse health effects of EMF exposure and no adverse health effects are anticipated to occur as a resu
of implementation of th@roject therefore, no mitigation is recommended.

The Campo Leaseequires implementation of certain setbacks for turbines from residences on the
Reservation. The turbines would therefore be constructed and operated with at leashiteQFuired
setback from any existing residential building. No adverse effectilwoaur with respect to EMFs as a
result of implementation of the Project, and no mitigation is recommended.

4.13.4 Shadow Flicker

There is no applicable regulation for shadow flicker that may be experienced -Begervations
receptors; i.ethere is o legal threshold in terms of minutes per dahauars per year of shadow flicker
exposureDue to the significant growth of the wind energy industry in recent years, some states have
published model bylaws for local governments to adopt or modify at dwair discretion, which
sometimes include guidance and recommendations for shadow flicker levels and mitiate@mous
jurisdictions, however, both in the United States and abroad, have adopted a general benchimadt that
than 30 minutes per day an@ Bours per year of shadow flickexposure is acceptable to receptors in
terms of nuisanckevel disruption. As explained, below, these levels of shadow flicker exposure would
not pose a human health hazard, as any health hazard would be dependenatenothmtation of the
turbines, as opposed to the duration of exposure.

Shadow flicker analysis is performed through compbtsed mapping and modeliagdcan

be predictecbasedon specific parametersuch agime of day, days of the year, turbine Haignd rotor
diameter, and wind speedsnd di recti on. According to a stud)
Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, as cited by the American Wind Energy Association (2018), 92%
of people living within 5 miles of a wind farmeport positive or neutral experiences with the wind
farm. General setback requirements are typically sufficient to prevent shadow flicker effeetgptors.
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For purposes of this sectiand Section 3.13d n | y s-Refs@m vati ons o nmteefCemps, t o
Manzanita, and La Posta Reservations. The Campo Lease provides that no turbines will be sited within
0.25miles(or 1,320feet) of any receptor on the Campo Reservation. No Project turbines will be sited
within 1,000 feet of any receptor outsithe Campo Reservation.

AWS TruepowerLLC (AWS) completed a shadow flickanalysisfor the Project (Appendi$s, Shadow
Flicker Analysis). While only 60 wind turbines can be constructed pursuant to the Campo Lease,
theanalysisconservatively modeled wil turbines at 76 turbine sit€shadow flickeroccurrence potential

is alsoreduced when cloud cover, wind speaald wind direction data are incorporateciccount for the

fact thatit is not always sunny during daylight hours, the turbine will not génaperate due to very low

or very high winds, and the turbine will often face a direction that will produce a different spatial
distribution of flickering shadows. Also, the frequency of occurrence of shadow flicker at a given receptor
decreases with ineasing distance between turbine and receptdight of these considerations, the
modelconservatively assumed:

9 Clear sky conditions 91% of the time.
100% turbine availability during all possible operating periods.
Consistent thickness of the entiemgjth of the turbine blades.

1
1
1 Potential structures and trees/vegetation located between receptors and turbines were not included.
1 Receptorsare at the modeled receptor location at all tinsesl structureis n t he HAgr ee
mo d e 0 i n reeeptor suttureishassumed to be constructed with all windows.

1 A conservative 15 rotor diameters was used in order to capture any possibility of a receptor
experiencing shadow flicker.

The specific locations of GReservationseceptors were incorporated in thedel and assessed by AWS

in the analysi s; however, i n order to preserve
in the report. Based on this conservative analysis, the model results can be summarized as follews for On
Reservations reptors:

1 Scenario 1 (Baseline)Approximatelyé On-Reservations receptors may experience shadow
flicker for more than 30 minutes in a given day and approximately-R&3ervations receptors
may experience shadow flicker for more than 30 hours in a given year

1 Scenario 2 (Baseline + Project)Approximately72 On-Reservations receptors may experience
shadow flicker for more than 30 minutes in a given day and approximately -6¥esamvations
receptors may experience shadow flicker for more than 30 hoursveraygar.

1 Scenario 3 (Baseline + Project + Cumulative)Approximately72 On-Reservations receptors
may experience shadow flicker for more than 30 minutes in a given day and approximately 64 On
Reservations receptors may experience shadow flicker for thieme30 hours in a given year.
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The model also examined potential shadow flicker thaiR@8ervationseceptors may experience. These
receptors are on private lands outside of the jurisdiction of the Bureau of Indian Affairs. Modeling results
for Off-Resevationsreceptors for all three modeled scenarios are provided in App8nalind can be
summarized as follows:

1 Scenario 1 (Baseline)No Off-Reservations receptors may currently experience an exceedance of
30 minutes of shadow flicker in a given day am@ receptor may experience an exceedance of 30
hours of shadow flicker in a given year.

1 Scenario 2 (Baseline + Project)Approximately 31 OHReservations receptors may experience
shadow flicker for more than 30 minutes in a given day and approximaté&yfFeservations
receptors may experience shadow flicker for more than 30 hours in a given year.

1 Scenario 3 (Baseline + Project + Cumulative)Approximately 34 OffReservations receptors
may experience shadow flicker for more than 30 minutes on a giyeandbapproximately 101
Off-Reservations receptors may experience shadow flicker for more than 30 hours in a given year.

Considering the highly conservative assumptions built into the shadow flicker model, it is anticipated that
shadow flickethat may bexperienced bpoth Onr and OffReservations receptors would less.

None of these receptorsd anticipated experience
health. The County of San Diego 2019 Public Health Position Statement for Humaéth Hffects of

Wind Turbines identified that thrdel ade wi nd turbines with a rotat
toleadtoariskofphotonduced epil epsyo and that there 1is
wind turbines and adversee al t h o ut c o(@austy odSan Diegep20IO).9-0r turbines with

three blades, 3 Hz would translate to a maximum speed of rotation of 60 rotations per minute (rpm);
modern turbines, however, commonly spin at rates well below this threshold.oThent vy 6 s Po s
Statement is the most recent and comprehensive study prepared on this issue siting a number of reputabl
sources including, among others, the U.S. Department of the Interior Office of Indian Energy and
Economic Development and the UK Degpaent of Energy and Climate Change.

Modern wind turbines, such as those that will be utilized for the Project, rotate at under 20 rpm (1 Hz).
The operational characteristics of Project turbines, therefore, will be far below what the County considers
to bea health risk, and far below what Epilepsy Society recommends as a maximum flicker frequency.
Comments to the effect that flickering light from modern wind turbines can have negative health effects,
such as triggering seizures in people with epilepsyyasapported.

While the anticipated shadow flicker effects are far below health hazard thresholds for flickering light,
two Project Design Features (PB¥E-1 and PDFAE-2) would be implemented to reduce the
potential visual intrusion of shadow flicker al®®0 minutes in a given day or 30 hours in a given
year PDFAE-1would be implemented to reduce nuisaibeeel potential shadow flicker effects
experienced byYn-Reservationseceptors withirBIA jurisdiction. A similar Project Design Feature
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PDFAE-2, would be implemented for OfReservations receptorsull details of thes@roject design
featuresare located in Appendix.P

4.14 CUMULATIVE SCENARIO AND IMPACTS

Cumulativeimpactsare thosethat resultfrom past,presentand reasonablyforeseeablduture actions,
combinedwith the potential impacts of a project. In accordancewith NEPA, this sectionanalyzes
cumulativeimpactsof the Projectin combinationwith other developmentghat affect or couldaffect
thearea.

NEPA defi nes a cthamopachdnithe environmgnbawhith restdsn the incremental
impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably forekaasblactions
regardless of what agency (federal or 4fiederal) or person undertakes such other actiGusiulative
impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking pheeea period

of timed (40 CFR 1508.7). A cumul at i v eosedfby e c t
individual land use plans and projectsun@lative impacts can result from individually minduyt
collectively substantial, impacts taking place over a period of time.

4.14.1 Cumulative Projects

For this cumulativeanalysis,a geographicscopefor eachissueareawas determined.The geographic
scopecanbe differentfor eachcumulativeeffectsissue.Often,aresourcas notlimited by jurisdictional

boundariestather theresourceextendsacrossanaturalareaof influence suchasanair basin,watershed,
or habitatcommunity.Eachresourcestudy areais generallybasedon the appropriatenaturalboundaries
of theresourcaffected ratherthanjurisdictional limits. Additionallythegeographiscopeof cumulative
effectsoften extendsbeyondthe scopeof the directprojecteffectsidentifiedfor thetopic area.

To perform the cumulative impactsanalysis,a cumulative project list was developedthat identifies
projectswithin the vicinity of the Projectthatarereasonablyoreseeabl®r areongoingandcould have
effects,eitherdirect or indirect, that could collectively combinewith effectsof the Projectto createan
adverseimpact. To be consideredreasonablyforeseeableprojectsdo not needto be fully fundedor
approvedputthey musnotbespeculative.

The list of cumulative projectsas developed through consultation with the Tribe and BIA based on their
knowledge of other projects in the area. Additionally, projects were identified through review of existing
environmental documents for projects in the area as well as consultatiothevilounty of San Diego

for projects within their jurisdiction. Projects constructed prior to the release of the Notice of Intent are
included in theébaseline and are not listed as cumulative projects.

More detail regarding cumulative projects can be dounTable 1 of Appendix N.
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4.14.2 Cumulative Impact Analysis

This sectionpresentsthe results of ananalysisof the potential for the Project, when consideredn
combinationwith the projects listed in Appendix Np createcumulativelyconsiderablempacts. That
detailed cumulative impact analysis for each of the resource issues is inaléggskndix N to this EIS.
The table belowprovidesa briefsummaryof the cumulative impactglentified.

Summary Table
Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative Impacts Ansily

PotentidDirect

Potentidhdirect

Would Potential Cumulative Impacts

1 Interference with mineral
extraction operations

9 Erosion

9 Damage, altgion or
destruction of paleontolog
resources

Resource Cumulativienpacts Cumulativienpacts Adverse?
Land Resourceg { Alterations to natural 1 Facility damage from Noi adherence to state and federal
topography earthquakeelated regulatory framework for erosion eowdtro

ground shaking,

liquefaction, landslidé
expansive soils, and
general soil suitability

structure development would reduce ad
impacts to land resources.
TheProjectvould not be located in an arg
paleontological potential or sensitivity, g
within proximity of a mineral extraction
operation; thereforeFinejectvould not
contibute t@n adverseumulative impact
mineral or paleontological resources.

Water Resourcel Discharge of pollutants or
stormwater into waters of
United States

9 Construction of access ro

across drainage feathers
1 Decline in groundwater le

9 Incease sedimentatiq
of downstream surfa
water flows resulting
from ground
disturbance and
erosion

Noi adherence to state and federal
regulatory framework for erosion contro
limits on groundwater draw dowtd
reduce adversamulativiempacts toater
resources.

plant or wilidispecies,
resulting in reduction of
distribution and population

9 Loss of suitable habitat

T Wildlife behavior
modifications and area
avoidance due to
construction noise and
increased human preseng

91 Barriers or constraints to
wildlife movement

Air Quality 9 Maximum daily constructi{ { None foreseeable Noi nda significant by federal NAAQS
emissions would exceed standards
construction thresholds fo
NQ, CO, PM, and Pkk

Biological 9 Direct loss of spesiatus 1 Introduion and spreq Yesi mitigatiomecommended.

of invasive, nomtive,
or noxious plant
species

9 Degradation of
vegetation from fugiti
dust

1 Changes in wildlife
habitat usage would
potentially affect
species fitness and
productivity.

GHG Emissions| {Increasg@GHG emissions

9 Reduction of GHG

Noi theProjectvould have a net positive

and Gmate during construction / emissions over time | impact on GHG emissiansl would not
Change operations providing increased | have a cumulative impaGHG emissions
renewable energy | and climate change
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Summary Table
Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative Impacts Ansily

PotentiDirect

Potentidhdirect

Would Potential Cumulative Impacts

Resource Cumulativienpacts Cumulativienpacts Adverse?
Cultural 9 Damage, alteration or 9 None foreseeable Noi theProjectvould be designed to avo
Resources destruction of historic identified significaattural resources;

properties

therefore therojectvould not have a
cumulative impact to cultural resources

Socioeconomicsg

1 Increasgtemporary
construction and
decommissioning jobs

9 Environmental justice

9 None foreseeable

Noi construction and decommissioning
temporary activitiderefore theroject
would not sidicantly impact local
demographics or economic status.

Yesi significant unavoidable impacts frg
construction noise and operations visug
affects affecting the-logome community.

Resource Use

9 Decreas#land for

9 None foreseeable

Noi lands would still be available for gra

Patterns agriculture and cattle graz throughout the analysis.area
9 Temporary closure ofasdfl
motocross area
Traffic and 1 Increasetraffic during peal ¥ Increase road hazarg Yesi mitigatiomecommended.

Transportation

traffic hours
9 Construction vehicles and
equipment utifigilocal
transportation system

due to higher volume
traffic and constructig
vehicles

Noise

1 Increasgambient noise
levels from operations
9 Temporarily increase amk
noise levels from construg

9 None foreseeable

Yesi unavoidable operation, constructig
mitigation recommended.

Visual Resource

9 Obstruction of scenic vista
9 Decreasivisual character
and quality

viewshed
9 Diminish intactness and u
of the landscape

9 None foresable

Yesi unavoidable

Public Health an
Safety

1 Increaserisk of
contamination by hazardg
materials

1 Increaserisk of airport
hazards

9 Increaserisk of
wildfire due to
increased ignition
sources during
constructiQmperation
and maintenanead
de@mmission

Noi the use of BMPs would reduce the
hazardous spills andRhgjectvould not be
located near an airport

A Fire Protection Rfaepared to the
satisfaction of CRRRNID be required
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CHAPTER 5
OTHER NEPA CONSIDERATIONS

The NEPA (42JSC, Section 4371 et seq.), Council on Environmental Quality regulations for implementing
NEPA (40 CFR 15001508), and the BIA NEPA Guidebook (59 IAM 3_H: August 2012) require that an EIS
address additional considerations, including those listed below:

1 Any adverse effect that cannot be avoided

1 The relationship between shtetm uses of the human environment and the maintenance and
enhancement of loagerm productivity

1 Any irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources

Possible conflicts betweenelproposed action and the objectives of federal, tribal, regional, state,
and local land use plans, policies, and controls for the area(s) of concern

Energy requirements and conservation potential of alternatives and mitigation measures

1 Natural or depletdb resource requirements and conservation potential of alternatives and
mitigation measures

1 The design of the built (humanade infrastructure) environment, including the reuse and
conservation potential of alternatives and mitigation measures

This chaptefulfills those requirements.

5.1 ANY ADVERSE EFFECT THAT CANNOT BE AV OIDED

The summary table below lists those impacts found to have adverse and unavoidable effects that cannof
be avoided or reduced througtoject design oimplementation of mitigatiomeasures (see Appendix P
to this EIS for the full text of all recommended mitigation measures).

Summary Table
Adverse Unavoidable Effects

Impact Number Description of Impact Mitigation Effect after Mitigation

NOI Turbines less than % mile fére3#ration | None Remains adverse and
residences could have an unavoidable unavoidable
adverse effect to noise

VIS1 and VIR Each of the build alternatives could hav] MMVIS1 through MM | Remains adverse and
unavoidable adverse effect on a scenic| VIS7 unavoidable

S0Q04 Environmental Justice impacts as MMVIS1 through MM | Remains adverse and
minority/loimcome community is subject| VIS7 unavoidable
adverse visual effects
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5.2 RELATIONSHIP BET WEEN SHORT-TERM USES OF THE HUMAN
ENVIRONMENT AND THE MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENT OF
LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY

NEPA requires consideration of the relationship between-shont uses of the environment and leng
term productivity associated wietproject. For the purposes of the following discussstioytterm refers

to the duration of construction of therojectand long-term means from the end of construction to
decommissioning of the Project.

Projectimplementation would result in attainment of favorable energy and economic objectives at the
expense of shibterm impacts to aesthetics, air quality, biological resources, and noise-tehort
benefits would include increased job creation and increased local revenue generated during construction.

Long-term operations and maintenance (O&M) would result inethéuring loss of some biological
resources. Longerm benefits would include the use of wind energy, a renewable resource to provide a
nonpolluting source of electricity to meet forecasted energy demands, reduction of fossil fuel demands
and carbon outputue to energy generation, a potential reduction of GHGs associated with regional energy
production, and betterment of the economic conditions of thee through theeconomic terms of the
Campo Leasand job creation. While irreversible and irretrievaidenmitments of some resources would
occur, as described in Section 5.3, there would be no permanent loss of the overall productivity of the
environment due to thieroject After the upto-38-year operational life of the Project (¥Bar lease with

a potenial 13-year extension), the land would be returned to its previous condition and resources restored
to its original condition (e.g., no noise generation, visual elements removed, and recovery of biological
resources).

5.3 ANY IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT
OF RESOURCES

Section 102(c)(v) of NEPA requires that an EI S
of resources which would be involved in the prc
and irretrievable comrtment occurs when direct and indirect impacts from the use of a particular resource
would limit or discontinue future use options. Irreversible commitments apply to nonrenewable resources
and irretrievable commitments apply to resources that are neitievable nor recoverable.

An irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources would occur if the Project were approved.
Implementation of the Project would involve the commitment of a range of natural, physical, human, and fiscal
resources. The commient of these irretrievable resources for the Project alternatives would vary in degree
and amount but are generally similar. These commitments are integral to the nature of the Project, and their
consumption is considered a necessary tradeoff to achieyitpose of the Project and realize the benefits

to the immediate area, region, and state from the clean and renewable energy source that would help mee
future energy demands.
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Implementation of the Project would require a permanent commitment of masoatces resulting from

the direct consumption of fossil fuels and construction materials. The consumption of resources to develop
the Project could include iron, steel, concrete, fossil fuels, aggregate, and timber, among others. Where
feasible,theseamt er i al s woul d be reused or recycled at I
decommissioning. For example, components of the turbines could be refurbished and resold or recycled
as scrap material.

Energy would be required for the productaimaterials and transport of Project equipment. Human time
and labor would be required throughout the construction of the Project as well as fdertang
maintenance and operation activities.

Land used in the construction and operation ofRhgectis considered an irretrievable commitment
during the time period that the lamebuld beused for a wind energy facility. Future uses on lands
surrounding thd°rojectmay also be restricted. Additionally, once decommissioned, the area would be
returned to itgrior state and would be available for other uses. Land would then again be available for
uses such as agriculture or recreation. Because of the temporary nature of the lease agreement an
requirement for a decommissioning plan, the commitment of resoge@atterns over the long term
(beyond the 25to 38year lifespan of the Project) would not be irretrievable or irreversible.

Water on the Reservation is provided dgnpundwater The majority of the Reservation is within the
designated boundaries of tBampd Cottonwood Sole Source Aquifer. Water demand for construction
would vary based on construction activities and would total &v&8r AF throughout the construction
period. During operations, water demand would be reduced to approxiafetjallons pr dayfor the

sanitary functions associated with the O&M facility and any landscaping components and would typically
be the same for all build alternatives. The use of this volume of water necessary for construction would
be an irretrievable and irreveote commitment of part of the local groundwater supply; however, the
water use would be temporary and would cease with completion of the Project. The projected water use
of theProjectis within the calculated safe yield of the aquifer, which is a ren@wakburce.

Construction of the Project would necessitate the removal of certain sensitive vegetation communities and
habitats. However, mitigation requirements would equal the balance of the impacts and, in some cases,
preserve or create habitats at ahleigratio to ensure no net loss of the habitat type. The Project would
potentially, but not likely, result in thecidental takeof some birdsluringProject operation. Additionally,

once decommissioned, th@ampo Wind Facilities and gére (both portios within Campo Wind
facilities and Boulder Brush Facilitieayea would be reconditioned to its previous state and biological
function would likely return to prior conditions.

Cultural sites are unique and not renewable; once destroyed or compromiggdythation and cultural

value of the sites are unrecoverable and irretrievable. As described in Section 4.6, Cultural Resources
multiple cultural resources sites are located within the area of potential effects that could be impacted by
construction oftle Project However, there are mitigation measures to avoid and minimize disturbance of
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cultural resource sites; these mitigation measures would reduce the potential for irreversible and
irretrievable commitment of cultural resources. The Project desigtéen, and would continue to be,
modified in consultation with the BIA and the Tribe to avoid known or discovered significant cultural
resources. The Project would not likely result in an irreversible and irretrievable commitment of cultural
resources, ahthe likelihood of accidental damage during construction is minimized with implementation
of the mitigation and monitoring measures described in Section 4.6.

Development of the Project would change the aesthetic environment and charactérojettteSie, the
Reservation, and surrounding area for the long term. Some views would be transformed from predominantly
natural or rural community settings to landscapes with highly industrial components for the life of the
Project This is considered an irretrigivle commitment of the visual resources of the area for the operational
life of the Project. However, decommissioning of the Project in approximately 25 to 38 years would restore
the overall visual character of the area as all visible components of jeetRvould be removed and the

land restored to previous conditions.

5.4 POSSIBLE CONFLIC TS BETWEEN THE PROPOSED ACTION AND
THE OBJECTIVES OF FEDERAL, TRIBAL, REGIO NAL, STATE, AND
LOCAL LAND USE PLANS , POLICIES, AND CONTROLS FOR THE
AREA(S) OF CONCERN

The Projectwould occurprimarily on lands under the jurisdiction of the Bldvith the Boulder Brush
Facilities on private lands under the jurisdiction of the Caurdand uses on the Reservation are governed

by the Land Use Code and the CEPA statutes. Und&ampo Leasdhese authorities are not applicable

to the Project, but the Project is nonetheless generally consistent with these authorities. The purpose of
the Land Use Code iIis to fipromote t he hReselvatibn, s a
and to develop and maintain adequate standards for diversity in land use and building patterns on the
Reservationo (Land Use Code, Section 102). As
stated above, the Tribe is guided by thalgset forth in the Land Use Plan (Campo Band of Dieguefio
Mission Indians 2010), which guides future development on the Reservation.

The Land Use Plan is a planning document adopte
guide to assure #h future physical development within the Campo Indian Reservation occurs in a manner
consistent with the Campo Banddés goals for its

this development does not threaten the environment and culagalrces of the Reservation or
surrounding communities. o

The Project has been designed in consultation with the Tribe to ensure consistency with Tribal statutes,
land use planning documents, policies, and other considerafibesBoulder Brush Facilities an
allowable use under County regulations subject to approvaliaijer Use Permit by the County.

Section 1.3 and Appendix C of this EIS describes other federal laws applicabldPtojgat including
the Endangered Species Act, the Migratory Birdaly Act, the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act,
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the Clean Water Act, the Clean Air Act, the National Historic Preservation Act, NEPA, and Executive
Orders 11988, 11990, and 13112. Other federal agencies with regulatory/permitting control over an
elemen of the Project, including the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and
U.S.Environmental Protection Agency, are discussed in Section 3.13, Other Issues Discussed in This EIS.
Substantial conflicts with their policies or regulgtcontrols are not anticipated.

5.5 ENERGY REQUIREMENTS AND CONSERVATION POTENTIAL OF
ALTERNATIVES AND MIT IGATION MEASURES

Construction of the Project would require the use of different forms of energy. The primary source of energy
used in the constructioprocess would be diesel fuel for the operation of construction vehicles, equipment,
and machinery. Some electrical energy would also be necessary for operation of certain types of equipment
used throughout the construction process. The energy requisemeunld vary throughout construction,
dependent on the type of ongoing and overlapping activities. Energy requirements for each alternative would
vary slightly but are considered to be generally similar.

During the Projectds ingwendtarbinespamdassoguateadisirasiructargveould t i
provide a new source of electrical power generated from a renewable re3tweré&soject would reduce
emissions attributable to electrical generation in the region, including GHG emissions. Themeaduct

GHG emissions is fully detailed in Section 4.4 of this EIS. This reduction in fossil fuel combustion and
the release of pollutants and GHG emissions over the useful operating life of the Project would result in a
net beneficial permanent impact teetconservation of fossil fuels and improved air quality as well.

5.6 NATURAL OR DEPLE TABLE RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS AND
CONSERVATION POTENTIAL OF ALTERNATIVES A ND
MITIGATION MEASURES

Natural resources would be permanently and continually consumed by Pnpjlechentation, during both
construction and operation. Most resources would be used during construction activities. These natural and
depletable resources necessary during construction may include water, natural gas, fossil fuels, metals, lumbel
aggregat, and potentially other natural resources as needed. After the operational life of the Project,
approximately 25 to 38 years, the Project would be decommissioned and components of the Project would be
recycled or reused as feasible at that time.

During ogeration, the need for natural and depletable resources would be greatly reduced relative to
construction and would include mainly the use of fossil fuels for the operation of maintenance vehicles and
equipment. Section 5.3 details those natural resouraes/ould be committed with implementation of the

Project. The use of natural or depletable resources would generally be similar for each Project alternative.

Similar to the discussion in Section 5.5, the Project would reduce emissions attributabléritalelec
generation in the region, including GHG emissions. The reduction in GHG emissions is fully detailed in
Section 4.4 of this EIS. This reduction in fossil fuel combustion and the release of pollutants and GHG
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emissions over the useful operating lifetlee Project would result in a net beneficial permanent impact
to the conservation of fossil fuels and improved air quality.

5.7 DESIGN OF THE BUILT ENVIRONMENT, INCLUDING THE REUSE
AND CONSERVATION POTENTIAL OF ALTERNATIV ES AND
MITIGATION MEASURES

While the Project would result in a net beneficial permanent impact to the conservation of fossil fuels and
reduced GHG emissions, the built infrastructure associated with the Project has potential for future reuse
or conservation. Many materials used in cortdtom, such as metals, concrete, and others, can be recycled
and reused. However, some components of the Project may not be recyclable or reusable.

For example, some composite materials used for construction of the wind turbine blades are not currently
regyclable. It is unknown what the potential reuse or recycling options may be for Project components
once the Project is decommissioned in approximately 25 to 38 years. However, it is expected that options
and methods for recycling or reusing componenthiefwind turbines or other Project elements would
improve and expand over the operational life of the Project and additional opportunities would be available
when decommissioned. This issue would be similar for all Project alternatives.

The Projectwould bein contrast to the natural environment and introduce highly visible manmade
elements. The ability of the Project design to be substantially modified is limited by factors such as
meteorological conditions, setback requirements, resource avoidance, argl oth

January 2020 10212
Campo Wind Project with Boulder Brush Facilities 148




	Table of Contents
	Acronyms and Abbreviations
	Chapter 1 Introduction
	1.1 Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action
	1.2 Project Background
	1.3 Applicable Federal, State, and Tribal Laws  and Regulations
	1.4 Environmental Impact Statement Process  and Scope
	1.5 Environmental Impact Statement Schedule, Public Review, and Decision Timing

	Chapter 2 Project Description and Alternatives
	2.1 Development of a Range of Alternatives
	2.2 Features Common to Each Design Alternative
	2.2.1 Components Common to Each Design Alternative
	A. Wind Turbines
	B. Access Roads
	C. Electrical Collection and Communication System
	D. Collector Substation
	E. O&M Facility
	F. Meteorological Towers
	G. Water Collection and Septic Systems
	H. Temporary Concrete Batch Plant for Use during Construction
	I. Temporary Staging and Parking Areas for Use during Construction
	J. On-Reservation Gen-Tie Line
	K. Boulder Brush Facilities
	1. Off-Reservation Gen-Tie Line
	2. High-Voltage Substation
	3. 500 kV Switchyard and Connection to Existing SDG&E Sunrise Powerlink
	4. Access Roads
	5. Defensible Space (Fuel Modification Zones)


	2.2.2 Construction
	A. Wind Turbines
	B. Access Roads
	C. Electrical Collection and Communication System
	D. Collector Substation
	E. O&M Facility
	F. Meteorological Towers
	G. Water Collection and Septic Systems
	H. Temporary Concrete Batch Plant for Use during Construction
	I. Temporary Staging and Parking Areas for Use During Construction
	J. On-Reservation Gen-Tie Line
	Boulder Brush Facilities
	1. Off-Reservation Gen-Tie Line
	2. High-Voltage Substation
	3. 500 kV Switchyard and Connection to Existing SDG&E Sunrise Powerlink
	4. Access Roads


	2.2.3 Operations and Maintenance
	2.2.4 Decommissioning and Restoration

	2.3 Alternatives Evaluated in this Environmental  Impact Statement
	2.3.1 Alternative 1: Full Build-Out – Approximately 252 MW
	2.3.2 Alternative 2: Reduced Intensity – Approximately 202 MW
	2.3.3 No Action Alternative

	2.4 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from  Further Consideration
	2.4.1 Mixed Renewable Generation (Wind and Solar)
	2.4.2 Minimal Build-Out
	2.4.3 Off-Reservation Location
	2.4.4 Reduced Capacity Turbines
	2.4.5 Distributed Generation

	2.5 Comparison of Alternatives

	Chapter 3 Affected Environment and Areas Not Further Discussed
	3.1 Land Resources
	3.1.1 Regulatory Setting
	3.1.2 Affected Environment
	3.1.2.1 Topography
	3.1.2.2 Soil Types and Characteristics

	3.1.3 Geologic Setting and Mineral and Paleontological Resources
	3.1.3.1 Geologic Setting
	3.1.3.2 Mineral Resources
	3.1.3.3 Faults and Seismicity
	3.1.3.4 Paleontological Resources


	3.2 Water Resources
	3.2.1 Regulatory Setting
	3.2.2 Affected Environment
	3.2.2.1 Surface Water Resources
	3.2.2.2 Groundwater Resources

	3.2.3 Water Quality and Supply
	3.2.4 Water Use and Rights

	3.3 Air Quality
	3.3.1 Regulatory Setting
	3.3.2 Affected Environment
	3.3.2.1 Climate and Topography
	3.3.2.2 San Diego Air Basin Climatology


	3.4 Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change
	3.4.1 Regulatory Setting
	3.4.2 Affected Environment
	3.4.2.1 The Greenhouse Effect
	3.4.2.2 Greenhouse Gases
	3.4.2.3 Global Warming Potential
	3.4.2.4 Loss of Sequestered Carbon


	3.5 Biological Resources
	3.5.1 Regulatory Setting
	3.5.2 Affected Environment
	3.5.2.1 Jurisdictional Wetlands and Waters
	3.5.2.2 Sensitive Species
	3.5.2.3 Species Protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act
	3.5.2.4 Wildlife Corridors


	3.6 Cultural Resources
	3.6.1 Regulatory Setting
	3.6.2 Affected Environment

	3.7 Socioeconomic Conditions
	3.7.1 Regulatory Setting
	3.7.2 Affected Environment
	3.7.2.1 Reservation Social and Economic Environment
	3.7.2.2 Surrounding Social and Economic Environment

	3.7.3 Environmental Justice

	3.8 Resource Use Patterns
	3.8.1 Regulatory Setting
	3.8.2 Affected Environment
	3.8.2.1 Hunting, Fishing, and Timber Harvesting
	3.8.2.2 Gathering Activities
	3.8.2.3 Agricultural Uses
	3.8.2.4 Fire Management
	3.8.2.6 Mining
	3.8.2.7 Recreation


	3.9 Traffic and Transportation
	3.9.1 Regulatory Setting
	3.9.2 Affected Environment
	3.9.2.1 Existing Street Network
	3.9.2.2 Existing Traffic Volumes

	3.9.3 Analysis Approach and Methodology
	3.9.3.1 Intersections
	3.9.3.2 Roadway Segments
	3.9.3.3 Freeway Segments

	3.9.4 Existing Service Levels
	3.9.4.1 Peak Hour Intersection LOS
	3.9.4.2 Roadway Segment LOS
	3.9.4.3 Freeway Segment Levels of Service


	3.10 Noise
	3.10.1 Regulatory Setting
	3.10.2 Affected Environment

	3.11 Visual Resources
	3.11.1 Regulatory Setting
	3.11.2 Affected Environment
	3.11.2.1 Existing Visual Setting
	3.11.2.2 Viewshed
	3.11.2.3 Visual Quality/Character
	3.11.2.4 Landscape Character Units and Scenic Quality Rating Units
	3.11.2.5 Viewer Sensitivity
	3.11.2.6 Sensitive Viewing Areas and KOPs


	3.12 Public Health and Safety
	3.12.1 Regulatory Setting
	3.12.2 Affected Environment
	3.12.3 Other Public Health and Safety Issue Areas

	3.13 Other Issues Discussed in This EIS
	3.13.1 Wind Production Tax Credit
	3.13.2 Wind Flow and Downwind Effects
	3.13.3 Electromagnetic Fields
	3.13.4 Shadow Flicker


	Chapter 4 Environmental Consequences (Effects)
	4.1 Land Resources
	4.1.1 Impact Indicators
	4.1.2 Effects
	4.1.3 Mitigation Measures
	4.1.4 Conclusions

	4.2 Water Resources
	4.2.1 Impact Indicators
	4.2.2 Effects
	4.2.3 Mitigation Measures
	4.2.4 Conclusions

	4.3 Air Quality
	4.3.1 Impact Indicators
	4.3.2 Effects
	4.3.3 Mitigation Measures
	4.3.4 Conclusions

	4.4 Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change
	4.4.1 Impact Indicators
	4.4.2 Effects
	4.4.3 Mitigation Measures
	4.4.4 Conclusions

	4.5 Biological Resources
	4.5.1 Impact Indicators
	4.5.2 Effects
	4.5.3 Mitigation Measures
	4.5.4 Conclusions

	4.6 Cultural Resources
	4.6.1 Impact Indicators
	4.6.2 Effects
	4.6.3 Mitigation Measures
	4.6.4 Conclusions

	4.7 Socioeconomic Conditions
	4.7.1 Impact Indicators
	4.7.2 Effects
	4.7.3 Mitigation Measures
	4.7.4 Conclusions

	4.8 Resource Use Patterns
	4.8.1 Impact Indicators
	4.8.2 Effects
	4.8.3 Mitigation Measures
	4.8.4 Conclusions

	4.9 Traffic and Transportation
	4.9.1 Impact Indicators
	4.9.2 Effects
	4.9.3 Mitigation Measures
	4.9.4 Conclusions

	4.10 Noise
	4.10.1 Impact Indicators
	4.10.2 Effects
	4.10.3 Mitigation Measures
	4.10.4 Conclusions

	4.11 Visual Resources
	4.11.1 Impact Indicators
	4.11.2 Effects
	4.11.3 Mitigation Measures
	4.11.4 Conclusions

	4.12 Public Health and Safety
	4.12.1 Impact Indicators
	4.12.2 Effects
	4.12.3 Mitigation Measures
	4.12.4 Conclusions

	4.13 Other Issues Discussed in This EIS
	4.13.1 Wind Production Tax Credit
	4.13.2 Wind Flow and Downwind Effects
	4.13.3 Electric and Magnetic Fields
	4.13.4 Shadow Flicker

	4.14 Cumulative Scenario and Impacts
	4.14.1 Cumulative Projects
	4.14.2 Cumulative Impact Analysis


	Chapter 5 Other NEPA Considerations
	5.1 Any Adverse Effect That Cannot be Avoided
	5.2 Relationship between Short-Term Uses of the Human Environment and the Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-Term Productivity
	5.3 Any Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment  of Resources
	5.4 Possible Conflicts Between the Proposed Action and the Objectives of Federal, Tribal, Regional, State, and Local Land Use Plans, Policies, and Controls for the Area(s) of Concern
	5.5 Energy Requirements and Conservation Potential of Alternatives and Mitigation Measures
	5.6 Natural or Depletable Resource Requirements and Conservation Potential of Alternatives and Mitigation Measures
	5.7 Design of the Built Environment, Including the Reuse and Conservation Potential of Alternatives and Mitigation Measures


