














c. No Impact. Following construction of the Project, land will be restored to existing contours and vegetative
conditions with only 0.41 acre of permanent aboveground facilities resulting in impervious surfaces. Construction or

expansion of storm water drainage facilities is not required for the Project.

d. No Impact. Water will be required for fugitive dust control during construction, and for hydrostatic testing of the
pipeline prior to placing the pipeline in-service. This was will be withdrawn from existing wells on Molycorp’s

property, and will not require any new or expanded entitlement.

e. No Impact. No wastewater treatment will be required for the Project; therefore, no impacts are anticipated from

implementation of the Project.

f. Less Than Significant Impact. Waste generated during construction of the Project will include construction
debris. This waste generation will be associated with construction and will be short-term in nature. All construction
waste will be removed and disposed of in accordance with all applicable laws. Operation of the Project will not

generate waste. No significant impacts related to landfill capacity are anticipated from the Project.

g. No Impact. Disposal of any waste generated during construction of the Project will be done in accordance with

all federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to sold waster.
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Potentially ~ Less Than Less Than  No Impact
Significant  Significant  Significant
Impact with Impact
Mitigation

XVIIl. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE
a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the ]
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, I:I D o D
cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels,
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, substantially reduce the
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or

eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or
prehistory?

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but ]

cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable” means that the D D X D
incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in connection

with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the

effects of probable future projects)?

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

SUBSTANTIATION:

a. Less than Significant Impact: Design measures that will be implemented for biological and cultural resources
will reduce the impact of the propdsed Project to less than significant. Implementation of the Project, with the design
measures outlined in this document, will not degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat
of fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife populations to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to
eliminate a plant or animal community, or reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or

animal, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or pre-history.

b. Less than Significant Impact: Cumulative impacts are defined as two or more individual effects that, when
considered together, are considerable or that compound or increase other environmental impacts. The cumulative
impact from several projects is the change in the environment that results from the incremental impact of the
development when added to the impacts of other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable or
probable future developments. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor, but collectively significant,

developments taking place over a period. The CEQA Guidelines, Section 15130 (a) and (b), states:

(a) Cumulative impacts shall be discussed when the projects incremental effects is cumulatively considerable.
(b) The discussion of cumulative impacts shall reflect the severity of the impacts and their likelihood of occurrence,
but the discussion need not provide as great detail as is provided of the effects attributable to the Project. The

discussion should be guided by the standards of practicality and reasonableness.

Relative to the other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions occurring within Ivanpah Valley, the
Project has an incrementally small disturbance area and even smaller permanent footprint, particularly when

considering less than one acre of aboveground facilities are proposed. Dry washes, vegetation, desert tortoise
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habitat, and soils are the resources most likely to be cumulatively affected in the valley, and these resources will be
restored for all but 0.41 acre of the Project area occupied by the minor aboveground facilities following construction.
Moreover, the Project, beyond providing an improved fuel source for Molycorp’s operations, is not connected to the
other projects planned in the lvanpah Valley area and is not expected to have other growth inducing effects.
Following construction, all of the impacted lands will be restored to preconstruction conditions in accordance with
the Project Reclamation Plan, with the exception the land used for the minor aboveground facility. The minor
aboveground facilities will occupy a total of 0.41 acre, of which only 0.19 acre is located on public lands previously

disturbed by Kern River's mainline construction, and the remaining 0.22 acre is located on land owned by Molycorp.

Biological mitigation for desert tortoises located in the Project area of the Ivanpah Solar Electric Generating System
may include translocation of the impact desert tortoise to the Project area. The Applicant is working closely with the
agencies to identify additional mitigation measures as may be necessary to avoid and/or mitigate for this planned
relocation during construction. Following construction, the Project ROW will be reclaimed and translocated tortoises

will be allowed to utilize this habitat.

The Applicant has proposed mitigation measures for the desert tortoise, in the Project's Draft Desert Tortoise
Biological Assessment (BA). In addition, the Applicant has provided the Draft BA to the BLM for their review and
comments. In order to fulfill the requirements of the ESA Section 7 consultation, FERC will be sending the BA to the
USFWS, and the Applicant has submitted a CESA Section 2081 Incidental Take Permit application to the CDFG
that includes the same proposed mitigation measures as the Draft BA. The BA will include the agency comments
and concerns including the cumulative impacts associated with the Ivanpah Solar Generating System. The

Applicant anticipates that USFWS will issue a Biological Opinion for the Project.

When further considering the construction BMPs and restoration measures proposed in the Project Reclamation
Plan and biological mitigation detailed in the BA, cumulative impacts to environmental resources are anticipated to

be negligible as a result of the construction and operation of the Project.

c. Less than Significant Impact. The incorporation of the pipeline design measures, County of San Bernardino
policies, standards, and guidelines will ensure that there will be no substantial adverse effects on human beings,

either directly or indirectly. Impact of the proposed Project will be less then significant.
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