SECTIONTHREE Response To Comments

COMMENT B1

Ociober 12, 2006 ’RE@EH ME/‘r

OCT 1 2006
Carrie Hyke, LUSD EIR Project Manager E‘“:,“"J"PI $9E S iLes DEPT
County of San Bernarding ' PLANNING Dsiny
Land Use Services Department

Agdvance and Current Planning Divisions
385 North Arrowhead Avenue, First Floor
San Bernardino, California 92415-0182

RE: Comments for the Dratt EIR for the NMursery Products Hawes Composting Facility

[Dear Ms, Hyke,

[ would like to express my appreciation to provide comments on the drafi EIR for the
proposed Mursery Products Hawes Composting Facility which is southwest of Helendale
Road und Highway 38 in Section 36, Township 10 North, Range 5 West in San
Bernardino County,

After reading the Draft EIR and Biological Resources Appendix C 1 have noticed several
issues which need to be addressed.

Mojave Ground Squirrel

# On Page 3-3 of the Appendix C Biological Resources at the end of the fourth
paragraph the author states “The closest documented location of Mohave Ground
Squirre! is greater than 5 miles from the praject sile, which precludes the
requirement for protocel surveys for this species.”

This is an insceurate statement for a number of reasons: (1) There are four

Mohave Ground Squimre]l (MGS) occurrences within 3 miles of the site. Please

review the attached California Natural Diversity Database Search (CNDDB) B1-1
results map for this project to see the location of known MGS occurrences. You

will notice four occurrences within 5 miles of the project. (2) According to

California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) current MGS survey

guidelines, ANY project within the MGS range or up to 3 miles from the current

range boundary would require a survey ( trapping) and/or habitat mmpmatmn

prior to completing the CEQA process or in this case an EIR. This project is

within the range of the M35,
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SECTIONTHREE Response To Comments

# On Page 4-35 of the Draft EIR within the second paragraph, the author states
“Loss gf 160 acres af potentiol Mohave Ground Squirrel habitat would be
considered adverse but not significant dwe (o lack of occupation by this sensitive
species onsire.”

The Draft EIR has not demonstrated through the available survey metheds that
MGS are not present on site, Only after conducting a trapping survey during the
appropriate time of year could a ncgative presence statement, such as the above,
be made. Furthermore, due to several CNDDB oceurrences nearby the site would
ke considered occupied habitat if {rapping surveys are not conducted to determine
presence and therefore would require habitat compensation through CDFG o
offset impacts (o a less than significant level, as required by the California
Environmental Quality Act {CEQA).

| B1-2
= On Page 4-37 of the Draft EIR. within the Mitigation Measures, Section B-12 the

author states “Mudave Grownd Squirrel trapping surveys shall be comdueted priov

1o eonsirnetion of the profect to determing this species presence within the project

area.”

Although the authors of the Draft EIR., apparently are now admitting that MGS
may be present on the sile and have indirectly acknowledzed that trapping would
be necessary to determine presence it is not appropriate to include MOS trapping
as part of the Mitigation Measures sections, Typically. flora and [auna surveys
are conducted prior te completing an EIR and then if sensitive species are
detected the project proponent is required to offset any impacts to those sensitive
species through mitigation, habital compensation, avoidance, ete. Furthermoare,
the quoie above conflicts with previous statements made by the Draft EIR authors
and should be correcied.

B1-3

Burrowing Owl

Burrowing Crwls {Athene cuntcularia), 8 Species ol Special Concern, is not
mentioned in the Draft EIR nor Biological Resources Appendix C. 1t is mandatory that
this species be addressed through the CEQA process. The attached CNDDB search
results map clearly demonstrates that A, cunicw/aria oceurs within the area (6.1 miles to
the Morth-Mortheast) and should be included in further protocol surveys and addressed, i
present, through the mitigation and minimization measures to offset impaets 1o a less than
significant level,

B14

Desert cymopierus

Desert cymopterus (Cymoprerns deserticolu), a List 1B plant species, is not
mentioned in the Draft EIR nor Biological Resources Appendix C. It is mandatory that
this species be addressed through the CEQA process. The attached CNDDB search
results map clearly demonstrates that C. deserticola occurs within the area (5.7 miles to
the Mortheast) and should be included in further protocol surveys and addressed, if

B1-5
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present, through the mitigation and minimization measures o ofiset impacis to a less than

signiticant level.

Thank you for the opportunity o provide comments on this project,

Cordially,

F:L:\n%ujw& Desent
PO Box 720949

Pinon Hills, CaA 92372

Ce: Becky Jones, CDFG
Ce: Center for Biological Diversily
Ce: Defender’s of Wildlife

Frierds of (he Mojave: Desert
PO Bow 720001
Pinan Hils, C& 07377
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CNDDE Search Resulis for Nursery Products Hawes Compaosting Faeility
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SECTIONTHREE Response To Comments

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER B1

B1-1

B1-2

B1-3

B1-4

B1-5

The commenter is correct. The Mohave ground squirrel is documented within 5 miles of
the site. The EIR has been corrected. Intensive trapping surveys for this species are
required as a condition of approval. Habitat compensation consistent with an approved
West Mojave Plan is required as a condition of approval. See responses to comments
CDFG-5 and CDFG-12.

See responses to comments CDFG-5 and CDFG-12. Additional intensive surveys are
required as a condition of approval.

See responses to comments CDFG-5 and CDFG-12.

Text will be added to address this species. No burrowing owl or potentially suitable habitat
was detected onsite during spring surveys.

Text will be added to address this species. Spring rare plant surveys did not detect desert
cymopterus.
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COMMENT B2 ]'
| GREENACTION
COictober 13, 2006 For Health & Environmental Justice ‘Tﬁ‘-}ﬂ“

Carrie Hyke

Land Use Services Dept.
San Bernardine Coanty
385 North Arcowhend Ave
San Bernadino, CA 92415

Re: Comments in opposition to the Nursery Products Hawes Composting FEH"J £ PLANNING pIVISION
Tes Mis, Cacric Hyke and County Decision-Makers:

1 am writing in collaboeation with concerned cesidents of Hinkley, CA 1o object to the proposed
Nursery Producrs Hawes Composting Facility,

Ower the kst year, Grecnacdon foe Health and Envitonn vental fustice has been working with
residents of Kettleman Gity in Kings County in their opposition of a similas eoinposting facilicy that
has been recently permirted to operate in the immediate vicinity of their community. Throagh this
work Greenaction has spent & good deal of time leaming about “hiosolids™ in which for the
purposes of the this leteer, T will refer m the substance, a contaminared waste product, with its more
aceurate and apptoprinte name, sewage shadge. )

Geeenaction opposes this project for thees pomary reasnns:

1) Sewage sludge treated or otherwise, is a waste product that containe thewsands of conraminants
from industry, business, house-holds, and landfills thar discharge ineo municipal sewage systems,
According ro the Code of Federal Regulations, Title 40 (Part 403.12), every industry in the country is
permitted to discharge up to 33 pounds of harardons waste into sewers every month withour
teporting. About 30 years ago, sewage sludge used to be considered o hazardous waste,
Unformnately the Ervironmenel Protection Ageacy (EPA) yielded to ndusty pressure to change
the designation of sewage shudge from hazardous waste o fertilizer, making it cheaper for industey
tor deal with their wasee.' Although classified as “safe” by the EPA {of which standards are highly
debatable), treated sewage sludge is an unpredictable, complex and potentially harm ful sobsmnce,
Hundreds of sad cases are mounting atound the country of people contracting setons iliness and
even dying From their exposure o land-applied sewage sludge.”

) According ro the Draft EIR, this project will resule in “significant end unavoidable™ impacts in
terms of Alr Quality (ozone and PM10) and Comulaiave Adr Quality impacts. As it stands, the
Mojave Desert Air Bagin does not mect state and federal ambiens aic quality standards, It is also
stated that this project will exceed the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District’s volatile
organic compound (VOC) threshold during project aperation. VOCs and consequently ozone am
Enown tespisatoty toxing, causing reductions in lung capacity in healthy adults who are exposed in

! Sayder, Camline, PHD. The Dirty Work of Promaoting “Resyéling” of America’s Sowage Sludge. International
Jonrnal af Occupational Environmentsl Health, 2005, 11: 415427
2 Snyder, Carline, PHD. The Dirty Work of Promating “Recyeling™ of America’s Scwage Sludge. Internatiensl
Tournal of Occupational Envirommenta] Health, 2005, 11: 415427

One Hallidie Plaza, Suite 760, San Francisco, CA 94102 » Telephone: 415-248-5010 Fax: 415-248-5011
www,greenaction.org greenaction@greenaction.org
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SECTIONTHREE Response To Comments

even low eoncenteations several hours a day., VOCs in particular are known reproductive toxing and
cancer causing chemicals, Pardculate matter is well known as 2 cause of premature death due to
alteting immune systems, damaging lungs, aggravating cardiovascular and pulmonary discases, and
causing cancet, :

This finding alone in the DEIR should be enongh to qualify this project a5 a public health hazard

thus denying the pecnir application. The projecy, if approved will increase the chances of Finkleys

populaton - including 29% of residents who ere categorized as having a dislal:niljl:-_.' (the naoomnal B2-1
average is 19%4), healthy adules, children and seniors - to increased chances of developing porentially

cheonse, debilitaing or fatal health conditons because of the toxic air they will breathe.

3) Finally, bur of significint impovtance, is the threat to envisonmental justice in this area.

Environmental justice refers to the right to 1 safe, healthy, productive and sustainable enviconment

for all, regardless of tuce o income, where “environment” refers to the place where people live,

work pnd recreare. According w the US 2000 Censos and a cecent article, 38%% af Hinkley gesidenis

are Latinos and the median family income is $31,000." This clearly is a small, working-class

community with significant numbers of people of color. Tris well documented that lowee-ineome B2-2
and espedially peaple of color communitics are preferred sites for placement of undesitable waste-

managing facilices.’

As a state agency, you ace required by law to adhere to civil-tights laws and enviconmental justice
policies thar prokiibir actions that can have a discriminatory and disproportionare impact of low-
incnme and people of color communities. The people of Hinkley, including the mono-lingual
Spanish speaker residents, have a right to participate with full access to bilingual information and o
have their opinions weigh s o significant if nor primary freror in the decision making process. By
nor enmplying, any affinnative decision means that you consicer ir acceptable for 2 decision maker
to foree a dangerous and undesitable project into the health and lives of thonsands of people.

Thank you for serously considering these comments. 1 would be happy o answer any further
questions to these marters, especially in regards m how to implement environmental justice
eonsideradons in the deciston-making process. | swiit your prompt response.

Snoerely,
Erica Swinm_.jr
Community Organizer

Greenaction for Health and Environmental Justice

3} unpposition arises” by Chuck Mucller, San Bernasding County Sun, Ociober 13, 2006
4 Beyant, Bunyan, and Mohai, Pewl, *Studies Providing Systematic Empirical Evidence Regarding the Burden of
Environmental Hazards by Income and Race. Race, Poverty and the Envirormen. Fall 1951/ Winter 1992,

Cerrell Associates, “Political Difficulties Facing Waste-to-Energy Coaversion Plant Siting.” Prepared for the
California State Waste Management Board by Cerrell Associstes, Tne., 320 Monh Larchment Bealevard, Los
Angeles, CA, 9004 1984,

™

BC- 7

W:\27655137\EIRS\FEIR\Section 3B (Organizations).doc\19-Nov-06\SDG 3 B'7



SECTIONTHREE Response To Comments

RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER B2

B2-1  The unmitigable air quality impacts associated with VOC emissions related to overall air
quality in the basin as VOCs are a precursor to ozone. Based on the size of the composting
facility, the location of the nearest receptor over a mile from the site, the nearest community
over eight miles from the site and experience with health risks assessments conducted for
numerous large landfills, emissions from this project would not be expected to result in
significant adverse health effects. Additionally, ammonia, a toxic constituent fairly well
documented in the composting process was modeled and the concentration at the nearest
residence was well below the regulatory threshold (see response to CDHS-3).

B2-2  As noted in Section 5.4, environmental justice is not considered an issue because a large area
around the site is vacant. The nearest residence is over a mile from the site and the nearest
community, Hinckley is over eight miles away. The only significant impact from the project
would be VOC emissions as an ozone precursor. This impact would effect the air basin and
not be focused in Hinckley.
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Nov. 10. 2006 4:41PM fio, 0433 . 1
COMMENT B3

CENTER ON RACE, POVERTY & THE ENVIRONMENT
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Ms. Carrie Hyke

San Bernardino County Land Use Services Department
Advance Planning Division

385 N. Arrowhead Avenue, First Floor

San Bemardino, CA 92415-0182

Re: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Report for Nursery Products Hawes
Composting Facility, SCH #2006051021

Dear Ms. Hyke:

The Center on Race, Poverty & the Environment submits these comments to San Bernarding
County (*County”) on behalf of Help Hinkley. The Drafi Envirommental Impact Report (“Draft
EIR”) for this project does not comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA™)
{Public Resources Code § 21000 et seq.). The Draft EIR fails to fully inform the County and the
public of the environmental consequences of this project and, sccordingly, must be rewritten and
recirculated for public comment. It does not require all feasible mitigation, does not provide
assurances of compliance with chosen mitigation measures, does not adequately analyze dicsel asa
Toxic Air Contaminate (“TAC"™), and does not adequately analyze alternatives.

The California Legislature enacted CEQA to protect the environment of California, Cal,
Fub. Res. Code § 21000(a), to protect the environmental health of Californizns, Cal. Pub. Res. Code
§§ 21000(b), 21000(d), 21000(g), to prevent the elimination of plant and animal species due to
men's activities, Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21001(b), to ¢reate and maintain ecologicel and economic
sustainability, Cal. Pub, Res. Code § 21001(e), and to “take all action necessary to protect,
rehabilitate, and enhance the environmental quality of the State.” Cal, Pub. Res. Code § 21001(a).

" PRovIDING LEGAL & TECHNICAL ARSIETANCE TO THE GRABEWCOSTE MovEMENT FOR ENVIRSMMENTAL JysTICE =
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How, 10, 2006 4;&1FM Wa. 0487 P 3

The purpose of Environmental Impact Reports (“EIRs"™), to meet the objectives of CEQA, is
“to identify the significant effects on the environment of a project, to identify alternatives to the
project, and to indicate the manner in which those significent effects can be mitigated or avoided,”
before a project is built, Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21002.1(2). The use of EIRs by each “public agency
shall mitigate or avoid the significant ¢ffects on the environment of projects that it carries out or
approves whenever it is feasible to do 50.” Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21002.1(b). Moreover, the
“purpose of an environmental impact report is to provide public agencies and the public in general
with detailed information about the effect which a proposed project is likely to have on the
environment.” Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21061. Here, the County inadequately discusses project J
elternatives, fails 1o require all feasible mitigation, and does not provide adequate assurance that the
applicant will comply with mitigation measures and conditions, if approved,

A Jead agency shall recirculute an EIR. when significant new information, including
additional data, is added to the EIR. in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to |
conurent upon 2 project’s substantial adverse environmental effects or a feasible way to mitigate or
avoid such an effect, Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14, § 15088.5, An EIR which does not address potentially
substantial effects should be recirculated. See Sierra Club v. Gilroy City Council (1990), 222
Cal.App.3d 30. This Draft EIR's analyses of (1) air quality impacts; (2) mitigation measures: and
{3) project altermatives are inadequate. The Draft EIR should be revised and recirculated for public
comment.

L The County Duoes Not Adequately Analyze Alr Quality Impacts

The Draft EIR fails to include diesel particulate matter in its analysis of air quality impacts
from TACs. In fact, the Draft EIR. analyzes only one toxic air contaminate — ammonia. Diesel is
recognized by the state as a harmful air contaminate and must be included in any TAC analysis. The
California Air Resources Board has released a study entitled “Health Effects of Diesel Exhaust
Particulate Matter,” which we have enclosed with this comment letter. The study explains that
diesel is  harmful air contaminate and has & dangerous effect on air quality. Bi-1

CEQA Guidelines mandats that “[a]n EIR. should be preparcd with a sufficient degree of
analysis to provide decisionmakers with information which enables them to make a decision which
intelligently takes account of environmental consequences.” Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14, § 15151,
Because the Draft EIR has failed to include diesel particulate matter in its analysis of TACs, it fails
to provide the County with the information necessary to make & fully informed decision. The Draft
EIR. should be revised to include diesel in its TAC analysis,

II. The County Does Not Adequaiely Analyze Mitigation Measures
A. Mitigation measures are not enforceable because of applicant’s history of non-complianre

Mursery Products has a history of non-compliance with its EIRs and operating permits.
The company’s previous co-composting facility in Adelanto, CA closed when a court order forced it
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to stop accepting new waste in the face of over 125 complaints that facility odors were making
residents ill and swarming flies constituted a public nuisance. In Novembser, 2003, the Adelanto
City Council voted to find Nursery Products had misrepresented its operations and the impacts on
the community, and was not in compliance with its envircnmental impact report. Specifically,
impacts to air quality and vector control were not being implemented as promised in the facility's
EIR. Mursery Products also broke its commitments to pave and provide lighting for strects adjarent
to the facility. The public health and nuisance hazards in Adelanto were cansed by Nursery
Products” failure to implement many conditions of its operational pmmts. The Dyaft EIR now

offers those same conditions as mitigation measures for the Hinkley project without addressing
Mursery Products” past failures to comply.

CEQA Guidelines mandate that all mitigation measures must be fully enforceable, Cal,
Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15126.4(a)(2). An applicant’s past record is a relevant factor (o determine
whether or not mitigation messures are fully enforcesble. The Califomia Supreme Court has
established that an applicant’s past envircnmental record must be scrutinized before approving &
project, stating: “[I:}eaaua-.- an EIF. canmot be meaniugﬁlily considered in a vacuum devoid of reality,
a project proponent’s prior environmental record is pn:pcﬂy a subject of close consideration in
determining the sufficiency of the proponent's promises in an EIR." Laurel Heighrs Improvement
Association of San Francisco, Inc. v. Regents af the University of California (1988), 47 Cal 34 376,
420, The court laid out factors which may be vsed to determine whether or not conditions of an
EIR will likely be followed. They include: “the length, number and severity of pror environmental
errors and the harm caused; whether the errors were intentional, neglipent, or unavoideble; whether
the proponent’s environmental record has improved or declined; whether he has attempted in good
faith 1o correct prior problems; and whether the proposed activity will be regulated and monitored
by a public entity.™ fd

The Draft EIR ignores Nursery Product’s past compliance record and unjustifisbly R
assumes that any mitigation measures will be implemented without considering the balancing
factors for past compliance as required by law,

When revising the Draft EIR, the County should consider, in conjunction with Mursery
Products” past compliance problems, that many of the mitigation measures now proposed will be
self-monitored and that enforcement agencies in 3an Bernardino will be located & considerable
distance from the project site. The County has an obligation to ensure that feasible alternatives or
mitigation measures are required and incorporated into the project, based om substantial evidence in
the EIR, Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21081; Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14, § 15091(b), and must adopt a
monitoring program to ensure that the mitigation measures are implemented under § 21081.6(a).
Since Nursery Products has failed to give the County any assurances that its proposed project has, in
fact, remedied its past failures, the County should not approve the project umtil it can assure the
public that all mitigation measures will be implemented. The Draft EIR. must be revised to contain
substantial evidence that the mitigation measures will be successfully implemented,

W:\27655137\EIRS\FEIR\Section 3B (Organizations).doc\19-Nov-06\SDG 3 B' 1 1
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B. The County Does Not Mitigate Operational Emissions as Required by CEQA

The Draft EIR concludes that it is not technologically feasible to mitigate VOC emissions
below & level of significance and, therefore, considers composting off-gas emissions to be
significant and unavoidable. The EIR mentions possible mitigation measures to reduce VOUs by
20%: but concludes that since even with an 80% reduction, VOCs would exceed the significance
threshold, no mitigation is required. The Draft EIR confuses the standard for feamibility. The EIR
must undertake all feasible mitigation measures regardless of whether they reduce effects to below a
threshold of significance, See Cal Pub. Res. Code § 21002 (agencies should not approve projects if
there nre “feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen the significant
environmental effects” of such projects) (emphasis added); Cal. Code Reg. tit 14, § 15002(a)(3) l
(agencies must prevent avoidable damage “whenever it finds measures to be feasible™) (emphasis
added). Because the EIR. uses the wrong standard for finding infeasibility, the EIR should be
revised and recirculated.

CEQA defines the term “feasible” as “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner
within a reasonable period of time, taking into accoum econamic, environmental, legal, sociel, and |
technological factors.” Cal. Code Regs., tit, 14, § 15364, The relcvant analysis is if the mitigation
condition is capable of being accomplished not whether the mitigation will reduce the threat to 2 ‘
less than significant level,

The Draft EIR identifies several methods to reduce the emissions of VOCs.  The Draft EIR
concludes that the capture and thermal destruction or absorption of VOCs is economically B |
infeasible. The other method, enclosing the facility, is dismissed as infeasible only because it does
not fully eradicate the VOC problem. However, the method does reduce the VOCs emissions by
B0%0, & substantial reduction. The Draft EIR. mentions no other factor, i.e. economic,
environmental, legal or secial, which would render the enclosure of the facility infensible. In fact,
the County cannot make this finding.

The Draft EIR does not suggest that the proposed project use Best Available Control
Technology. In fact, the Draft EIR does not even amalyze the impacts of using any alternative
control technology. At the same time, the Draft EIR acknowledges that at least one technology
would have the effect of significantly reducing VOC emissions, stating: *“besed on data in
SCAQMD Proposed Rule 1133.2, an enclosed composting facility in which all the compost and
resulting emissions are contained within a building and forcibly aerated during curing are estimated
ta reduce VOC and ammeonia emissions by 80%."

The South Coast Air Quality Management District has promulgated a rule requiring
operators to enclose composting facilities, use an aeration system that operates under nepative
pressure, and process the rest of the gases through a biofilter. This rule raises a presumption that
enclosed composting technology is feasible. This presumption is further strengthened by San
Joaguin Valley Air Quality Management District's efforts to develop a similar rule which calls for
all composting facilities to be enclosed or using an aerated static pile spproach.
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Although CEQA mandates that agencics adopt all feesible altematives or mitipation
measures and several Air Districts now recognize new control methods as feasible (and even
compulsory), the Draft EIR fails to even analyzs those alternative control technologies, let alone
adopt them. The Draft EIR is inadequate because it fails to consider or adopt Best Available
Control Techmology for the project.

An agency's finding of infeasibility under Cal. Pub. Res. Code, § 21081(2)(3), and Cal.
Code Regs., tt. 14, § 15091{g)(3), must be supported by substantial evidence in the administrative
record. Cal. Pub. Res. Code, § 21081.5; Cal. Code Regs, tit 14, § 15091(b). The County, therefore,
has no grounds to find that enclosing the facility would be infeasible. The Draft EIR fails to adopt
all fersible mitigation measures and is, therefore, inadequate.

LL The County Has Not Adequately Analyzed Alternatives

The California Supreme Court has described the alternatives and mitigation sections as “the
core” of an EIR. Cirizens of Goleta Falley v, Board of Supervisors (1990), 52 Cul.3d 553, 564. The
requinement to set forth project alternatives in the EIR *is crucial to CEQA s substantive mandate

that avoideble significant environmental damage be substantially lessened or avoided where
feasible,™

CEQA guidelines provide that "[a]n EIR shall descabe a range of reasonable alternatives to
the proposed project, or to the location of the project, that could feasibly attain most of the basic
objectives of the project but would aveid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the

project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the altematives.” Cal. Code Regs., tit, 14, §
15126(a).

The Diraft EIR splits its anelysis of alternatives into alternative project locations and system
alternatives. The Draft EIR's section on system alizmatives includes three subparts: 3.2.1
Modifying or Expanding Curent Management Practices, 3.2.2 Conversion Technologies and 3.2.3
Altemative Composting Technologies. However, the Draft EIR dismisses all three from any
substantive analysis.

The Draft EIR is required to examine in detail the alternatives the County determines could feasibly
attain most of the objectives of the project. The County must foster meaningful public participation |
and informed decision making in deciding the range of feasible alternatives to be discussed in the

EIR. Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15126.6(f). The County can eliminate altematives from demiled

consideration in the EIR for: “(i) failure to meet most of the basic project objectives, (ii)

infeasibility, or (iii) inability to avoid significant environmental impacts,” Cal. Code Regs., tit, 14,

§ 15126.6(c). However, “if the agency finds certain alternatives to be infeasible, its analysis must

'Michael H. Remy, et. &, Guide to the California Environmental Quality Act at 431 (10th
ed. 1999) (citations omitted).
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explain in meaningful detail the reasons and facts supporting that conclusion.” Marin Municipal
Water District v, KG Land Corporation California (1991), 235 Cal.App.3d 1652, 1664,

A, System Alternatives 3.2

The Draft EIR declines 1o analyze the first two system altemnatives citing their inability to
meet the size and capacity ohjectives of the proposed project,. CEQA does not require all
altemnatives to me=t all project objectives, only most of them. Cal. Code Regs,, tit. 14, § 15126.6.
Moareaver, the Deaft EIR's dismissal of the two alternatives consists of one sentence and does not
“explain in meaningfil detail the reasons and facts supporting that conclusion” as reguired by law. a4
For these reasons, the Draft EIR is inadequate and must either include an analysis of system
alternatives or a detailed description of the reasons why the two system alternatives are infeasible.

B. Altermative Composting Technologies 3.2.3

The EIR. does not cite amy rationale for failing 1o analyze the third option: Alternative
Composting Technologies. While the EIR mentions the increased cost of encloging the facility or
aerating the static piles, a finding of infeasibility cannot be supported simply because the mitigation
measure is more expensive. “The fact that an alternative may be more expensive or less profitable
is not sufficient to show thet the alternative is ficancially infeasible. What is required 35 evidonce
that the additional costs or lost profitability are sufficiently severe as to render it impractical B3.5 |
Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1988), 197 Cal App 3d 1167, 1181. 7

The Deaft EIR is inadequate because it fails 10 anslyze an altemative which the County has |
scknowledged can feasibly attein most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or
substantially lessen the sigmificant effects of the project. A revised Draft EIR which includes an
evaluation of altemative composting technologies should be recirculated.

IV. Conclusion

For the reasons stated above, the Draft EIR. for Nursery Products Hewes Composting Facility
violates CEQA and should be rewritten and recirculated for public comment. Please include
CRPE in future notices ebout the project. Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely, WW
Ingrid Brostrom
Bqual Tustice Works Fellow

The Center on Race, Poverty & the Environment
1302 Jefferson Street, Suite 2

Delang, CA 93215

Tel.; (661) 720-9140 6

Fax: (661) 720-9483
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER B3

B3-1

B3-2

B3-3

B3-4

There will be a small fleet of diesel equipment operating within the proposed composting site,
which will have particulate emissions that are quantified in the Draft EIR as 2.3 Ib/day. As
stated in the comment, diesel particulate is regulated in California as a toxic air contaminant for
which chronic exposure has been linked to cancer in humans. However, the nearest sensitive
receptor is a residence about 1.5 miles from the site and the maximum exposure at this distance
would be too small to warrant a health risk calculation for such a small quantity of emissions.
Emissions of particulate matter and other pollutants from trucks delivering feedstock to the
Nursery Products facility are also quantified in the Draft EIR. As described in the Draft EIR,
these trips would occur with or without the proposed projects, although receptors along the haul
routes would be exposed to low concentrations of “new” diesel particulates on an intermittent
basis. However, the corresponding incremental health risk at any given location would be below
a level of significance.

The County considers each project proposal on its own merits. The Adelanto location was
granted a conditional use permit by the City and was not under the purview of the County Land
Use Services Department. The County has conducted its own independent review of this
proposed project, with consideration for its location and its proposed operational parameters.
Should this project be approved, it will have conditions to be met, including mitigation
measures. The County Environmental Health Services Division, acting as the Local
Enforcement Agency (LEA) will inspect the facility at least monthly. The conditions of
approval will also be reviewed for compliance by the County Land Use Services Department. If
the County determined non-compliance, the County Code Enforcement Division would pursue
an investigation and documentation, and if non-compliance continued, site closure and legal
action would be the final stage of enforcement. At the same time, the LEA has a similar process
for operational non-compliance.

Section 3.2.3 discusses the economic infeasibility of the enclosed facility alternative. A
sentence has been added to the discussion to clarify the intent. The discussion of an enclosed
facility at the end of Section 4.3.3.2 was included to provide information to the reader and
decision-makers related to the potential for an enclosed facility to reduce VOC emissions to less
than significant levels. It was not intended to address the feasibility issue.

The reasons for dismissing the two system options is provided in the paragraph starting at the
bottom of page 3-2 and the details provided support the conclusion.
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B3-5

The commenter suggests that an alternative composting technologies provide a feasible
alternative to the proposed Project, and should therefore be evaluated in detail in the EIR.

CEQA requires consideration of a range of reasonable alternatives to a proposed project, or the
location of the project. However, an EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a
project. Specifically, an EIR need not evaluate in detail alternatives that would be infeasible or
alternatives that would fail to avoid or substantially lessen a significant environmental impact.
Under CEQA, “feasible” is defined as “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social,
technological, and legal factors.” The CEQA Guidelines provide that site suitability, economic
viability, and availability of infrastructure are among the factors that may be taken into account
when addressing the feasibility of alternatives.

The Draft EIR found that the only alternative composting technology that may avoid or
substantially lessen a significant environmental impact of the proposed Project is enclosed or
“in-vessel” composting. The Draft EIR also noted that enclosed composting would reduce
significant emissions by up to 80%, but would nonetheless result in a significant impact on air
quality.

Use of enclosed composting would not be a feasible alternative to the proposed Project.
Enclosed composting would be financially infeasible because it would involve capital costs,
operating costs, and technology/capital cost risk that would render the project so impractical as
to be incapable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of
time. Enclosed composting would also be infeasible because of the absence of necessary
infrastructure.

Financial Infeasibility

The capital cost of enclosed composting facilities is much higher than the capital cost of a
facility such as the proposed Project. For example, the Inland Empire Regional Composting
Facility, currently under construction in Rancho Cucamonga, has an estimated cost of $62.5
million. This facility will have a capacity of 300,000 tons per year, approximately three-
quarters of the capacity of the proposed Project. Thus, if the proposed Project were to use
enclosed composting, capital costs would likely be over $80 million dollars. This is between 30
and 40 times higher than the capital costs associated with the proposed Project. These added
costs would render the proposed Project infeasible.

The operating costs of enclosed composting are also much greater than the projected operating
costs of the proposed Project. Enclosed composting involves the use of huge fans to circulate
air through ducts, compost, and various biofilters. Circulation systems of this type consume
large amounts of energy. They also require maintenance and repair, the cost of which is
normally equivalent to approximately 5% of mechanical equipment capital costs.

3B-16
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Finally, enclosed composting involves additional labor costs in order to properly manage
operating conditions.  Overall, the additional operating costs associated with enclosed
composting are conservatively estimated to be approximately $5.00 per ton. This is $2 million
per year, or 62.5%, higher than the operating costs projected for the proposed Project. These
added costs would also render the proposed Project financially infeasible.

Enclosed composting also involves a risk of technology/capital cost escalation. For example,
the Inland Empire Regional Composting Facility has experienced significant cost escalation and
scheduling delays. In September, 2002, the projected cost of the facility was $30 million and
the projected opening date was December, 2004. Earlier this year, the cost of the facility was
estimated to be $62.5 million, and the facility was not yet open. This type of cost risk is
something that is particularly difficult for private composting firms to bear. Private firms, such
as the Project proponent, are not normally able to secure reasonable financing for ventures
involving technology/capital cost escalation risks such as these.

Site Suitability and Availability of Infrastructure

As noted above, enclosed composting involves significant energy consumption. It also involves
construction of an extremely large enclosure. The proposed Project site is not currently served
by any electricity provider, and there are no electric lines within one mile of the site. Nor is
other infrastructure necessary for construction of a large building currently present. For these
reasons, an enclosed composting alternative is not capable of being accomplished in a successful
manner within a reasonable period of time, and is therefore infeasible.

In sum, enclosed composting is the only alternative composting technology with the potential to
lessen a significant environmental impact. However, enclosed composting is not a feasible
alternative to the proposed Project. Therefore, it is not evaluated in detail in the EIR.
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COMMENTS B4

CENTER FOR BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY

Via U.P.S. Overnight Delivery

November 13, 2006 '@E @ r,? ” W] E m

Carrie Hyke NOV 2006
San Bernardino County Land Use Services Department
Advanced Planning Division

385 North Arrowhead Avenue, First Floor

San Benardino, CA 92415-0182

LAND Ll Omind v JEPT.
ADVANCE PLANNING DIVISION

Re: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for Nursery Products
Hawes Composting Facility: State Clearinghouse Number 2006051021.

Dear Ms. Hyke,

I am submitting this letter on behalf of the Center for Biological Diversity
(“Center”), a non-profit organization with over 25,000 members across the United States,
many of whom reside in San Bernardino County. The Center is dedicated to protecting
imperiled species and their habitats through science, policy, and environmental law. As
described below, the Center objects to approval of the proposed project based on its
impacts to the environment and inadequacy of the current environmental documents.

The Nursery Products Hawes Composting Facility Project will significantly alter
the existing landscape and environment. The project will be comprised of an office
building, parking lot, scale, composting windrows, screening area, equipment, finished
product storage area and a 2,000 gallon above-ground fuel tank. It will destroy 160 acres
of occupied Desert Tortoise habitat and process 400,000 tons of sewage sludge per year.
The project will require between 96 and 174 truck trips daily from unspecified locations
in San Bernardino County and the Inland Empire.

The primary concerns with the Draft EIR noted in this comment letter are its
inadequate analysis and mitigation of impacts the project will create to biological
resources (particularly the Desert Tortoise), air quality, water quality, hazards and
hazardous materials, as well as the lack of analysis and mitigation of greenhouse gas
emissions and issues of environmental justice.

L THE DRAFT EIR FAILS TO MEET THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

An EIR is a detailed statement, prepared under the California Environmental
Quality Act, Public Resources Code §§ 21000-21178 (“CEQA™), describing and
analyzing the significant environmental effects of a project and discussing ways of

Tucson » Phoenix «San Francisco » San Diego » Los Angeles = Joshua Tree « Pinos Altos « Portland « Washington, DC

1095 Market Street, Suite 511 » San Francisco, CA 94103
Tel.: (415) 436-9682 » Fax: (415) 436-9683 swww.biologicaldiversity.org
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avoiding or mitigating those effects, 14 Cal Code Regs § 15362. The purposes of an EIR
are to provide decision making bodies and the public with detailed information about the
effect a proposed project is likely to have on the environment, to list ways in which the
significant effects of a project might be minimized, and to indicate alternatives to the
project. Pub. Res. Code § 21061; 14 Cal Code Regs. § 15002. The following purposes
have also been enumerated by California Courts: an EIR should provide disclosure of all
relevant facts; should provide a balancing mechanism whereby decision makers and the
public can weigh the costs and benefits of a project; should provide a means for public
participation; should provide increased public awareness of environmental issues; should
provide for agency accountability; and should provide substantive environmental
protection. Because of the shortcomings discussed below, the Draft EIR for the project is
inadequate to meet both the procedural and substantive mandates of CEQA.

1L THE DRAFT EIR FAILS TO DISCLOSE INFORMATION THAT
ADEQUATELTY DEFINES THE PROPOSED PROJECT

CEQA mandates that the project description be accurate because an accurate
description is necessary to determine the scope of environmental review. County of Inyo
v. City of Los Angeles, 71 Cal App. 3d 185, 199 (1977). If the description of the project is
inadequate because it fails to completely discuss and accurately portray the project, the
environmental analysis will likely reflect these shortcomings. Laurel Heights
Improvement Ass’'n v. Regents Univ. of Cal. 47 Cal. 3d 376, (1988).

The Draft EIR fails to meet the disclosure requirements of CEQA. In order to
understand and analyze the proposed project it is imperative to know exactly where the
sewage sludge is coming from. The Draft EIR gives a vague and inadequate explanation
of where the sludge will derive from, stating that the project will compost waste for the
County of San Bernardino and the Inland Empire. Draft EIR at ES-1. It is impossible to
sufficiently analyze the project’s impacts without knowing exactly where the waste will
derive from. The impact on traffic and air quality due to truck emissions, and hazards
created by fransporting sewage sludge cannot be adequately assessed without knowing
the precise location of departure. Failure to disclose this information compromises the
entire Draft EIR, rendering it inadequate under CEQA and therefore, invalid.

B4-1

III. THE DRAFT EIR’S ANALYSIS OF BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES IS
INADEQUATE

The proposed project will result in significant habitat loss, developing 160 acres
of habitat occupied by endangered and sensitive species. The project threatens to attract
ravens, a natural predator of the Desert Tortoise, to the area and introduce invasive plant
species into the adjacent habitat, threatening both protected plant and animal species.
Construction activity and vehicle traffic from the project also threaten the existence of the
Desert Tortoise and other sensitive species. Further, the project threatens to significantly
affect threatened and sensitive species by impacting air quality, water quality and
creating hazards such as leaks or spills of toxic sludge into the environment.

Re: CBD Comments on Nursery Products DEIR 2 / 39
November 10, 2006 ~
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The Biological Resources section of the Draft EIR fails to adequately disclose,
analyze, avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts to the biological resources of the project
site. While the Draft EIR discloses that the endangered Desert Tortoise, as well as a host
of other state-listed and sensitive species, will be impacted by the project, the Draft EIR
fails to adequately analyze the significant impacts to these species, fails to address
alternatives to avoid such impact, and relies on insufficient mitigation measures to reduce
the effects of the project.

The direct and indirect effects of the project will impact a number of rare,
sensitive, threatened and endangered species, including, but not limited to, the following:
Desert Tortoise (Gosepherus agassizi), Mojave Ground Squirrel (Spermophilus
mohavensis), Barstow Woolly Sunflower (Eriophyllum mohavense), California Horned
Lark (Eremophilia alpestris actia}, Northern Harrier (Circus cyaneus), Bell’s Sage
Sparrow (Amphispiza belli). Draft EIR 4-31; App. C 3.2.4. The species identified above
are acknowledged in the Draft EIR and qualify for heightened scrutiny under CEQA.

The Legislature and the Secretary of Resources have determined that certain kinds
of impacts are necessarily significant. “Mandatory findings of significance” are required
for the following circumstances:

The project has the potential to... substantially reduce the habitat of a fish
or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, [or]
reduce the numbers or restrict the range of an endangered, rare or
threatened species.

CEQA Guidelines § 15065 [emphasis added]; see alse Pub. Resources Code § 21083.
Additionally, the State CEQA Guidelines Appendix G defines an impact significant if it
would “interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish
or wildlife species.” Section 15065 applies “to the contents of an EIR once it is
determined an EIR must be prepared.” Los Angeles Unified School Dist. V. City of Los
Angeles 58 Cal.App.4th 1019, 1024, fn.6.

The mandatory findings of significance control “the identification of effects to be
analyzed in depth in the EIR, the requirement to make detailed findings on the feasibility
of alternatives and mitigation measures to reduce or avoid the significant effects, and
when found to be feasible, the making of changes in the project to lessen the adverse
environmental impacts.” Discussion following CEQA Guidelines § 15065. The drafters
of the guidelines realized that this section was necessary to assure agencies follow the
concerns of the Legislature to determine whether effects are significant, Id. Courts have
determined that impacts to habitat for rare flora and fauna are significant under section
15065 and require full evaluation and recirculation prior to approval. Mira Monte
Homeowners Association v, Ventura County 165 Cal.App.3d 357, 363-364 (1985). The .
failure to assess rare, threatened, and endangered species identified in the Biological i
Report renders the Draft EIR inadequate.

Re: CBD Comments on Nursery Products DEIR 3
November 10, 2006

3 B‘20 W:\27655137\EIRs\FEIR\Section 3B (Organizations).doc\19-Nov-06\SD URS



SECTIONTHREE Response To Comments

The Draft EIR failed to adequately address significant impacts to species found on
or near the project site. Specifically, the Draft EIR did not sufficiently analyze significant
impacts to the Desert Tortoise, the Mojave Ground Squirrel and the Burrowing Owl, as
well as others. Failure to discuss a significant environmental impact is a violation of
CEQA.

B4-2

CEQA demands that an EIR identify both feasible alternatives and mitigation
measures that could avoid or reduce the project’s significant environmental effects. Pub.
Res. C §21002, 21002.1(a), 21100(b)(4), 21150. The EIR must describe a reasonable
range of alternatives to the project or its location that would feasibly attain most of the
objectives while avoiding significant effects. 14 Cal. Code Regs §15126.6(a). The EIR
must discuss alternatives even if the significant impacts will be avoided or reduced by
mitigation. Laurel Heights Improvement Ass'n v. Regents of Univ. of Cal. 47 Cal. 3d at
376. Additionally, the EIR must briefly identify alternatives rejected as infeasible and
explain why they were rejected. 14 Cal. Code. Reg. §15126.6 (c).

The Draft EIR fails to adequately address alternatives and therefore does not B4-3
sufficiently seck to avoid the project’s significant environmental impacts to biological
resources. As discussed below, the Draft EIR completely fails to address building an
enclosed composting facility close to the sewage treatment plants rather than trucking the
sludge out to the proposed site and significantly impacting the endangered and sensitive
species that live there. Further, even if the lead agency found such an alternative
infeasible, it is required to explain the infeasibility and has failed to do so. The Draft EIR
notes that the Reduced Capacity Alternative would reduce the amount of replacement
habitat necessary to mitigate the significant impacts created by the project but fails to
state whether such land is available or sufficient to replace the existing habitat. The Fort
Cady site offered as an alternative is also habitat to rare plant and animal species which
would bear the impact of the project and proposed mitigation measures are inadequate to
reduce the impact to insignificant.

Contrary to CEQA guidelines and relevant case law, the Draft EIR erroncously
concluded that the suggested mitigation measures, if implemented, will sufficiently
reduce the project’s impact to less than significant. The Draft EIR fails to include
necessary measures that would mitigate many of the project’s impacts, namely those
impacts which were not analyzed, below the level of significance. Additionally, the Draft
EIR fails to distinguish between the mitigation measures suggested by the project
proponents and those proposed by the lead agency. CEQA Guidelines, §15126.4, subd.
(a)(1)(A).

B4-4

A. Desert Tortoise

The project is subject to the Endangered Species Act (“ESA”), and must fully
comply with the ESA’s provisions. Section 9 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973,
and Federal regulations issued pursuant to section 4(d) of the ESA, prohibit take of
endangered and threatened species without a special exemption. 16 U.S.C. §1531 ef seq.
Section 7 of the Act requires Federal agencies to consult with the United States Fish and

Re: CBD Comments on Nursery Products DEIR 4
November 10, 2006
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Wildlife Service (“USFWS”) should it be determined that their actions may affect
federally listed threatened or endangered species or adversely modify critical habitat.
Take is defined as harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture or collect,
or attempt to engage in any such conduct. Harm is further defined by USFWS to include
significant habitat modification or degradation that actually kills or injures a listed
species by significantly impairing essential behavioral patterns, including breeding,
feeding, or sheltering. Harass is defined by USFWS as an action that creates the
likelihood of injury to a listed species by annoying it to such an extent as to significantly
disrupt normal behavioral patterns which include, but are not limited to, breeding,
feeding, or sheltering. Incidental take is defined as take that is incidental to, and not the
purpose of, the carrying out of an otherwise lawful activity. Under the terms of section
7(b)(4) and section 7(0)(2), such incidental taking is not considered to be a prohibited
taking under the ESA only if it is in compliance with the Incidental Take Statement.

The Desert Tortoise (Gopherus agassizii) is a threatened species under the
Endangered Species Act. The Mojave population of the Desert Tortoise was listed
because numbers are declining precipitously in many areas. These declines are mainly
attributed to direct and indirect human caused mortality. Exhibit 1, Fish and Wildlife
Service. 1994. Desert Tortoise (Mojave population) Recovery Plan at i. Impacts such as
the destruction, degradation, and fragmentation of desert tortoise habitat result from
urbanization, agricultural development, livestock grazing, and roads. Exhibit 1, Id.
Human predation, either by direct mortality or removal from habitat, is also a major
factor. Exhibit 1, Id. It is estimated that Desert Tortoise populations have declined by up
to 59% per year. Exhibit 1, at 3. These declines have been attributed to direct take by
humans (e.g., collection for pets or food, shooting, killing and injuring with motor
vehicles; habitat loss, degradation, and fragmentation (e.g. due to roads, agriculture,
residential development). Sievers et al. 1988, Luckenbach 1982, Coombs 1977a and b);
FWS at 6.

Approval of the tentative project will result in harm and harassment of the Desert
Tortoise. The Desert Tortoise habitat onsite will be destroyed and adjacent habitat will be
modified by the unmitigable significant effects to air quality in addition to the other
changes in habitat created by the project. To obtain a permit, the applicant must develop a B4-5
Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP), designed to offset any harmful effects the proposed
activity might have on the species. No incidental take statement has been issued, and no
Habitat Conservation Plan is present to allow for take of threatened species. The project
cannot proceed in violation of the ESA.

The project has the potential to reduce the numbers or restrict the range of an
endangered species. Therefore impacts to the Desert Tortoise represent a mandatory
finding of significance. The project will destroy occupied habitat and also result in
additional recognized threats to the Desert Tortoise, including, but not limited to, impacts
from: construction activity, diminished air quality, vehicle traffic, habitat loss, attraction B4-6
of predators, introduction of invasive plants, increased fire potential. These impacts must
be recognized as significant. Therefore, all feasible mitigation measures should be
addressed in order to adequately assess the potential for reducing the impact fo less than

Re: CBD Comments on Nursery Products DEIR 5
November 10, 2006
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significant. Further, the Draft EIR fails to address impacts in relation to the goals of the
Desert Tortoise Recovery Plan, Mojave Population (“Recovery Plan™). Exhibit 1. The
Recovery Plan is a crucial document guiding the protection and recovery of the species
under the ESA. Failure to assess threats and mitigation as it relates the Recovery Plan is
a fatal flaw because the Recovery Plan is the oversight agencies’ analysis of what is
necessary to conserve and recover the species as required under the ESA.

The Draft EIR recognizes that the project would lead to significant impact on the
Desert Tortoise. However, the Draft EIR is deficient because it fails to adequately
analyze the impacts addressed and to recognize several additional impacts the project
would have on the Desert Tortoise population. These impacts must be considered
significant under CEQA and therefore must be sufficiently addressed and properly
mitigated.

impacts on air quality. Such impact will harm the Desert Tortoise and its ability to both
survive and recover. The Draft EIR failed to adequately address the increase of
particulate matter from windrows and the way it will likely impact the respiratory-disease
prone Desert Tortoise. The Draft EIR briefly mentioned this risk and dismissed it as an
insignificant impact because some Desert Tortoise will be removed from the site and the
windrows will not be turned during high wind situations. Regardless of these two factors,
the risk of particulate matter affecting the Desert Tortoise on the project site and adjacent
lands is significant in that it may substantially affect an endangered species and should
therefore be analyzed and, if necessary, sufficiently mitigated.

The Draft EIR fails to address the indirect effects of wind-borne biosolids over
large areas of desert tortoise critical habitat which are a foreseeable, significant concern.
These effects are of concern because biosolid-derived pollutants are likely to negatively
impact the food chain, become concentrated in food plants, and then upon being eaten,
becoming even more concentrated in animals. A revised version of the EIR must consider
this potentially significant effect and analyze and mitigate accordingly.

The Draft EIR suggests that purchasing 800 acres and designating the land as
protected habitat, in order to compensate for loss of the 160 acres of occupied Desert
Tortoise habitat that would be utilized by the project, will serve as an adequate mitigation
measure {o reduce the impact to less than significant. However, there is no mention of
whether sufficient land is available for purchase or the quality of that habitat. Mitigation
measures cannot be remote and speculative. Federation of Hillside & Canyon Ass 'ns v.
City of Los Angeles, 83 Cal. App. 4™ 1252, 1260 (2000). The final EIR must explain
which lands the project proponent intends to purchase as mitigation habitat and the
feasibility of purchasing such land,

B4-7
B4-8
B4-9

The Draft EIR claims the project area is within the planning area of the proposed
West Mojave Coordinated Management Plan (“WMP?). Additionally, the Draft EIR uses
the WMP as a mitigation measure. Draft EIR at 4-36. However, the WMP has not been

B4-10

The Draft EIR recognizes that the project will create unmitigable significant ' ‘

Re: CBD Comments on Nursery Products DEIR 6
November 10, 2006
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passed and implemented in San Bernardino County and there is no evidence to support I
the assumption that such approval will occur.!

“An adequate EIR must respond to specific suggestions for mitigating a
significant environmental impact unless the suggested mitigation is facially infeasible.”
Los Angeles Unified School District v. City of Los Angeles, 58 Cal. App. 4™ at 1029. The
Draft EIR failed to adopt many suggested mitigation measures which are not facially
infeasible and address significant impacts. For example, as mentioned in the comments
submitted by the Desert Tortoise Preserve Committee and the Desert Tortoise Council,
the entire project must be enclosed within a solid, roofed structure. Additionally, all roads
to the site within the Desert Tortoise DWMA that will be used by truck traffic generated
by the project must be permanently fenced on both sides with tortoise barrier fencing and
all green waste should be sterilized prior to being hauled to the project site to eliminate
the risks of wind blown spread of exotic plant and weed seeds.

B4-11

B. Other Species

Impacts to sensitive species and their habitat must also be fully analyzed, avoided,
and minimized or mitigated where unavoidable. Species are categorized as sensitive
because of their potential to become threatened or endangered in the future. Impacts
from human development, urbanization, habitat alteration and fragmentation, are some of
the biggest threats to fish and wildlife. As discussed above CEQA requires a mandatory
finding of significant impact if a project has the potential to reduce the numbers or
restrict the range of an endangered, rare or threatened species. CEQA Guidelines §
15065. Direct mortality of sensitive species is a significant impact to a threatened species
and must be analyzed in depth as a significant impact. In order to determine the
significance of the impact to sensitive species, the EIR should disclose a quantified
analysis of impacts to species populations resulting from project activities. Additionally,
the results of numerous individual projects climinating small habitat fragments are
cumulatively considerable. The project cannot rationalize impacts to sensitive species
and their habitat as insignificant without analysis and without proposing specific
mitigation measures. The Draft EIR must fully mitigate the impacts of habitat
destruction.

The Draft EIR fails to adequately analyze impacts to species with habitat on the
project site that were not found during surveys. Negative surveys do not mean that the
species does not utilize the habitat on the project site; it simply means that the species
was not present at the time of the survey. The project will eliminate suitable habitat for
sensitive species and contribute to continued habitat fragmentation, and destruction. The B4-12
elimination of marginal or immature habitat, because it presently does not meet the ideal
habitat for sensitive species, will prevent the species from ever using that habitat in the
future during dispersal and/or colonization. These impacts must be addressed and
mitigated. '

! See Record of Decision, West Mojave Plan: Amendment to the California Desert Conservation Area Plan,
March 2006 (approving a BLM only plan).

Re: CBD Comments on Nursery Products DEIR 7
November 10, 2006
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Even if it were proper to assume that no rare, threatened or endangered species
currently occupy the project area, which it is not, that would not relieve the County from
the duty to identify and analyze impacts to these species due to the fact that the project
area contains valuable high quality habitat that these species will need in the future in
order to adequately recover. In other words, just because habitat is not currently
occupied does not mean the habitat is unnecessary or inessential to conservation of the
species which includes both survival.and recovery of the species. To the contrary, every
acre of habitat that is left is critically important to the future recovery of the sensitive
species such as the Burrowing Owl. Therefore, without adequate current surveys to the I
contrary, the Draft EIR must assume that species associated with the project area are
present and that, even if these species are not present, the loss of high quality unoccupied
habitat to development may directly, indirectly, and cumulatively impact the conservation
of these species.

The Draft EIR fails to adequately address impacts to the Mojave Ground Squirrel
(Spermophilius mohavensis) and its habitat. The Mojave Ground Squirrel, as
acknowledged in the Draft EIR, Appendix C at 3-4, is listed by California as a threatened
species. The Draft EIR recognizes the potentially significant impact construction activity
may have on the Mojave Ground Squirrel but claims that surveys to determine the
presence of the Squirrel within the project area will reduce that impact to less than
significant. This is an inadequate mitigation measure because surveys alone do not B4-13
mitigate for impacts to the species. Moreover, as stated above, absence of the species at
the time of the survey does not mean that that the species does not utilize the habitat at
the project site, but rather that it is not utilizing the habitat at the time of the survey. The
species’ presence at the time of the survey can not guarantee whether or not the species
will be present during the entire span of construction activities. Further, additional
construction activities may take place at times other than those designated for initial
construction.

The Draft EIR fails to address impacts to the Burrowing Owl (Athene cunicularia)
and its habitat. The Burrowing Owl is listed by California as a species of special concern.
The Draft EIR recognizes that construction activities and vehicle tratfic from the project
could possibly directly harm the Burrowing Owl. However, the Draft EIR fails to B4-14
adequately analyze the potential impacts to the species and its habitat. The project’s
activities will result in habitat modification, increased traffic, introduction of new species
and human disturbance, these impacts and other must be addressed under CEQA.

The Draft EIR fails to adequately address impacts to the Barstow Woolly
Sunflower (Eriophyllum mohavense) and its habitat. The Barstow Woolly Sunflower, as
noted in the Draft EIR, Appendix C at 3-4, is a federal species of special concern. The
Sunflower generally blooms in April or May and may have not yet bloomed when the
April 2006 survey was conducted. Citing that the species was not detected, the Draft EIR B4-15
did not analyze the potential significant impacts to this species; this is insufficient. If
adequate surveys are not conducted, the lead agency must assume that this species may
be found on the project site and, under CEQA the Draft EIR must analyze, avoid, and if
necessary mitigate, any potentially significant impacts to the Barstow Woolly Sunflower.

Re: CBD Comments on Nursery Products DEIR 3
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The Draft EIR fails to address impacts to the California Horned Lark
(Eremophilia alpestris actia) and its habitat, The California Horned Lark, as noted in the
Draft EIR, Appendix C at 3-5, is listed as a state species of special concern and was
observed on the project site during the April 2006 survey. Yet, the Draft EIR fails
completely to analyze potential impacts to the species, such as the introduction of non-
native species into adjacent natural habitat. The potential impacts to the California -
Horned Lark must be fully analyzed and avoided, or minimized and mitigated.

The Draft EIR fails to address impacts to the Northern Harrier (Circus cyaneus)
and its habitat. The Northern Harrier, as recognized in the Draft EIR, Appendix C at 3-5, B4-16
is protected under the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act and listed as a state species of
special concern. The Northern Harrier was observed on the project site during the April
2006 survey. Harriers have declined in California in recent decades and the disturbances
at the project site will likely affect the species. The Draft EIR must fully analyze, avoid,
minimize, and mitigate the impacts to the Northern Harrier.

The Draft EIR fails to address impacts to the Bell’s Sage Sparrow (Amphispiza
belli) and its habitat. The Bell’s Sage Sparrow, as noted in the Draft EIR, Appendix C at
3-4, is a state species of special concern. Yet, the Draft EIR fails completely to analyze
the impacts to this species. Under CEQA the Draft EIR must analyze any potentially
significant impacts to the Bell’s Sage Sparrow and avoid or minimize and mitigate those
impacts.

There is a complete lack of analysis regarding the project’s impact on surrounding
dairy barns. Many dairy barns are in fairly close vicinity of the project site. Bioaerosols,
viruses, bacteria, dust, odor and flies from the site may migrate over to the bams,
impacting the dairy cattle and impose respiratory and other risks. The revised EIR must
address the impact to these biological resources and proper mitigation.

B4-17

IV. THE DRAFT EIR’S ANALYSIS OF AIR QUALITY IS INADEQUATE

The proposed project will create significant impacts to the quality of the air at the
project site and the throughout the region. The construction and operation of the facility
will result in air pollution which threatens the well-being of endangered and sensitive
specics, nearby residents, and employees. Additionally, the project will result in
greenhouse gas emissions that will contribute to global climate change and foul odors.

Although the Draft EIR recognizes that the proposed project will cause air
pollution, and that it will have a significant, negative effect on local and regional air
quality, it underestimates the scope of those negative impacts, and inadequately analyzes
ways to avoid or mitigate them. The Draft EIR explains the state and federal Clean Air
Act regulatory framework, but then fails to conduct a complete analysis of the project’s
air quality impacts. The fact that other agencies have regulatory control over some
aspects of air pollution pursuant to other statutes in no way lessens the County’s
responsibility to fully disclose, analyze, avoid, minimize, and mitigate all air quality
impacts of the proposed project.

Re: CBD Comments on Nursery Products DEIR 9
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The Draft EIR recognizes that the proposed project lies within the Mojave Desert
Air Basin (“MDAB”"), and consults data from the Barstow monitoring station in
determining whether recorded levels of gases exceed federal and state standards. As
stated in the Draft EIR, the MDAB currently does not meet State and Federal ambient air
quality standards for ozone and PM10. In addition to already existing emissions, the
Draft EIR discusses the types and levels of air pollutants likely to emanate from the
project site during construction and “operations,” and concludes that such emissions will
have significant negative impacts on air quality. Draft EIR at 4-21. The project will also
generate offensive odors and significant dust.

The impacts of air pollution are much more far-reaching and dangerous than the
mere violation of an air quality standards might suggest. Polluted air causes short and
long term health problems for people and other species, and affects the environment
locally, regionally and globally.” Regionally, air pollution affects human health and the
environment. Air pollution causes a litany of problems, from poor visibility to health
problems to nitrogen deposition.

Globally, human-induced air pollution is causing climate change. This fact is no
longer subject to credible debate. In 2001, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change (“IPCC”) concluded that over the next century, average global temperatures will
rise between 2.5 and 10.5 degrees Farenheit.” Dr. Rajenda Pachauri, chairman of the
IPCC, has stated that the world has “already reached the level of dangerous
concentrations of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere,” and that “[w]e are risking the ability
of the human race to survive.”* Tangible evidence that the world is getting warmer can
be found in the Arctic, where the sea ice has been declining (melting and not re-freezing)
a staggering 9% per decade. Polar bears and other Arctic species are dwindling as their
habitat literally melts from under them. Even under conservative estimates, scientists say
Arctic winter temperatures could rise as much as eighteen degrees Fahrenheit,
eliminating year-round ice completely by the end of the century.’

In discussing the air quality impacts, the Draft EIR concludes that projected
emissions from the proposed project will violate state and federal air quality standards.
However, it falls far short of a complete discussion of the impacts. The CEQA
Guidelines provide that, in discussing the environmental effects of a project, an EIR must
include “a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision makers with information
which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of

? Environmental Working Group: Sharp, R. and B. Walker. Particle Civics: How Cleaner Air in California
Will Save Lives and Save Money.

%4 IPCC, Climate Change 2001 : The Scientific Basis. Cambridge University Press. (2001)

* The Independent, Global Warming Approaching Point of No Return, Warns Leading Climate Expert, January 23,

2005.

ACIA. 2004. Impacts of @ Warming Climate: Aretic Climate Impact 4ssessment. Cambridge University Press.
(2004)
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environmental consequences.” 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15151. The Draft EIR fails to do
s0.

The Draft EIR correctly states that the U.S. EPA regulates six criteria pollutants
under the Clean Air Act: ozone (03), carbon monoxide (CO), oxides of nitrogen (NOx),
oxides of sulfur (SOx), particulate matter (PM) and lead. Under the California Clean Air
Act, the California Air Resources Board (CARB) regulates these same six criteria
pollutants, in addition to sulfate, hydrogen sulfide, vinyl chloride, and visibility (a
measure of air quality rather than a pollutant).

Ozone (O3) is the chief component of the common pollutant known as "smog."
Ozone is formed when emissions including reactive organic gases (ROG) and oxides of
nitrogen (NOx) undergo photochemical reactions in sunlight and are transformed to O3.
Ozone irritates lung airways and causes inflammation of the skin resembling sunburn.
Ozone causes wheezing, coughing, pain when taking a deep breath, and breathing
difficulties during outdoor activities. Repeated exposure to ozone pollution for several
months may cause permanent lung damage. Children, the elderly, and those with
respiratory problems are at the most risk, but anyone who spends time outdoors may be
affected. Even at very low levels, ozone triggers a variety of health problems including
aggravated asthma, reduced lung capacity, and increased susceptibility to pneumonia and
bronchitis. Ozone also interferes with the ability of plants to produce and store food,
which makes them more susceptible to disease, insects, and weather, and damages the
leaves of trees and plants, ruining the appearance of cities, national parks, and recreation
areas. Ozone also reduces crop yields, and is, in fact, responsible for 98% of air quality
related crop damage in California.’ A revised EIR must discuss the proposed project’s
production of ozone precursor emissions and the direct, indirect, and cumulative impact
both on human health and on vegetation and wildlife habitat, especially habitat for
threatened, endangered, and sensitive species.

B4-18

The Draft EIR concludes that the MDAB does not meet the State and Federal air
quality standards for Ozone (03) and PM10. Further, the project’s emissions would
exceed all thresholds during project operations and this impact was found to be
significant and unmitigable. Under CEQA, the Draft EIR must discuss the lead agency’s B4-19
reasons for choosing to tolerate these impacts rather requiring an alternative design. The
Draft EIR fails to do this and also fails to adequately address possible mitigation
measures for project emissions.

Particulate matter (PM) is a category of pollutant which includes the respirable
particles suspended in the air. PM is classified into "coarse" particles, PM10, or those
under 10 microns in diameter, and "fine" particles, PM2.5, or those under 2.5 microns in
diameter, and comes from a variety of sources including diesel exhaust, windblown dust
from agriculture and construction and motor vehicles. Because the human respiratory
system's ability to filter out harmful particles decreases as particles size decreases, the
smallest particles lodge deepest in the lungs and are especially dangerous. PM can

¢ Environmental Working Group: Sharp, R. and B. Walker. Particle Civics: How Cleaner Air in California
Will Save Lives and Save money.
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contain at least 40 toxic chemicals including heavy metals, nitrates, sulfates, and acrosols,
as well as soot, soil, and dust. PM is associated with extreme health consequences. PM
causes premature death, causes and aggravates asthma, increases coughing, painful
breathing, and chronic bronchitis, and decreases lung function. Lung inflammation
caused by inhaling PM can also lead to changes in heart rhythm, constriction of blood
vessels, blood coagulation, and increased risk of heart attacks. Unlike what is believed
about some other air pollutants, there is no "safe" level of PM pollution: even very low
levels of PM lead to health impacts.’

The Draft EIR fails to adequately address Particulate Matter, particularly the I B4-20
impact it creates for asthmatics and children, In discussing mitigation by way of placing

the project area in an enclosed facility, the Draft EIR dismisses such a measure because it

will not reduce emissions to an amount that will make the impact less than significant.

However, just because enclosing the project will not make the project’s emissions less

significant does not mean there is no mitigation value in implementing such a measure —

minimizing impacts is also required under CEQA.

An EIR must reflect a good faith effort to evaluate and disclose environmental
impacts, address mitigation measures to reduce the impacts, and discuss alternatives to
avoid the impact if it is unmitigable. 14 Cal Code Regs §15362. The Draft EIR fails to
adequately address alternatives for unmitigable significant impacts to air quality and
therefore does not sufficiently seek to avoid the project’s significant environmental
impacts. As discussed below, the Draft EIR completely fails to address building an B4-21
enclosed composting facility either on this site or close to the sewage treatment plants
rather than trucking the sludge out to the proposed site and significantly impacting the air
quality of the MDAB with the plant’s operations and truck emissions. Further, even if the
lead agency found such an alternative infeasible, it is required to briefly explain the
infeasibility and has failed to do so.

The lead agency fails to adequately analyze the No Project Alternative in rclation
to air quality impacts. The Draft EIR claims that the sewage sludge will have to be sent
elsewhere if the project is not developed and that impacts to air quality may be “less than,
comparable to or greater than those predicted for the proposed Project.” Draft EIR at 4-27
(4.3.4.1). However, there is no information provided in the Draft EIR to support or clarify
these claims and thus, the analysis of the No Project alternative is inadequate under
CEQA. The Reduced Capacity alternative fails to mitigate the impacts of the project to
insignificant levels and the Fort Cady site would produce emissions virtually identical to
the proposed project. Therefore, the Draft EIR fails to provide an environmentally
superior alternative apart from the No Project alternative, as required by CEQA. 14 Cal
Code Regs §15126.6(e)(2).

B4-22

The proposed project will do nothing to improve local, regional or global air
quality, and everything to further degrade them all. The City must consider alternatives as

American Lung Association, American Lung Association State of the Air, 2002
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well as adequate mitigation options. Mitigation measures may not be voluntary, and they
must be effective.

The City must consider requiring alternative energy sources to be integrated into
the proposed project, including such elements as solar power and using vehicles that run
on alternative fuels like biodiesel for employee and sewage transportation.

Methane is a leading greenhouse gas. According to NASA, methane’s effect on
warming the global climate may be double what it is currently believed to be. Methane
leads to increased air pollution and smog, which in turn effects the world’s climate. .

The Draft EIR fails to adequately address Methane Capture as a mitigation
measure. The proposed project will likely emit 34.5 1bs. of methane per ton of sewage
processed at the facility. Acknowledging that in order to eliminate emissions the project
must employ a system of capture and thermal destruction by a control device, the Draft
EIR simply concludes that such mitigation measures would render the project
economically infeasible. Besides a brief mention, the Draft EIR failed to adequately
discuss methane capture and explain why this mitigation measure is economically
unfeasible. Indeed other facilities use captured methane for co-generation of energy. This
alternative is not mentioned at all and no explanation is provided for this oversight. The
revised EIR must fully address methane capture and, if necessary, explain why the
County believes that this option is infeasible.

B4-23

The Draft EIR fails to adequately address composting requirements for windrow
composting set forth by the EPA, particularly in the 503 Regulations.” The requirements
set out in 503 are in accordance with the time-temperature relationship between the
sludge and the turning of the windrows. The requirements were created to limit emissions
and permanent effects they may have. In order to comply with federal and state law, the
Draft EIR must fully address the 503 Regulations and assure that the project conforms to
them,

B4-24

In regards to the issue of odor, the Draft EIR fails to adequately address
alternatives that would avoid this impact or minimization and mitigation measures. The
mitigation measures suggested fail to include the option of completely enclosing the
facility, which would significantly aid in controlling the offensive odors generated by the
project.

B4-25

The Draft EIR fails to address adequate mitigation measures for truck and
automobile emissions which will result from the project. The trucks used to haul the
waste to and from the project area, as well as the trucks used to construct the facility
could potentially run on biodiesel fuels, reducing the emissions that contribute to the

B4-26

§ National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA), Methane s Impacts on Climate Change May Be
Twice Previous Estimates. 2003.

= EPA 503 Regulation, 40 CFRPT 503, 1993
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project’s overall impact to air quality. This alternative that could avoid many of the I
project’s impacts to air quality and greenhouse gases must be analyzed in the DEIR.

III. THE DRAFT EIR’S ANALYSIS OF HYDROLOGY AND WATER
QUALITY IS INADEQUATE

The proposed composting facility will utilize limited water resources and
potentially contaminate surface water with runoff from the windrows. Construction and
‘operation of the project will create risks of significant impact to water quality, which will
affect the local ecosystem and residents.

The Draft EIR fails to adequately address significant impacts created by the
proposed project and to suggest adequate alternatives or proper measures to minimize or
mitigate such impacts. As recognized by the Draft EIR, the project site is located in the
Mojave groundwater basin — an area in sever overdraft. As such, the EIR must evaluate
the project to determine whether it will have any impact on the groundwater, and
consequently, on the health and safety of residents who depend on that water.

CEQA guidelines establish that a significant impact is expected if the project
substantially downgrades water quality. CEQA Guidelines, §15064. The relocation of
hundreds of thousands of tons of sewage waste over an aquifer creates the risk of
contamination and therefore presents potential significant impacts. The Draft EIR fails to B4-27
adequately analyze the potential impact of the project by considering only the lesser
potential impact rather than the worse case scenario in each assessment, 14 Cal Code
Regs §15126.2(a).

The Draft EIR fails to adequately address alternatives and therefore does not
sufficiently seek to avoid the project’s significant impacts to water quality. As discussed
below, the Draft EIR completely fails to address building an enclosed composting facility
on this site or close to the sewage treatment plants rather than trucking the sludge out to
the proposed site and significantly impacting the ground and surface water in the area,
which the residents of Hinkley as well as native species and migrating birds rely upon.
Further, even if the lead agency found such alternatives infeasible, it is required to
explain the infeasibility and has failed to do so.

The Draft EIR improperly defers identification and analysis of many of the
project’s impacts, as well as formulation of mitigation measures, to a later time. This
deferral frustrates informed decision-making and violates CEQA. “An EIR should be
prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-makers with information
which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of
environmental consequences.” CEQA Guidelines § 15151. See Concerned Citizens of
Costa Mesa, Inc. v. 32" District Agricultural Association, 42 Cal. 3d 929 (1986) (“the
EIR must contain facts and analysis, not just the agency’s bare conclusions or |
opinions.”™); Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay Committee v. Board of Port
Commissioners, 91 Cal.App.4th 1344 (2001); Stanislaus Natural Heritage Project v.
County of Stanislaus, 48 Cal. App. 4th 182 (1996).
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CEQA guidelines require environmental analysis “as carly as feasible in the planning
process to enable environmental considerations to influence the project program and
design.” CEQA Guidelines, § 15004, subd. (b). The Courts have consistently reiterated
that concern:

[e]nvironmental problems should be considered at a point in the process
“where genuine flexibility remains.” A study conducted after approval of
a project will inevitably have diminished influence on decision-making.
Even if the study is subject to administrative approval, it is analogous to
the sort of post hoc rationalization of agency actions that has been
repeatedly condemned in decisions construing CEQA.

Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296,307 (citations omitted).

One of the mitigation measures proposed is to prepare a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (*SWPPP™) in order to obtain coverage under a National Pollution
Discharge Elimination System (“NPDES”) permit, The DEIR states that the SWPPP
shall be prepared and implemented prior to disturbing a site.'’ However, while B4-28
compliance with the NPDES permitting is necessary, it does not excuse the County to
from analyzing impacts to water resources in the EIR. Under CEQA those impacts must
be fully addressed in the EIR, the commitment to obtain a permit notwithstanding.

The Draft EIR provides an inadequate analysis of the use of water for the project
and its potential impact. There is no specification whether the project will use the
groundwater or import water to the site. Draft EIR at 2-18. If a well is installed, the Draft
EIR suggests that 1,000 gallons will be used per day but fails to explain how that figure
was calculated. Does this figure account for the water which will be used by employees
to clean their hands and shower? Does it account for water which must be kept on hand
and potentially used for fire firefighting? Moreover, the DEIR fails to analyze the
impacts of such extractions on the local aquifer that is already over-drafted and fails to
clearly state that the needed water may not be available for the life of the proposed
project. If imported water is needed, the impacts of taking that water from other areas B4-29
must be fully addressed in this DEIR as well.

The Draft EIR concludes that the quantity of water needed for the project would
be considered a very small amount but gives no basis or support for claiming that the use
of water by the project will be insignificant and certainly provides no cumulative analysis
that would support this claim. The project site exists in a desert climate where the
surrounding region relys almost entirely on groundwater for its water supply. To
conclude that any new use of groundwater will be insignificant without supporting
figures is insufficient. Further the only “mitigation measure” is monitoring, collecting a

1 National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System General Permit for Storm Water Discharges
Associated with Construction Activity (general permit) Water Quality Order 99-08-dWQ
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sample from the groundwater well for only one year even though there is potential for the
project to expand over time. Draft EIR at 4-61. This is inadequate under CEQA.

The Draft EIR fails completely to address the issue of truck cleaning and the
subsequent water runoff. The trucks carrying the sewage waste will have to be cleaned
and the water used to clean the trucks will consequently contain runoff from the biosolids
that may contain pathogens that could contaminate surface waters. The revised EIR must
address this aspect of the project and all necessary alternatives to avoid, minimize or
mitigate such impacts. For example, the EIR must address whether the retention basins, B4-30

2
proposed as a measure to mitigate runoff from the windrows during rains, will also be
sufficient contain runoff from the cleaning of trucks or any other vehicle containing
possible contaminants. Additionally, the amount of water needed to perform the service
of cleaning trucks which come to and from the project site is sure to number in the
thousands of gallons. This affects the water use analysis, which as stated above, was
inadequate to begin with.

IV. THE DRAFT EIR’S ANALYSIS OF HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS
MATERIAL IS INADEQUATE

Numerous impacts are posed by the hazards and hazardous materials resulting
from the construction and operation of the proposed project. Potential impacts include,
fuel leaks and spills, exposure to pathogens and allergens, fire danger and risks from
seismic activities.

The analysis of impacts and mitigation measures regarding hazards and hazardous
materials is insufficient under CEQA. The Draft EIR fails to adequately analyze all likely
hazards created by the project, rendering it invalid. Under CEQA guidelines, the project
will result in a significant impact if it will “create a significant hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials” and
“creates a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonable
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials
into the environment.” CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G.

The Draft EIR fails to adequately address alternatives and therefore does not
sufficiently seek to avoid the project’s significant environmental impacts resulting from
hazards and hazardous materials. As discussed below, the Draft EIR completely fails to
address building an enclosed composting facility close to the sewage treatment plants
rather than trucking the sludge out to the proposed site and significantly impacting the
habitat, residents, and species both at this site and along the truck route with the hazards
and hazardous materials due to the project. Further, even if the lead agency found such an
alternative infeasible, it is required to explain the infeasibility and has failed to do so. B4-31

The Draft EIR fails to adequately analyze leaks and spills resulting from storage,
transfer or fueling activities. The analysis of potential materials that could leak or spill is
limited to a general reference of “hazardous materials” without fully delineating the
particular materials, what hazards they present and where they could potentially spill or
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leak. Biosolids, which will be transported to the project site, may contain human
pathogens (i.e. viruses, bacteria, and parasites). Draft EIR at 4-49. Should the truck
transporting the biosolids spill any of the material on or off site, or the drums storing the
biosolids or fuel should leak or spill, a significant hazard to the public and environment is
created. Therefore, the project creates a significant impact which the Draft EIR must
adequately address, seek to avoid and minimize or mitigate if unavoidable.

The Draft EIR fails to adequately address mitigation measures for the storage and
transfer of hazardous materials by improperly deferring identification and analysis of the
Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasure Plan and the Emergency Contingency Plan
to a later time. This deferral frustrates informed decision-making and violates CEQA.
CEQA guidelines require environmental analysis “as early as feasible in the planning
process to enable environmental considerations to influence the project program and
design.” CEQA Guidelines, § 15004, subd. (b). The Draft EIR must address the
measures that will be undertaken to avoid or minimize and mitigated this significant
impact by including precise information concerning elements of the Plan such as;
evacuation procedures, guidelines for transfer operations, containment, clean-up,
reporting of spilled liquids containing hazardous materials, inspections of containers and
secondary containment areas. In addition, the DEIR must explain how the project
proponents will ensure that there are sufficient resources to handle spills that may occur
along the truck routes.

In its discussion of the fire danger created by the project, the Draft EIR fails to
adequately analyze all of the ways the project may contribute to such a danger and fails to
analyze sufficient mitigation measures. The Draft EIR discusses the fire danger created
by the heat of materials being composted in the windrows but completely fails to analyze
the fire danger elevated by increased non-native weeds which will result from the project.
The sludge, which contains high levels of phosphorus and nitrogen, can increase the B4-32
growth of plants, including invasive weeds which, when they die off, elevate the fire
danger. The revised Draft EIR must analyze this fire danger and appropriate mitigation
measures. Additionally, one of the mitigation measures for fire hazard is keeping an
adequate water supply on site for fire suppression. Because the Draft EIR fails to account
for the amount of water required, the analysis of hydrology and water quality is rendered
inadequate.

The Draft EIR falsely claims that the potential hazard to human health, created by
exposure to the fungus Aspergillus, is limited because the site is not open to the general
public. Draft EIR at 4-49. However, the Draft EIR does not mandate that workers’
clothing must be left on site and properly cleaned. Nor does it mandate that workers
properly shower and disinfect themselves before leaving the site. Because of this, the
fungus and other allergens may reach and effect high-risk individuals, particularly in the B4-33
nearby town of Hinkley. In addition, high winds which are not unusual in this area, are
likely to create a risk of exposure downwind.

As the County is well aware, the town of Hinkley suffered toxic contamination of
their water supply from the chemical Chromium 6, which imperiled residents with
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incapacitating and fatal illnesses. The community and environment is still recovering
from the contamination of the water. The Draft EIR acknowledges that those who are
immuno-compromised may be at greater risk of infection from the fungi and allergens
introduced into the area by the project. Draft EIR at 4-49. Thus, the project poses a
potentially harmful effect on the residents of Hinkley and this significant impact must be
adequately analyzed and mitigated.

The Draft EIR completely fails to address the seismic risk created by the location
of the project site. This is an area of high seismic activity and the disruption of the soil
and cracks in containment facilities need to be considered. The revised Draft EIR must
include an analysis of this risk and proper mitigation measures.

B4-34

V. THE DRAFT EIR COMPELTELY FAILS TO ADDRESS ISSUES OF
ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

According to the EPA,

Environmental Justice is the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of

all people regardless of race, color, national origin, or income with respect B4-35
to the development, implementation, and enforcement of environmental

laws, regulations, and policies. EPA has this goal for all communities and

persons across this Nation. It will be achieved when everyone enjoys the

same degree of protection from environmental and health hazards and

equal access to the decision-making process to have a healthy environment

in which to live, learn, and work.

http://www.epa.gov/environmentaljustice/index.html

The Draft EIR does not explain where the sewage sludge is coming from, yet it is
clear who is bearing the cost. The people of Hinkley and those living in the general area
of the project site are the ones who will suffer the negative impact of having a waste
facility so near to their homes. The significant impact the project will have on the air
quality of this desert environment, which already suffers from poor air quality, will in
turn have a significant impact on the respiratory health of the citizens who reside nearby.

The project calls for open air composting, which is prohibited in many areas of
California. The project will likely sacrifice the health and standard of living of Hinkley’s
residents so that a cheaper facility can be built and the people of wealthier communities
in the County and of other Counties, like Los Angeles and Orange County, do not have to
suffer the ill effects of having such a facility in their community. All areas should be
processing and managing their own sewage waste in enclosed facilities, which can be B4-36
equipped with biofilters and air quality controls. Hauling sludge to rural communities that|
are not equipped to defend themselves and their environment is an example of
environmental injustice and should not be permitted. The Draft EIR should evaluate this
aspect of the project.
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This project is not the first time Nursery Products has attempted to operate a
composting facility in a rural desert town. The sludge composting facility built in
Adelanto, which was significantly smaller than the project proposed here, generated
numerous complaints of illness, flies, dust, and odor and, in a settlement agreement, was
ultimately forced to stop receiving sludge and close. Nursery Products was cited by the
city for violating the Adelanto Municipal Code, the Uniform Building Code. The
Adelanto City Council found that Nursery Products had presented the project incorrectly,
such that the EIR may have been inadequate, and the project had not complied with
conditions of approval and mitigation measures. '' Some residents were so ill they had to
abandon their homes altogether.

The population of Hinkley is 38% Hispanic and yet there is no version of the
Draft EIR available in Spanish. '* Therefore, Spanish speaking citizens have been unable
to equally participate in the process or submit comments on the Draft EIR. Furthermore,
the recent letter notifying those concerned that the comment period has been extended
was in both English and Spanish, thus the County has acknowledged the need to post any
information concerning the project in both languages. The County should re-issue and
re-circulate an adequate Draft EIR in both English and Spanish.

B4-37

VI. THE DRAFT EIR’S ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES IS INADEQUATE

CEQA demands that an EIR identify both feasible alternatives and mitigation
measures that could avoid or reduce the project’s significant environmental effects. (Pub.
Res. C §21002, 21002.1(a), 21100(b)(4), 21150). The EIR must describe a reasonable
range of alternatives to the project or its location that would feasibly attain most of the
objectives while avoiding significant effects. (14 Cal. Code Regs §15126.6(a)). CEQA
requires that the Draft EIR contain sufficient information about each alternative in order
for the alternative to be adequately evaluated. 14 Cal Code Regs §15126.6(a). The
analysis of each alternative must contain concrete information about each alternative in
order for a fact-based comparison to be drawn between the project and the alternative. 14
Cal Code Regs §15126.6 (d). The EIR must discuss alternatives even if the significant
impacts will be avoided or reduced by mitigation. Laurel Heights Improvement Ass’n v.
Regents of Univ. of Cal. 47 Cal. 3d 376 (1988). Additionally, the EIR must briefly
identify alternatives rejected as infeasible and explain why they were rejected. 14 Cal.
Code. Reg. §15126.6 (c).

The Draft EIR recognizes three System Alternatives: Modifying or expanding
current management practices, Conversion technologies, and Alternative composting
technology. However, these alternatives are not analyzed in sufficient detail, making the
Draft EIR inadequate in its analysis of alternatives as required by CEQA. B4-38

Within “current management practices” there are three potential alternatives that
could compost “green materials™: development of composting operations at one of the

' Battersby, M. City Attorney for the City of Adelanto: Letter to Daniel Avera/Nursery Products
Composting Facility, City of Adelanto (Nov. 7, 2003).
' hitp://www.co.san-bernardino.ca.us/demographics.htm
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major County landfills; promoting the expansion of one or more of the existing private
composting operations; or relying on the new facility in Rancho Cucamonga. The Draft
EIR acknowledges that all three of these alternatives are possible but claims that none of
them are capable of handling the amount of biosolids necessary, within a reasonable time
frame and in a comparably remote location, as the proposed Project. This assertion is
unsupported by sufficient data, namely any evidence to dismiss that possibility that
existing facilities could pofentially accommodate the necessary composting. Claiming
these options are insufficient also undermines the Draft EIR’s analysis of a Reduced
Capacity alternative, which recognizes a project that processes less waste as a feasible
option.

The Draft EIR acknowledges that alternative conversion technologies for waste,
such as hydrolysis, gasification and anaerobic digestion, are possible. The County notes
that these conversion technologies result in fuels rather than compost. Draft EIR at 3-4.
The DEIR claims that the Inland Empire is in need of compost but fail to explain why
there is no need for fuels — given the high consumption of fuels in the region, this
statement makes no sense whatsoever. Furthermore, it should be noted that Nursery
Products, the company proposing the project, is a company that processes and sells
compost and has current customers who rely on their compost. Draft EIR at 3-5.
However, the proponent’s business model cannot be allowed to control the alternatives
studied in the EIR. If fuel production is a feasible alternative, it must be examined.

B4-39

The Draft EIR discusses three potentially feasible Project Specific alternatives:
No Project alternative, Reduced Capacity alternative, and Fort Cady site alternative.
These three alternatives do not represent a reasonable range as required by CEQA. The
EIR must “give reasonable consideration to alternatives in light of the nature of the
project.” City of Rancho Palos Verdes v. City Council, 59 Cal. App. 3d 869 (1976). The
Draft EIR completely fails to address the alternative of placing an enclosed composting
facility near the ireatment plants where the waste is originating, or enclosing the facility
at this site both of which should be considered in light of the nature of the project. If the
County considered these alternatives and rejected detailed review for some reason (such
as economic infeasibility), the Draft EIR fails explain that any such consideration was
undertaken in violation of CEQA.

B4-40

The Draft EIR fails to adequately analyze the three proposed project specific
alternatives and therefore does not sufficiently seek to avoid the project’s significant
environmental impacts as required under CEQA.

The analysis of the No Project alternative fails to meet the requirements mandated
under CEQA by not adequately discussing the existing conditions at the site or projecting
what would reasonably be expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project was
not approved. 14 Cal Code Red §15126.6(e)(2) and (3)(3)(C). The lead agency alludes to
rejection of the No Project alternative because increasing amounts of sewage waste must
be composted and if it is not processed at the proposed site it will be processed
elsewhere. Draft EIR at 3-5. However, there is no information included in the Draft EIR
to support the claim that there is a growing need to treat and manage biosolids for

B4-41
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composting (and not, for example, for fuel production) or that there is a need to have the
treatment occur so far from the plants that produce the waste. Therefore a fact-based I
comparison between the project and no project is not possible.

The Reduced Capacity alternative proposes to reduce the project’s capacity from
400,000 to 320,000 tons of sewage per year and reduce the project site from 160 acres to
80 acres. This alternative will still present significant impacts to protected species like the
Desert Tortoise and create emissions that would add to the problems already facing the
air quality in the MDAB.

The Fort Cady site presented as an alternative would create comparable
significant impacts, and therefore, is not an adequate alternative. The purpose of
requiring the EIR to discuss alternatives is to identify ways that significant environmental
effects can be avoided or mitigated. Laurel Heights Improvement Ass 'n v. Regents of
Univ. of Cal. 47 Cal. 3d at 403. The alternatives that are addressed by the EIR should be B4-42
ones that present a substantial environmental advantage over the proposed project.
Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors, 52 Cal. 3d 533, 566 (1990). The Fort
Cady site is not a suitable alternative to meet these requirements, and as such, the range
of alternatives is not reasonable, as required under CEQA.

VII. THE DEIR FAILS TO ANALYZE AND MITIGATE GREENHOUSE GAS
EMISSIONS FROM THE PROJECT

The Draft EIR fails to sufficiently mention and discuss climate change,
greenhouse gases or global warming. This is a significant omission and must be remedied
in a revised EIR.

A. Global Warming is one of the Greatest Problems Facing California
and the World

Concentrations of greenhouse gases are increasing in the earth’s atmosphere,
primarily from society’s burning of fossil fuels for energy and destruction of forests for
other human activities. These gases cloak the earth like a blanket, absorbing solar
radiation that would otherwise be radiated back into space, causing the earth’s climate to
warm much like the interior of a greenhouse. This phenomenon is called global warming
and is leading to profound changes in the earth’s climate. The world’s leading scientists
agree that society’s production of greenhouse gases, including carbon dioxide (CO2),
methane (CHy), and nitrous oxide (N20), is responsible for the unprecedented rate of
warming observed over the past century. (ACIA 2004; IPCC 2001).

Carbon dioxide accounts for approximately 85% of total emissions, and methane
and nitrous oxide together account for almost an additional 14%. Because of the
persistence and mixing of these gases in the atmosphere, emissions anywhere in the
world impact the climate everywhere equally. Therefore, the impact of greenhouse gas
emissions produced in California (the 12" largest emitter in the world) will impact not
only California, but the rest of the world as well. In the absence of substantial reductions
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in greenhouse gas emissions, global warming and its impacts on human health, the
environment, and the economy will rapidly worsen in this century.

1. Rising Global Average Temperatures

The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (“IPCC™) has concluded that the
global average temperature has risen by approximately 0.6° C & 0.2 C during the 20 i
Century (IPCC 2001). There is an international scientific consensus that most of the
warming observed has been caused by human activities (ACIA 2004; IPCC 2001).
Carbon dioxide emissions, carbon dioxide concentrations, and temperature over the last
1,000 years are all correlated (ACIA 2004). Mean temperatures during the i century
were the highest in 1,000 years (Albritton et al. 2001). Global climate has changed in
other ways as well. For example, precipitation has increased by 0.5 to 1% per decade in
the 20" century over most mid- and high latitudes of the Northern Hemisphere
continents, and to a lesser degree over the tropical land areas in the Northern Hemisphere
(IPCC 2001).

Global average temperature increases mask significant regional variation. Due to
a number of positive feedback mechanisms, warming in the Arctic has been and will be
greater and more rapid than in the rest of the world (ACIA 2004). Warming in the Arctic
is in many ways a harbinger of what is to come in other areas. Changes already observed
in some areas of the Arctic dwarf global averages. In extensive areas of the Arctic, air
temperature over land has increased by as much as 5° C (9° F) over the 20" century
(Anisimov et al. 2001).

All climate models predict significant warming in this century, with variation only
as to the rate and magnitude of the projected warming (ACIA 2004). Determining the
degree of future climate change requires consideration of two major factors: (1) the level
of future global emissions of greenhouse gases, and (2) the response of the climate
system to these emissions (“climate sensitivity”) (ACIA 2004a). Global warming will
continue and accelerate if greenhouse gas emissions are not reduced.

As hard data are not available for events that have not yet occurred, the future
level of society’s greenhouse gas emissions must be projected. The IPCC has produced a
Special Report on Emissions Scenarios (“SRES”) (Nakicenovi¢ et al. 2000) that describes
a range of possible emissions scenarios based on how societies, economies, and energy
technologies may evolve, in order to study a range of possible scenarios (ACIA 2004a;
Albritton et al. 2001).

Climate models make different assumptions regarding how various aspects of the
climate system will respond to increased greenhouse gas concentrations and warming
temperatures. These differing assumptions are expressed as “climate sensitivity,” defined
as the equilibrium response of global mean temperature to doubling levels of atmospheric
carbon dioxide (Stainforth et al. 2005). The IPCC (2001) used climate sensitivities of
1.3-5.8K for projections of warming from 1990-2100 (Stainforth et al. 2005).
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Using the SRES emissions scenarios and the world’s leading climate models, the
IPCC predicts that the global average temperature will warm between 1.4 and 5.8°C by
the end of this century. Warming will be greater in the Arctic, where the annual average
temperatures will rise across the entire Arctic, with increases of approximately 3-5° C
over the land areas and up to 7° C over the oceans. Winter temperatures are projected to
rise even more significantly, with increases of approximately 4-7° C over land arcas and
approximately 7-10° C over oceans (ACIA 2004a). Year-to-year variability is also
projected to be greater in the Arctic than in other regions (ACIA 2004a).

For a number of reasons, IPCC (2001) and ACIA (2004) projections may be
significant underestimates of the amount and rate of warming, First, the planet is already
committed to an additional 1° F warming from the excess solar energy already in our
climate system, due to lag time in the climate response (Hansen 2005). Second, actual
worldwide greenhouse gas emissions may be on the high end or above the range of the
IPCC scenarios. All scenarios utilized by the IPCC assume that energy use will shift
away from fossil fuels to a greater percentage of sustainable energy sources and that -
worldwide greenhouse gas emissions will begin to decline during this century (IPCC
2001). Yet the most recent energy projections show that if current policies continue,
worldwide greenhouse gas emissions will be 52% higher in 2030 than they are today
(IEA 2005).

Third, climate sensitivity may be substantially greater than the levels used by
IPCC (2001). Results from the climateprediction.net experiment indicate that much larger
climate sensitivities of up to 11.5K are possible (Stainforth et al. 2005). Chapin et al.
(2005) studied the warming amplification caused by the expansion of shrub and free
cover in the Arctic and resulting increase in solar absorption. This amplification could be
as much as two to seven times (Chapin et al. 2005), and is not accounted for in the
climate models used in IPCC (2001) (Foley 2005).

Recent data on the unexpectedly fast rate of warming in the Arctic also reinforces
the likelihood that the IPCC (2001) projections will need to be revised upwards.
(Overpeck et al. 2005) concluded that the Arctic is on a trajectory towards an ice-free
summer state within this century, a state not witnessed in at least the last million years
(Overpeck et al. 2005). These scientists conclude that there are few, if any processes or
feedbacks within the arctic system that are capable of altering the trajectory toward this
ice-free summer state. In September, 2005, scientists reported a new record Arctic sea-
ice minimum for the month of September (NSIDC 2005). These scientists called the sea
ice reduction “stunning” and concluded that Arctic sea ice is likely on an accelerating,
long-term decline (NSIDC 2005).

2. The Impacts of Global Warming Generally
Global warming consists of more than just increases in global average

temperature. In 2001 the IPCC predicted a 90-99% chance of the following weather
changes:
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. Higher maximum temperature and more hot days over nearly all land
areas;

. Higher minimum temperatures, fewer cold days and frost days over nearly
all land areas;

. Reduced diurnal temperature range over most land areas;
Increase of heat index over land areas;

. More intense precipitation events.

Albritton et al. 2001.
The IPCC also predicted a 66-90% chance of the following:

Increased summer continental drying and associated risk of drought;
. Increased in tropical cyclone (hurricane) peak wind intensities;
. Increase in tropical cyclone mean and peak precipitation intensities.

Albritton et al. 2001.

Greenland ice cores indicate that the climate can change very abruptly. Scientists
caution that thresholds may be reached that trigger rapid and extreme climatic changes
that are difficult to predict but could be devastating. Examples include the shut down of
the North Atlantic thermohaline circulation, which transfers heat from the equatorial
regions to the Arctic, which could plunge northern Europe into a new ice age. The more
rapid melting of the Greenlandic ice sheet, once thought to be several centuries away,
could trigger this impact and also result in global sea level rise of up fo six meters,
completely eliminating many coastal areas. As in the case of the shift to an ice-free
Arctic summer, scientists warn that we may be very close to crossing thresholds of rapid
climate change from which there is no return.

Increased intensity of precipitation events due to global warming has long been
predicted by climate models and remains a consistent result of the most advanced
modeling efforts (Cubasch and Meehl 2001). In global simulations for future climate,
extreme precipitation events over North America are predicted to occur twice as often
(Cubasch and Meehl 2001).The-impacts of global warming, once envisioned to be
experienced by future generations, are already upon us, bringing profound climactic and
ecological changes, great loss of human life, and likely extinction for many of the
planet’s non-human species. As written recently in the New England Journal of
Medicine,

Since [the release of the Third Assessment Report in] 2001, we’ve learned
substantially more. The pace of atmospheric warming and the
accumulation of carbon dioxide are quickening; polar and alpine ice is
melting at rates not thought possible several years ago; the deep ocean is
heating up, and circumpolar winds are accelerating; and warming in the
lower atmosphere is retarding the repair of the protective “ozone shield” in
the stratosphere....Given the current rate of carbon dioxide build-up and
the projected degree of global warming, we are entering uncharted seas.
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As we survey these seas, we can see some of the health effects that may
like ahead if the increase in very extreme weather events continues. Heat
waves like the one that hit Chicago in 1995, killing some 750 people and
hospitalizing thousands, have become more common. Hot, humid nights,
which have become more frequent with global warming, magnify the
effects.

Epstein 2005.

In 2002, more than 1,000 people died in a spring heat wave in India (Gelbspan 2004). In
the spring of 2003, 1,400 people died in another heat wave in India and Pakistan. Also in
2003, a summer heat wave in Europe killed between 21,000-35,000 people (Epstein
2005).

In 1998, Hurricane Mitch dropped six feet of rain on Central America in three
days, and was followed by soaring incidences of malaria, dengue fever, cholera, and
leptospirosis (Epstein 2005). In 2000, after rain and three cyclones hit Mozambique over
a six week time period, the incidence of malaria rose by five times (Epstein 2005). In
June, 2001, Houston suffered the single most expensive storm in modern history when
tropical storm Allison dropped thirty-five inches of rain in one week, resulting in $6
billion in damages (Gelbspan 2004). In November, 2001, record flooding killed more
than 1,000 people in Algeria (Gelbspan 2004). Also in 2002, more than 12 million
people were displaced by severe flooding in South Asia (Gelbspan 2004).

In the Eastern United States, the effect of sea level rise over the last century
(primarily from thermal expansion as the oceans warm) has also exacerbated the beach
erosion and flooding from modern storms that would have been less damaging in the past
(Folland and Karl 2001). In August, 2005, Hurricane Katrina killed hundreds and
destroyed the city of New Orleans (Epstein 2005). Katrina was quickly followed by Rita,
and then Wilma, putting 2005 on track to setting a new record for hurricane season
destruction.

While it may not be possible to link individual episodes to global warming, this
overall pattern of increasingly violent weather is very likely linked to human-caused
warming. But even more subtle, gradual changes can profoundly damage public health
(Epstein 2005). During the past two decades, the prevalence of asthma in the United
States has quadrupled, at least in part because of climate-related factors (Epstein 2005).
Increased levels of plant pollen and soil fungi may also be involved, as experiments have
shown that ragweed grown in twice the ambient levels of carbon dioxide produces 60%
more pollen (Epstein 2005). High carbon dioxide levels also promote the growth and
spore production of some soil fungi, and diesel particles then help to deliver these
aeroallergens deep into human lungs (Epstein 2005).

Widening social inequities and changes in biodiversity caused by global warming
have also contributed to the resurgence of many infectious diseases (Epstein 2005).
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Global warming is credited with the current spread of Lyme disease, as well as malaria,
hantavirus, and West Nile virus (Epstein 2005). Floods are also frequently followed by
discase clusters, as downpours can drive rodents from burrows, deposit mosquito-
breeding sites, foster fungus growth in houses, and flush pathogens, nutrients, and
chemicals into waterways (Epstein 2005). Droughts also weaken trees’ defenses against
infestations and promote wildfires, which can cause injuries, burns, respiratory illness,
and deaths (Epstein 2005).

Shifting weather patterns are jeopardizing water quality and quantity in many
countries, where groundwater systems are overdrawn (Epstein 2005). Most montane ice
fields are predicted to disappear during this century, further exacerbating water shortages
in many areas of the world (Epstein 2005).

An even greater threat to human health comes from illnesses affecting wildlife,
livestock, crops, forests, and marine organisms (Epstein 2005). One recent report found
that 60% of resources examined, from fisheries to fresh water, are already in decline or
being used in unsustainable ways (Epstein 2005). This is a grim prognosis indeed as
global population continues to rise even as global warming accelerates.

As discussed further below, global warming will also have profound impacts on
the earth’s biological diversity and threatens many thousands of species. The primary
prevention and mitigation of all of these climate impacts is to reduce the nation’s energy
use and halt the extraction, mining, transport, refining and combustion of fossil fuels
(Epstein 2005). Experts believe that a substantial reduction in energy use would have

innumerable health and environmental benefits along with stabilizing the climate (Epstein
2005).

3. The Impacts of Global Warming on Threatened, Endangered, Rare,
and Special Species

Climate change is a leading threat to California and the world’s biological
diversity. Species have already been profoundly impacted by the worldwide average
temperature increase of 1° Fahrenheit (.6° Centigrade) since the start of the Industrial
Revolution (IPCC 2001). Yet the warming experienced to date is small compared with
the 2.5- 10.4° F (1.4-5.8° C) or greater warming projected for this century. The ways in
which climate change threatens species are varied and sometimes complex. Below we
present an overview of impacts observed to date and projections for the future.

Scientists have predicted three categories of impacts from global warming: (1)
earlier timing of spring events, (2) extension of species’ range poleward or upward in
elevation, and (3) a decline in species adapted to cold temperatures and an increase in
species adapted to warm temperatures (Parmesan and Galbraith 2004). A recent survey
of more than 30 studies covering about 1600 hundred species summarized empirical
observations in each of these three categories and found that approximately one half of
the species were already showing significant impacts, and 85-90% of observed changes
were in the direction predicted (Parmesan and Galbraith 2004), The statistical probability
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of this pattern occurring by chance, as opposed to being caused by climate change, is less
than one in a billion (Parmesan and Galbraith 2004).

Changes in the life cycles and behaviors of organisms such as plants blooming
and birds laying their chicks earlier in the spring were some of the first phenomena to be
observed. These changes may not be detrimental to all species, but depending on the
timing and interactions between species, may be very harmful.

The Edith’s checkerspot butterfly, which occurs along the west coast of north
America, has been severely impacted by such changes in the lifecycles of organisms.
The Edith’s checkerspot’s host plant, Plantago erecta, now develops earlier in the spring
while the timing of caterpillar hatching has not changed. Caterpillars now hatch on
plants that have completed their lifecycle and dried up, instead of on young healthy plants
(Parmesan and Galbraith 2004). The tiny caterpillars are unable to move far enough to
find other food and therefore starve to death (Parmesan and Galbraith 2004). Because of
this, many Edith’s checkerspot butterfly populations have become extinct. Many more
populations have been lost in the southern portion of the species’ range than in the
northern portion, resulting in a net shift of the range of the species northward and
upwards in elevation. All these changes have occurred in response to “only” 1.3°
Fahrenheit regional warming (Parmesan and Galbraith 2004).

The southernmost subspecies, the Quino checkerspot butterfly, already listed as
endangered under the Endangered Species Act due to habitat destruction from urban
development and other impacts, has disappeared from nearly 80% of otherwise suitable
habitat areas due to global warming (Parmesan and Galbraith 2004). The Bay
checkerspot and Taylor’s checkerspot butterflies, also listed under the Endangered
Species Act, have been similarly impacted (Parmesan and Galbraith 2004).

Butterfly species are impacted in other ways as well. The northward expansion of
the treeline into alpine meadow butterfly habitat can impede dispersal, fragment habitat,
and increase mortality via bitterly collisions with the trees (Krajick 2004; Ross et al.
2005).

While theoretically some species can adapt by shifting their ranges in response to
climate change, species in many areas today, in contrast to migration patterns in response
to paleoclimatic warming, must move through a landscape that human activity has
rendered increasingly fragmented and inhospitable (Walther 2002). When species cannot
shift their ranges northward or to increased elevations in response to climate warming,
they will become extinct (Parmesan and Galbraith 2004). Therefore, the least mobile
species will be the first to disappear.

The pika is a small, vegetarian relative of the rabbit, which is adapted to life on
high, treeless mountain peaks. Because pikas need cold, bare habitat, it is not surprising
that their numbers are plummeting all over the globe (Krajick 2004). Fossil evidence
shows that pikas once ranged widely over North America but their range has contracted
to a dwindling number of high peaks during the warm periods of the last 12,000 years
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(Krajick 2004). Alpine species like the pika are unable to shift their ranges as warming
temperatures and advancing treelines, competitors, and predators impact their mountain
habitat (Krajick 2004). Pikas are further limited by their metabolic adaptation to their
cold habitat niche, which allows them to survive harsh winters but also causes them to dic
from heat exhaustion at temperatures as low as 77.9° F (25.5° C) (Krajick 2004).

American pika populations at seven of twenty-five previously recorded localities
in the Great Basin of the western United States have disappeared in recent years (Beever
2003). Based on work conducted in the late 1990s, researchers documented that the
average elevation of surviving pika populations was 8,310 feet, up from a pre-historic
average of about 5,700 feet between 7,500 and 40,000 years ago (Beever 2003; Grayson
2005). Most recently, researchers announced in December, 2005, that at least 2
additional populations have become extinct, and the average elevation of surviving
populations has increased by another 433 feet.

In the Yukon, collared pikas declined 90% between 1999 and 2000, when
unprecedented midwinter snowmelts, rain, and refreezing eliminated the insulating snow
and then iced over the pika’s forage plants (Krajick 2004). A pika species endemic to the
mountains of northwest China, discovered only in 1986, was not located in extensive
surveys in 2002 and 2003 and may be extinct.

Alpine dwelling marmots which rely upon the treeless tundra to visually spot and
avoid predators, are also at risk as treelines advance, providing cover for predators like
wolves and cougars.

Alpine plants, which have little or no capability to shift their range to higher
elevations as the climate warms, may be most at risk. One study predicts that a 3°
Centigrade temperature rise over the next century will eliminate eighty percent of alpine
island habitat and cause the extinction of between a third and a half of 613 known alpine
plants in New Zealand (Krajick 2004).

A study of 15,148 North American vascular plants found that 7%-11% of all
species (1,060 to 1,670 plants) could be entirely out of their climate envelopes with just a
5.4° F (3° C) warming, the lower limit of climate change predicted for this century by the
IPCC (Morse et al. 1995). At the upper boundary of climate change predicted for this
century, 10.4° F (5.8° C), the percentage of plants completely outside their envelope
increases to 25-40% (Morse et al. 1995). By contrast, about 90 North American plant
species are believed to have become extinct in the past two centuries (Morse et al. 1995).

Species are also at great risk because climate change can alter conditions for
diseases and their vectors in a way that allows the incidence of disease to increase and
spread. Global warming can exacerbate plant disease by altering the biological processes
of the pathogen, host, or disease-spreading organism (Harvell et al. 2002). For example,
cold winter temperatures limit disease in some areas because the cold kills pathogens.
Warmer winter temperatures can decrease pathogen mortality and increase disease
(Harvell et al. 2002). Warmer temperatures can also increase pathogen growth through
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longer growing seasons and accelerated pathogen development (Harvell et al. 2002). The
most severe and least predictable disease outbreaks will likely be when climate change
alters host and pathogen geographic ranges, so that pathogens introduced to new and
vulnerable hosts (Harvell et al. 2002).

Climate change will also influence wildlife diseases by affecting the free-living,
intermediate, or vector stages of pathogens (Harvell et al. 2002). Many vector-
transmitted diseases are currently climate limited because the parasites cannot complete
development before the vectors are killed by cold temperatures (Harvell et al. 2002).

Well studied vector borne human diseases such as malaria, Lyme disease, tick-borne
encephalitis, yellow fever, plague, and dengue fever have expanded their ranges into
higher latitude areas as temperatures warm (Harvell et al. 2002). Given the sensitivity of
the Desert Tortoise to pathogens, this impact of climate change must be considered in the
Draft EIR for this project.

Increased ocean temperatures also cause marine pathogen range expansions. One
example is the spread of eastern oyster disease on the east coast of the United States from
Long Island to Maine during a winter warming trend in which the cold-water barrier to
pathogen growth was removed (Harvell et al. 2002).

A study published in Nature has linked the extinction of dozens of amphibian
species in the tropical highland forests of Central and South America to global warming
due to the creation of ideal conditions for growth of the chytrid fungus, a disease which
kills frogs by growing on their skin and attacking their epidermis and teeth, as well as by
releasing a toxin (Pounds et al. 2006). Seventy-four of the 110 species of brightly
colored harlequin frogs of the genus Atelopus have disappeared in the past 20 years due
to the spread of the fungus (Pounds et al. 2006). The study’s lead author stated “Disease
is the bullet killing frogs, but climate change is pulling the trigger” (Eilperin 2006). The
golden toad (Bufo periglenes), endemic to the same tropical mountain forests, was also
driven extinct by climate change. These amphibian extinctions from the Monteverde
Cloud Forest are one of the largest recorded vertebrate extinction events of at least the
last 100 years.

Projected increases in atmospheric carbon dioxide and temperature over the next
50 years will rapidly and substantially exceed the conditions under which coral reefs have
flourished over the past 500,000 years (Hughes et al. 2003). Coral reefs are already
experiencing a major decline (Hughes et al. 2003). Thirty percent of reefs are already
severely damaged, and sixty percent of reefs could be gone by 2030 (Hughes et al. 2003).
The link between increased greenhouse gases, climate change, and regional-scale
bleaching of corals, questioned by some researchers as recently as ten to twenty years
ago, is now incontrovertible (Hughes et al. 2003). In the face of elevated ocean
temperatures, corals “bleach” by expelling the symbiotic algae that provide them
nourishiment. Such bleaching events are often fatal, and as they become more frequent
with global warming, threaten not just individual coral species but the entire reef
ecosystem.
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Corals face an additional threat from greenhouse gas emissions: increasing levels
of dissolved carbon dioxide in the oceans from society’s fossil fuel use reduces the rate of
calcification corals need for growth. The frequency and intensity of hurricanes is also
projected to continue to increase, leading to a shorter time for recovery between
damaging storm events (Hughes 2003). Two species of Caribbean coral, the elkhorn
coral (Aeropora palmata) and staghorn coral (dcropora cervicornis) have been listed
under the Endangered Species Act, in part due to elevated ocean temperatures from
global warming and ocean acidification from anthropogenic carbon dioxide emissions.
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 2006.

Species in areas of the globe experiencing more rapid warming than the average,
such as the Arctic, are also particularly vulnerable to climate change. The Arctic has
warmed at over twice the rate of the rest of the world and has been impacted particularly
early and intensely by climate change. Winter temperatures in parts of the Arctic have
increased by as much as 3-4° C (5-7° F) in just the past 50 years. Over the next 100
years, under a moderate emissions scenario, annual average temperatures are projected to
rise 3-5° C (5-9° F) over land and up to 7° C (13° F) over the oceans. Winter
temperatures are projected to rise by 4-7° C (5-9° F) over land and 7-10° C (13-18°) over
the oceans (ACIA 2004b:2).

The disproportionate regional warming is caused by several unique characteristics
and feedback mechanisms in the Arctic. Chief among these is the decrease in Arctic
snow and ice cover and northward expansion of boreal forests and shrubs as temperatures
warm. These changes greatly decrease the amount of solar radiation reflected back into
space and speed regional warming in a positive feedback loop of enormous magnitude.
As temperatures go up, Arctic sea ice melts. Summer sea ice extent is already declining
at up to 10% per year, and experienced a new record minimum in September 2005
(NSIDC 2005). An area of sea ice of about half a million square miles, or roughly twice
the size of Texas, has been lost (NSIDC 2005). If current trends continue, the Arctic will
be ice free in the summer in just a few decades. Decreases in winter sea ice extents in the

+ Arctic have also been documented, approaching reductions of 3% per decade (Meier et
al. 2005). The Arctic may already be on a trajectory towards a summer ice-free, “super
interglacial” state that has not existed for at least a million years (Overpeck et al. 2005).
There appear to be no feedback processes in the Arctic system capable of altering this
trajectory towards dramatically less permanent ice than at present (Overpeck et al. 2005).

The rapid warming threatens the entire Arctic web of life, including the polar bear
(Ursus maritimus), the largest of the world’s bear species and an icon of the North. Polar
bears live only in the Arctic where sea ice is present for substantial portions of the year.
Polar bears are the Arctic’s top predator and completely dependent upon the sea ice for
all of its essential behaviors. Polar bears are specialized predators of seals in ice-covered
waters. Polar bears also use the sea ice to travel, to mate, and some mothers even give
birth to their cubs in snow dens excavated on top of the sea ice. The polar bear’s
dependence on sea ice is so complete that, like whales and seals, they are classified as a
marine mammal by scientists and the federal government.
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Due to the overwhelming risk to polar bears caused by global warming, in
February, 2005, the conservation organization Center for Biological Diversity submitted
a Petition to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to list polar bears as a threatened species
under the Endangered Species Act. See
http://biologicaldiversity.org/swebd/species/polarbear/petition. pdf. In February, 2006,
the Fish and Wildlife Service found that listing of polar bears “may be warranted,” and
the listing process is currently ongoing, 71 Fed.Reg. 6,745 (February 9, 2006).

The number and magnitude of the impacts already recorded from a 1° F increase
in average global air temperature is profoundly disturbing. And the projected increase,
even under moderate greenhouse gas scenarios, for this century of 2.5- 10.4° F (1.4-5.8°
C) is many times the warming already experienced. Not surprisingly, the projections for
the future are more disturbing still.

The leading study on the quantification of risk to biodiversity from climate
change, published in 2004 in Nature, included over 1,100 species distributed over 20% of
the carth’s surface area (Thomas et al. 2004). Under a relatively high emissions scenario,
35%, under a medium emissions scenario 24%, and under a relatively low emissions
scenario, 18% of the species studied would be committed to extinction by the year 2050
(Thomas et al. 2004). Extrapolating from this study to the earth as a whole reveals that
over a million species may be at risk. The clear message is that immediate reductions in
greenhouse gas emission may save preserve many thousands of species. It is also clear
that some impacts from climate change are inevitable, and thus adaptation strategies will
be an essential component of any comprehensive strategy to manage the impacts of
climate change.

4, The Impacts of Global Warming on California

California is extremely vulnerable to the impacts of global warming and is also
responsible for a significant portion of the U.S. and global emissions of greenhouse
gases. The significant risks climate change poses to California as well as the considerable
benefits the state could realize if it addresses these risks prompted Governor
Schwarznegger to issue Executive Order S-3-05 on June 1, 2005. See F.Chung et al. 2006
at Appendix 1.7. The Executive Order called for specific emissions reductions and a
periodic update on the state of climate change science and its potential impacts on
sensitive sectors, including water supply, public health, coastal areas, agriculture and
forestry. The Executive Order established the following greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions targets: by 2010, reduce GHG emissions to 2000 levels; by 2020, reduce GHG
emissions to 1990 levels; and by 2050, reduce GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990
levels. A recent piece of legislation, the California Global Warming Solutions Act of
2006 (AB 32), places a cap on California’s greenhouse gas emissions from utilities, oil
refineries, and other major global warming polluters and thus brings the state closer to
meeting these targets.

In response to Executive Order S-3-03, the California Environmental Protection
Agency (CalEPA) formed a Climate Action Team with members from various state
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agencies and commissions, The Team has issued a series of reports, including a March
2006 Climate Action Team Report to Governor Schwarznegger and the Legislature. This
and other reports issued by CalEPA, the California Energy Commission (CEC),
Department of Water Resources and other California agencies are available at
http://www.climatechange.ca.gov/documents/index.html and should be used by local
jurisdictions like the City of Banning in preparing environmental documents under
CEQA.

Some of the major impacts identified in recent reports include:

s Reduction of Sierra snowpack up to 90 percent during the next 100 years
threatens California’s water supply and quality as the Sierra accounts for almost
all of the surface water storage in the state.

¢ Impacts to the health of Californians due to increases in the frequency, duration,
and intensity of conditions conducive to air pollution formation, oppressive heat,
and wildfires. Increasing temperatures from 8 to 10.4°F, as expected under the
higher emission scenarios, will cause a 25 to 35 percent increase in the number of
days Californians are exposed to ozone pollution in most urban areas. This will
slow progress toward attainment of air quality standards and impede many of the
state’s efforts to reduce air pollution. Temperature increases are likely to result in
an increase in heat-related deaths. Children, the elderly, and minority and low-
income communities are at greatest risk.

s Potential impacts from limited water storage, increasing temperatures, increased
carbon dioxide concentrations, pests and weeds threaten agriculture and its
economic contribution to the state. Direct threats to the structural integrity of the
state’s levee system would also have immense implications for the state’s fresh
water supply, food supply, and overall economic prosperity.

e Erosion of our coastlines and sea water intrusion into the state’s delta and levee
systems may result from a 4 to 33-inch rise in sea level during the next 100 years.
This will further exacerbate flooding in vulnerable regions,

e Increasing temperatures and pest infestations would make the state’s forest
resources more vulnerable to fires. Large and intense fires threaten native
species, increase pollution, and can cause economic losses.

s Increasing temperatures will boost electricity demand, especially in the hot
summer season. By 2025 this would translate to a 1 to 3 percent increase in
demand resulting in potentially hundreds of millions of dollars in extra energy
expenditures

CalEPA 2006; Cayan et al. 2006; Chung 2006; Drechsler et al. 2006.
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The precise nature of the impacts over the next decades will depend upon whether
global greenhouse gas emissions continue {o increase at current rates, or whether the
current rate of increase is slowed, and emissions actually reduced. Scientists model
future impacts based on different emissions scenarios (Cayan et al. 2006). Under a low
emissions scenario, by the end of this century heat waves and extreme heat in Los
Angeles will quadruple in frequency and heat-related mortality will increase two to three
times (Hayhoe et al. 2004). Alpine and subalpine forests are reduced by 50-75%, and
Sierra snowpack is reduced 30-70% (Hayhoe et al. 2004). Under a higher emissions
scenario, heat waves in Los Angeles will be six to eight times more frequent, with heat-
related excess mortality increasing five to seven times (Hayhoe et al. 2004). Alpine and
subalpine forests would be reduced by 75-90%, and snowpack would decline 74-90%,
with impacts on runoff and streamflow that, combined with projected declines in winter
precipitation, could fundamentally disrupt California’s water rights system (Hayhoe et al.
2004).

As of 2002, California’s main source of greenhouse gases was the transportation
sector (41.2%) followed by the industrial sector (22.8%), electric power sector (19.6%),
agriculture & forestry sector (8.0%), and other sources (8.4%) (Cal EPA 2006).
Mitigation of the state’s emissions, therefore, will result from addressing each of the
sources,

5. Tipping Point

The science of global warming is now sufficiently well understood that experts
can accurately predict the future changes that will occur if greenhouse gas emissions and
atmospheric concentrations continue to increase. Dr. James E. Hansen, Director of the
NASA Goddard Institute for Space Studies, and NASA’s top climate scientist, and others
have recently published a paper stating that additional global warming of 2°C would push
the earth beyond a “tipping point” and cause dramatic climate impacts including eventual
sea level rise of at least several meters, extermination of a substantial fraction of the
animal and plant species on the planet, and major regional climate disruptions (Hansen et
al. 2006).

In order to limit future temperature increases to below 2°C, society must follow
the “Alternative” scenario, rather than the “Business as Usual” scenario, with respect to
emissions (Hansen ct al. 2006). In the Business as Usual scenario, CO; emissions
continue to grow at about 2% per year, and other greenhouse gases such as CHy and N20
also continue to increase (Hansen ¢t al. 2006). In the alternative scenario, by contrast,
CO, emissions decline moderately between now and 2050, and much more steeply after
2050, so that atmospheric CO; never exceeds 475 parts per million (Hansen et al. 2006).
The Alternative scenario would limit global warming to less than 1°C in this century
(Hansen et al. 2006). However, CO, emissions have continued to increase by 2% per
year since 2000 (Hansen et al, 2006). If this growth continues for just ten more years,
the 35% increase of CO; emissions between 2000 and 2015 will make it implausible to
achieve the Alternative scenario (Hansen et al. 2006). Moreover, the “tripwire between
keeping global warming less than 1°C, as opposed to having a warming that approaches
the range of 2-3°C, may depend upon a relatively small difference” in anthropogenic
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greenhouse gas emissions (Hansen et al. 2006). This is because warming of greater than
1°C may induce positive climate feedbacks, such as the release of large amounts of
methane from thawing arctic permafrost, that will further amplify the warming. (Hansen
Dec. § 39).

Based on these warnings, it is imperative that we seize all opportunities to reduce
emissions.

6. The Economic Cost of Carbon

The economic cost of greenhouse gas pollution is the estimated cost of the net
impact on economies and societies of long term trends in climate conditions related to
anthropogenic greenhouse gas emissions (Downing et al. 2005). The economic cost is
often expressed as the marginal cost of climate change impacts, and is usually estimated
as the net present value of the impact over the next 100 years (or longer) of one
additional ton of carbon emitted to the atmosphere today, and is expressed in dollars (or
other currency) per ton of carbon (tc)."

The recently released Stern Review on the Economics of Climate Change has
conducted one of the most comprehensive reviews to date of the economic costs of
climate change, and has concluded that the cost of each ton of carbon emitted into the
atmosphere is at least $85 (Stern 2006.) The clear finding of the Stern Review is that the
costs of inaction with regard to greenhouse gas emissions far exceed the costs of
controlling them. According to one measure, the benefits of measures to shift to a low
carbon economy will be on the order of $2.5 trillion per year,

The economic cost of greenhouse gas pollution is the estimated cost of the net
impact on economies and societies of long term trends in climate conditions related to
anthropogenic greenhouse gas emissions (Downing et al. 2005). The economic cost is
generally expressed as the marginal cost of climate change impacts, and is usually
estimated as the net present value of the impact over the next 100 years (or longer) of one
additional ton of carbon emitted to the atmosphere today, and is expressed in dollars (or
other currency) per ton of carbon (lc}."1

Estimating the economic cost of greenhouse gas pollution is a rapidly developing
field, and very few studies conducted to date have included any non-market damages
such as species extinction, or the risk of potential extreme weather such as hurricanes,
droughts, and floods (Watkiss et al. 2005). None have included socially contingent
effects, or the potential for longer-term effects and catastrophic events (Watkiss et al.
2005). This indicates that values in the literature are a sub-total of the full economic (or
social) cost of greenhouse gas pollution, and therefore by definition an underestimate,
though researchers cannot yet say by how much (Watkiss et al. 2005).

A report released at the end of 2005 Researchers have concluded that $64/tc (year
2000) is a reasonable figure for decision makers to use as a lower benchmark of the

¥ The cost can also be expressed per ton of carbon dioxide, where 1tc=3.664t CO, .
" The cost can also be expressed per ton of carbon dioxide, where 1tc=3.664t CO; .
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economic cost of greenhouse gas emissions (Downing et al. 2005). An upper benchmark
is more difficult to deduce from the current literature but the risk of higher values for the
social cost of carbon is significant (Downing et al. 2005, Watkiss et al. 2005). Decision
makers should use the best available range of values displayed in Table 1.

Table 1: Economic Cost of Carbon: Values for Use in Project Appraisal (USD per
ton carbon) (Source: Adapted from Watkiss et al. 2005:ix)"®

Year of Central guidance Lower Central Upper Central
Emission Estimate Estimate

2000 5101 $64 5238

2010 $119 $£73 $293

2020 $146 $91 $375

2030 $183 $119 5475

2040 $256 $165 $603

2050 $384 $238 $768

Using the central guidance figure and the year 2010 baseline, the cost per ton of
CO, would be $32.48. This measure, as well as qualitative measures of environmental
and social impacts must be analyzed in the DEIR and taken into consideration when
determining what is and is not a feasible mitigation measure or alternative.

B. The Draft EIR Entirely Overlooks the Project’s Greenhouse Gas
Emissions

The DEIR is inadequate because it neglects to analyze global warming and the
project’s greenhouse gas emissions. The project will result in foreseeable and
quantifiable emissions of carbon dioxide, methane, and other greenhouse gases during
both construction and the lifetime of the project. These emissions, although relatively
small in comparison to worldwide greenhouse gas emissions, will contribute directly and
cumulatively to the increase in atmospheric greenhouse gases, and will thus contribute
directly and cumulatively to global warming.

Under CEQA, it is irrelevant that the fact that the project’s emissions associated
with the project are small in comparison tomay be a small component of the state’s total B4-43
emissions does not relieve the County of its obligation to fully analyze them. On the
contrary, CEQA’s cumulative impact analysis requirement exists to capture precisely this
type of impact that may be individually small but cumulatively significant. Kings County
Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal. App. 3d 692, 721. (“The EIR
improperly focused upon the individual project’s relative effects and omitted facts
relevant to an analysis of the collective effect this and other sources will have upon air
quality.”) Here, the EIR quantifies the project’s cumulative contribution to the emissions
of other pollutants, and includes some mitigation measures for those impacts as well as

'* Figures from Watkiss et al. 2005:ix were converted from GBP (£) to USD ($) with the

exchange rate calculator at http://coinmill.com/GBP_USD.html on July 18, 2006 and rounded to
the nearest dollar.
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ultimate conclusions of unavoidable significance. The EIR must similarly conduct an
analysis for the project’s greenhouse gas emissions. A revised DEIR must calculate the
project’s greenhouse gas emissions, and then propose measures to avoid, minimize, and
mitigate them to the maximum extent feasible. In fact, many of the actions to avoid,
minimize, and mitigate greenhouse gas emissions may also save the project proponent
money on operating costs the project proponent and homeowners in the long run.

The greenhouse gas emissions of each component and phase of the project must
be calculated. For example, the construction phase would include, but not be limited to:
(1) the greenhouse gas emissions of construction vehicles and machinery; (2) the
greenhouse gas emissions from manufacturing and transporting the project’s building
materials. ; (3) the greenhouse gas emissions of the project’s planning and design. The
operation phase would include but not be limited to: (1) the greenhouse gas emission
from the heating, cooling, and lighting the office; and (2) the greenhouse gas emissions
from the vehicle trips to transport the sewage sludge; and (3) the methane emissions from
the composting project itself.

The Draft EIR’s Air Quality Section (4.3) does not adequately analyze
greenhouse gas emissions, and the document as a whole contains insufficient information
for the reader to estimate the project’s total greenhouse gas emissions. Section 2.5
(Traffic Numbers and Types of Vehicles) provides that the project will generate 96 daily
trips on an average day and will increase to 174 daily truck trips on a peak day. DEIR at
2-18. The revised FIR, once discussing the precise location the waste will originate from,
should estimate average trip length and average fuel efficiency of the vehicles and then
calculate their carbon dioxide emissions. For example assuming an average trip length of
10 miles and average fuel efficiency of the vehicles equating to .44 kg/per mile of carbon
dioxide emissions (Each gallon of gasoline consumed releases approximately burning one
gallon of fuel releases 26 pounds of carbon dioxide into the atmosphere.), the project will
result in 15,164 x 10mi x .44kgCO2/mi = 66,722 kg CO,/ day, which equates to 73.5 tons
COy/day and approximately 26,845 tons CO./year. The EPA has many different tools
available for calculating emissions. They are available at: )
http://vosemite.epa.gov/oar/globalwarming. nsf/content/ResourceCenterToolsCaleulators.
html; see also htip://pubs.wri.org/pubs_description.cfin?PubID=3756 (which contains
calculators for COzemissions from fuel used for heating and transportation,
COsemissions from purchased electricity, COsemissions from business travel by air,
train, bus and car, and CO» emissions from employee conunuting etc.). Calculation of
the project’s greenhouse gas emissions is the first step to then analyzing and mitigating
them.

Luckily, there are many avoidance and mitigation measures available to the
project proponent. Adopting these measures will benefit the environment, take the state
closer to meeting its greenhouse gas emissions reduction targets, and demonstrate
responsible development. These measures may also save the project proponent and future
residents of the project site money. Measures to minimize greenhouse gas emissions
include:
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» Enclosing the facility and capturing methane emissions

« Following the U.S. Green Building Council’s LEED (Leadership in Energy and
Environmental Design) or comparable standards for energy- and resource-
efficient building during pre-design, design, construction, operations and
management. See http://www.usgbc.org and links; Alameda County 2005

e Minimizing and recycling construction-related waste
Using salvaged and recycled-content materials for building
Installing the maximum possible solar energy array on the building roofs and/or
on the project site to generate solar energy for the facility

e Using passive heating, natural cooling, solar hot water systems, and reduced
pavement;
Landscaping to preserve natural vegetation and maintain watershed integrity
Installing electric vehicle charging stations at the facility
Constructing the most energy-efficient buildings possible, to decrease heating and
cooling costs

s Utilizing the combination of construction materials with the lowest carbon
footprint
Utilizing only Energy Star heating, cooling, and lighting devices, and appliances
Ensuring that public transportation will serve the site, by constructing bus stops or
other facilities and funding the transportation agency if necessary

o After all avoidance and minimization measures have been incorporated,
purchasing offset credits for the project’s lifetime greenhouse gas emissions

Once all measures to avoid and minimize greenhouse gas emissions have been
adopted, the project’s remaining greenhouse gas emissions should be calculated, and
offsets purchased to mitigate for them. There are many options for purchasing carbon
offsets (or credits), including but not limited to the following:

The Chicago Climate Exchange (hitp://www.chicagoclimatex.com/)
Climate Care (hitp://www.climatecare.org/)

My Climate (http://www.myclimate.org)

Climate Friendly (http://www.climatefriendly.com/)

The Carbon Neutral Company (http://www.carbonneutral.com/)
The Climate Trust (http://www.climatetrust.org/)

Renewable Choice Energy
(http://www.renewablechoice.com/m/index.php)

Purchasing mitigation credits to offset the project’s unavoidable greenhouse gas
emissions is entirely feasible, and is in fact becoming quite common. Early in 2006,
Whole Foods announced that it would buy wind energy credits from Renewable Choice
Energy to offset 100% of its electricity use (other companies purchasing these credits
include Johnson & Johnson, DuPont, Starbucks, IBM, and Safeway), FedEx Kinkos
announced it would will increase its “green power” commitment by 67.5 percent to an
estimated 40 million kilowatt-hours per year, and Walgreens announced it will install
solar-power systems at 96 stores and two distribution centers in California. There is no
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reason why this Project cannot mitigate for 100% of its greenhouse gas emissions once
all avoidance and minimization measures have been incorporated.

A wealth of additional resources on calculating, avoiding, and mitigating
greenhouse gas emissions is available on the internet. Several options include the David
Suzuki Foundation at
http://www.davidsuzuki.org/Climate_Change/What You_Can_Do/carbon_neutral.asp
and the World Resources Institute at
http://pubs.wri.org/pubs_description.cfm?PublD=3756.

Because the project’s greenhouse gas emissions are likely to be significant after
calculation given even high number of vehicle trips generated and the methane emissions,
a revised EIR must consider and adopt feasible mitigation measures and/or an alternative
that reduces the project’s contribution of greenhouse gases to the maximum extent
feasible. Not only is this required by CEQA, but it will also demonstrate the project
proponent and County of San Bernardino’s commitment to environmental and
community leadership.

C. The Draft EIR fails to address legislation AB 32

AB 32 is a bill recently passed by the California legislature and signed by the
Governor to reduce California’s emissions and in turn, combat global warming. This bill
requires the California Air Resources Board (CARB) to adopt procedures and protocols
by 2008 to reduce greenhouse gas emission to 2000 levels by 2010, and to 1990 levels by
2020. The bill requires the CARB to provide an annual report to the Governor and the
Legislature on the progress of greenhouse gas emissions, develop compliance and
enforcement procedures, and coordinate with state agencies to implement green house
gas reduction standards. The County should be taking a pro-active role in this process by
limiting greenhouse gas emissions in all new projects and requiring off-sets as well as by
encouraging retro-fit of older projects.

In order for AB 32 to be implemented, newly proposed projects that will emit
greenhouse gases must consider how the project will abide by the new standards. The
project proposed by Nursery Products is especially subject to such considerations since
the area where it is proposed to be developed has poor air quality and the project itself
will create significant emissions due to truck travel, business operations. and composting,

VIII. THE DRAFT EIR FAILS TO ADEQUATELY ANALYZE OTHER
IMPACTS

The Draft EIR is invalid because it fails to adequately analyze and mitigate
impacts to the following: aesthetics, agricultural resources, geology, soils, land use, B4-44
mineral resources, noise, population, housing, public services, recreation and
transportation/traffic.
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IX. THE DRAFT EIR’S ANALYSIS OF CUMULATIVE IMPACTS IS
INADEQUATE

The list of other current or future projects, presented in order to determine
cumulative effects, is underinclusive for the purpose of satisfying CEQA requirements
for the EIR. The Draft EIR provides mere conclusory statements. However, CEQA
requires that the discussion must be more than a conclusion “devoid of any reasoned
analysis.” Whitman v. Board of Supervisors 88 Cal.App.3d 397, 411 (1979). The MDAB
already suffers from environmental degradation due to poor air quality. Additionally, it is |
habitat to a number of endangered and sensitive species. There are a number of other
projects located in the nearby vicinity of the proposed project and its alternatives that also B4-45
contribute or will contribute significant impacts to the local environment. However, these
impacts are not listed in the Draft EIR and the list of cumulative projects that is provided
simply concludes that most impacts as not applicable. Other proposed projects in the
arca that should have been analyzed for their cumulative impacts include, but are not
limited to, the following: expansion of the Barstow landfill; the Barstow casino proposal,
and the P&V Enterprises proposal. Each of these projects will also have significant
impacts on air quality, water resources and water quality, biological resources, and
traffic.

X CONCLUSION

In summary, the project cannot proceed in violation of local and State laws. The
current Draft EIR has not adequately disclosed, analyzed, avoided, or minimized and
mitigated the environmental impacts of the proposed project. Because of the document’s
shortcomings, the public and decision makers cannot make informed decisions about the
proposed project’s impacts in areas including biological resources, air quality, water
resources and water quality, global warming, or cumulative impacts. Should the County
wish to move forward with the proposed project, the Center hopes to receive a revised
Draft EIR.

Please include the Center for Biological Diversity, on all mailing lists for all
information about this project. Notices and documents should be addressed to: The
Center for Biological Diversity, 1095 Market St. Suite 511, San Francisco, CA. 94103,
Attn: Lisa Belenky. If you have any questions please do not hesitate to contact Lisa
Belenky, Staff Attorney, at (415) 436-9682. Thank you very much for your consideration

of these comments.
~Hallie Albert g ﬁ&q‘g_

Legal Fellow
Center for Biological Diversity

Re: CBD Comments on Nursery Products DEIR 39
November 10, 2006
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER B4

B4-1

B4-2

B4-3

B4-4

B4-5

B4-6

B4-7

B4-8

B4-9

B4-10

B4-11

The proposed project is a commercial facility that will develop contracts with wastewater
treatment facilities. As indicated in Section 1.4, the proposed project would have the capacity
to handle the quantities of biosolids just less than the quantity generated in the Inland Empire. It
is may be reasonable to assume that if the proposed project offers the most cost-efficient,
acceptable treatment option, it would be utilized by most of local wastewater treatment facilities.
It is also reasonable to assume that since over 80% of biosolids generated in southern California
are trucked to Arizona or the Central Valley, the proposed project may also be an attractive
alternative for other wastewater treatment facilities in the region. However, at this time, it is not
realistic to speculate which wastewater treatment facilities would contract with the proposed
project.

Impacts to desert tortoise are addressed. Impacts to Mohave ground squirrel potential habitat
were addressed. Additional text to address burrowing owl and other species of concern has been
added.

See response to comment CDFG-1.

All proposed mitigation measures were proposed by the lead agency. Any mitigating project
features proposed by the project proponent are incorporated in the project description.

Mitigation measure B-2 requires the project proponent to obtain any required take
permits/authorizations from the wildlife agencies prior to project implementation.

Impacts to desert tortoise were assessed as significant due to habitat loss and degradation, and
the potential for roadkilled individuals. Mitigation measures are proposed to reduce significant
impacts to less than a significant level. See response to comment CDFG-7.

There are no studies suggesting that tortoise are specifically impacted by air quality impacts,
such that those impact rise to the level of incidental take or significance as defined by CEQA.
The likelihood of an impact to tortoise due to particulate matter was addressed and was deemed
less than significant.

This issue was addressed on page 4-36 under “deteriorate existing fish and wildlife habitat”
Tortoise are not expected to be exposed to contamination from the composting facility.

There is nearly 200,000 acres of potential tortoise habitat that is privately owned (See Figure 4.4-
1) in the project vicinity. Much of this private land is planned for conservation by the proposed
West Mojave Plan.

Consistency with the compensatory mitigation and BMPs measures outlined in the WMP will
make the project consistent with that plan should the County adopt the WMP.

See response to CDFG-4(1), CDHS-1, B3-5.
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B4-12

B4-13

B4-14

B4-15

B4-16

B4-17

B4-18

B4-19

B4-20

B4-21

Substantial evidence of an impact requires evidence that the resource of concern is at risk.
Sufficient field effort was conducted during the appropriate season to expect detection of
sensitive species if they were present. Potential future use of a site would be speculative.
Proving a negative is not a practicable approach to impact assessment. Assuming species
presence is inconsistent with the substantial evidence requirements of CEQA.

Additional survey effort is likely to be requested by the wildlife agencies during the incidental
take permit process. Additional surveys for Mohave ground squirrel are required prior to project
implementation to verify absence. If Mohave ground squirrel are subsequently detected, then a
take authorization from the CDFG will be required prior to project implementation.

No evidence of burrowing owl occupation was detected during the field survey effort. The
nearest documented occurrence of burrowing owl is greater than 5 miles. Impacts to burrowing
owl are not expected.

Rare plant surveys were conducted in both April and May. No sensitive plant species were
detected in the project study area. No impacts to Barstow wooly sunflower are expected. Text
has been added to address this and other plant species documented within 5 miles of the project
site.

Text has been added to address horned lark, northern harrier, and sage sparrow.

There are no dairy facilities in the immediate vicinity (within several miles) of the proposed
project. Pathogens, flies and other related public concerns are addressed in Section 4.6

The finding in the DEIR that the projects composting emissions of VOC will be significant is
recognition of the potential role of these emissions in exacerbating ozone air pollution in the
project region. Since there are no ambient standards for VOC, this pollutant is in fact regulated
as a way to combat ozone formation. The much smaller emissions of another ozone precursor,
oxides of nitrogen or NOx, are expected to be well below the levels that Mojave Desert Air
Quality Management District (MDAQMD) has selected as significant impact thresholds. The
production of ozone precursors emissions (NOx and VOCs) are discussed in Section 4.3.3.2. To
the best of our knowledge, there is no accepted methodology for evaluating impacts to desert
habitats. An analysis and conclusions regarding this issue would be speculative.

This information is presented in the findings that accompany the Final EIR.

As stated in Section 4.3.3.5, particulate emissions associated with project operations are
expected to be below the MDAQMD significance thresholds. Nonetheless, two air quality
mitigation measures presented are aimed at further reducing particulate emissions.

See response to comment B3-3.
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B4-22

B4-23

B4-24

B4-25

B4-26

B4-27

As indicated in Section 1.4, over 80% of biosolids generated in southern California are trucked
to Arizona or the Central Valley. A local composting facility would be expected to reduce these
truck trips, but this cannot be assured. Any further analysis regarding this issue would be
speculative.

We are not aware of any standard composting facility, including closed vessel composting
systems, that has attempted to capture methane for thermal destruction or for use as a fuel for
cogeneration. Landfill gases and digester gases generated at sewage treatment plants have been
captured and used in this way, but these streams are produced anaerobically, and are far more
concentrated than emissions from large composting piles. Composting emissions are generated
by a combination of aerobic and anerobic processes, are relatively dilute and would not have
sufficient energy content to support combustion without the addition of some other fuel such as
natural gas. This in turn would create additional emissions of oxides of nitrogen and carbon
monoxide. Thus methane capture in the manner suggested in the comment is not practical for a
large composting operation.

The windrow process described in Section 2.3.2 is consistent with 40 CFR 503 and the modified
static pile process will only be used if the EPA determines that this process is equivalent. The
text has been revised to make this clear.

The modeling analysis indicated that odor is not expected to be a significant issue at any
receptors identified in the project area. The mitigation proposed was to further reduce the
potential for an upset condition. Due to the relatively remote location, additional mitigation for
odor is not warranted.

As described in the DEIR, the aggregated trip miles for trucks hauling biosolids and green waste
to the proposed composting facility will most likely be less than those currently generated by
hauling these materials to receiving points in Arizona and the San Joaquin Valley. However, to
the extent that the trucks delivering raw materials to the proposed facility are owned by or under
the control of Nursery Products, a condition requiring the use of lower emitting diesel fuels in
such trucks would represent a legitimate mitigation measure to reduce overall truck emissions of
certain pollutants within the South Coast and Mojave Desert Air Quality Management Districts.
This mitigation measure (AQ-4) has been added to the EIR. According to a draft report
published in 2002 by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency titled A Comprehensive
Analysis of Biodiesel Impacts on Exhaust Emission, biodiesel can provide substantial reductions
in carbon monoxide, particulate matter and hydrocarbon from heavy duty highway engines,
while resulting in only slightly higher emissions of oxides of nitrogen.

Impacts to groundwater and surface water are addressed in Section 4.7.3.1. It should be noted
that as specificed on page 4-55, the combination of basement highs and Lockhart Fault in the
areas form an impenetrable barrier to ground water flow between the Harper Valley Basin
beneath the project property, and the groundwater within the Lower Mojave River Valley Basin,
which underlies the Hinkley area.
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B4-28

B4-29

B4-30

B4-31

B4-32

B4-33

B4-34

B4-35

B4-36

The SWPPP is proposed as mitigation because the impact analysis conducted concluded that the
project would “expose soil to erosion and result in the transportation of sediment into local
drainages” (page 4-60).

The quantity of water to be used by the project is considered to be small by the Mojave Water
Agency (see comment letter MWA).

Truck washing facilities are not included in this project.

The hazardous materials are specified in section 4.6.3.1 as oils, diesel fuel and lubricants for
equipment. The hazards and hazardous materials analysis identifies potential impacts and
proposes the SPCC Plan and Emergency Contingency Plan as mitigation. These plans
successfully mitigate adverse impacts from hazardous materials spills at thousands of facilities
across the country. There is no reason to believe that these plans would not be effective for the
proposed project and the mitigation measures proposed reduces these impacts to less than
significant. Additional mitigation would not be necessary.

Mitigation Measure B-13 would minimize elevated levels of invasive weeds and it is not
expected that they would contribute to an increased fire hazard. Mitigation Measure HM-3 has
been modified to require the applicant to consult with the local fire agency to determine the
quantity of water to maintain on site.

As indicated in Section 4.6.3.1, Aspergillus is the most pathogenic fungus species to humans,
yet only two cases of illness have been identified in the world with links to aspergillus.
Considering the number of years that biosolids have been composted and the number of
individuals exposed to compost, the epidemiological data would suggest that illness from
exposure to compost is very unusual event. Consequently, illness resulting from second-hand
contact with a compost workers or wind-borne dust would be even more improbable and this
potential impact would not be significant.

See response to COB-15.
See response to comment B2-2.

See response to comment B2-2.
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B4-37

B4-38

B4-39

B4-40

B4-41

B4-42

CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines contain specific requirements governing preparation, contents
of Draft EIRs, and public review of Draft EIRs. The Draft EIR for the proposed Project
complies with all such requirements. No other statute or regulation requires that Draft EIRs be
prepared in Spanish. Put simply, there is no legal requirement that Draft EIRs be prepared in
Spanish. Therefore, the County’s decision to prepare and circulate the Draft EIR in English
does not constitute a violation of CEQA.

CEQA section 21092.1 and CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5 govern recirculation of a Draft
EIR. Recirculation is only required when significant new information is added to a Draft EIR.
Neither CEQA nor the CEQA Guidelines requires preparation and recirculation of Spanish
language documents.

The County posted notices concerning the public comment period, the community meeting
concerning the project, and the Planning Commission at which the Project will be discussed in
both English and Spanish. As noted above, preparation of Spanish language notices and
documents is not required by CEQA or the CEQA Guidelines. The County’s decision to
prepare certain notices in both English and Spanish is not a concession regarding the legal
necessity of a Spanish language Draft EIR, but rather an attempt to go beyond the requirements
of the law to promote attendance at meetings where the Project will be discussed. As such, it
represents neither evidence of a prior CEQA violation nor a binding requirement for future
CEQA compliance activities.

See response to B-3-3, B3-4, B3-5, and COB-2.

One of the key objectives of this project is to produce compost. A facility that would produce
fuel would be a different project that would not meet this objective.

See response to CDHS-1, B3-3, and B3-5.
Comment noted.

Comment noted.

W:\27655137\EIRs\FEIR\Section 3B (Organizations).doc\19-Nov-06\SDG 3 B‘61



SECTIONTHREE Response To Comments

B4-43

B4-44

B4-45

The biosolids and green waste that would be processed at the proposed composting facility
would decompose to generate exactly the same carbon emissions to the atmosphere whether or
not they are ever transported to the proposed site. Thus the proposed composting process would
have no effect_on overall carbon emissions to the atmosphere and would not contribute to global
warming. Composting is in fact one of the more positive methods for disposing of these wastes
and, unlike most possible alternatives, would use the inevitable decomposition of these
inevitable waste streams to manufacture a useful and renewable end product. For example,
burying the biosolids and greenwaste in a landfill would delay, but ultimately would not prevent
the carbon contained in these materials from entering the atmosphere at some future time, In
addition, carbon would be tied up in methane and less in carbon dioxide than emissions from
composting (the global warming potential per unit mass is estimated to be 21 times higher for
methane than for carbon dioxide).

Trucks delivering compost feedstocks to the facility would burn fuels containing carbon and
thus would cause greenhouse gas emissions. However, as shown in the DEIR, the miles traveled
by these trucks is expected to be reduced if the proposed project becomes available, i.e., current
haul trips to Arizona and the San Joaquin Valley would be replaced by shorter trips. Thus the
net effects of this activity would be to reduce carbon emissions.

These areas were found to have less than significant impacts in the Initial Study (Appendix A)
and are summarized in Section 5.

The projects were considered (see Table 6.1).
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COMMENTS B5

Hyke, Carrie - Planning

From: adit [adit@ridgenst.net)
Sent: Monday, November 13, 2006 4:29 PM
To: Hyke, Carrie - Planning
Subject: Nursery Products DEIR

SIERRA CLUB
CAL/NEV MINING COMMITTEE
230 Larkspur St
Ridgecrest, CA 93526

11/12/06 County of San Bernardino Land Use Services Department
385 N. Arrowhead Ave
San Bernardino, CA 92415

RE: Nursery Products DEIR
Dear Sir:

Please note that throughout these comments we will refer to the material to be deposited as sewage sludge or just sludge. As you
have no doubt been informed when you put lipstick on a pig it remains a pig. These comments will relate to the aspects of the project
which relate to open pit mining, which some aspects of this project resemble. Due to time constraints we have not seen the DEIS, and
we hope that at least some of these comments have been adequately addressed in that document.

1. First, Kem County does not want sludge. This company has been thrown out of several places and Adelanto is trying to throw them
out. Placing unwanted projects like prisons, nuclear power plants and dumps in places with mostly poor and minority citizens is a
violation of basic environmental justice. If there is a NIMBY reaction to a project, we don't believe that it should be forced on people
just because they aren't as vocal and powerful. They have rights, too, and shouldn't be forced to endure the negative impacts (and
there are many) of this project.

2. We believe that the amount of surface disturbance makes this project subject to the California Surface Mining and Reclamation I
Act. B5-1
3. We believe that a reclamation bond sufficient to completely reclaim the site should be posted. This applicant is known to be a very I B5-2
bad actor.

4. The road into the dumnp site, and the truck parking area itself should be paved (not at the expense of the taxpayers). The number of
truck trips proposed create an amount of dust that would be inadequately controlled by sprinkling the road, and a good deal of water
in a desert area could also be saved by paving the road.

5. There is no assurance except the word of the Applicant that the sludge will not contain heavy metals such as mercury. The
Compliance Officer (see

below) must have the responsibility to periodically test the sludge to ensure that it does not contain contaminants. However, any
ponds containing nmoff from the sludge should b e lined. Putting such ponds on native soil is irresponsible. Also, monitoring wells
must be installed to determine of contaminants are leaking.

B5-3

7. The option of a closed system of reclaiming sludge near to where it is being generated as an option d must be fully documented.
The many truck trips proposed will cause significant additional air pellution, and as the cost of diesel fuel increases, as is likely, the
entire project may become uneconormic.

6. There must be provisions to immediately stop the importation of sludge if any conditions of the CUP are being violated. B BS54
I B5-5

6. A documented market for the composted sludge must be demonstrated before the CUP is approved. To date, this has not been done,
and we understand that large piles of processed sludge remain in Adelanto. Bandini Mountain, anyone?

B5-6

7. Lastly, compliance with the terms and conditions of the CUP is 90% of the job. It has been demonstrated with many mining
projects that asking the applicant to monitor themselves is asking the fox to guard the henhouse.

There is simply too much pressure on the compliance officer to be nice or lose their job. As previously mentioned, the Applicant is
known to be a very bad actor,, and the record of the Applicant c¢learly demonstrates that he cannot be trusted to comply with the

1
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conditions of a CUP. A condition of the CUP must be that the County will have the sole responsibility to hire and pay a full time

Compliance Officer, who will report directly to the County.
All expenses of the Compliance Officer must be paid by the Applicant, including but not limited to salary, fringe benefits and

overhead.
The County owes it to its citizens to ensure that this unwanted project would at least be as unobjectionable as possible.

Please let us know the decision on this maiter.

Sincerely,

Stanley J. Haye, Chair
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER B5

B5-1  This is not a mining project so the Surface Mining Reclamation Act does not apply.
B5-2  See response to B5-1.

B5-3 See response to RWQCB-8, CIWMB-3, B4-28, B4-29.

B5-4  See response to COB-8.

B5-5  As indicated in Section 1.4, 80% of the biosolids are already being trucked a long distance.
The project would provide a local option.

B5-6  Should the project be approved, the CUP and Solid Waste Facility Permit for this facility will
have restrictions on the quantity of material that can be stored on site as well as the maximum
number of days that the storage is allowed.
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COMMENTS B6

Hyke, Carrie - Planning

From: Earthlingwiley@aol.com

Sent:  Tuesday, November 14, 2006 1:27 PM
To: Hyke, Carrie - Planning

Subject: Comments on Hinkley Sludge Project

Carrie Hyke
Land Use Services Department
San Bernardino County

RE: Comments on Proposed Sludge Composting Project in Hinkley

The Mojave Group of the Sierra Club, which covers the High Desert area, wishes to
express some serious concerns regarding the Nursery Products application for Conditional
Use Permit to establish a site for composting of bio-solids and greenwaste in Hinkley.

The people of the High Desert do not want this type of project near their communities.
This company previously has a facility in Adelanto, which guickly became a public
nuisance due to air quality problems of dust and odor, truck traffic, flies and health
problems. This company was closed down due to non-compliance with regulations. They
then proposed to put their facility in Newberry Springs, but due to a strong opposition of
that community and their neighbors, they were turned away from that location. They now
propose to put their facility in the community of Hinkley, where again the community is
opposed to this type of business and the types of harm that would arise from this
operation. This is a community that has already been victimized by the PG&E Chromium &
pollution and is opposed to a facility that will process 400,000 of questionable material per
year.

Meed: The County of San Bernardnio does not produce much sludge, so this sludge
would be coming from other parts of California. There is ancther facility being built in
Redlands, California, which is scheduled for opening for operation in 2007. However, the
Redlands facility is a state of the art facility which is enclosed and has taken all the
appropriate precautions to prevent the problems of air and water pollution and the other
problems that would arise from such an operation. There is also the question of need for
the finished produce.

Air Quality: Air quality would be an issue due to increased traffic. The plan allows for

up to 522 truck trips per day in an area that is already in non-attainment status. Besides

the exhaust and dust from the trucks, there would be increased travel to facility by

employees and others in the course of business. Equipment use in the course of the B6-1
construction and operation would also contribute to air pollution. Wind in the area

disturbed by construction of the facility would also increase the PM10s and Ozone. This

project could have significant impacts on air quality.

Roads and Traffic: The many trucks and other vehicles entering the facility would

greatly impact the traffic on Highway 395, Highway 58 and the |-15 freeway. There could

also be an impact from the heavy trucks, transporting from 1,100 to 2,000 tons of material B6-2
per day, on the condition of these roadways. There would also be the transportation of the

finished product out of the facility.

Water Quality: The Mojave River is 12 miles from the proposed facility: however, there

are two flood flow routes through the site which could pollute the river in a flood event. B6-3
The Harper Lake Wildlife Area is 8 miles from the proposed site and could be effected in

heavy rain periods. This project could alter the drainage pattern of the area and create

11/14/2006
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Page 2 of 2

runoff that could have the potential to degrade water quality. This operation would also
use water not only on the site itself, but for the watering of the road to keep down the
dust, which would put an added burden on the already overdrafted water table.

Threat to Human Health: The potential airborne emissions could have significant impact
on human heath. Also the cumulative air quality impacts of the area must be considered
along with the emission of volatile organic compounds. The proposal is vague as to what
kinds of greenwaste are to be used and as to the content of the sewage sledge. Bio-solids
can contain heavy mtal and pathogens, which if escaped into the air could have significant
harmful impact to human health.

B6-4

Harm to Wildlife: The loss of 160 acres of in this Desert Saltbush

scrub would have a negative impact on the wildlife in the area by modifying and
destroying habitat and interfering with their movement. Deser tortoise and Mohave
ground squirrel are in the area and would use this vegetation for forage. This is also
habitat for the burrowing owl. This site is in a Bureau of Land Management Category 1
desert tortoise habitat, which receives the highest protection level from the BLM. The
problem of keeping tortoise off of the road must also be addressed.

B6-5

Harm to Native Plants: Bringing in the greenwaste could also bring in invasive
non-natives, blowing off the trucks and from the facility. There is also the danger of
fertilization disturbance which is known to reduce diversity and survival of native plants.
High levels of phosphorus and nitrogen are know to increase non-native weed growth,
The Barstow weolly sunflower, which has been listed as Sensitive by the Fish and Wildlife
Service, as a Species of Concern by the BLM and a List 1B by the California Native Plant
Society, has been recorded in the area.

B6-6

Archaeology: There are two ancient playa lakes in the area, so there is the possibility of
prehistoric archaeological sites in the project area. Great care must be used in the
establishment and operations of this project to protect any encounters with such sites.

B6-7

| hope that all of these concerns will be considered in the final decision to assure that the
health of the people in Hinkley and the environment are not compromised by this project.

Sincerely,
Carol A. Wiley, Chair
Mojave Group of the Sierra Club

15457 Eto Camino Rd.
Victorville, CA 92394

11/14/2006
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER B6

B6-1 These issues are addressed and identified in Section 4.3.

B6-2  The traffic analysis (Appendix D) indicates that traffic impacts from the project would be less
than significant.

B6-3 See response to CIWMB-3, B4-28, B4-29, MWA-2

B6-4  The nearest residence is over 1 mile from the site. Consequently there is a substantial buffer
zone. The transmission of pathogens via dust from the project is not likely to cause a threat to
human health. Also see response to RWQCB-8.

B6-5  See response to USFWS-3, USFWS-6, USFWS-9, USFWS-12, CDFG-4.
B6-6  See response to USFWS-10.

B6-7  Comment noted. Mitigation Measure CR-2 addresses this issue.
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COMMENTS B7

November 13, 2006

Carrie Hyke. Supervising Planner

San Bernardino County, Land Use Services Department.
Advance Planning Division

385 North Arrowhead Avenue

San Bernardino, CA 92415

By Fax to: (909) 387-3223
By E-mail to: chyke@lusd.sbeounty.gov

RE: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR NURSERY PRODUCTS
HAWES COMPOSTING FACILITY. Dated September 2006.
State Clearinghouse No. 2006051021

Dear Ms. Hyke:

I previously submitted scoping comments on the above project on behalf of the Desert
Tortoise Preserve Committee and the Desert Tortoise Council. The proposed location of the
project is habitat for the state- and federal-listed desert tortoise and the state-listed Mohave
ground squirrel. The project will have long lasting, direct and indirect impacts on these species
and likely result in their take.

The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) has not addressed a number of the
comments I raised in my scoping letter of June 8, 2006. [ have attached a copy of the June 8,
2006 scoping letter and incorporate the contents by reference into this comment letter. The final
EIR should address all the issues that have been raised in the scoping letter. In addition, I would
like to offer the following comments on the DEIR that should be addressed in the final EIR.

1. The DEIR characterizes the project not as a dump or landfill but as a composting facility
thus: “It is important to note that composting facilities have been inaccurately compared to
land(fills; however, that is not an accurate comparison as the proposed composting activities will
not likely attract ravens or other birds directly because the compost would not contain edible
food or other garbage that would appeal to ravens and other scavengers (see photos in Section
2). Ravens were not recorded at a similar composting site in Adelanto over a recent 5-year B7-1
monitoring period of the facility during monthly inspections by the San Bernardino County
Environmental Health.”” The DEIR fails to support these categorical statements with any
documentation. Documentation that projects such as this one will not enhance subsidized
tortoise predators would certainly be useful and is required to support the claims made in the
DEIR.

2. The two large ponds at the north end of the project must be covered vear round to I B7-2
minimize beneficial impacts to the local raven population.
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3 The location of the Fort Cady alternative is outside the current range of the Mohave

ground squirrel. The EIR should note that both the “no project” and the Fort Cady alternatives

would have no impact on the Mohave ground squirrel. In contrast, the proposed action will B7-3
impact the Mohave ground squirrel. Both the *no project” and the Fort Cady alternatives pose

significantly less environmental impacts to the desert tortoise and the Mohave ground squirrel

than the proposed project.

4. In my scoping letter, I stressed the need for the project proponents to describe the likely
wind plume from the project site. “The EIR must also determine the likely wind plume for all the
waste components, including the biosolids, proposed for dumping at the site.” This was
requested so that the area of desert tortoise critical habitat that will be impacted by airborne
toxicants and project caused nitrification could be determined.

This information has not been presented in the document. However, Table 4.3.12 (page
4.25) predicts maximum offsite ammonia concentrations due to the composting windrows at the
Nursery Products Hawes Composting Facility. The data that is provided is troubling and should
be augmented and explained in greater depth.

The predicted acute levels at the site boundary (6906 pg/m®) are more than twice the
reference exposure level of 3,200 pg/m®. As the DEIR notes, the immediate adjacent area is
occupied desert tortoise critical habitat. The desert tortoises that are present on these federal
lands will be exposed to ammonia levels that are predicted to be well above the reference
exposure level. Acute ammonia exposure may lead to injurious effects to the respiratory and B7-4
ocular systems. In addition to its direct toxicity, ammonia exposure is known to increase the
pathologic conditions associated with Myeoplasma pulmonis infection in rats. Desert tortoise
populations have been devastated by related Mycoplasma s]:h;w.:ies.2 Any parameter that could
enhance the risk of a new Upper Respiratory Tract Disease epidemic breaking out in West
Mojave desert tortoises needs careful and thorough review.

The DEIR fails to provide any analysis of the impacts of this ammonia on desert tortoises
and their habitat in the adjacent areas where ammonia concentrations well above the reference
exposure level are predicted to occur. The DEIR must estimate the expected take of tortoises
and the considerable area of critical habitat that will be modified by the ongoing release of
ammonia from the project during the projects entire operation. Only then could appropriate
mitigations be determined.

5. On a related note to point 4. Where is the analysis of potential threats to human health
and safety for users of Highway 38 who will be driving through the ammonia plume? The eve is
particularly sensitive to ammonia. What is the risk posed by driver’s tearing as they drive
through the area?

6. The Final EIR must provide a detailed account of the mitigation measures that will offset

all the impacts of the projects operation including the habitat lost through airborne toxicity and B7-5
nitrification. The DEIR only addresses replacement habitat for the project site itself and not all

the habitat that will be impacted.

' CHRONIC TOXICITY SUMMARY AMMONIA (Anhydrous ammonia; aqueous ammonia) CAS Registry
Number: 7664-41-7

* Fish and Wildlife Service. 1994, Desert tortoise (Mojave population) recovery plan. U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, Portland, Oregon. 73 pp. plus appendices.
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7. The DEIR does not provide for adequate mitigation for take of tortoises on roads by the B7-6
truck traffic generated. At a minimum, within the DWMA all roads leading to the site should be
fenced with tortoise barrier fencing.

8. Monitoring for weeds while useful will not mitigate the impacts of nitrification unless the I B7-7
monitoring has associated triggers that will close the facility. These should be added.

should removed where appropriate and the project reviewed for compatibility with the published

9, The federal portion of the West Mojave Plan has been completed. The word proposed I B7-8
plan.

I thank you for the opportunity to comment on this Draft Environmental Impact Report.
Please keep us informed of any decisions or actions related to this or similar projects. If you
require more information, please feel free to contact me by telephone at (818) 345-0425; or by e-
mail at <mconnor@tortoise.org>; or by mail to: P.O. Box 7300, Van Nuys, CA 91409-7300.

Sincerely,

UM).M

Michael J. Connor, Ph.D.
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June 5, 2006

Carrie Hyke, Supervising Planner

San Bermarding County, Land Use Services Departiment,
Adbeance Flannng Drvision

325 Morth &mowhead Avverue

San Bernarding, O 92415

ByFarto: (909 387-3223
By E-mail to: chyke@lusd.dheounty.gow

EE: HNOTICEOF FREPARATION OF ENVIRONLENTAL IMFACT REPORT FOR.
MURSERY FRODUCTS LLC. APFLICATION FOR A CONDITIONAL USE PERNIT
TOESTABLISH & 5ITE FOR. CO-COMPOSTING COF BIO-50LIDS AND
GREENWASTE ON APPROXIMATELY 160 ACRES LOCATED I THE
UNINCORPORATED COWMUNITY OF HINKLEY . Dated May 5, 2006

Diear Ils. Hyhe :

The Desert Tortoise Freserve Comrnittee and the Desert Tortoise Council wonld like to
offer the following comments for consideration in the preparation of the Frsdronmental Impact
Feport (EIR) for the dbore referenced proposal to locate a site for co-coraposting of bio-solids
and greer waste on a guarter square mile of desert just south of Highway 52, The project site is
within hahitat designated ascntical o the conservation and recoveryof the desert tortoise. The
Degert Tortoise Coune il was established in 1976 to proraote the conse ration of the desert
tortoise in the southwestern United States and Mexico. The Couneil organizes the Anral Degert
Tortose Council Syaposinr, the Anrnal Tortoise Handhing Workshop, and has produced 21
volurnes of Syroposiutn Proceedings since 1976, The Desert Tortoise Preserve Commitiee has
worked since 1974 to promote the welfare of the desert tortoise and the species that share its
hahitat through preserve development and management, and through education and research.
The Desert Tortoise Preserve Cominittes has an ongoing toroise barier-fencing project at
Harper Lake Foad near to the project site and is well acouainted with the project area.

The proposed location of the project is habitat for a number of listed and sensitive species
incInding the desert tortoise and the Ivbhave ground sguirrel. Because the project will have long
lasting, direct and indivect irpacts on these listed species and likely result in their take, the
project propone nts will need fo obtain incidental take perits from both the United States Fish
and Wildlife Service (FWS3) and from the Califormia De partmient of Fish and Game (CDFG).

The Geidelines for Inplementation of the Californiz Environmental Qualify Act (CEQL)
defines an EIR. iz an informational docuraent which will inforn public ageney decision-makers
and the public gene rally of the sigrificant ervironmental e ffect of a project, identifir possible

Drecert Tortodee Brecerme Commaites & 4067 Dliecio B dmerpe @ Biracide, CA22501
Tel951-033-3573 @ Fur 9516336049 enmmtatoise-tracks oy
Desert Tirtodee Cowreil @ PO, Boor 2273 @ Beaamont, CA S imﬂ.emttﬂcrtmsemg
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ways to minimize the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project. In
order to satisfy the CEQA Guidelines, the following concerns regarding the desert tortoise and
Mohave ground squirrel should be addressed in the Environmental Impact Report:

(1) National Environmental Quality Act (NEPA) requirements.

The eastern boundary of the project site borders public lands managed by the Bureau of
Land Management. This public land is designated critical habitat for the desert tortoise and is
within the boundaries of the Fremont-Kramer Desert Wildlife Management Area (DWMA). The
Fremont-Kramer DWMA is a conservation area for both the desert tortoise and the Mohave
ground squirrel. The project details made available for our review are insufficient for us to
determine if any permits or actions will be required from the Bureau of Land Management.
Because of the environmental significance of this project, any requirements for action by the
Bureau to facilitate this project would require preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS). If this is so, CEQA Guidelines require that preparation of the EIR should be combined
with the EIS to facilitate the environmental review process.

(2) Take of the Federal- and California-listed threatened desert tortoise, Gopherits
agassizii, on the site.

The project site is entirely within desert tortoise habitat. The Desert Tortoise Preserve
Committee has records of numbers of desert tortoises along nearby Harper Lake Road. Tortoise
sign was identified on nearby BLM lands during the survey efforts for the BLM's West Mojave
Plan planning effort. Additional, detailed surveys are required to document the tortoise
population, to develop take avoidance measures, and to devise an appropriate tortoise relocation
plan to minimize take during development of the project.

(3) Take of the California-listed threatened Mohave ground squirrel, Spermophilus
mohavensis, on the site.

The project site is within the boundaries of the Fremont-Kramer DWMA. This DWMA
is designated as a Mohave ground squirrel habitat conservation area. Trapping surveys are
required to document the presence or absence of Mohave ground squirrels at the site. In
addition, the FWS is currently considering a petition to list the Mohave ground squirrel under the
federal Endangered Species Act. This should be acknowledged in the EIR.

(4) Take of the Federal- and California-listed threatened desert tortoise. Gopherits
agassizii, off-site and during the life of the project.

The project’s sensitive location assures that if implemented, the project will have on-
going impacts on the conservation and recovery of the desert tortoise for the long-term. The EIR
should consider a range of reasonable alternatives such as choice of less sensitive locations for
the project, and a project site that it is completely enclosed. The EIR should also review the
contribution the project will make to all the threats to the desert tortoise that are outlined in the
Fish and Wildlife Service’s 1994 Desert Tortoise (Mojave Population) Recovery Plan.

Other ongoing specific threats posed by this project include:

(a) Indirect And Direct Effects Of Biosolids On Desert Tortoises:

There are numerous unanswered questions about the safety, environmental effect,
and propriety of applying Biosolids or sewage sludge to open lands, even when applied

Desert Tortoise Preserve Committee # 4067 Mission Inn Avenue ® Riverside, CA 92501
Tel 951-683-3873 ® Fax 951-683-6949 @ www.tortoise-tracks.org
Desert Tortoise Council ® P.O. Box 3273 @ Beaumont, CA 92223 @ www. deserttortoise.org
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in accordance with federal and state regulations. Biosolids may contain a number of
toxic substances including various heavy metal toxicants.

Biologists have known for many years that desert tortoises are at risk for metal-
toxicity [e.g. Jacobson et al., 1991 J. Wildlife Diseases 27: 296-316] and mercury may
accumulate in their livers. Heavy metals have been implicated as potential contributing
factors in a dyskeratinizing discase that affects the species in some areas [e.g. see
Jacobson et al., 1994 J. Zoo. Wildlife Med. 25: 68-81]. Heavy metals such as arsenic,
lead. cadmium and nickel have been found in ill and dying wild tortoises and are linked
to upper respiratory tract disease. shell lesions, bladder stones and other serious illnesses.
These toxicants may have contributed to increased mortality rates in some tortoise
populations. One of the likely sources is considered to be air-borne pollutants.

The EIR must review the composition and variability of composition of the
biosolids in order to determine the likely environmental impacts of the project on the
desert tortoise.

The EIR must also determine the likely wind plume for all the waste components,
including the biosolids, proposed for dumping at the site.

(b) Indirect And Direct Effects Of Biosolids On Desert Tortoise Critical Habitat:

The Mojave Desert is notorious for its strong and persistent winds. Indirect
effects of wind-borne biosolids over large arcas of desert tortoise critical habitat are a
foreseeable, significant concern.

Biosolid-derived pollutants are likely to negatively impact the food chain, become
concentrated in food plants, and then when these plants are eaten become even more
concentrated in animals. This must be addressed in the EIR.

The EIR must consider the impacts of the increased particulate matter from the
projects “windrows™ on the respiratory-disease prone desert tortoise.

The EIR must consider the likely contribution that biosolid dispersal will make on
alien plant and weed invasions. Biosolids are a rich source of nitrogen, and nitrogen
supplementation may accelerate the spread of noxious, exotic weeds that displace native
plants. Dr. Matthew Brooks in his 1998 University of California, Riverside doctoral
dissertation clearly established that nitrogen supplementation preferentially enhanced
weed proliferation over native plant growth in Mojave Desert test plots. Weed
proliferation has been recognized as an issue of national significance. The February
1999 Presidential Executive Order stated that invasion of exotic species was costing the
government billions of dollars each vear, and affecting agriculture, many endangered and
threatened species, and other aspects of the environment. Desert tortoises are selective
feeders. Weed invasions can seriously impact the quality and quantity of desert tortoise
forage.

The EIR must consider the increased risk of desert fires posed by the project.
Build up of noxious weeds is increasing the fuel load in the desert and has contributed to
a dramatic increase in the extent and incidence of desert fires. Prevailing winds in the
project area are such that weed proliferation would trend towards Harper lake Road and
Highway 58. This is a special concern because most desert fires originate at roads, and
composting piles themselves are known to spontaneously combust. Desert fires place
both humans and animals at risk. Fires also destroy native desert shrubs that are not fire-

Desert Tortoise Preserve Committee # 4067 Mission Inn Avenue ® Riverside, CA 92501
Tel 951-683-3873 ® Fax 951-683-6949 @ www.tortoise-tracks.org
Desert Tortoise Council ® P.O. Box 3273 @ Beaumont, CA 92223 @ www. deserttortoise.org
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adapted, and facilitate type-conversion of viable habitat to one dominated by alien
weeds.

(c) Other Indirect And Direct Effects Of the Project On the Desert Tortoise and Mohave
Ground Squirrel:

The project will operate round the clock. Deliveries of biosolids and other waste
will be made by truck. The Checklists indicates that the site will receive up to 2,000 tons
of waste in up to 522 truck trips each day. The Checklist does not indicate where these
trucks will be coming from or what the route will be into the project site. Presumably,
the bulk of the truck traffic will travel to the site from Highway 58. These trucks will
travel along roads through desert tortoise and Mohave ground squirrel habitat. This will
result in ongoing take of these two species throughout the entire life of the project. This
impact must be fully analyzed in the EIR.

Truck traffic will also increase the amount road killed mammals, rodents and
birds on desert roads in the area. This will increase opportunities for subsidized
scavengers such as ravens allowing more of them to remain in the area year round.
Ravens are known predators of hatchling and young desert tortoises. This foreseeable
impact must be fully analyzed in the EIR.

(5) Impacts to the Fremont Kramer Desert Wildlife Management Area & Area of Critical
Environmental Concern.

The project is located within the boundaries of the Fremont Kramer DWMA and Area of
Critical Environmental Concern. For a number of reasons, including providing foraging
opportunities for subsidized predators such as ravens, landfills are considered incompatible with
desert tortoise recovery. The West Mojave Plan that established the Fremont Kramer DWMA
specifies “counties and cities would ensure that no new landfills are constructed inside DWMAs
or within five miles of them” (DT-27). This issue must be addressed in the EIR.

(6) Consistency with Regional Plans.

CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR discuss any inconsistencies between the proposed
project and applicable general plans and regional plans. The project lies within the Bureau of
Land Management’s West Mojave Plan planning area. The federal portion of the WMP plan was
completed in March 2006. As outlined in (5) above the project lies in the WMP’s Fremont
Kramer DWMA and is an incompatible use. The EIR should address both this issue and the
implications of this project to the nascent HCP component of the WMP.

(7) Cumulative Impacts.

The EIR should fully analyze all the cumulative impacts to the desert tortoise and
Mojave ground squirrel. We suggest the project proponents incorporate the cumulative impacts
analysis from the West Mojave Plan as a starting point.

(8) Mitigation For Impacts.

The EIR should provide detailed mitigation measures to offset all identified
environmental impacts to the desert tortoise in order to fulfill the “fully mitigated” requirement
of the California Endangered Species Act. In formulating the appropriate measures to achieve
this requirement, the EIR should consider the following:

Desert Tortoise Preserve Committee # 4067 Mission Inn Avenue ® Riverside, CA 92501
Tel 951-683-3873 ® Fax 951-683-6949 @ www.tortoise-tracks.org
Desert Tortoise Council ® P.O. Box 3273 @ Beaumont, CA 92223 @ www. deserttortoise.org
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(a) The project will effec tve Iy eradicate or make unsuitable for ocoupation 160 acres of
desert tortoise and Ivibhase ground sguirrel habitat. This acreage is the baseline for

dete rrnination of re placerne nt habitat.

by Consistent with the WIWE Plan, the EIR. shonld specifir that the maindranm
cormpehsation ratio for re placerne nt habitat for this area 1z 5:1 1. 200 acres.

() Becanse the projectis located in designated critical habitat and the project 1s an
incompatible use, the mitigation ratio for replacerme nt habitat used should be conside radblsr
higher than the miniron laid down in the WP, A ratio of 10:1 1. 1600 acres or
higher, wionld seemm more n line with COFG s requireme nts for other projects.

(dy Consistent with the WP plan’s prescription against landfills, the EIR. should requuire
the entive project to be enclosed within a solid, roofed stucture. This would mitizate a
ket of the impacts outlined in (4) dhove .

(e} The project rust incorporate adecuate safeguamds to manage npacts to dessrt
fortolss s from ravens and other subsidized predators. A1 arfificial water sources and
efflue nt should be closed or covered.

(f) 211 roads to the site withan the DWEIL that will be used byrtruck traffic generated by
the project wnstbe pernmane nflyfeneed onboth sides with tortoise barrier fencing. To
avoid further habitat fragroe ntation in the area the project proponents moust also install
tortoise and wildlife cubrerts under fenced areas of road.

(g} The sensitive location of the project ensures that mtenstve maragement willbe
recpuired to ranirize the inpacts from the project in perpetuity Adeguate funding
provisions ranstbe made to establish a managernent endowme nt sufficient to cover the
costs of ranaging both the replace ment habitat and mordtoring and ameliorating the
ongoing effects o the habitat sorrounding the project.

() Givern the sensitove natare of the locatior, the area and swrrounding area should be
fullysurve sed for all the protected and sensitive species that are known to ocor in the
region. This would include burrowing 0wl suveys and surveys for rare plants. These
aurve yve st be condur ted during the appropriate growing seasons.

(1) &1 green waste should be sterilized prior to being hanled o the project site to
elirninate the risks of wind blown spread of exotic plant and weed seeds.

We thardk yon again for this opportmityto provide scoping coreanents for preparation of
this Errironene ntal Impact Report. Please keep us informed of any decisions or actions related
to this or similar projects. If you require more informatior, please feel free to contact me by
telephone at (951) 6E3-3872, by fax at (951) 683-3872, or by e-mail at <dtpei@pachell net=

Sincerely,

Uumw.W

Ivlichael J. Connor, Ph.D.

DESERT TORTOISE FRESERVE COMMITTEE
DESERT TORTOISE COUNCIL

Drezert Tortodse Precerme Commaites ® 4067 Miieda Be ez @ Biraside, CA 22501
Tel 951-633- 3573 @ Fur 051-633-6549 @nmmtartodoe-tracks oz
Dregert Torbojse Conmcil @ PO, Boer 3275 @ Bepamort, CASZE & womrdesotiortodcs org
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER B-7

B7-1  The inspection records are available at the County Environmental Health office.
B7-2  Seeresponse to USFWS-10.

B7-3  Comment noted. Additional surveys are required to verify the presence/absence of Mohave
ground squirrel at the proposed project site. Also see response to CDFG-1.

B7-4  CEQA guidelines 815145 indicates that a Lead Agency should note its conclusion and
terminate discussion of the impact if it finds that a particular impact is too speculative for
evaluation. No information is available regarding the effect of ammonia on desert tortoise.
The reference exposure level and rats are mammal-based data and it would be speculative to
suggest that this data is relevant to desert tortoise.

Highway 58 is almost 1 mile north of the site. As shown on Table 4.3.12, concentrations of
ammonia would be less than the reference exposure level even under the most conservative
conditions that were used in the model.

B7-5  The compensatory habitat mitigation will be set at a ratio that will mitigate indirect impacts to
adjacent habitats likely utilized by sensitive species.

B7-6  See response to comment CDFG-4(1).
B7-7  Seeresponse to comment B7-5

B7-8  Comment noted. The County has not adopted the WMP and the associated HCP that is still in
process. As stated in the EIR, mitigation and BMP measures are consistent with the proposed
West Mojave Plan.
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