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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER B1 

B1-1 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.   

B1-2 See responses to comments CDFG-5 and CDFG-12.  Additional intensive surveys are 
required as a condition of approval. 

B1-3 See responses to comments CDFG-5 and CDFG-12. 

B1-4 Text will be added to address this species.  No burrowing owl or potentially suitable habitat 
was detected onsite during spring surveys. 

B1-5 Text will be added to address this species.  Spring rare plant surveys did not detect desert 
cymopterus. 
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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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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER B3 

B3-1 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 lb/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. 
 

B3-2 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.  

B3-3 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. 

B3-4 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.   
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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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RESPONSE TO COMMENT LETTER B4 

B4-1 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.   

B4-2 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. 

B4-3 See response to comment CDFG-1. 

B4-4 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. 

B4-5 Mitigation measure B-2 requires the project proponent to obtain any required take 
permits/authorizations from the wildlife agencies prior to project implementation. 

B4-6 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. 

B4-7 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.   

B4-8 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. 

B4-9 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. 

B4-10 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. 

B4-11 See response to CDFG-4(1), CDHS-1, B3-5. 
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B4-12 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. 

B4-13 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. 

B4-14 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. 

B4-15 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. 

B4-16 Text has been added to address horned lark, northern harrier, and sage sparrow. 

B4-17 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 

B4-18 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. 

B4-19 This information is presented in the findings that accompany the Final EIR.  

B4-20 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.  

B4-21 See response to comment B3-3. 
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B4-22 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.  

B4-23 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.  

B4-24 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. 

B4-25 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. 

B4-26 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. 

B4-27 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 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). 

B4-29 The quantity of water to be used by the project is considered to be small by the Mojave Water 
Agency (see comment letter MWA). 

B4-30 Truck washing facilities are not included in this project.  

B4-31 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. 

B4-32 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. 

B4-33 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. 

B4-34 See response to COB-15. 

B4-35 See response to comment B2-2. 

B4-36 See response to comment B2-2. 
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B4-37 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. 
 

B4-38 See response to B-3-3, B3-4, B3-5, and COB-2. 

B4-39 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. 

B4-40 See response to CDHS-1, B3-3, and B3-5. 

B4-41 Comment noted.  

B4-42 Comment noted. 
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B4-43 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. 

B4-44 These areas were found to have less than significant impacts in the Initial Study (Appendix A) 
and are summarized in Section 5. 

B4-45 The projects were considered (see Table 6.1). 
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COMMENTS B5 

B5-1 

B5-2 

B5-3 

B5-4 

B5-5 

B5-6 



SECTIONTHREE Response To Comments 
 

3B-64 W:\27655137\EIRs\FEIR\Section 3B (Organizations).doc\19-Nov-06\SD  

 

 



SECTIONTHREE Response To Comments 

 W:\27655137\EIRs\FEIR\Section 3B (Organizations).doc\19-Nov-06\SDG 3B-65 

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. 

  



SECTIONTHREE Response To Comments 
 

3B-66 W:\27655137\EIRs\FEIR\Section 3B (Organizations).doc\19-Nov-06\SD  

COMMENTS B6 

B6-1 

B6-2 

B6-3 
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B6-4 

B6-5 

B6-6 

B6-7 
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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 

B7-1 

B7-2 
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B7-3 

B7-5 

B7-4 
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B7-6 

B7-7 

B7-8 
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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 See response 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 §15145 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 See response 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. 


