Section 6.0
Alternatives to the Proposed Project
INTRODUCTION
Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR describe a range of reasonable
alternatives to the project, or a range of reasonable alternatives to the location of the project,
that could feasibly attain the basic objectives of the project. An EIR does not need to consider
every conceivable alternative project, but it does have to consider a range of potentially feasible
alternatives that will facilitate informed decision-making and public participation.
According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), the discussion of alternatives must include
several different issues. The discussion of alternatives must focus on alternatives to the project,
or to the project location, which will avoid or substantially reduce any significant effects of the
project, even if the alternatives would be costlier or hinder to some degree the attainment of the
project objectives. The “No Project” alternative must also be evaluated. The “No Project” analysis
must discuss the existing conditions and what would reasonably be expected to occur in the
foreseeable future if the proposed project was not approved. The range of alternatives required
is governed by a “rule of reason.” Therefore, the EIR must only evaluate those alternatives
necessary to permit a reasoned choice. The alternatives must be limited to only ones that would
avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the proposed project.
Additionally, an EIR should not consider an alternative whose effects cannot be reasonably
ascertained and whose implementation is remote and speculative. The CEQA Guidelines also
require an EIR to state why an alternative is being rejected. If the County ultimately rejects any
or all alternatives, the rationale for rejection will be presented in the findings that are required
before the County certifies the EIR and takes action on the proposed project. According to Section
15126.6(f)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines, among the factors that may be taken into account when
addressing feasibility of alternatives are environmental impacts, site suitability, economic
viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, regulatory limitations,
jurisdictional boundaries, and whether the applicant could reasonably acquire, control, or
otherwise have access to the alternate site.
The project alternatives are evaluated to determine the extent to which they attain the basic
project objectives of the County, while significantly reducing or avoiding any significant effects of
the proposed project. The proposed project objectives are outlined in the Project Objectives
subsection, in Section 2.0, Project Description, of this EIR.
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The objectives of the proposed project include the following:
A. Ord Mountain Solar and Energy Storage
1. Construct and operate a solar energy facility capable of producing up to 60 megawatts of
electricity to help meet the State-mandated Renewables Portfolio Standard of providing
33 percent renewable energy by 2020 and 50 percent by 2030.
2. Construct and operate a solar power facility with minimal impacts to the environment.
3. Develop a utility-scale solar energy facility project that improves local electricity reliability
for the San Bernardino region by providing a source of local generation near the Calcite
Substation.
4. Help reduce reliance on foreign sources of fuel.
5. Supply on-peak power to the electrical grid in California.
6. Help the State of California meet its statutory and regulatory goal of increasing renewable
power generation, including greenhouse gas reduction goals of AB 32 (California Global
Warming Solutions Act of 2006).
7. Contribute to San Bernardino County’s economic growth and reputation as a region rich
with renewable energy development.
8. Sustain and stimulate the economy of Southern California by helping to ensure an
adequate supply of renewable electrical energy while simultaneously creating additional
construction and operations employment and increased expenditures in many local
businesses.
9. Provide a new source of energy storage that assists the state in achieving or exceeding
the energy storage target of 1.3 gigawatts of energy by 2020, consistent with the terms
of AB 2514.
B. Calcite Substation
1. Provide transmission access to the Ord Mountain Solar and Energy Storage Project, within
close proximity to existing transmission lines and in a manner that reduces the need for
additional generation interconnection collector substations.
2. Complete Calcite Substation construction in a timely fashion, in order to meet the Ord
Mountain Solar and Energy Storage Project’s Large Generation Interconnection
Agreement target dates.
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IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT
Pursuant to CEQA, alternatives were evaluated for whether they would avoid or substantially
lessen any significant impacts of the proposed project. The evaluation considered whether the
alternative would create significant environmental impacts potentially greater than those of the
project as proposed. To evaluate the impacts that could be avoided or substantially lessened
through an alternative, the County first identified the potentially significant impacts of the
proposed project. The following resource topics were evaluated further in this EIR (refer to
Section 3.0, Environmental Analysis):
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

Aesthetics
Air Quality
Biological Resources
Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources
Geology and Soils
Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Hydrology and Water Quality
Land Use and Planning
Noise
Transportation and Traffic

The environmental impact analysis revealed that with the implementation of mitigation
measures, the proposed project would largely result in less than significant impacts. However,
cumulative aesthetic impacts related to visual quality would be significant and unavoidable. A
summary discussion of all proposed project impacts is presented in Table 6-1.
Table 6-1:
Summary of Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Project
Environmental Impacts

Resource Topic

Potentially significant impacts from degrading the existing visual
character of quality of the site and its surroundings. Impacts would be
reduced to a less than significant level with mitigation.
Aesthetics

Less than significant impacts on scenic vistas, scenic resources, and
views due to glare and nighttime lighting.
Significant and unavoidable cumulative impacts to visual quality
through the introduction of industrial-appearing electrical equipment
and visual elements to the landscape. These visual elements would
contribute considerably to the significant cumulative impact.
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Environmental Impacts

Resource Topic

Potentially significant impacts from a conflict with an air quality
standard or contribution to an air quality violation during construction.
Impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level with
mitigation.
Air Quality

Less than significant impacts from a conflict with an air quality standard
or contribution to an air quality violation during operation; conflict with
applicable air quality plan; exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial
pollutant concentrations; creation of objectionable odors; and
cumulatively considerable net increase of criteria pollutant for which
the project region is nonattainment.
Potentially significant impact on candidate, sensitive, or special-status
species and federally protected wetlands. Impacts would be reduced to
a less than significant level with mitigation.

Biological Resources

Cultural and Tribal Cultural
Resources

Less than significant impact on riparian or other sensitive natural
communities; movement of native resident or migratory species, native
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or native wildlife nursey sites;
from conflict with a policy or ordinance protecting biological resources;
and from conflict with an adopted habitat conservation plan.
Potentially significant impact from unanticipated discovery of an
archaeological resource; disturbance of human remains; and potential
impacts on significant tribal cultural resources. Impacts would be
reduced to a less than significant level with mitigation.
Less than significant impact on historic resources and unique
paleontological resources.
Potentially significant impact from being located on expansive soils. The
impact would be reduced to a less than significant level with mitigation.

Geology and Soils

Less than significant impact on adverse effects from rupture of an
earthquake fault, strong seismic ground shaking, landslides, and seismicrelated ground failure; substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil; and
being located on unstable soil.
No impact from the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater
disposal systems.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Less than significant impact from generation of greenhouse gas
emissions that may have a significant impact on the environment;
conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation for the purpose of
reducing emissions; and generation of greenhouse gas emissions that
when combined with other related cumulative projects could have a
significant impact on global climate change.
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Environmental Impacts

Resource Topic

Less than significant impact from the routine transport, use, or disposal
of hazardous materials or creation of reasonably foreseeable upset and
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials; and
exposing people or structures to a significant risk involving wildfires.
Hazards and Hazardous Materials

Hydrology and Water Quality

No impact from hazardous emissions or handling of hazardous materials
within 0.25 miles of a school; located on a site that is included on a list
of hazardous materials sites; located in an area covered by an airport
land use plan; and interfering with an adopted emergency plan or
emergency evacuation plan.
Less than significant impact from violation of water quality standards or
waste discharge requirements; substantially depleting groundwater
supplies or substantially interfering with groundwater recharge; altering
drainage patterns of the site to result in erosion, siltation, or flooding;
creating runoff water which would exceed stormwater drainage system
capacity or provide substantially additional sources of polluted runoff;
and substantially degrading water quality.
No impact from placing housing within a 100-year flood zone hazard
area; exposure of people or structures to significant risk involving
flooding; and inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow.

Land Use and Planning

Less than significant impact from physically dividing an established
community and conflicting with land use plans, policies, and regulations
and.
No impact from conflicts with any applicable habitat conservation plan
or natural community conservation plan.
Potentially significant impact from exposure of people to noise levels in
excess of local noise standards; from creation of substantial permanent
increase in ambient noise levels; and significant increase in long-term
stationary ambient noise levels when combined with cumulative
projects. Impacts would be reduced to less than significant with
mitigation.

Noise

Less than significant impact from creation of temporary periodic
increase in ambient noise levels; exposure of persons to excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels; significant shortterm noise impacts to nearby sensitive noise receptors associated with
the proposed project and other related cumulative projects; and
proposed project combined with other related cumulative projects
significantly contributing to existing traffic noise.
No impact from exposure of people to excessive noise levels in the
vicinity of a public airport or private airstrip.
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Environmental Impacts

Resource Topic

Transportation and Traffic

Less than significant impact from conflict with an applicable plan,
ordinance, or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the
performance of the circulation system; conflicts with an applicable
congestion management program; change in air traffic patterns;
substantial increase in hazards due to design features or incompatible
uses; inadequate emergency access; and conflict with adopted policies,
plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian
facilities.

ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT
As noted previously, the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6(e)(2)) require that the alternatives
discussion include an analysis of the No Project Alternative. Pursuant to CEQA, the No Project
Alternative refers to the analysis of existing conditions (i.e., implementation of current plans) and
what would reasonably be expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project was not
approved. Other solar projects are proposed in the area and could trigger the development of
the Calcite Substation. None of the projects that have a proposed interconnection to Calcite
Substation have been approved by San Bernardino County. The proposed solar projects are
considered reasonably foreseeable because there are existing applications filed for
interconnection to Calcite Substation and for County approval; however, the County could also
deny permits for the projects that have proposed interconnection to Calcite Substation. Two No
Project scenarios are evaluated due to the uncertainty in development of Calcite Substation if
the proposed project were not approved. The first No Project scenario (No Build) assumes that
the County does not approve the proposed project and all other projects which have proposed
an interconnection to Calcite Substation. The second No Project scenario (Substation Only)
assumes that the County does not approve the proposed project, but the County approves one
or more future projects that would interconnect to Calcite Substation causing development of
the substation. Potential environmental impacts associated with two No Project scenarios, and
three project alternatives are compared below to assess impacts from the proposed project.
These alternatives include (1A) No Project (No Build) Alternative, (1B) No Project (Substation
Only) Alternative (2) Substation Site Alternative, (3) Solar Site Alternative, and (4) Reduced
Footprint Alternative.
Table 6-2, Comparison of Alternatives and Environmental Considerations, summarizes the impact
of each alternative on the environmental resources evaluated in the EIR.
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Table 6-2:
Comparison of Alternatives and Environmental Considerations
1A: No
Project (No
Build)
Alternative

1B: No
Project
(Substation
Only)
Alternative

2: Substation
Site
Alternative

3: Solar Site
Alternative

4: Reduced
Footprint
Alternative

Aesthetics

<

<

>

>

<

Air Quality

<

<

>

>

<

Biological Resources

<

<

>

>

<

Cultural and Tribal Cultural
Resources

<

<

=

>

<

Geology and Soils

<

<

=

>

=

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

<

<

>

>

<

Hazards and Hazardous
Materials

<

<

=

=

=

Hydrology and Water Quality

<

<

>

>

<

Land Use and Planning

<

<

=

>

=

Noise

<

<

=

<

<

Transportation and Traffic

<

<

=

=

=

Achieves Project Objectives

No

No

Yes

Partial

Yes

Topic

Notes:
=
Impact is equivalent to impact of proposed project (neither environmentally superior nor inferior).
<
Impact is less than impact of proposed project (environmentally superior).
>
Impact is greater than impact of proposed project (environmentally inferior).

Table 6-3, Project Objectives Consistency Analysis, identifies objectives consistency for each of
the proposed alternatives. Further discussion of objectives related to each alternative is provided
following the impact analysis comparison below.
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Table 6-3:
Project Objectives Consistency Analysis
1A: No
Project (No
Build)
Alternative

1B: No
Project
(Substation
Only)
Alternative

2:
Substation
Site
Alternative

3: Solar Site
Alternative

4: Reduced
Footprint
Alternative

Consistent

Consistent

Consistent

Consistent

Consistent

1. Construct and operate a solar
energy facility capable of
producing up to 60 MW of
electricity to help meet the Statemandated RPS of providing 33
percent renewable energy by
2020 and 50 percent by 2030.

No

No

N/A

Yes

Yes

2. Construct and operate a solar
power facility with minimal
impacts to the environment.

No

No

N/A

No

Yes

3. Develop a utility-scale solar
energy facility project that
improves local electricity
reliability for the San Bernardino
region by providing a source of
local generation near the Calcite
Substation.

No

No

N/A

Yes

Yes

4. Help reduce reliance on
foreign sources of fuel.

No

No

N/A

Yes

Yes

5. Supply on-peak power to the
electrical grid in California.

No

No

N/A

Yes

Yes

6. Help the State of California
meet its statutory and regulatory
goal of increasing renewable
power generation, including
greenhouse gas reduction goals
of AB 32.

No

No

N/A

Yes

Yes

7. Contribute to San Bernardino
County’s economic growth and
reputation as a region rich with
renewable energy development.

No

No

N/A

Yes

Yes

Project Objective
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1A: No
Project (No
Build)
Alternative

1B: No
Project
(Substation
Only)
Alternative

2:
Substation
Site
Alternative

3: Solar Site
Alternative

4: Reduced
Footprint
Alternative

Consistent

Consistent

Consistent

Consistent

Consistent

8. Sustain and stimulate the
economy of Southern California
by helping to ensure an adequate
supply of renewable electrical
energy while simultaneously
creating additional construction
and operations employment and
increased expenditures in many
local businesses.

No

No

N/A

Yes

Yes

9. Provide a new source of
energy storage that assists the
state in achieving or exceeding
the energy storage target of 1.3
gigawatts of energy by 2020,
consistent with the terms of AB
2514.

No

No

N/A

Yes

Yes

10. Provide transmission access
to the Ord Mountain Solar
Project, in close proximity to
existing transmission lines and in
a manner that reduces the need
for additional generation
interconnection collector
substations.

No

No

Yes

N/A

N/A

11. Complete Calcite Substation
construction in a timely fashion,
in order to meet the Ord
Mountain Solar Project’s LGIA
target dates.

No

No

Yes

N/A

N/A

Project Objective

Notes: N/A (not applicable) is used when Alternative 2, Substation Site Alternative, is being screened for
consistency against the solar energy and storage project objectives because Alternative 2 would not modify the
solar energy and storage project. Conversely, Alternative 3, Solar Site Alternative, and Alternative 4, Reduced
Footprint Alternative, are being screened for consistency against the Calcite Substation objectives because
Alternatives 3 and 4 would not modify the Calcite Substation project.
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ALTERNATIVE 1A: NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE (NO BUILD)
DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE
The No Project (No Build) Alternative (Alternative 1A) would not develop the proposed project,
including the Calcite Substation. The existing land uses would remain the same.
IMPACT COMPARISON TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT
Under the No Project (No Build) Alternative, impacts associated with the solar energy and storage
facility and Calcite Substation would be avoided.
A ESTHETICS

Implementation of the No Project (No Build) Alternative would not alter views of the scenic vista
or impact scenic resources, as the sites would remain in their current conditions. Views of the
desert terrain with mountainous backdrop would remain. No new sources of light and glare
would be constructed. The No Project Alternative would have no aesthetic impacts.
The No Project (No Build) Alternative would avoid the proposed project’s potentially significant
impacts on visual quality from introduction of a solar facility and substation to the desert
landscape and would avoid the change in views of the substation and solar sites from local roads
and SR-247.
A IR Q UALITY

The No Project (No Build) Alternative would not require vehicle or equipment use. Dust emissions
from the fallow agricultural area would continue at the same rate as existing conditions. Criteria
air pollutant emissions would not increase and the risk to sensitive receptors would remain the
same as baseline conditions. Ambient air quality of the project site would not be affected by the
No Project Alternative.
The No Project (No Build) Alternative would avoid the proposed project’s potentially significant
air quality impacts resulting from construction of the solar facilities and Calcite Substation.
B IOLOGY

The No Project (No Build) Alternative would not require ground-disturbing activities and would
not affect special-status plant and wildlife species that may occur within the project sites. There
would be no ground-disturbance and no impact to the existing jurisdictional water resources at
the Calcite Substation site. No impacts to biological resources would occur.
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The No Project (No Build) Alternative would avoid the proposed project’s potentially significant
impacts on special-status species and jurisdictional water resources from the construction and
operation of a solar facility and substation in a previously undeveloped area.
C ULTURAL R ESOURCES AND T RIBAL C ULTURAL R ESOURCES

The No Project (No Build) Alternative would not involve ground-disturbing activities and there
would be no potential impacts on archaeological, tribal, or paleontological resources or human
remains. No impact would occur.
The No Project (No Build) Alternative would avoid the proposed project’s potential cultural
resource impacts resulting from potential discovery of buried archaeological and tribal cultural
resources during ground-disturbing construction activities.
G EOLOGY AND S OILS

The No Project (No Build) Alternative would not involve in the development of the solar or
substation site and would not expose structures or property to adverse effects from rupture of
an earthquake fault, strong seismic ground shaking, seismic-related ground failure, liquefaction,
landslides, or expansive or unstable soil. The No Project Alternative would not involve grounddisturbing activities and soil erosion and topsoil loss would continue at baseline conditions in the
fallow agricultural area. No geologic, soils, or seismicity impacts would occur with the No Project
(No Build) Alternative.
The No Project (No Build) Alternative would avoid proposed project’s potentially significant
impacts of siting a project on expansive soils and would avoid less than significant impacts of
structures that could be exposed to geologic, soils, and seismicity impacts. The No Project
Alternative would not create any geologic, soils, or seismicity impacts as no development would
occur.
G REENHOUSE G AS

The No Project (No Build) Alternative would not require vehicle or equipment use and no
construction-related greenhouse gas emissions would be generated. No solar facilities or
substation would be constructed; therefore, no increase in operational greenhouse gas emissions
associated with these components would occur over existing conditions.
The No Project (No Build) Alternative would avoid the proposed project’s impact on greenhouse
gases resulting from use of off-road construction equipment and vehicles during construction,
and use of equipment containing SF6 (e.g., gas insulated switch gear) during project operation.
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H AZARDS AND H AZARDOUS M ATERIALS

The No Project (No Build) Alternative would not involve transportation or use of hazardous
materials related to construction equipment use and solar facility and substation development
and operations. The risk of wildfire would not increase because the existing vegetation and use
of the proposed project area would remain. There would be no impacts related the hazards and
hazardous materials.
The No Project (No Build) Alternative would avoid the project’s less than significant impacts
related to transportation and use of standard construction-related hazardous materials and
increased potential for occurrence of wildfires in the proposed project area.
H YDROLOGY AND W ATER Q UALITY

The No Project (No Build) Alternative would not create new impervious surfaces or include any
development at the proposed project site. No ground-disturbing activities would occur and
erosion and runoff rates would be unchanged from baseline conditions. The No Project
Alternative would not use groundwater and would have no impacts on hydrology and water
quality.
The No Project (No Build) Alternative would avoid the proposed project’s less than significant
impacts on water-quality and groundwater.
L AND U SE AND P LANNING

The No Project (No Build) Alternative would not involve any changes in land use and would not
conflict with the General Plan/Lucerne Valley Community Plan, County ordinances, or other
applicable land use plans, policies, or regulations. No impacts related to land use would occur.
The No Project (No Build) Alternative would avoid the proposed project’s less than significant
impacts related to dividing an established community and conflicting with General Plan and other
land use planning policies.
N OISE

No construction or operation of a solar site or substation would occur under the No Project
Alternative and ambient noise levels on the project site would remain the same as existing
conditions. The No Project (No Build) Alternative would not conflict with local noise standards or
result in changes to the ambient noise levels either temporarily, periodically, or permanently.
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The No Project (No Build) Alternative would avoid the proposed project’s potentially significant
impact from exposure of people to noise levels in excess of local noise standards and creation of
substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels.
T RANSPORTATION AND T RAFFIC

No construction would occur with the implementation of the No Project (No Build) Alternative;
therefore, no construction-related transportation and traffic impacts would occur. No new access
roads, solar facilities, or substation would be constructed and the existing transportation and
traffic conditions in the area would remain.
The No Project (No Build) Alternative would avoid the proposed project’s less than significant
impacts on transportation and traffic.
ALTERNATIVE 1A SUMMARY AND FEASIBILITY
Implementation of the Alternative 1A, No Project (No Build) Alternative, would avoid the
environmental impacts of the proposed project because no solar facility or substation would be
constructed. The baseline environmental conditions in the proposed project area would remain
under the No Project (No Build) Alternative. The No Project (No Build) Alternative would not meet
any of the basic project objectives.

ALTERNATIVE 1B: NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE (SUBSTATION ONLY)
DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE
The No Project (Substation Only) Alternative (Alternative 1B) would not involve the development
of the solar energy and storage project, and the existing land uses would remain the same. Two
other projects, Sorrel I Solar Farm and Sienna Solar Farm, have requested interconnection to the
Calcite Substation. Therefore, the Calcite Substation may be constructed even if the Ord
Mountain Solar and Energy Storage project were not approved by the County. The No Project
Alternative would include construction of the Calcite Substation if triggered by the need to
interconnect some other new electrical energy generation projects.
IMPACT COMPARISON TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT
Under the No Project (Substation Only) Alternative, impacts would be limited to those associated
with development and operation of the Calcite Substation project. Impacts associated with the
solar energy and storage project would be avoided.
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A ESTHETICS

Implementation of the No Project (Substation Only) Alternative would avoid visual impacts
associated with the solar energy and storage project and would limit impacts to the Calcite
Substation site. Impacts to scenic resources east of SR 247 would be avoided. The Calcite
Substation impacts on visual quality would remain. New sources of light and glare would be
minor. This alternative would still have potentially significant cumulative impacts on visual quality
from construction of the Calcite Substation in association with the interconnecting solar projects
in the area; however, the Calcite Substation impacts alone would be less than significant with
mitigation.
The No Project (Substation Only) Alternative would avoid the solar energy and storage project’s
potentially significant impacts on visual quality from the introduction of a solar facility to the
desert landscape and would avoid the change in views to the east of local roads and SR 247. The
solar project’s contribution to significant cumulative impacts would also be avoided; however,
significant regional cumulative impacts in Lucerne Valley would remain due to the development
of the cumulative solar projects and the Calcite Substation.
A IR Q UALITY

The No Project (Substation Only) Alternative would require less vehicle and equipment use than
the proposed project. Dust emissions from the fallow agricultural area would continue at the
same rate as existing conditions. Criteria air pollutant emissions would not increase and the risk
to sensitive receptors would remain similar to baseline conditions. The ambient air quality of the
project site would not be affected by this alternative.
The No Project (Substation Only) Alternative would avoid the proposed project’s potentially
significant air quality impacts resulting from construction of the solar facilities. The air quality
impacts from construction of the Calcite Substation would remain under the No Project
Alternative.
B IOLOGICAL R ESOURCES

The No Project (Substation Only) Alternative would disturb much less area than the proposed
project because it would avoid the acreage associated with the solar energy and storage project
and would avoid impacts to sensitive species therein. The alternative would result in potentially
significant impacts on biological resources at the Calcite Substation, including indirect impacts to
special-status resources, desert tortoise, golden eagle, nesting birds, and Mohave ground
squirrel.
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C ULTURAL R ESOURCES AND T RIBAL C ULTURAL R ESOURCES

The No Project (Substation Only) Alternative would limit ground-disturbing activities to
approximately 41.5 acres associated with the Calcite Substation. Therefore, impacts to
archaeological, tribal, or paleontological resources or human remains would be substantially
reduced compared to the proposed project.
The No Project (Substation Only) Alternative would limit the cultural resource impacts resulting
from potential discovery of buried archaeological and tribal cultural resources during grounddisturbing construction activities.
G EOLOGY AND S OILS

The No Project (Substation Only) Alternative would limit the scale of development to the Calcite
Substation site. It would thereby reduce the exposure of structures and property to adverse
effects from rupture of an earthquake fault, strong seismic ground shaking, seismic-related
ground failure, liquefaction, landslides, or expansive or unstable soil. The alternative would limit
ground-disturbing activities, and soil erosion and topsoil loss would continue at baseline
conditions in the fallow agricultural area.
The No Project (Substation Only) Alternative would limit the potentially significant impacts of
siting a project on expansive soils and would reduce significant impacts of structures that could
be exposed to geologic, soils, and seismicity impacts compared to the proposed project.
G REENHOUSE G AS E MISSIONS

The No Project (Substation Only) Alternative would require the use of fewer vehicles and less
equipment and would limit construction-related greenhouse gas emissions. No solar facilities
would be constructed; therefore, no increase in operational greenhouse gas emissions associated
with these components would occur over existing conditions.
The No Project (Substation Only) Alternative would reduce the proposed project’s impact on
greenhouse gases resulting from use of off-road construction equipment and vehicles during
construction, and use of equipment containing SF6 (e.g., the gas-insulated switch-gear) during
project operation.
H AZARDS AND H AZARDOUS M ATERIALS

The No Project (Substation Only) Alternative would involve less transportation or use of
hazardous materials compared to the proposed project. Impacts related to hazards and
hazardous materials would be substantially reduced.
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The No Project (Substation Only) Alternative would reduce the project’s less than significant
impacts related to the transportation and use of standard construction-related hazardous
materials and the increased potential for occurrence of wildfires in the proposed project area.
H YDROLOGY AND W ATER Q UALITY

The No Project (Substation Only) Alternative would reduce the amount of new impervious
surfaces or development at the proposed project site. It would substantially limit grounddisturbing activities so that for most of the project site, erosion and runoff rates would be
unchanged from baseline conditions. The alternative would reduce groundwater use.
The No Project (Substation Only) Alternative would reduce the proposed project’s less than
significant impacts on water quality and groundwater.
L AND U SE AND P LANNING

The No Project (Substation Only) Alternative would not limit land use changes to the substation
site, reducing conflict with the General Plan/Lucerne Valley Community Plan, County ordinances,
or other applicable land use plans, policies, or regulations.
The No Project (Substation Only) Alternative would reduce the proposed project’s less than
significant impacts related to dividing an established community and conflicting with the General
Plan and other land use planning plans.
N OISE

No construction or operation of a solar energy and storage project would occur under the No
Project (Substation Only) Alternative. Ambient noise levels at nearby sensitive receptors would
be reduced compared to the proposed project. The alternative would not conflict with local noise
standards or result in substantial permanent changes to the ambient noise levels.
The No Project (Substation Only) Alternative would reduce the proposed project’s potentially
significant impact from exposure of people to noise levels in excess of local noise standards and
creation of a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels.
T RANSPORTATION AND T RAFFIC

Construction-related transportation and traffic impacts would be limited to those associated with
the Calcite Substation. No new solar energy and storage project access roads or solar facilities
would be constructed, and the existing transportation and traffic conditions associated with that
project site would remain.
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The No Project (Substation Only) Alternative would reduce the proposed project’s less than
significant impacts on transportation and traffic.
ALTERNATIVE 1B SUMMARY AND FEASIBILITY
Implementation of Alternative 1B, the No Project (Substation Only) Alternative, would reduce
the environmental impacts of the proposed project because no solar energy and storage facility
would be constructed. The baseline environmental conditions related to the solar energy and
storage facility project site would remain under this alternative. The No Project (Substation Only)
Alternative would only meet the project objectives related to the Calcite Substation.

ALTERNATIVE 2: SUBSTATION SITE ALTERNATIVE
DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE
S UBSTATION L OCATION

Alternative 2, the Substation Site Alternative, would involve construction of the Calcite
Substation at an alternative site. The alternative substation site is on approximately 40 acres of
land on the west side of SR 247 in San Bernardino County, northwest-adjacent to the proposed
project substation site. The substation would be constructed in the center of the parcel. Access
to SR 247 is anticipated to be via Waalew Road along the northern boundary of the parcel and
approximately 1,000 feet of new access road to the alternative substation site property. The
Substation Site Alternative components that would differ from the Calcite Substation description
in Section 2.0, Project Description, are described below. Under the Alternative 2, the substation
within the proposed Ord Mountain Solar and Energy Storage facility would be relocated
approximately 700 feet north to accommodate the Alternative 2 gen-tie route. Refer to Exhibit
6-1, Substation Site Alternative.
G ENERATION T IE L INE

Under Alternative 2, the gen-tie line would be shifted approximately 0.25 north of the gen-tie
line for the proposed project. Consequently, the tie-in point at the on-site substation at the solar
and energy facility would be shifted approximately 700 feet north. The gen-tie line would be
approximately 1 mile in length and would require approximately 6 structures.
L OOP -I N T RANSMISSION L INE

The Alternative 2 substation site would connect to the Lugo-Pisgah No. 1 220 kV Transmission
Line via a loop-in that would modify the Lugo-Pisgah No. 1 Transmission Line. That modification
would create two new line segments: the Calcite-Lugo 220-kV transmission line and the CalciteSan Bernardino County
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Pisgah 220-kV transmission line. Each new transmission line segment entering the substation
would be approximately 4,000 feet long. This is approximately 1,500 feet longer than the
connection for the proposed project and requires 2 additional double-circuit structures.
The new 220-kV transmission line loop-in would require approximately 8 transmission structures,
consisting of 4 single-circuit structures and 4 double-circuit structures. Four single-circuit
structures with heights ranging from approximately 50 feet to approximately 100 feet would be
used to cross underneath the Eldorado-Lugo 500-kV and Lugo-Mohave 500-kV transmission lines.
The Alternative 2 loop-in path would then continue north on 4 double-circuit structures with
heights ranging from approximately 130 feet to approximately 160 feet. Alternative 2 would use
the same type of conductor as for the proposed project.
The 8 new transmission structures would require new ROW (approximately 250 to 400 feet wide,
depending on structure types and line crossings) between SCE’s existing right-of-way and the
Alternative 2 substation site. Additionally, two existing 220-kV lattice steel towers in the existing
right-of-way would be removed.
D ISTRIBUTION S YSTEM FOR S UBSTATION L IGHT AND P OWER

Approximately 4,000 feet of 12-kV overhead distribution line and approximately 1,000 feet of
underground distribution line would be constructed in multiple sections to connect the existing
distribution system along Waalew Road to the substation to supply the Alternative 2 substation
with light and power. Alternative 2 would require approximately 1,000 feet of additional
overhead distribution line and 700 feet less underground distribution line than the proposed
project.
To provide access to the new overhead distribution lines, a new 2,000-foot-long access road
would be constructed from Waalew Road to the Alternative 2 substation.
T ELECOMMUNICATION F ACILITIES

The first proposed fiber-optic cable would start from the Alternative 2 substation and would be
installed overhead along new 12-kV distribution poles (see distribution description above), and
then continue east approximately 1,400 feet, then south approximately 4,000 feet along existing
poles to the Barstow Repeater Communication Site. The fiber-optic cable would dip down into a
new riser and continue underground for approximately 150 feet into an existing communication
room within the communication site.
For the splice box tap, the underground conduits would extend along the new Alternative 2
right-of-way for the proposed 220-kV loop-in for approximately 2,000 feet. The cable crew would
use existing roads or previously established roads for the cable installation, where possible.
San Bernardino County
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Exhibit 6-1: Substation Site Alternative

Source: SCE 2018
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IMPACT COMPARISON TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT
Alternative 2 would not modify the solar project or battery storage facilities. All impacts from the
Ord Mountain Solar and Energy Storage project as evaluated in Section 3.0 would remain under
Alternative 2.
A ESTHETICS

Alternative 2 would include development of the substation on undeveloped desert landscape.
Impacts to scenic vistas for all substation project components would be less than significant
because the substation area does not have unique or unusual features that dominate a portion
of the viewshed.
The visual quality of the Alternative 2 area is considered to be moderately low. The gen-tie line
would be visible from SR 247 but would not substantially obstruct or interrupt views of the
surrounding mountainous terrain and would have a less than significant impact on visual quality
when viewed in the context of the existing transmission line infrastructure in the area. The
construction of the Calcite Substation would interrupt the continuous pattern of undeveloped
desert vegetation and terrain that occurs to the west of SR 247 and would result in a potentially
significant impact to visual quality. Implementation of mitigation measure VIS-2 from the
proposed project, which requires visual screening for the Calcite Substation, would reduce this
impact to less than significant.
The transmission line loop-in for Alternative 2 would be slightly longer than the connection
required for the proposed project and would require 8 transmission structures instead of 6. The
loop-in transmission line structures would be backdropped by mountainous terrain and would
be similar to the height of the existing steel lattice towers on the Lugo-Pisgah No. 1 220-kV
transmission line. The structures would be 130 to 160 feet tall and would generally display thin
vertical and horizon lines that would not substantially obstruct or interrupt views of the
mountainous terrain. Impacts would be less than significant.
Under Alternative 2, nighttime construction activities could occur which may involve the use of
construction lighting. Construction lighting would be temporary and would only occur if approved
by the County. Any construction lighting would be directed away from adjacent residences and
toward active construction areas. The impact would be less than significant. Lighting installed at
the Calcite Substation would also be shielded and turned off unless needed for nighttime
emergency work, and impacts would be less than significant. The gen-tie line and the Calcite
Substation would be constructed with metallic components, which could introduce new sources
of glare to the project area. The glare associated with these facilities would be minor and highly

San Bernardino County
6-21

Ord Mountain Solar
Environmental Impact Report

6.0 Alternatives to the Proposed Project

scattered and would not adversely affect daytime views. Impacts from glare and lighting would
be less than significant.
Alternative 2 would result in similar impacts on visual quality as the proposed Calcite Substation.
The substation would be located northwest of the proposed substation and would affect the
same sensitive receptors and viewsheds; however, the longer transmission line loop-in and
increase in the number of transmission structures would result in a minor increase in visual
contrast when compared to the proposed project. Light and glare impacts under Alternative 2
would be similar to the proposed project.
A IR Q UALITY

Alternative 2 would involve the use of construction equipment and vehicles that would result in
temporary construction emissions. Implementation of BMPs and mitigation measure AQ-1 would
reduce impacts to a less than significant level. The alternative would comply with all applicable
MDAQMD rules and regulations and would not result in extended exposure of nearby residences
to criteria air pollutants or toxic air contaminants, as construction activities would move along
different project components.
Alternative 2 would use the same types of construction equipment as the proposed project.
Construction of the substation, distribution facilities, and telecommunication facilities would be
similar to the proposed project. The additional length for the new substation line loop-in and
installation of 2 additional transmission structures for the transmission line loop-in may increase
the construction duration and would result in additional ground disturbance when compared to
the proposed project, but the increase would be minor. Operational air quality impacts would be
the same as with the proposed project because the substation facilities would be the same.
Alternative 2 would result in a minor increase in construction-related emissions and air quality
impacts when compared to the proposed project.
B IOLOGICAL R ESOURCES

Alternative 2 would have the potential to affect special-status wildlife and plant species, including
indirect impacts to Borrego milk vetch and beaver Indian breadroot and direct impacts to desert
tortoise, burrowing owl, special-status birds, nesting birds, and Mohave ground squirrel.
Implementation of mitigation measures identified for the proposed project would reduce these
impacts to a less than significant level. Impacts to riparian habitat or sensitive natural
communities are not anticipated. The Alternative 2 substation is in an area with a network of
braided channels. Impacts to jurisdictional water resources resulting from construction of the
Calcite Substation would be potentially significant but would be reduced to less than significant
with implementation of the proposed project mitigation measures BIO-1 and BIO-7.
San Bernardino County
6-22

Ord Mountain Solar
Environmental Impact Report

6.0 Alternatives to the Proposed Project

Alternative 2 would result in slightly greater ground-disturbing activity than the proposed project
from the installation of 2 additional transmission structures and longer access roads for
substation and transmission line loop-in access, but the increase in ground disturbance would be
minor when compared to the overall project. The substation site would result in a greater impact
on jurisdictional waters because the substation site would be in an area with an inter-braided
channel network that likely contains jurisdictional resources. Implementation of Alternative 2
would result in greater impacts on biological resources when compared to the proposed project.
C ULTURAL AND T RIBAL C ULTURAL R ESOURCES

Alternative 2 would involve ground-disturbing activities on undeveloped desert terrain. Ground
disturbance associated with construction has the potential to uncover buried archaeological,
paleontological, or tribal resources or human remains. Implementation of the mitigation
measures identified for the proposed project would reduce the potential impact to a less than
significant level. No impacts to known historic resources would occur.
The potential for uncovering buried archaeological, tribal, and paleontological resources within
the alternative substation site would be similar to the potential at the proposed project
substation site. Implementation of Alternative 2 would result in similar impacts on cultural
resources when compared to the proposed project.
G EOLOGY AND S OILS

Alternative 2 would include development on similar ground and soil substrate as the proposed
project. The soils at the Alternative 2 substation site are not susceptible to liquefaction or
landslides. Best management practices identified for the proposed project would be
implemented at all land disturbance sites for erosion and runoff control, and project designs
would incorporate measures to accommodate projected seismic loading. The Alternative 2
substation site would be on soils with the potential for expansion during a seismic event.
Mitigation measure GEO-1, identified for the proposed project, would reduce potential impacts
to a less than significant level.
Implementation of this alternative would include development of the substation on similar
ground and soil substrate as the proposed project. Geology and soils impacts associated with the
implementation of Alternative 2 would be similar to the proposed project.
G REENHOUSE G AS E MISSIONS

Construction of Alternative 2 would involve off-road construction equipment and vehicles that
would result in construction GHG emissions, which would be short-term and temporary. GHG
emissions associated with operations and maintenance would not exceed the GHG significance
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threshold of 3,000 MT CO2e per year. Impacts associated with greenhouse gas emissions would
be less than significant.
Alternative 2 would involve the same type of equipment and use on a schedule similar to the
proposed project. The number of construction truck trips under this alternative would be slightly
higher than the proposed project due to the additional construction required for the
interconnection and gen-tie lines, generating a minor increase in construction greenhouse gas
emissions. Operational GHG emissions under Alternative 2 would be the same as the proposed
project. Greenhouse gas impacts associated with the implementation of Alternative 2 would be
greater than the proposed project.
H AZARDS AND H AZARDOUS M ATERIALS

Implementation of Alternative 2 would involve the transportation and use of standard
construction-related hazardous materials associated with a substation. Project construction
activities would occur in accordance with all applicable local standards set forth by the County of
San Bernardino, as well as state and federal health and safety requirements. The substation is
not on a site that is included on a list of hazardous materials sites, as determined through review
of the EnviroStor and GeoTracker databases. Alternative 2 would increase the potential for
occurrence of wildfire in the project area; however, compliance with the 2016 California Building
Code and the 2016 California Fire Code and implementation of comprehensive safety measures
would minimize the occurrences of fire. Impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials
would be less than significant.
Alternative 2 would involve the same use of standard construction-related hazards and
hazardous materials as the proposed project and would have the same less than significant
impact related to the potential for wildfires. Impacts associated with implementation of
Alternative 2 would be similar to the proposed project.
H YDROLOGY AND W ATER Q UALITY

Alternative 2 has the potential for construction-related water quality impacts, such as erosion
resulting from exposed soils and polluted runoff into drainage areas. Preparation of a projectspecific Water Quality Management Plan, inclusive of site design and best management practices
for construction, and preparation of and compliance with a SWPPP would minimize constructionrelated water quality impacts. Retention basins would be constructed within the Calcite
Substation site to reduce impacts to downstream receiving waters resulting from an increase in
on-site runoff generated by the project. Impacts to hydrology and water quality would be less
than significant.
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The Alternative 2 substation site is located on an inter-braided channel network, and the
substation site would affect and redirect these drainages. Construction of Alternative 2 could
potentially have a significant impact on site drainage and flooding. Engineering and design for
this alternative would need to address site drainage and potential flooding conditions to reduce
the impact to a less than significant level.
Alternative 2 would require a comparable amount of water for construction and operational use
as the proposed project. Impacts related to hydrology and water quality would be greater under
Alternative 2 than the proposed project due to increased impacts on site drainage patterns.
L AND U SE AND P LANNING

Alternative 2 would not change the existing land use designations of the site, nor would it conflict
with the General Plan/Lucerne Valley Community Plan, County ordinances, or other applicable
land use plans, policies, or regulations.
This alternative is located within the same land use and zoning designation as the proposed
project. Impacts related to land use would be similar under Alternative 2 when compared to the
proposed project.
N OISE

Alternative 2 would involve short-term construction noise. No occupied residences are located
near the Alternative 2 substation, and noise impacts from the substation construction would not
exceed standards at sensitive receptors. The impact would be less than significant.
Construction equipment used for this alternative would be the same as for the proposed project,
and the noise impact of Alternative 2 substation construction would be similar to the proposed
project at sensitive receptors. Noise impacts from Alternative 2 would be similar to the proposed
project.
T RANSPORTATION AND T RAFFIC

The number of vehicle trips associated with the construction and operation of Alternative 2
would be similar to the proposed project, and impacts would be less than significant.
Transmission structures would be constructed consistent with FAA requirements and would have
no impact on air traffic patterns. Alternative 2 would require the construction of a new access
road from the substation that would connect to SR 247. Access roads would be constructed to
achieve County standards and would not increase hazards due to a design feature. No closures
to SR 247 would occur that may affect emergency access. Short-term closure of two unpaved
roads could temporarily limit emergency access to areas east of the site, but these roadways are
minimally used because of the limited number of residences and businesses in the area, and
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there are other access roads available. Alternative 2 impacts on transportation and traffic would
be less than significant.
The height of Alternative 2 transmission towers would be similar to the proposed project;
however, this alternative would introduce 2 more transmission structures to the area. The
alternative would have construction and operational transportation and traffic impacts similar to
the proposed project.
ALTERNATIVE 2 SUMMARY AND FEASIBILITY
Implementation of Alternative 2, Substation Site Alternative, would result in greater
environmental impacts than the proposed project due to the presence of larger channels and
waterways that would be impacted in the Alternative 2 substation site and the increased length
of overhead interconnection and gen-tie lines required. Alternative 2 would meet all of the
project objectives.

ALTERNATIVE 3: SOLAR SITE ALTERNATIVE
DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE
Alternative 3, the Solar Site Alternative, would include 60 MW of electric generation solar PV
panels and an energy storage facility, which would have the same generating capacity as the
proposed project. This alternative would not modify the location of the Calcite Substation. The
potential alternative solar facility site covers approximately 2,500 acres, located approximately
3 miles north of Rabbit Springs Road on the east side of SR 247, as shown on Exhibit 6-2, Solar
Site Alternative. Only 450 to 500 acres of the 2,500-acre alternative site would require
development to produce the projected 60 MW of power.
The route of the Alternative 3 gen-tie line cannot be determined at this time. Because of the
distance between the Alternative 3 site and the Calcite Substation site location, it is assumed that
the gen-tie line would require an approximately 1.5-mile-long gen-tie line and associated rightof-way.
The purpose of Alternative 3 is to locate the proposed solar facility farther from neighboring
residences than the proposed project. This alternative site was suggested by the public during
the scoping process for the EIR. The Alternative 3 site is included in this analysis of alternatives
in response to public request and because the cumulative projects include solar development on
sites with similar soil conditions.
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Exhibit 6-2: Solar Site Alternative

Source: Nextera Energy 2018
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IMPACT COMPARISON TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT
A ESTHETICS

Alternative 3 would include development of the solar facility on an undisturbed playa. The visual
quality of the Alternative 3 solar facility and surrounding lands is considered moderate to high.
The desert landscape in the Alternative 3 area is open without views of infrastructure due to the
presence of the playa lakebed.
The Alternative 3 solar facility is not located within an existing transmission corridor or near other
infrastructure, and construction would result in changes in existing views from SR 247 where
transmission facilities are absent. The gen-tie line for Alternative 3 would be approximately 1 mile
long (or more) and would be visible from SR 247. The gen-tie line and solar facility would not
substantially obstruct or interrupt views of the surrounding mountains; however, the level of
contrast to the existing undisturbed landscape would be high and potentially significant. Because
there are no similar features in the area, the impact on visual quality would likely be significant
and unavoidable.
Under this alternative, nighttime construction activities could occur which may involve the use
of construction lighting equipment. Construction lighting would be temporary and would only
occur if approved by the County. No residences are located near the Alternative 3 site. The impact
would be less than significant. The gen-tie line would be constructed with metallic components,
which could introduce new sources of glare to the project area. The glare associated with these
facilities would be minor and highly scattered and would not adversely affect daytime views.
Impacts from light and glare would be less than significant.
Changes in existing views from local roads and SR 247 and to visual quality with implementation
of Alternative 3 would be greater than the proposed project due to the introduction of industrial
elements into an open undisturbed visual landscape near an eligible scenic highway.
Implementation of this alternative would result in a significant and unavoidable visual impact and
greater significant visual impacts than the proposed project. Light and glare impacts under
Alternative 3 would be similar to the proposed project.
A IR Q UALITY

Alternative 3 would involve the use of construction equipment and vehicles that would result in
temporary construction emissions. Implementation of BMPs and mitigation measure AQ-1 would
reduce impacts to a less than significant level. The alternative would comply with all applicable
MDAQMD rules and regulations and would not result in extended exposure of nearby residences
to criteria air pollutants or toxic air contaminants, as construction activities would move along
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different project components. A portion of the Alternative 3 solar facility is partially within a dry
lake bed, which would be prone to dust generation during construction and over the project life
due to the soil materials on the dry lake bed. Additional construction and operational dust control
measures would be required to stabilize the soils and control dust. Furthermore, although the
gen-tie route is not known at this time, it would be considerably longer than the route under the
proposed project and would require more ground-disturbing activity and a longer construction
period for installation of the gen-tie line and associated structures, which would result in
additional construction-related air quality impacts.
Alternative 3 would use the same types of construction equipment as the proposed project. The
alternative would require increased construction activity compared to the proposed project
because of the increased length of the gen-tie. This alternative would also produce more dust
than the proposed project due to the presence of the dry lake bed. The air quality impacts of
Alternative 3 would be greater than the proposed project.
B IOLOGICAL R ESOURCES

Alternative 3 would have the potential to affect special-status wildlife and plant species, including
indirect impacts to Borrego milk vetch and beaver Indian breadroot and direct impacts to desert
tortoise, burrowing owl, special-status birds, nesting birds, and Mohave ground squirrel.
Alternative 3 is located within a playa lake bed, and the northwestern portion of the alternative
site is designed as a floodway. The floodway has the potential to be used by migratory wildlife
species, while the playa could provide foraging habitat for birds. Implementation of mitigation
measures identified for the proposed project would reduce impacts on special-status species to
a less than significant level. Impacts to riparian habitat or a sensitive natural community are not
anticipated. Impacts to jurisdictional water resources resulting from construction would be
potentially significant because the entire Alternative 3 site could be a jurisdictional water
resource/playa lake.
The Alternative 3 solar facility site has greater potential for habitat and wildlife use than the
proposed project due to the partial location within a floodway and playa lake. This alternative
would result in slightly greater ground-disturbing activity than the proposed project from the
installation of additional gen-tie structures for the longer gen-tie line. Mitigation measures
identified for the proposed project would be implemented to reduce potential impacts to
migratory wildlife and special-status plant and wildlife species. Implementation of Alternative 3
would result in greater impacts on biological resources when compared to the proposed project
because of the location within the playa lake and the increase in ground disturbance in this
habitat.
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C ULTURAL R ESOURCES AND T RIBAL C ULTURAL R ESOURCES

Implementation of Alternative 3 would include ground-disturbing activities on undeveloped
desert terrain and within a playa lake. Ground disturbance associated with construction has the
potential to uncover buried archeological, tribal, or paleontological resources or human remains.
There is a high potential for uncovering buried archaeological resources within the playa lake bed
due to the shifting of prehistory settlements along the lake with changes in water levels and
because historic settlements and uses would have likely been located near water resources.
Implementation of the mitigation measures identified for the proposed project would reduce
potential impacts to a less than significant level. The potential for disturbing archaeological,
tribal, or paleontological resources on the Alternative 3 site would be greater than the potential
at the proposed project solar facility site. Implementation of Alternative 3 would result in
potentially greater impacts on cultural resources when compared to the proposed project.
G EOLOGY AND S OILS

Implementation of Alternative 3 would include development of the solar facility within a playa
lake bed containing unconsolidated sediments. The ground and soil substrate within the dry lake
bed are unsuitable for construction of solar facilities due to susceptibility of frequent settling,
expansion, and erosion. While engineering solutions are available to mitigate the ground and soil
issues at the dry lake site, the increased expense for such solutions would be cost prohibitive and
would likely require the import of new soil materials (fill), which would result in a substantial
increase in other environmental impacts such as air quality and greenhouse gases. Geology and
soils impacts associated with the implementation of Alternative 3 would be significant and
potentially unavoidable.
This alternative would result in substantially greater impacts on geology and soils than the
proposed project because the Alternative 3 solar site is located on a playa lake bed with
unsuitable substrate for solar development.
G REENHOUSE G AS E MISSIONS

Construction of Alternative 3 would involve off-road construction equipment and vehicles that
would result in construction GHG emissions, which would be short-term and temporary. GHG
emissions associated with operations and maintenance would not exceed the GHG significance
threshold of 3,000 MT CO2e per year. Impacts associated with greenhouse gas emissions would
be less than significant.
Use of off-road construction equipment would be greater than the proposed project, due to the
distance of the solar facility site from the Calcite Substation, requiring the installation of more
structures and a longer gen-tie line than with the proposed project. These additional project
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components would generate a higher level of construction greenhouse gas emissions. Also, as
mentioned under the discussion of geology and soils, the project may require import of fill
material to stabilize the soils. Greenhouse gas impacts associated with the implementation of
Alternative 3 would be greater than the proposed project.
H AZARDS AND H AZARDOUS M ATERIALS

Implementation of Alternative 3 would involve transportation and use of standard constructionrelated hazardous materials, as well as hazardous materials associated with operation of a solar
facility and substation. Project construction activities would occur in accordance with all
applicable local standards set forth by the County of San Bernardino, as well as state and federal
health and safety requirements. The substation and solar facility are not located on sites that are
included on a list of hazardous materials sites, as determined through review of the EnviroStor
and GeoTracker databases. Alternative 3 would increase the potential for occurrence of wildfires
in the project area above existing conditions. However, compliance with the 2016 California
Building Code and the 2016 California Fire Code and implementation of comprehensive safety
measures would minimize the occurrences of fire. Impacts related to hazards and hazardous
materials would be less than significant.
Alternative 3 would involve the same use of standard construction- and operations-related
hazards and hazardous materials as the proposed project and would have the same less than
significant impact related to the potential for wildfires. Impacts associated with implementation
of Alternative 3 would be similar to the proposed project.
H YDROLOGY AND W ATER Q UALITY

Alternative 3 would have the potential for construction-related water quality impacts, such as
erosion resulting from exposed soils and polluted runoff into drainage areas. Preparation of a
project-specific Water Quality Management Plan, inclusive of site design and best management
practices for construction, and preparation of and compliance with a SWPPP would minimize
construction-related water quality impacts. Construction of the Alternative 3 solar facility on the
dry lake bed would increase the temporary and long-term water demand for dust suppression,
due to the higher dust potential associated with the dry lake bed. The dry lake bed would limit
the suitability of groundwater use for construction and operation because of the increased
potential for salinity and other contaminants. Therefore, although there are former groundwater
wells and rights within the Alternative 3 solar site that are assumed to be available for use during
project construction and operation, it is likely that the groundwater at this location would be
unsuitable for use on the project.

San Bernardino County
6-32

Ord Mountain Solar
Environmental Impact Report

6.0 Alternatives to the Proposed Project

The presence of Alternative 3 within a playa lake would also increase the likelihood of flooding
and substantial damage to the facility during flooding. Significant engineering would be required
to avoid flood damage. The engineering solutions could be potentially cost prohibitive and could
result in other impacts on the environment, such as increased air quality and greenhouse gas or
visual impacts associated with the import of large amounts of fill material to raise the base
elevation of the solar facility site.
Alternative 3 would result in greater hydrology and water quality impacts than the proposed
project due to the location of the solar facility within a playa lake bed and floodway.
L AND U SE AND P LANNING

The Alternative 3 solar facility would be located on land designed AG and partially on land
designated as Floodway (FW) by the General Plan/Lucerne Valley Community Plan. Both land use
designations allow the development of electrical power generation with a Conditional Use
Permit. This alternative would not change the existing land use designations of the project site,
nor would it conflict with the General Plan/Lucerne Valley Community Plan, County ordinances,
or other applicable land use plans, policies, or regulations. The Alternative 3 solar site would
partially be on Bureau of Land Management land, which would increase the cost and length of
time required for permitting, building, and operating the project.
Alternative 3 would require a CUP for the solar facility, the same as the proposed project. The
siting of the Alternative 3 solar facility partially on BLM land would result in greater potential land
use impacts when compared to the proposed project.
N OISE

Alternative 3 would involve short-term construction noise and long-term operational noise.
There are no sensitive receptors located near the Alternative 3 site. The impact from noise
generation during construction and operation would be less than significant.
Construction at the Alternative 3 solar site would have a lesser noise impact than the proposed
project solar site because there are no sensitive receptors immediately adjacent to the
alternative solar site that would be exposed to construction and operational noise.
T RANSPORTATION AND T RAFFIC

The number of vehicle trips associated with construction and operation of Alternative 3 would
be similar to the proposed project, and impacts would be less than significant. Transmission
structures would be constructed consistent with FAA requirements and would have no impact
on air traffic patterns. Any new access roads constructed for Alternative 3 would be designed to
achieve County standards and would not increase hazards due to a design feature. No closures
San Bernardino County
6-33

Ord Mountain Solar
Environmental Impact Report

6.0 Alternatives to the Proposed Project

to SR 247 would occur that may affect emergency access in the vicinity of the project. Short-term
closure of nearby unpaved roads could limit emergency access in the vicinity of the solar site, but
these roadways are minimally used because of the limited number of residences and businesses
in the area. Alternative 3 impacts on transportation and traffic would be less than significant.
Alternative 3 construction and operational transportation and traffic impacts would be similar to
the proposed project.
ALTERNATIVE 3 SUMMARY AND FEASIBILITY
Implementation of Alternative 3 would result in greater impacts on aesthetics, air quality,
biological resources, cultural resources and tribal cultural resources, geology and soils,
greenhouse gas emissions, hydrology and water quality, and land use than the proposed project.
The impact on aesthetics would be potentially significant and unavoidable. The engineering
solutions that would be necessary to implement this alternative within a playa lake bed may be
economically infeasible.
The gen-tie line route for the alternative site cannot presently be determined, but the route and
the distance of the gen-tie from the transmission line and the Calcite Substation would be
problematic from a cost and right-of-way acquisition perspective (approximately 1 mile from
transmission lines and approximately 1.5 miles from the Calcite Substation).

ALTERNATIVE 4: REDUCED FOOTPRINT ALTERNATIVE
DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVE
Alternative 4, the Reduced Footprint Alternative, would reduce the footprint of the solar
generation facility by providing a 200-foot setback from the six residences located within 0.25
miles of the solar facility property. The Alternative 4 solar facility would encompass
approximately 457 acres, compared to the approximately 484 acres for the proposed project. All
other project components including the Calcite Substation, transmission line loop-in, gen-tie, and
distribution and telecommunication facilities would remain the same as with the proposed
project. Refer to Exhibit 6-3, Reduced Footprint Alternative.
The purpose of Alternative 4 is to design and site a solar facility that is sufficiently separated from
existing/developing rural residential areas to avoid adverse effects.
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Exhibit 6-3: Reduced Footprint Alternative

Source: Panorama Environmental, Inc. 2018
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IMPACT COMPARISON TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT
A ESTHETICS

Alternative 4 would include development of the solar facility in the same location as the proposed
project; however, the Alternative 4 footprint would be reduced to provide increased setbacks
from residential areas. This alternative would also include increased setbacks from area roads in
proximity to residences.
Changes in existing views and visual quality of the substation site from SR 247 with
implementation of Alternative 4 would be the same as the proposed project because the solar
facility footprint would not be modified in proximity to the highway. The alternative’s impact on
visual quality would be reduced when viewed from KOP 1 (Meridian Road and Waalew Road) and
KOP 3 (Fern Road and Desert Lane) due to the setback from these roadways. Light and glare
impacts under Alternative 4 would be similar to the proposed project. Implementation of
Alternative 4 would result in less impact on aesthetics than the proposed project. Alternative 3
would meet some of the project objectives.
A IR Q UALITY

Alternative 4 would utilize the same types of construction equipment as the proposed project.
Construction of the substation, distribution facilities, and telecommunication facilities would be
similar to the proposed project. The alternative would slightly decrease the level of construction
emissions and the fugitive dust resulting from a 27-acre reduction in the facility footprint and the
associated reduction in construction equipment use and fugitive dust from ground disturbance.
The alternative would increase the setback of residences from construction and operational
emissions at the solar facility, reducing air quality impacts on sensitive receptors. Alternative 4
would result in reduced air quality impacts when compared to the proposed project.
B IOLOGICAL R ESOURCES

The area of disturbance for Alternative 4 would be 27 acres less than the proposed project.
Because this alternative would involve less ground disturbance than the proposed project, the
potential for disturbing special-status species is slightly less than the proposed project.
Alternative 4 would have slightly less impact on biological resources when compared to the
proposed project.
C ULTURAL AND T RIBAL C ULTURAL R ESOURCES

The potential for uncovering buried archaeological, paleontological, or tribal resources within the
reduced solar site would be less than the potential for the proposed project due to the 27-acre
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reduction in the area of ground disturbance. Implementation of Alternative 4 would result in
reduced impacts on cultural resources when compared to the proposed project.
G EOLOGY AND S OILS

Implementation of Alternative 4 would include development of the solar site at the same location
as the proposed project and would be on the same ground and soil substrate as the proposed
project. The level of ground disturbance under this alternative would be marginally less than
under the project because of the reduced footprint of the solar site. Geology and soils impacts
associated with the implementation of Alternative 4 would be similar to the proposed project.
G REENHOUSE G AS E MISSIONS

Alternative 4 would involve the same type of equipment and use on a schedule similar to the
proposed project; however, the reduced project size would result in an associated reduction in
equipment use and greenhouse gas emissions. Operational GHG emissions under this alternative
would be the same as the proposed project. Greenhouse gas impacts associated with the
implementation of Alternative 4 would be slightly less than the proposed project.
H AZARDS AND H AZARDOUS M ATERIALS

Alternative 4 would involve the same use of standard construction-related hazards and
hazardous materials as the proposed project and would have the same less than significant
impact related to the potential for wildfires. Impacts associated with implementation of
Alternative 4 would be similar to the proposed project.
H YDROLOGY AND W ATER Q UALITY

Alternative 4 would result in marginally reduced construction-related water quality impacts
compared to the proposed project due to the reduction in the total project footprint and the
associated reduction in potential for sedimentation and erosion. Alternative 4 would require
slightly less water for dust control due to the reduction in the total number of acres that would
be disturbed during construction. Impacts related to hydrology and water quality would be
slightly less than the proposed project.
L AND U SE AND P LANNING

Alternative 4 is located within the same land use and zoning designation as the proposed project.
This alternative would reduce the project footprint to create additional separation between
residential areas and the solar facility. Alternative 4 impacts related to land use would be similar
to the proposed project.
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N OISE

Construction equipment used for Alternative 4 would be the same as for the proposed project.
Under this alternative, the solar site boundary would be set back from nearby residences by a
minimum of 200 feet, increasing the distance of the solar site to nearby residences. Noise impacts
from Alternative 4 would be less than the proposed project because noise attenuates with
distance and the peak construction and operational noise would be reduced at the nearest
receptor.
T RANSPORTATION AND T RAFFIC

The number of vehicle trips associated with the construction and operation of Alternative 4
would be similar to the proposed project. Impacts would be less than significant because the
reduction in the project footprint may not result in a reduction in peak vehicle traffic on area
roads during a peak day. Alternative 4 would still involve the same structures, which would
require FAA compliance, and would require the same temporary road closures.
Alternative 4 construction and operational transportation and traffic impacts would be similar to
the proposed project.
ALTERNATIVE 4 SUMMARY AND FEASIBILITY
Implementation of Alternative 4 would result in reduced impacts on aesthetics, air quality,
biological resources, cultural and tribal cultural resources, greenhouse gases, hydrology and
water quality, and noise when compared to the proposed project. Alternative 4 would result in
similar impacts on geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials, land use, and
transportation and traffic when compared to the proposed project. Alternative 4 would meet all
the project objectives.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED
The California Public Utilities Code (Section 1002.3) requires consideration of distributed
generation, energy conservation, and demand response alternatives. These alternatives were
considered but ultimately rejected because they do not meet basic project objective.
DISTRIBUTED GENERATION
Distributed generation refers to the installation of small-scale solar energy facilities at individual
locations at or near the point of consumption (e.g., use of solar PV panels on a business or home
to generate electricity for on-site consumption). The generating capacity of a distributed
generation source is significantly smaller than that of centrally located utility-scale energy
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generation sources and can range from generation at a single residence to larger installations for
commercial or multi-unit housing applications. Distributed generation systems typically generate
less than 10 MW. The distributed generation alternative would require at least six separate
renewable energy projects at 10 MW each to provide a level of energy generation comparable
to the proposed project. Due to economies of scale, this would likely result in a higher cost to
ratepayers.
This alternative does not meet the basic project objectives, including construction and operation
of a 60 MW solar facility. Therefore, the distributed generation alternative was rejected from
further consideration.
ENERGY C ONSERVATION
The energy conservation alternative would implement programs to increase energy efficiency
and conservation to reduce system loading and the demand for power. Energy efficiency is using
less energy to perform the same service or task. Energy conservation is the act of reducing or
going without a service or task to save energy. For example, turning off a light is energy
conservation; replacing an incandescent light bulb with a different type of light bulb that uses
less energy to produce the same amount of light is energy efficiency. Both conservation and
efficiency can reduce the amount of energy used.
Energy efficiency and conservation programs are designed to reduce customer energy
consumptions. CPUC regulatory requirements dictate that supply-side and demand-side resource
options should be considered on an equal basis in a utility’s plan to acquire lowest cost resources.
These programs are designed to either reduce the overall use of energy or to shift the
consumption of energy to off-peak times. Programs include the installation of high-efficiency
appliances (e.g., efficient heating and cooling systems and energy-efficient lighting), the
installation of insulation and weatherization, and customer behavior changes (e.g., customers
that turn off lights more frequently because of increased customer awareness of their electrical
usage).
This alternative does not meet the basic project objectives, including construction and operation
of a 60 MW solar facility. Therefore, the energy conservation alternative was rejected from
further consideration.
DEMAND RESPONSE ALTERNATIVE
Demand response is end-use electric customers reducing their electricity usage in a given time
period or shifting that usage to another time period in response to a price signal, a financial
incentive, an environmental condition, or a reliability signal. Demand response is among the
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CPUC’s top energy priorities because it provides numerous economic and environmental benefits
for California ratepayers.
Demand response enables utilities to avoid building new power plants that are used only during
the peak hours of the day (typically late afternoon to early evening). Building and operating plants
that are used only on occasion (also known as “peaker plants”) is expensive, and those costs are
eventually passed on to utility ratepayers. Demand response also enables utilities to avoid
purchasing high-priced wholesale energy by reducing the demand for that energy at particular
times of the day. Wholesale energy costs are also eventually passed on to ratepayers. To the
extent that those costs can be lowered by demand response, ratepayers benefit. Demand
response also provides system and local reliability benefits because it enables utilities to avoid
the use of rolling blackouts when there is not enough generation to satisfy demand. Finally,
demand response provides environmental benefits by enabling the utilities to avoid the use of
peaker plants. Peaker plants typically have higher greenhouse gas and other air quality emissions.
Demand response also has the potential to integrate more renewable energy (wind, solar, etc.)
into the grid.
The battery storage component of the proposed project achieves demand response by shifting
the time of delivery to increase efficiency; however, the demand response alternative in the
absence of energy generation does not meet the basic project objectives, including construction
and operation of a 60 MW solar facility. Therefore, the demand response alternative was rejected
from further consideration.

ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE
CEQA requires that an environmentally superior alternative be identified; that is, an alternative
that would result in the fewest or least significant environmental impacts. If the No Project
Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative, State CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.6(e)(2) requires that another alternative that could feasibly attain most of the project’s
basic objectives be chosen as the environmentally superior alternative.
The No Project Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative. However, in accordance
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2), a secondary alternative must be chosen since the
No Project Alternative is environmentally superior. Therefore, Alternative 4, the Reduced
Footprint Alternative, is the environmentally superior alternative. Alternative 4 reduces impacts
associated with the proposed project due to the reduced footprint and setback from residences
and would not result in any increase in environmental impacts. Alternative 4 also meets all of the
basic project objectives.
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