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From: Eric Solorio
To: April Albright
Date: 5/5/2010 1:40 PM
Subject: Fwd: Ridgecrest Solar Power Project: Comments on SA/DEIS

April,
Can you please print the attached email and its attachments then docket everything as a public comment 
on the Ridgecrest SA/DEIS? Thanks.

Eric

>>> "Robert L. Thompson" <rthompson777@sbcglobal.net> 4/30/2010 5:29 PM >>>
Dear Mr. Solorio and Ms. Eubanks, 

 

Attached for the record are the Brown Road (Old US 395, FAS State Route 145, and County Road No 
587)
and Kern County Case Map for T26S, R39E, MDM, showing Brown Road as a 100 foot right of way 
through
public lands within the proposed project site.

 

We request that this project be conditioned (1) with recognition of Kern County road right of way as
a Kern County road established pursuant to the applicable sections of the California Streets and
Highways Code and (2) that all improvements associated with this project be subject to encroachment
permit if located within the existing 100 foot right of way of Brown Road and, further, (3) that
provision be made for an ultimate 110 feet of right of way in view of Brown Road's Kern County
General Plan Classification as a Major Arterial and pending federal classification as a Rural Minor
Arterial on the CRS.  See attached letter with explanation of importance of Brown Road to the people
of the Town of Inyokern and travelers on US 395 when an alternate route is required for incident
management handling.

 

Also incorporated by reference and submitted for response through this SA/DEIS are my scoping
comments (attached).

 

If you have any questions, please feel free to call me at Cell (559) 907-1411.

 

Thank you.

 

Sincerely,

DOCKET
09-AFC-9

 DATE MAY 05 2010

 RECD. MAY 05 2010
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Robert L. Thompson, P. E.

Civil Engineering and Land Surveying

328 W. Antonio Drive

Clovis, CA  93612

 

Cell  (559) 907-1411

 

-----Original Message-----
From: Christina Grogan [mailto:cgrogan@co.kern.ca.us] 
Sent: Friday, April 30, 2010 4:04 PM
To: rthompson777@sbcglobal.net 
Subject: Freeway Agreements

 

Mr. Thompson,

Per your request, I have attached the 1962 & 64 Agreements and the Viewers report for Road 587.

 

 

Christina Grogan
Clerk of the Board's Office
1115 Truxtun Ave., 5th floor
Bakersfield, CA  93301
(661) 868-3607
cgrogan@co.kern.ca.us 



Robert L. Thompson, P. E. 
328 W. Antonio Drive 

Clovis, CA  93612 
(559) 292-5172 Office   (559) 907-1411 Cell 

 
January 21, 2010 
 
California Energy Commission 
Attention: Eric K. Solorio, Project Manager 
1516 Ninth Street, MS-15 
Sacramento, CA  95814-5512 
 
Transmitted by Email to:  esolorio@energy.state.ca.us  
 
Subject: Ridgecrest Solar Power Project (RSPP)  

Scoping Comments on SA/DEIS (CEQA and NEPA ) 
 
Dear Mr. Solorio, 
 
Attached are comments written pursuant to the CEQA and NEPA Scoping Hearings held for the 
proposed Ridgecrest Solar Power Project (RSPP) at Ridgecrest City Hall and at Inyokern Town Hall on 
January 5 and 6, 2010. 
 
These comments are derived from 30+ years of professional engineering in county service involving 
public works and land development projects.  My reason for comment, however, relates to real property 
interests in the Indian Wells Valley (IWV) whose roots reach back to 1909 when Robert R. Thompson 
envisioned development of the Indian Wells Valley (IWV) as a farming community similar to that of 
Fresno, Riverside, and Redlands and with apple, raisin, alfalfa, and fig production.  
 
Although I am in support of alternative energy projects in general, such support is reserved for those 
projects whose impacted resources have been fully disclosed, evaluated, and reasonably mitigated to 
the level of insignificance.  With such an approach, it is hoped that the risk for legal challenge is 
minimized and timely final approval or denial of a proposed project results. 
 
These comments are directed toward satisfactory scoping of the Staff Analysis and Draft Environmental 
Impact Study (SA/DEIS) for the RSPP.  
 
Please accept my appreciation of the professional manner and patience by which the January 5 and 6, 
2010 Informational and Scoping Workshops and Hearings were conducted by CA-CEC, US-BLM, and 
RSPP. 
 
Also, please verify that my Email address of rthompson777@sbcglobal.net has been added to the 
notification list for information related to this project. 
 
If you have any questions, please feel free to call me at Cell (559) 907-1411. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 

 
 
Robert L. Thompson, P. E. 
 

 

mailto:esolorio@energy.state.ca.us
mailto:rthompson777@sbcglobal.net


Attachment A 

Scoping Comments for SA/DEIS 
 

 

1. Address in summary form the highest and best use for the project site for each of the 
RA’s considered in the SA/DEIS. 

2. Address in summary form by RA in the SA/DEIS the benefits afforded and 
disadvantages imposed by the proposed project to the present and future population 
living within the Indian Wells Valley.  A beneficial project is one in which the resources 
consumed by the proposed project from within the IWV are offset by comparable return in 
kind to those resources consumed by the IWV population, e.g., commercial and residential 
electricity and potable water.  A project that simply consumes IWV resources while exporting 
the product to others outside of the IWV and not enhancing the IWV community is 
unacceptable. 

3. Address status of Brown Road as a County-maintained road within the proposed 
project area in terms of a public road right-of-way or permitted encroachment over 
federal lands and the effect the California Streets and Highways Code has on 
encroachments within, over, or under Brown Road.  Applicability of county franchise 
regulations to the project both on-site as well as off-site improvements should be discussed. 

4. Address potable and non-potable water use by the project and require a net-zero 
impact to potable groundwater resources within the IWV.  The SA/DEIS should consider 
offsetting project use of available potable groundwater, whether from on-site well(s) or by 
water service from others, by including in the project scope a requirement to treat an 
equivalent amount of non-potable water to potable standards. 

5. Include in the cumulative impacts discussion on potable groundwater resource 
impacts those impacts from the pending BRAC for China Lake and other pending city 
and county projects.  A list of such projects should be reviewed under SA prior to 
incorporation for DEIS preparation. 

6. Include in the project mitigation and monitoring plan a requirement for ensuring 
treatment of non-potable water at least compensates for the use of potable 
groundwater. 

7. Include in the SA/DEIS a discussion of existing groundwater conditions in the IWV in 
terms of mounding near natural and man-made recharge areas and depressions near 
areas of significant groundwater withdrawal.   

8. Address in the cumulative impacts discussion on potable groundwater the critically-
stressed IWV aquifer(s) and the various approaches the current and future IWV 
population may rely upon to maintain the status quo.  A decision to accelerate the 
consumption of critically-limited potable groundwater for such a project as this should first be 
tempered with a reasonable estimation of future demands for the limited water resource.  
For example, if this project is allowed to show net-zero impact by funding an IWV-wide 
change-out to ‘low-flow’ faucets, showers, and toilets, that cost-effective alternative will not 
be available to IWV residents in the future, leaving consideration to the more costly 
approaches only. 

9. Add Air Quality as a Resource Area (RA) to the SA/DEIS:  Because of significant health, 
safety, and welfare issues related to PM 10 and 2.5 dust and because up to 2111 acres of 
native desert soils is proposed to be disturbed with project grading, the SA/DEIS should add 
this RA for identification of the level that wind-driven dust will be a significant issue during 
the construction and operational phases of the project. 
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10. Address displacement of all historical recreational activities under the Land Use 
Resource Area in the SA/DEIS:  Existing recreational uses of public lands within the 
project area were cited in the scoping meetings, including, but not limited to, astronomy, 
camping, hiking, and Off-Highway Vehicle activities.  Such activities an their extent should 
be disclosed and commensurate mitigation be required.  Such mitigation should include 
similar qualities of experience within a reasonable distance from the project site. 

11. Address in the Biological Resource Area potential impacts to identified ESA species 
within the project site arising from perennial flash floods.  Viability of the El Paso Wash 
and other drainages within the project site as effective, long-term refuge areas should be 
evaluated given that mortality of Threatened Species during flash flood is potentially 
significant.  The use of setback buffers from these drainages should be considered to allow 
adequate refuge from such hazards. 

12. Address the potential environmental impacts of a ‘Cash for Grass’ program if such a 
program is proposed to mitigate impacts to a critically-stressed aquifer.  If buyout of 
high water use crops in the valley such as alfalfa farming is to be considered, impacts to 
ESA species commonly present with such crops should be discussed and addressed.  
Viability of such a program depends on thorough identification of such reasonably 
foreseeable impacts prior to project approval.  

13. Address impact of proposed above-ground changes to the view-shed by considering 
the use of patterns on buildings and fences that blend into the natural terrain and 
vegetation.  A variegated, pattern e.g., desert camouflage, as opposed to a single color as 
shown in the project materials is preferred and recommended for above ground fences and 
structures visible from off-site. 

14. Address project lighting impacts and consider lighting and security systems that 
minimize impacts to the naturally dark IWV and its recreational users.  The 
maintenance of project facilities should include the consideration of non-visible light for 
security purposes and ‘as-needed’ visible lighting for night-time inspection and repairs. 

15. Address the project’s impact to discharge of surface runoff for the 100-year storm 
event for both on-site and downstream improvements.  An engineering drainage study 
which discloses all surface drainage design parameters should be presented for review and 
should mitigate all increases in discharge for both flow rate and volume upstream and 
downstream for the 2, 5, 10, 50, and 100-year flood events consistent with Kern County 
development standards.  Design parameters should include but not be limited to, existing 
soil permeability, compacted surfaces, Manning’s roughness coefficients for existing and 
proposed channels and drainages, time of concentration.  Data from the FEMA Flood 
Insurance Study dated 9/26/2008 for the El Poso washes should be incorporated into the 
drainage study.  If the project increases storm runoff, containment of the additional water 
should be considered. 

16. Consider interception of storm water discharges and methods as a mitigation 
measure for potable water usage by recharging or injection of such waters into the 
groundwater before they reach areas of non-potable groundwater.  Such methods 
would include detention levees, drain wells in areas where storm water is trapped or 
detained such as west of US 395.   

17. Address the need for setbacks of the project improvements from natural drainage 
channels to allow free passage of flood waters and evacuation by wildlife. 

18. Identify and address how existing survey monumentation will be perpetuated within 
the project site.  

19. Address in the SA/DEIR a rehabilitation plan that would return the project site to the 
pre-project conditions and include in the discussion the form of security that would 
guarantee such rehabilitation should the project fail for any reason. 
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