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California State University, Bakersfield Ground Mount Solar and Battery Project

Comment Letter No. 1

Rosen, Vicky

From: CalGEMCentralCSWRE DL < CalGEMCentralCSWRE conservation.ca.gov>

Sent: Monday, June 15, 2026 2:16 PM

Ton Rosen, Wicky

Ca Rueckheim, Julief@DOC; Perez, Jan@DOC; Arrieta, BEva@DoC;
state clearinghousel@opr.ca.gov; OLRA@DOC Rueddheim, JulieiDOC

Subject: EXTERMAL: RE: CEQA Review: Bakersfield (CSUB)-Ground Mount Solar and Battery
Project

Attachments: 2026-06-15_Kemn_LetterSigned.pdf

EXTERMAL EMAIL

Good aftermoon,
We would like to inform you of an update to our process regarding construction site well reviews.

The Division will no longer be reviewing the abandonment of cil wells as part of this process. Instead a
formal lefter will be aftached to all requests idenfifying cil wells on the premises and stafing that it is
our recommendafion to not impede access o any wells that have been abandoned and buried.
Furthermore, any and all wells that have access impeded or are to be built over should be evaluated
by a gualified petrolevm professional. If it is deemed that any well(s) requires abandonment or re-
abandonment the responsible party must submit a Nofice of Intentfion to the Division throuwgh

WelliTAR.

Thank you,
Construction Site Well Review
Team 1-1
Califarnia Departmient of Conservation

CalGEM | Central District

11000 River Run Blvd. Bakersheld, CA
9331

E:

CalGEMCenira| CEWRIZconservalion ca Qov

From: Rueckheim, Julie@DOC <Julie. Rueckheim@ conservation.ca.gove>

Sent: Monday, Jume 15, 2026 11:36 AM

To: CalGEMCentral CSWREDOC <CalGEM CentralC5WRE conservation.ca.gove

Cc: Perez, Jan@DOC <lan.Perezi@conservation.ca.govs; Arrieta, Eva@DOC <Eva Arrieta @ conservation.ca.gov>
Subject: CEQA Review: Bakersfield (CSUB)-Ground Mount Solar and Battery Project

Hello,
Please review CEQA project # 2026060645 1-2
1
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California State University, Bakersfield Ground Mount Solar and Battery Project

(35°20°58.5"N 1159°05"'51.8"W)

CalGEM Well Management

Document Type: Mitigated Negative Declaration

Project Lead Agency: Kern County
Project Title: Ground Mount Solar and Battery Project

Project Description:
The project involves the installation of a 4.55 megawatt direct current (MWdc) ground-mounted
photovoltaic (PV) solar energy system and associated electrical components on 15 acres on the main
campus. A battery energy storage system (BESS) with an energy capacity of 11.7 megawatt-hours (MWh)
would also be installed as part of the proposed project. The solar panel modules installed primarily on
tracker mount systems with solar panels installed along the western portion of the project siteas a
south-facing fixed tilt system. Approximately 6,500 solar panels would be installed on approximately
1,275 posts. The project would also install a lithium-ion BESS on the eastern portion of the project site.
The BESS would come in a prefabricated enclosure unit and have a fire rating in compliance with industry
standards. Electrical componeants that would be installed as part of the project include inverters, an AC
combiner, transformers, and a control panel. Conduit would connect the solar energy system to the
electrical components within the project site. The proposed project would also include security features,
including perimeter fencing, access gates, and lighting. The solar energy system would connect to the

2
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California State University, Bakersfield Ground Mount Solar and Battery Project

existing substation north of the project site, which would tie into the PGE&E grid system via an
underground 21-kilovolt, 825 linear foot power line. Construction of the proposed project would occur
over an eight-month period between October 2026 and December 2027. Once operational, the solar
enargy systemwould be controlled, monitored, managed, and analyzed remotely using a Supervisory
Control and Data Acguisition (SCADA) system. Operation of the proposed project would be automated
and unstaffed. Occasional vegetation management, periodic washing of the solar PV panels, and
maintenance of the electrical companents would be required to maintain safe operation and energy
production.

Go to ittps:/eceganetopr.ca goviSegrchrAdvanced and enter in the project number to access project

documents. 1-2
Cont'd
If your District identifies a potential impact from this project, and or that the project is any of the
following:

+ withinan oil and gas field;

+ has existing active, idle or abandoned oil and gas wells on the site or within one kilometer;

+ aresidential development is located within 1 kilometer of an oil or gas well; or

+ adjacentto the boundary of either an oil and gas field or gas storage facility.

If your Division identifies a potential program impact from this project, please provide your comments to
the lead agency by July 15, 2026, Send a copy of your comment to the State
Clearinghouse at state.clearinghouse@opr.ca.gov and include OLRA@conservation.ca.gov ,

and Julie ryeckheim@conservation. ca. oy so that we can file your comment in our records. Be sure

toinclude the project number (SCH #) on all correspondence.

Thank you,

Julie Rueckheim

Environmental Scientist
CalGEM/CEQA Program

California Department of Conservalion

715 P Street, M3 1900, Sacramento, CTA 75814

T: E79 238 4548
E julie rueckhei

-
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California State University, Bakersfield Ground Mount Solar and Battery Project

California Suvin Hewnom, oremor
Department of Conservation '
Geologic Energy Management Division

June 15, 2024

VIA ELECTROMIC MAIL

Michael Baker Intermational
Vicky Eosen

801 5 Grand Avenue Suite 250
Los Angeles, CTA %0017

vicky rosen@mbakernil.com

Assessor Parcel Mumber(s): 39001201
Project Location Address: Kroll Way and Residence Way

PROJECT TITLE: Ground Mount Solar and Battery Project

Public Resources Code [PRC) section 3208.1 establishes re-abandonment responsibility
whean previously plugged and abandoned oil, gas or geothermal wells will be impacted
by planned propery development or construction acfivities. Local permifting agencies,
property owners, and/or developers should be aware of, and fully understand, that
significant and potentially dangerous issues may be associated with developrment near
previouwsly abandoned oil, gas, and geothermal wells.

The Califomia Geologic Energy Management Division (CalZEM) has received the
above-referenced project dated 08/15/2025. To assist local permitting agenciss,
property owners, and developers in making safe and practical land use decisions
regarding potenfial development near oil, gas, or geatharmal wells, CalZEM provides a
table in the attached enclosure of the wells within the parcel boundary orin its vicinity,
based on CalGEM's Well Finder database 13
[htipsffmaps.conservation.ca.gov/dogar/welfinder/).

CalGEM categorically advises against building over, orin any way impeding access 1o,
oil, gas, or gecthermal wells. Impeding access 1o a well could result in the need to
remove any structure or cbhstacle that prevents orimpedes access including, but not
limited to, buildings, housing, fencing, landscaping, trees, pools, patios, sidewalks,
roadways, and decking at the landowner’s expense if there is a need to access a well.
Maintaining sufficient access is considered the ability for a well servicing unit and
associated necessary equipment (consisting of well servicing rig, pumping equipment,
pipe trailer) to reach a well from a public street or access way, solely over the parcel on
which the well is located. A well servicing unif, and any necessary equipment, should
be able to pass unimpeded along and over the route, and should be able to access
the well without disturbing the integrty of surmounding infrastrocture. Impermeakble
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California State University, Bakersfield Ground Mount Solar and Battery Project

Michael Baker Intemational
081572024
Poge 2 of &

barriers such as asphalt, concrete, and plastic may frap hazardous gases and liguids
undemeath and could create a safety hazard if built over a well that later develops a
leak.

CalGEM recommends that any well for which access is impeded or built over, against
CalGEM's advice, should be evaluated by a qualified petroleurn professional for
compliance with the stafutory chjectives of isolating all hydrocarbon-bearnng strafa;
protecting underground and surface waters; prevention of subsequent damage to life.
health, property, and other rescurces. and prevention of loss of cil, gas. or reservoir
energy. CalGEM recommends that wells that do not meet these standards are
abandoned or re-abandoned prior o construction. The well information can be
accessed through CalGEM's Well Finder database mentioned above. PRC section
3208, subdivision (a), provides the primary statutory authority for CalGEM 1o oversee
adequate abandonment of wells. Addificnally, CalGEM has developed the regulatory
guidance for operators fo be followed during well abandonment, which are listed
within California Code of Regulafion, fitle 14 {CCR) section 1723 and associated sub-
sections (for onshore wells), and secfion 1745 and associated sub-sections (for offshore
wells).

There is no guaraniee that a well abandoned in compliance with curent Division
requirements as prescribed by law will nof start leaking in the future. Due 1o the inability
to predict all subsurfoce conditions or changes, it always remains a possibility that any
well may start fo leak oil, gas, and/for water after abandonment, no matier how 1-3
thoroughly the well was plugged and abandoned. CalGEM acknowledges wells Contd
plugged and abandoned to the most current Division requirements as prescribed by
law have a lower probability of leaking in the fuiure, however there is no guaraniee
that such abandoned wells wil not leak.

CalGEM advises that all wells identified on the development parcel prior fo, or during,
development activifies be tested for liguid and gas leakage . Surveyed locations in
Latitude and Longitude, NAD 83 decimal format, and leak testing results should be
provided o CalGEM. CalGEM expects any wells found leaking to be reported o
CalGEM immediately.

PRC section 3208.1 gives CalGEM the authority to order or permit the re-abandonment
of any well where it has reason to gquestion the infegrity of the previous abandonment.
Responsibility for re-abandonment costs may be affected by the cheoices made by the
local pemitting agency, property owner, and/for developer in considering the general
advice set forth in this letter. The PRC continues fo define the person or enfity
responsible for re-abandonment as:

1. The property owner - If the well was pluaged and abandoned in conformance
with Division reguirements at the time of abandonment, and in ifs current condition
does not pose an immediate danger to life, health, and property, but reqguires
addifional work solely because the owner of the property on which the well is
located proposes construction on the property that would prevent or impede
access to the well for purposes of remedying a currently perceived future

state of California Natural Resources Agency | Department of Conservation
Central District, 11000 River Run Bouleverd, Bakersfielkd, CA& 53311
conservalion ca.gov | T: (661) 322-4031

Appendix E: Comments and Page E-5 October 2026
Responses to Comments



California State University, Bakersfield Ground Mount Solar and Battery Project

Michael Baker Intermational
0&/15/2025
Poge 3 of &

prablem, then the owner of the property on which the well is located shall cbiain
all ights necessary fo re-abandon the well and be responsible for the re-
abandonment.

2. The person or enfity causing construction over or near the well - If the well was
plvgged and abandoned in conformance with Division reguiremeants at the time
of plugging and abondonment, and the propery owner, developer, or local
agency permitting the consiruction failed either fo obtain an opinion from the
supervisor or district deputy as fo whether the previously abandoned well is
reguired to be re-abandoned, or fo follow the advice of the supervisor or district
deputy not to undertakse construciion that impedes access, then the person o
enfity causing the construcfion over or near the well shall clbtain all ights
necessary to re-abandon fhe well and be responsitle for the re-abandonment.

3. The party or parfies responsible for disturbing the integrity of the abandonment - I
fhe well was plugged and abandoned in conformance with Division requirements
at the time of plugging and abandonment, and after that fime someone other
than the operator or an affiiate of the operator disturbe d the integrity of the
abandonment in the course of developing the property. then the party or parties
responsible for disturbing the integrity of the abandonment shall be responsible for
the re-abandonment.

Should any wells require abandonment or re-abandonment, the responsible party must 1-3
submit @ Notice of Intention (NOI) to CalGEM through WeISTAR. The MOl form can be | CONTd
accessed in the "Plugging and Abandonment’ secfion of the following link:
hitpsffwwwe . conservation.ca.govfcalgemffor operators.

Mo well work may be performed on any cil, gas, or geothermal well without written
approval from CalGEM. Well work requiing approval includes, but is not limited o,
mitigating leaking gas or ofther fluids from abandoned wells, modifications to well
casings, and/or any other re-abandonment work. CalGEM also regulates the fop of a
plugged and abandoned wel's minimum and maximum depth below final grade. CCR
section 1723.5 states well casings shall be cut off at least & feet but no more than 10
feet below the surface of the ground. If any well needs to be lowered or raised (i.e.
casing cut down or casing rser added) to meet this regulation, a permit from CalGEM is
reguired before work can start.

CalGEM makes the following addifional recommendations to the local permitting
agency, property owner, and developer:

1. To ensure that present and future property owners are aware of (a) the existence
of all wells located on the property, and (b) potentially significant issues
associated with any improvements near ol or gas wells, CalGEM recommends
that information regarding the below identified wellis). and any other perinent
information chiained after the issuance of this letter, be communicated to the
approprate county recorder for inclusion in the title information of the subject

real propery.

State of California Natural Respurces Agency | Department of Conservation
Central District, 11000 River Run Bouleverd, Bakers ek, C& 53311
consarvellon.ca.goy | T: (661) 322-4031
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California State University, Bakersfield Ground Mount Solar and Battery Project

Michael Baker Infemational
0&8/15/2024
Poge 4 of 5

2. CalGEM recommends that any soil containing hydrocarbons be disposed of in
accordance with local, state, and federal laws. Please notify the appropriate
authorities if soil containing significant amounts of hydrocarbons is discovered
during development.

Asindicated in PRC section 3104, CalZEM has statutory authority over the drilling,
operation, maintenance, and abandonment of cil, gas, and gecthermal wellks, and
aftendant facilifies, o prevent, as far as possible, damage 1o life, health, property. and
nafural rescurces; damage fo underground oil, gas, and geothermal deposits; and 1-3
damage to underground and surface waters suitable for imigation or domesfic Cont'd
purposes. In addition to CalGEM's authority 1o order work on wells pursuant to PEC
sections 3208.1 and 3224, it has authority to issue civil and criminal penalties under PEC
sections 3234, 3234.5, and 3357 for viclations within CalkZEM's jurisdiciional authornity.
CalGEM does not regulate grading, excavafions, or other land use issues.

should you have any questions, or if any wells are encountered that were not part of
this letter, contact CalGEM at [441) 322-4031 or via email at
CalGEMCentralCSWREconservation.ca.gov.

Sincerely.
Emilic Aores
Office Technician

Enclosurs
State of California Natural Resources Agency | Department of Conservation
Central District, 11000 River Run Boulevard, Bakersfield, C& 53311
conservellon.ca.gov | T: (661} 322-4031
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California State University, Bakersfield

Ground Mount Solar and Battery Project

Michael Baker Infemational

0&/15/2024
Poge Sof &

Enclosure; The wells listed below are reported to be located within and nearby the

parcel boundary and may have future access impeded.

APHN No. APl No. Well Name 14
39001201 Ho wells found
state of California Natural Resources Agency | Department of Conservation
Central District, 11000 River Run Bouleverd, Bakersliskd, CA 53311
conservallon.ca.goy | T: (661} 322-4001
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California State University, Bakersfield Ground Mount Solar and Battery Project

Comment Letter 1: California Department of Conservation Geologic Energy Management
(CalGEM) Central District: Construction Site Well Review Team

Response 1-1

The comment includes introductory remarks and describes an update to the California
Department of Conservation’s Geologic Energy Management Division (CalGEM) Construction
Site Well Review process. CalGEM states that it no longer reviews the abandonment of wells as
part of project review. Instead, they recommend a qualified petroleum professional evaluate any
abandoned and buried wells to be overbuilt by a project or for which a project may impede
access, and require well abandonment or re-abandonment via notification through the Division’s
Statewide Tracking and Reporting System (WellSTAR). The comment is acknowledged for the
record, and no further response to this comment is required.

Response 1-2

The comment represents interagency correspondence from the California Department of
Conservation to CalGEM summarizing the project description and requesting review of the
project and identification of any potential impacts by CalGEM. The comment is acknowledged
for the record, and no further response to this comment is required.

Response 1-3

The comment represents email correspondence from CalGEM in response to a request from
Michael Baker International, the environmental consultant that prepared the Draft IS/MND,
asking for information from CalGEM regarding the project site. The comment provides a
summary of the statutory authority of CalGEM and its recommendations and procedures for
property owners regarding oil, gas, or geothermal wells that could be impacted by development.
The comment does not state a specific concern regarding the environmental analysis presented
in the IS/MND. The comment is acknowledged for the record, and no further response to this
comment is required.

Response 1-4

The comment is an enclosure (in its entirety, page 5 of the correspondence cited in Response
1-3) that states that no wells were identified within or nearby the parcel boundary of the project
site. The comment is acknowledged for the record, and no further response to this comment is
required.
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California State University, Bakersfield Ground Mount Solar and Battery Project

Docusign Envelops 100 B0CT349 3047 BadB05=52 3014 1EB1EIFE1D

STATE OF CALFORMNLA
DEPARTMENT OF FASH AND WILDLIFE

GAVIN NEWEOM, Govemor
MEGHAM HERTEL, Director

1234 East Shaw Avenue
Fresno, California #3710
1559) 242-4005

wildlife.co.gov
Comment Letter No., 2

July 6, 2026

Aditi Arya, Energy and Sustainability Manager
California State University, Bakersfield

9001 Stockdale Hwy, Mail Stop: 5SCORP
Bakersfield, California 93311

(661) 654-2211

ORG-CEQA@csub.edu

Subject: Ground Mount Solar and Battery Project (Project)
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND)
State Clearinghouse No, 20260680645

Dear Aditi Arya:

The Califernia Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) received an MND from
California State University, Bakersfield (CSUB) for the above-referenced Project
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and CEQA Guidelines,?

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and recommendations regarding
those activities involved in the Project that may affect California fish and wildlife,
Likewise, COFW appreciates the opportunity to provide comments regarding those
aspects of the Project that CDPW, by law, may be reguired to carry out or approve
through the exercise of its own regulatory authority under Fish and Game Code,

2-1

CDFW ROLE

CDOFW is California's Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife resources and holds those
resources in trust by statue for all the people of the State (Fish & G, Code, §8§ 711.7,
subd, (a) & 1802; Pub, Resources Code, § 21070; CEQA Guidelines § 15388,

subd, (a)), COFW, in its trustee capacity, has jurisdiction over the conservation,
protection, and management of fish, wildlife, native plants, and habitat necessary for
biclogically sustainable populations of those species (Id., § 1802), Similarly, for
purposes of CEQA, COFW is charged by law to provide, as available, biological
expertise during public agency environmental review efforts, focusing specifically on

T CEQA is codilied in the Califarmia Public Resources Code in section 21000 el seq, The “CEQA
Guidelines” are found in Title 14 of the California Cade of Regulstions, commencing with section 15000,

Conserving California’s Wildlife Since 1870
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California State University, Bakersfield Ground Mount Solar and Battery Project

Docusign Envelops 100 B0CT3493.047B=8005-52 3244 1ER1EZFE1D

Aditi Arya, Energy and Sustainability Manager
California State University, Bakersfield

July 6, 2026

Page 2

projects and related activities that have the potential to adversely affect fish and wildlife
resources,

CDOFW is also submitting comments as a Responsible Agency under CEQA (Pub,
Resources Code, § 21069, CEQA Guidelines, § 15381), COFW expects that it may
need fo exercise regulatory authority as provided by the Fish and Game Code,
Likewise, to the extent implementation of the Project as proposed may result in “take”
as defined by State law of any species protected under the California Endangered
Species Act (CESA) (Fish & G, Code, § 2050 et seq,), related authorization as provided
by the Fish and Game Code may be required,

2-1
Cont'd

Nesting Birds: COFW has jurisdiction over actions with the potential to result in the
disturbance or destruction of active nest sites or unauthorized take of birds, Fish and
Game Code seclions that protect birds, their eggs, or nests include sections 3502 2.2
{regarding unlawful take, possession or needless destruction of the nest or eggs of any
bird), 3503.5 (regarding the take, possession or destruction of any birds-of-prey or their
nests or eggs), and 3513 (regarding unlawful take of any migratory nongame bird),

Unlisted Species: Species of plants and animals need not be officially listed as
Endangered, Rare, or Threatened (E, R, or T) on any State or federal list to be
considered E, R, or T under CEQA. If a species can be shown to meet the criteria for E, 2-3
R.or T, as specified in the CEQA Guidelines section 15380, CDFW recommends it be
fully considered in the environmental analysis for the Project,

PROJECT DESCRIPTION SUMMARY
Proponent: CSUB

Objective: The Project proposes to construct a ground-mounted photovaoltaic (PV) solar
energy system with associated electrical compenents necessary to generate 4,55
megawatts (MW) of renewable energy for use on the CSUB campus, The proposed
Project also includes installation of a [ithium-ion battery energy storage system (BESS)
with an 11,7 megawatt-hour storage capacity, 2.4

Location: The proposed Project site is located on 15 acres within the main CSUB
campus in the City of Bakersfield, Kern County. The site is bounded on the north by
Kroll Way, on the east by the ArvinrEdison Canal, and on the west and south by
undeveloped campus land,

Timeframe: Construction is anticipated to cccur during an approximate 8-month period
between October 2026 and December 2027,

COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

CDFW offers the following comments and recommendations to assist CSUB in
adequately identifying andfor mitigating the Project's significant, or potentially
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Docusign Envelops 100 B0CT340304 7 B=3005-8233=44 1 ER1EIFE1D

Aditi Arya, Energy and Sustainability Manager
California State University, Bakersfield

July 6, 2026

Page 3

significant, direct and indirect impacts on fish and wildlife (biclogical) resources,
Editorial comments or other suggestions may also be included to improve the MND,

As stated in the MND, the Project site is currently undeveloped, consists primarily of
nor-native grasslands, and undergoes occasional maintenance activities (e.g.,
vegetation trimming, tilling), The CSUB campus is generally set in an urban landscape
but contains a comparatively large amount of undeveloped land, including CSUR's 20-
acre Environmental Studies Area (ESA) directly to the south of the Project site (used for
teaching and research about the environment), and is surrcunded by the Kern River and
associated riparian hahitat to the north,

2-4
A Biological Resources Assessment (BRA), including a field survey conducted on Cont'd

February 12, 2026, was prepared in support of the MND and identified four special-
status species that are either expected or have moderate potential to accur on the
Project site: the State threatened and federally endangered San Joaguin Kit fox ( Viipes
macrotis mutica); the State candidate western burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia
hypugasa); and the State species of special concern (S3C) Bakersfield legless lizard
{Anniefla grinnelll) and San Joaguin coachwhip (Masticophis flagelium ruddocki), The
MND evaluates the Project's potential impacts on these species and concludes impacts
would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated, Accordingly, the MND
proposes miiigation measures fo reduce the Project's impact on special-status species
to a less-than-significant level.

CDOFW has concerns about the ability of the MND's proposed mitigation measures to
reduce impacts to less than significant and avoid unauthorized take for the species
above as well as the State threatened Swainson's hawk (Bufeo swainsoni), the State
candidate Crotch's bumble bee (Bombus crotchil); the State S5C western spadefoot
{Spea hammondi); and special-status plant species,

San Joaquin Kit Fox

The MND states that San Joaquin kit fox (SJKF) is considered present within the CSURB
campus and is expected to occur on the Project site, The MND provides Mitigaticn
Measure (MM} BIO-4 to mitigate impacts to SJKF, which discloses that CSUB is
currently in the process of acquiring a State Incidental Take Permit {|TP) for SJKF and
requires the Project to adhere to several aveidance and mitigation measures listed in 2-5
the ITP. COFW would like lo clarify that the measures oullined in MM BIO-4 are those
proposed by CSUB inits TP application. The [TP has not been issued and, therefore,
the avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures in the issued |TP may be different
than the measures listed in MM BlO-4,

MNonetheless, for purposes of CEQA, CDFW eoncurs with several porlions of MM BlIO-4,
including SJKF preconstruction surveys no less than 14 days and no more than 30 days
prier to greund disturbance; implementation of an employee education program;

monitoring during construction; immediate reporting of any SJKF incident to COFW; and
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Aditi Arya, Energy and Sustainability Manager
California State University, Bakersfield

July 6, 2026

Page 4

implementation of the |isted best management practices during construction, However,

for purposes of CEQA, COFW does not concur with the remainder of MM B|C-4, Absent

an |TP issued prior to the start of Project construction, COFW does not recommend

excavating, sealing, or otherwise preventing or discouraging use of any known dens

{i.e., any dens that are currently used or have been used at any fime in the past) during

the pupping season, even if they are determined to be inactive at any given time,

Additionally, COFW asserts that avoidance of an active natal den by 100 feet is likely
insufficient to reduce impacts to |less than significant and recommends an appropriate

buffer distance be determined in consultation with CDFW and the U.5. Fish and Wildlife
Service (LUSFWS) in accordance with the USFWS "Standardized Recommendations for
Protection of the San Joaquin Kit Fox Prior to or During Greund Disturbance” (2011;

USFWS Protocaol), Lastly, COFW stresses that if a SJKF individual were to move into

the Project site during construction (or operation), all work should stop while a biologist
assesses the situation, but harassment of the fox under any circumstances would likely

be considerad take under the federal Endangered Species Act and may be considered

take under CESA, It is recommended to contact COFW immediately if a SJKF enters

the Project site, especially during construction, to determine the best course of action, 2-5
Proceeding with this Project without an TP has the potential to result in unauthorized Cont'd
take of SJKF, which would be a violation of CESA, and unauthorized take could result in

an enforcement action,

If CSUB's TP is issued prior to the start of Project construction, CSUB would be
required to adhere to the Conditions of Approval within the [TP, However, to ensure
impacts to SJKF are reduced to less than significant for purposes of CEQA, and in the
event an |TP is not issued prior to the start of construction, CODFW recommends the
MND include the following measures

Recommended Mitigation Measure 1: SJKF Den Protection

CDFW recommends prohibiting excavation, sealing, or otherwise preventing or
discouraging use of any known SJKF den, whether it is determined {o be active
or inactive, without an issued TP for SJKF and extensive coordination with
COFW,

Recommended Mitigation Measure 2: 5JKF Avoidance Buffer

CDFW recommends implementing ne—disturbance buffers, as described in the
USFWS Protecol, around potentially suitable or known SJKF den sites during
Project implementation,

Swainson's Hawk

The Project's BRA determined that suitable Swainson's hawk {SWHA) foraging habitat 26
is present within the Project site, but that suitable nesting habitat is not present and thus
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Aditi Arya, Energy and Sustainability Manager
California State University, Bakersfield

Juty 6, 2026

Page 5

the species is not expected to occur, As a result, no specific mitigation measures are
provided in the MND for SWHA, COFW does not concur that SWHA can be expected to
be absent from the Project site, SWHA are known to breed within the Central Valley of
California and prefer to nest and forage in alfalfa, fallow fields, field crops, and
grassland habitats with a sufficient source of small mammals (CDFG 1984), Upon
review of aerial imagery, numerous tall trees that may be suitable for SWHA nesting
appear to be |located throughout the CSUB campus and immediately adjacent to the
site, including on the ESA and open fizlds to the south, While it is accurate that no
recent SWHA occurrences have been documented in the Project vicinity, COFW noles
that the California Matural Diversity Database (CNDDB) is populated by records through
voluntary submissions of species detections and, as a result, the lack of an eccurrence
record in the CNDDB does not mean a species is not present, Species may be present
in l[ocations not depicted in the CNDDB, but where there are suitable habitat features
capable of supporting species,

As suitable foraging habitat is present within the Project site, SWHA have been kKnown 2.5

to nest in the Project vicinity in areas such as the Kern River, and many suitable nest Cont'd
trees are located in the Project vicinity, the MND should be revised to note that SWHA
has the potential to occur on the Project site, Additionally, in order to reduce impacts to
less than significant and avoid unauthorized take, COFPW recommends the MND include
the following measures:

Recommended Mitigation Measure 3: SWHA Surveys Prior to Construction

CDFW recommends that a qualified biologist conduct surveys for nesting SWHA
following the entire survey methedeleogy developed by the SWHA Technical
Advisory Committee (SWHA TAC 2000) the survey season immediately prior to
construction, Please be advised that COFW considers a nest active if it was used
one or mare times within the [ast 5 years,

Recommended Mitigation Measure 4: SWHA Avoidance Buffer

| Project-specific activities will take place during the SWHA nesting season (ie,,
March 1 through September 15), and active S\WHA nests are present, COFW
recommends a minimum 0,5-mile no-disturbance buffer be delineated and
maintained around each nest, regardless of whether it was detected by surveys
or observed incidentally, These buffers would remain in place until the breeding
gseason has ended or until a gqualified biologist has determined that the birds have
fledged and are no longer reliant upon the nest or parental care for survival, to
prevent nest abandonment and other take of SVWHA as a result of Project
aclivities.
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Recommended Mitigation Measure 5: SWHA Take Authorization

[n the event an active SWHA nest is detected, and a 0,5-mile no-disturbance
buffer is not feasible, consultation with CDFW is warranted to discuss how to
implement the Project and avoid take. If take cannot be avoided, take
authorization through the acquisition of an |TP, pursuant to Fish and Game Code
section 2081 subdivision (b), is necessary to comply with CESA,

26
Cont'd

Western Burrowing Owl

According to the MND, western burrowing owl (BUOW) has moderate potential to occur
within the Project site due to the suitable grassland habitat and numerous ground
squirrel burrows present onsite, Additionally, a BUOW individual was observed nearby
on the CSUB campus in 2025, The MND provides MM BIO-2 to mitigate impacts to
BUOW, which reguires that a qualified biologist conduct a preconstruction survey for
BUOW 14 days before ground disturbance and, if BUOW is detected, that coordination
with CDFW oceur regarding the need for an ITR. COFW concurs that preconstruction
surveys and consultation with CDFW are needed but does not concur that MM BIO-3 is
sufficient to reduce impacts to BUOW fo less than significant. CDFW recommends the
measure be revised to include the following:

Recommended Mitigation Measure §: BUOW Preconstruction Surveys

CDFW recommends that focused surveys, specifically following the 2012 Staff
Report on Burrowing Ow| Mitigation (2012 Staff Report; COFG 2012), be 2.7
conducted the survey season immediately prior to construction, Please note that
the 2012 Staff Report necessitates multiple surveys prior to the initiation of
construction,

Recommended Mitigation Measure 7: BUOW Avoidance Buffer

Should a BUOW or known BUOW den (active or inactive) be detected, either
during preconstruction surveys or construction activities, CDFW recommends
that no-disturbance buffers, as outlined in the 2012 Staff Report, be implemented
prior to and during any ground-disturbing activities, COFW recommends that
these buffers be implemented for both wintering and breeding BUOW,

Recommended Mitigation Measure 8: BUOW Take Authorization

If a BUOW or known BUOW den (active or inactive) is detected, and the no
disturbance buffers outlined in the 2012 Staff Report on Burrowing Mitigation are
nat feasible, consultation with CODFW is warranted to discuss how to implement
the Project and avoid take. If take cannot be avoided, take authorization through
the acquisition of an [TP, pursuant to Fish and Game Code section 2081
subdivision (b}, is necessary to comply with CESA.
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Crotch’s Bumble Bee

The Project's BRA concluded that Crotch's bumble bee (CBB) is not expected to ocour
on the Project site because the nonnative grassland present onsite is not suitable
habitat for CBB, As a result, no specific mitigation measures are provided in the MND
for CEB, CDFW does not concur that CBBE can be assumed to be absent from the
Project site, CBB are generalist foragers and have been documented visiting a wide
variety of flowering plants, including those from plant families present on the Project site
{i.e.,, Apocynaceae, Asteraceas, and Fabaceas; Xerces Scciety et al. 2018). Further,
numerous small mammal burrows, which CBB may use for nesting, were cbserved on
the site. The MND also mentions a recent CBB cccurrence record located
approximately 2.5 miles from the site; in fact, there are several recent occurrences
within 2 te 7 miles (COFW 2028),

Given the presence of potentially suitable CBB nesting and foraging habitat on the
Project site and recent nearby occurrence records, COFW recommends the MND
include the following measures to avoid potentially significant impacts to CBB and 2-8
unauthorized take:

Recommended Mitigation Measure 9: CBB Preconstruction Surveys

CDFW recommends a gualfied biologist conduct focused surveys for CBB and
their requisite habitat features within and adjacent to the Project site following the
methodalogy outlned in the Survey Considerations for California Endangered

Species Act Candidate Bumble Bee Species (COFW 2023), during the blacming
period immediately prior to Project initiation,

Recommended Mitigation Measure 10: CBB Avoidance and Consultation

If CBB is detected, COFW recommends that all small mammal burrows and
thatched/bunch grasses be initially avoided by a minimum of 50 feet to avoid take
and potentially significant impacts until CDFW can be consulted regarding an
appropriate avoidance area, Any detection of CBE prior to or during construction
warrants consullation with CDPW Lo discuss how lo avoid lake, regardless of
time of year,

Recommended Mitigation Measure 11: CBB Take Authorization

If take of CBE cannot be avoided, take authorization through the acquisition of an
TP, pursuant to Fish and Game Code section 2081 subdivision {b), is necessary
to comply with CESA,

State Species of Special Concern

The MND identifies the State SSC Bakersfield legless lizard (ELL) and San Joaguin 2.4
coachwhip (SJC) as species with moderate potential fo occur within the Project site,
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However, the only mitigation measure pertaining to these species is MM B|O-2, which
reguires general biological monitoring during construction activities and, alone, is
insufficient to reduce potential impacts to less than significant for BELL, SJC, and other
State SSCs that may be present on the Project site, CDFW recommends the MND also
include the following measures:

Recommended Mitigation Measure 12: S5C Preconstruction Survey

2-9

Prior to the start of work, CDFW recommends that a qualified biclogist conduct Cont'd

focused surveys for BLL and SJC and their requisite habitat features,
Recommended Mitigation Measure 13: S8C Avoidance

Avoidance whenever possible is encouraged via delineation and observance of a
50-foot no-disturbance buffer around these species and their associated burrows
and habitat areas, COFW also recommends that, if these species are found,
Project activities in their immediate vicinity cease, allowing individuals to leave
the Project site on their own accord.

Western Spadefoot

The Project site is within the known geographic range of western spadefoot (WESP),
and several occurrences have been documented in the vicinity of the site (CDFW
2028), While WESP occurs primarily in grasslands, seasonal wetlands, and vernal
features, WESP iz also known to utilize agricultural ponds, ditches, canals, flooded
areas of orchards, flooded areas on construction sites, inlet and outlet of culverts
with standing water, and sumps for breeding, The Project’'s BRA states that suitable
WESP upland habitat (i.e., grassland habitat) is present within the Project site, but
concludes the species is not expected to ocour as no vernal pools are present on the
gite, While the site may not have vernal pools, COFW recommends that a further
evaluation occur to assess whether other aguatic features, such as agricultural
ditches or cther agriculturally inundated areas which may suppert WESP breeding or | 2-10
dispersal, may be present within the Project site or vicinity,

CDFW recommends that a qualified biologist conduct a habitat assessment for
WESP to determine if suitable breeding and refugia habitat is present, All the
potential areas stated above, including but not limited to seasonal wetlands, vernal
features, agricultural ponds, ditches, canals, and sumps should be identified as part
of this assessment. If suitable habitat is detected, COFW recommends that a
gualified biologist conduct focused surveys for WESP, using appropriate

survey methodologies and during the appropriate time of year, within these areas. If
it is determined that WESP is present or has the potential to be present within the
Project site, consultation with CDFW is recammended for guidance on avoidance,
minimization, and mitigation measures,
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On September 24, 2025, the California Fish and Game Commission (FGC) received
a petition to |ist the northern population of WESP as a threatened species and the
southern population of WESP as an endangered species under CESA, Atthe FGC
rreeting on April 18, 2026, CDFW presented its determination that the petition
provided sufficient scientific information that the petitioned action to list WESP under
CESA may be warranted; however, the FGC has deferred its decision on WESP
candidacy unti the August 2026 meeting. If WESP becomes a candidate for |isting
or ultimately becomes listed as threatensd or endangered pursuant to CESA, take
authorization through the acquisition of an TP, pursuant to Fish and Game Code 2-10
section 2081, subdivision (b), will be necessary to comply with CESAif ful Contd
avoidance of WESP cannot be achieved. Please note that implementation of the
recommended measures above would help minimize impacts to WESP as reguired
by CEQA but may not fully avoid impacts and thus take, Additional measures may
need to be implemented to avoid take of WESRP, In the event that WESP becomes
protected under CESA, CDFW recommends early consultation to help identify if
avoidance is feasible or, if not, to initiate discussions regarding the need for TP
acquisition,

Editorial Comments andlor Suggestions

Wildlife Friendly Fencing: COFW recommends that all fencing installed on the
perimeter of the Project be designed to allow for passage of small and medium-sized 2-11
wildlife, while impeding the passage of larger predators such as coyoles and similar
species, Perimeter fencing should be installed with a continuous 4- to &Hnch gap from
the ground to the bottom of the fencing material and knuckled back to form a smooth
edge and allow permeability for wildlifie,

CNDDE: Flease note that the CNDDB is populated by records through voluntary
submissions of species detections, As a result, species may be present in locations not
depicted in the CNDDE, but where there are suitable habitat features capable of
supporting species, A lack of an occurrence record in the CNDDB does not mean a
species is not present, To adegualely assess any polential Project-related impacts to 212
biclogical resources, surveys conducted by a qualified biclogist during the appropriate
survey period(s) using the appropriate protocol survey methodology are warranted to
determine whether any special-status species are present at or near the Project site,

ENVIRONMENTAL DATA

CEQA requires that information developed in envirenmental impact reports and negative
declarations be incorporated into a database, which may be used to make subsequent
or supplemental environmental determinations (Pub, Resources Code, § 21003, subd, 2,13
()}, Accordingly, please report any special-status species and natural communities
detected during Project surveys to the CNDDB, The CNDDB field survey form can be
found at the following link: hitps fwww wildlife.ca gov/Data/CNDDB/Submitting-D ata,
The completed form can be mailed electronically to the CNDDE at the following amail
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address: CNDDB@wildlife,ca.gov, The types of information reported to the CNDDB can f:;r?t ;

be found at the following link: https fhwww wildlife, ca,goviData/CNDDEB/Plants-and-
Animals,

FILING FEES

The Project, as proposed, would have an impact on fish and/or wildlife, and assessment
of filing fees is necessary. Fees are payable upon filing of the Notice of Determination 2-14
by the Lead Agency and serve to help defray the cost of environmental review by
CDFW Payment of the fee is required in order for the underlying project approval to be
operative, vested, and final (Cal. Code Regs, tit. 14, § 753.5; Fish & G, Code, § 711.4;
Pub, Resources Code, § 21089),

CONCLUSION

CDFW appreciates the opportunity to comment on the MND to assist CSUB in
identifying and mitigating Project impacts on biological resources, Please see the
enclosed Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) table (Attachment 1)
which corresponds with the recommended mitigation measures in this comment letter. If
you have any questions, please contact Amanda Canepa, Senior Environmental
Scientist (Specialist), at the address provided on this letterhead, by telephone at (805)
T46-0721, or by electronic mail at Amanda,Canepa@wildlife.ca.gov,

Sincerely,
DeacisBigired by:
brigta Tomlivsan
| BRETEAE T AR,
For Julie A, Vance
Regional Manager

2-15

Afttachment 1 (MMRP)

ec: State Clearinghouse
Land Use and Climate Innovation
state.clearinghouse@lci.ca.gov

Amanda Canepa
California Department of Fish and Wildlife
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Attachment 1
CALIFORENIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE
RECOMMENDED MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
(MMREP)

PROJECT: Ground Mount Solar and Battery Project by California
State University, Bakersfield

SCH No.: 2026060645

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION STATUS/DATE/NITIALS

MEASURE

Before Disturbing Soill or Vegetation

SWHA
Recommended Mitigation Measure 3:
SWHA Surveys Prior to Construction
Recommended Mitigation Measure 5:
SWHA Take Authorization

BUOW
Recommended Mitigation Measure &:
BLUOW Preconstruction Sunveys
Recommended Mitigation Measure 8:

BUOW Take Authorization

CBB
Recommended Mitigation Measure O 217
CBB Preconstruction Surveys Cont'd

Recommended Mitigation Measure 11:
CEBE Take Authorization

State SSC
Recommended Mitigation Measure 12:
S3C Preconstruction Survey

Diring Construction

SJKF
Recommended Mitigation Measure 1:
SJKF Den Protection
Recommended Mitigation Measure 2:
SJKF Avoidance Buffer

SWHA
Recommended Mitigation Measure 4:
SWHA Avoidance Buffer

BUOW
Recommended Mitigation Measure 7
BUOW Avoidance Buffer

| CBB

Rev. 2013.1.1
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Recommended Mitigation Measure 10:
CBB Avoidance and Consultation
State SSC 217
Recommended Mitigation Measure 13: Cont'd
S5C Avoidance
Rev. 2013.1.1
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Comment Letter 2: California Department of Fish and Wildlife
Response 2-1

The comment includes introductory remarks and describes CDFW'’s role as a Trustee Agency
under CEQA. This comment also states that CDFW is submitting comments as a Responsible
Agency under CEQA as the agency expects it may need to exercise regulatory authority as
provided by the Fish and Game Code. CSUB appreciates the opportunity to continue
coordination with CDFW regarding this project and other wildlife issues for the campus. This
comment is acknowledged for the record and no further response to this comment is required.

Response 2-2

The comment states that CDFW has jurisdiction over actions with the potential to result in the
disturbance or destruction of active nest sites or unauthorized take of birds, and cites the Fish
and Game Code sections that protect birds, eggs, and nests. As discussed in Section 3.4,
Biological Resources, Threshold (a), disturbing or destroying active nests is a violation of the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and nests and eggs are protected under Section 3503 of the Fish and
Game Code. Mitigation Measure BIO-1, Nesting Birds, would be implemented and requires two
nesting bird surveys to be conducted by a qualified biologist. If an active nest is identified,
project activities near the nest must be postponed and additional evaluation by the biologist
would be required. With implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1 impacts to special-status
wildlife species, including nesting birds, would be less than significant.

Response 2-3

The comment states that species of plants and animals do not have to be listed as Endangered,
Rare or Threatened to be considered under CEQA, and recommends that species that meet the
criteria to be listed be fully considered in the environmental analysis. Attachment D of the
Biological Resources Assessment prepared for the proposed project lists the special-status
plant and wildlife species with the potential to occur in the study area, including those that are
not listed as Endangered, Rare or Threatened, but are candidate species for listing. For
example, Crotch’s bumble bee (CBB), a candidate species, is discussed as a special-status
wildlife species and was determined not to be expected to occur on-site based on a general
biological resources survey and habitat assessment of the project site and 300-foot buffer
conducted on February 12, 2026. However, as detailed in Response to Comment No. 2-8,
preconstruction surveys for nesting Crotch’s bumble bee will occur prior to the start of ground-
disturbing activities to reaffirm that CBB is not expected to occur within the project site. If CBB is
detected, CDFW will be notified and consulted.

The project would also implement Mitigation Measure BIO-2, Biological Monitoring, which would
require a qualified biological monitor be present on-site daily during site preparation activities
involving ground disturbance and vegetation removal, gravel road installation, and installation of
solar components, at the discretion of the biological monitor who will consider time of year,
construction activity occurring, and observations of any special-status species to date.
Additionally, as detailed in Response to Comment No. 2-9, Mitigation Measure BIO-2 in the
IS/IMND has been revised to specifically include the Bakersfield legless lizard and San Joaquin
coachwhip, both State Species of Special Concern (SSC). The revised Mitigation Measure BIO-
2 requires the biological monitor to conduct pre-activity clearance surveys of the project site to
confirm the status of any active nests, that no new nests are present, and that no anticipated
special-status species are present, including Bakersfield legless lizard and San Joaquin
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coachwhip. If any wildlife is found, the biological monitor shall flush or relocate the animal(s) to
appropriate habitat offsite, or stop work in the vicinity of the species and allow individual species
to leave on their own accord. The biological monitor would be given the authority to stop work to
protect resources and would coordinate with CSUB and other responsible agencies (California
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service), as appropriate.

Response 2-4

The comment summarizes the project description, location, and construction timeframe from
Chapter 1, Project Description, of the IS/MND, and the findings of the Biological Resources
Assessment and Section 3.4, Biological Resources, of the IS/MND. The commenter states their
concerns about the project’s mitigation measures to reduce impacts to less than significant and
avoid unauthorized take of San Joaquin kit fox (SJKF), western burrowing owl, Bakersfield
legless lizard, and San Joaquin coachwhip. The commenter is also concerned about
Swainson’s hawk, CBB, western spadefoot (WESP), and special-status plant species. The
commenter is referred to Response to Comment Nos. 2-5 through 2-10 below.

Response 2-5

The comment states that SJKF are present within the campus and is expected to occur on the
project site, and acknowledges that the IS/MND includes mitigation measures for SUKF. The
commenter emphasizes that the Incidental Take Permit that CSUB is pursuing has not yet been
issued, and thus the avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures from the Incidental Take
Permit may be different than those listed in Mitigation Measure BIO-4 in the IS/MND. The
commenter concurs with portions of Mitigation Measure BIO-4, but provides recommendations
regarding den protection, avoidance buffers, and actions to take in case a SJKF were to move
into the project site during construction or operation. The commenter also states that CSUB’s
Incidental Take Permit would be applicable to the proposed project, if it is issued prior to the
start of construction.

As discussed in Section 3.4, Biological Resources, SJKF is considered present within the CSUB
campus. An earthen kit fox den was identified within the project site based on data provided by
McCormick Biological Inc. in January 2026 and a CNNDB record indicates that the species is
known and expected on-site. However, based on additional information provided by McCormick
Biological Inc., it has been determined that the earthen kit fox den within the project site was
based on a data point from 2017, when the den was recorded. The point was included in the
dataset in the event a SJKF individual returned. However, McCormick Biological Inc. conducted
a campus-wide survey to confirm known den data in February 2025 and did not find any sign of
SJKF or sign of a den. Additionally, the field survey conducted on February 12, 2026 for the
proposed project did not identify any signs of a SJKF den. A follow-up survey attempting to
identify SJKF sign and known dens at the location of, and in the area of the previously identified
den within the project site occurred on July 27, 2026, and no SJKF known dens or SJKF sign
were observed. Thus, the IS/MND incorrectly stated that there was an earthen kit fox den
identified in the project site in January 2026 and the den is no longer present. The IS/MND has
been revised to reflect this correction.

The first recommended mitigation measure states that excavation, sealing, or otherwise
preventing or discouraging the use of any known SJKF den shall be prohibited without extensive
coordination with CDFW. As discussed above, there is no sign of a den at the project site. Thus,
no known den would be excavated or sealed prior to construction. Nonetheless, as required by
Mitigation Measure BIO-4, a pre-construction survey of the construction site for potential SJKF
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dens would be conducted no less than 14 days and no more than 30 days prior to ground
disturbance. Additionally, in response to this comment, Mitigation Measure BIO-4 has been
revised to require coordination with and approval from CDFW and USFWS if a den is identified
during the pre-construction survey and all language in the measure pertaining to evacuation and
sealing of a SUKF den have been removed. In the event this project is undertaken prior to
Incidental Take Permit issuance or project implementation is not a covered activity under the
Incidental Take Permit, implementation of this mitigation measure will remain applicable and a
requirement.

The second recommended mitigation measure suggests implementing no disturbance buffers
around potentially suitable or known SJKF dens during project implementation. As discussed
above, there is no sign of a den at the project site. Mitigation Measure BIO-4 would require a
pre-construction survey of the construction site to be conducted to confirm that no potential or
known SJKF dens are located within the project site. The no-disturbance buffer in Mitigation
Measure BIO-4 has been revised to state that, if a potentially suitable or known SJKF den is
found during the pre-construction survey, a buffer distance shall be determined in consultation
with CDFW and USFWS. Moreover, Mitigation Measure BIO-4 has been revised to remove the
100-foot buffer distance references throughout and require coordination with CDFW and
USFWS regarding measures to protect any identified SIKF dens within the project site.

Response 2-6

The comment states that the project’s Biological Resources Assessment determined that
suitable foraging habitat for Swainson’s hawk (SWHA) exists within the project site but
concluded that as no suitable nesting habitat is present, the species is not expected to occur.
The commenter disagrees with the determination that SWHA can be expected to be absent
from the project site because SWHA is known to nest and forage in areas of the Central Valley
such as field crops and grassland habitats with a source of small mammals, there are numerous
tall trees throughout the campus and adjacent to the project site, and the species may be
present even though it is not documented in the California Natural Diversity Database. The
commenter suggests the IS/MND be revised to note that SWHA has the potential to occur on
the project site and implement mitigation measures, including SWHA surveys, avoidance
buffers, and take authorization, to reduce impacts to and avoid unauthorized take of SWHA.

As discussed in the Biological Resources Assessment and summarized in Section 3.4,
Biological Resources, of the IS/IMND, two qualified biologists conducted a general biological
resources survey and habitat assessment on February 12, 2026, between 9:15 A.M. and 11:15
A.M. The purpose of the field survey was to document existing conditions, conduct a habitat
assessment for special-status plant and wildlife species and sensitive natural communities, and
determine the presence of aquatic resources within the biological study area (project site plus
300-foot buffer surrounding the site). A total of 47.72 acres were covered during the survey. No
SWHA or nests were observed during the field survey conducted for the proposed project.
Additionally, McCormick Biological Inc. has conducted surveys of the campus since 2017, and
has not incidentally observed any SWHA. Moreover, all the recent extant occurrence records for
SWHA are over five miles from the project site.

Regarding the commenter’'s recommendation to conduct SWHA surveys prior to construction,
protocol-level surveys are considered infeasible due to the extensive effort needed to survey the
area within 0.5 miles of the project site. The project site is located within the CSUB campus,
which is immediately surrounded by urban development on all sides. (The Kern River is north of
the campus but is separated by commercial uses.) The area to the east of the project site
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across Arvin-Edison Canal is densely built-up with residential development, and the areas to the
north, west, and south are all part of the campus. Based on an aerial review, there are at least
1,000 trees within 0.5 miles of the project site. As noted in the SWHA survey protocol,
“surveying even the smallest project area will take hours.” However, as required by Mitigation
Measure BIO-1 for the project, qualified biologists with experience in conducting breeding bird
surveys shall conduct two (2) nesting bird surveys within one week prior to the initiation of
project activities to detect protected native birds occurring on-site and, as access to adjacent
areas allows, other suitable habitats within 500 feet of the project site. The second survey shall
be conducted no more than three days prior to the initiation of project activities. Further, nesting
bird surveys shall be conducted within three (3) days prior to project activities occurring within a
new area of the project site, based on the qualified biologist’s evaluation of the need for further
surveys as work shifts into a new area. If a lapse in project-related work of five days or longer
occurs, another nesting bird survey shall occur prior to work resuming. Should SWHA be
detected during these nesting bird surveys, the biologist shall use flagging, stakes, and/or
construction fencing to demarcate the appropriate buffer boundary as determined by the
qualified biological monitor, consistent with the commenter’'s recommendation to implement a
SWHA avoidance buffer.

Moreover, as required by Mitigation Measure BIO-2 for the project, a qualified biological monitor
would be present on-site daily during site preparation activities involving ground disturbance and
vegetation removal, gravel road installation, and installation of solar components, at the
discretion of the biological monitor who will consider time of year, construction activity occurring,
and observations of any special-status species to date. The biological monitor would conduct
pre-activity clearance surveys of the project site to confirm the status of any active nests, that no
new nests are present, and that no anticipated special-status species are present. If a SWHA
nest is identified during biological monitoring, the biologist will stop work, set up an avoidance
buffer, and immediately notify CSUB and support CSUB’s coordination with CDFW, including
consultation regarding an acquisition of an Incidental Take Permit, as suggested by the
commenter’'s recommended Mitigation Measure 5.

Response 2-7

The comment states that the western burrowing owl (BUOW) was found to have moderate
potential to occur in the IS/MND and concurs with the implementation of Mitigation Measure
BIO-3 for preconstruction surveys and consultation with CDFW. The commenter recommends
additional mitigation measures, including protocol surveys, avoidance buffers, and take
authorization, to reduce impacts to BUOW to a less than significant level.

The first recommended mitigation measure states that a qualified biologist should conduct
focused surveys following the 2012 Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation prior to
construction. As required by Mitigation Measure BIO-3 for the project, a qualified biologist shall
conduct a preconstruction survey for burrowing owl 14 days prior to initiation of ground-
disturbing activities. Additional preconstruction surveys may be necessary within three days
prior to construction to verify the species has not recolonized. In response to this comment,
CSUB shall also retain a qualified biologist to conduct non-breeding season surveys for BUOW,
which will occur prior to the start of ground-disturbing activities for the project to reaffirm BUOW
are not expected to occur within the project site. Mitigation Measure BIO-3 has been modified to
require four non-breeding season surveys.

The second and third recommended mitigation measures state that if a BUOW or known BUOW
den is detected, a no-disturbance buffer shall be implemented. If the no-disturbance buffer is not
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feasible, consultation with CDFW is required to avoid take, or an Incidental Take Permit may be
required. As required by Mitigation Measure BIO-3 for the project, if BUOW is present,
coordination with CDFW regarding the need for an Incidental Take Permit pursuant to CFGC
Section 2080 et seq. will be required. In response to this comment, Mitigation Measure BIO-3
has been modified to require an avoidance buffer be implemented. Mitigation Measure BIO-3
has also been modified to clarify that coordination with CDFW will occur if implementation of the
avoidance buffer is not feasible.

Response 2-8

The comment states that the Biological Resources Assessment for the project concludes CBB is
not expected to occur on the project site due to the lack of suitable habitat, and therefore, does
not include species-specific mitigation measures. The commenter does not concur with this
determination, stating that CBB are generalist foragers that have been documented visiting a
wide variety of flowering plants, and recommends mitigation measures based on the presence
of potentially suitable habitat and a documented nearby occurrence of the species 2.5 miles
from the project site. The commenter recommends CBB preconstruction surveys, CBB
avoidance and CDFW consultation if the species is detected, and acquisition of an Incidental
Take Permit if CBB cannot be avoided. In response to this comment, the IS/MND has been
modified to include a discussion of Crotch’s bumble bee in Section 3.4, Biological Resources,
and require implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-5 to address potential impacts to CBB.
Mitigation Measure BIO-5 shall require a qualified biologist to conduct two preconstruction
surveys for nesting CBB prior to initiation of ground-disturbing activities. The preconstruction
survey would also include a habitat assessment. If the species is detected, a 50-feet avoidance
buffer of small mammal burrows shall be implemented until coordination with CDFW can occur.
If avoidance is not feasible, coordination with CDFW regarding the need for an Incidental Take
Permit will be required. The determination for Threshold (a) of Section 3.4, Biological
Resources, would remain less than significant. Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section
15073.5(c)(2), these revisions and addition of Mitigation Measure BIO-5 do not constitute
substantial revisions that would require recirculation of the document.

Response 2-9

The comment states that impacts to Bakersfield legless lizard and San Joaquin coachwhip, both
State Species of Special Concern (SSC), would require additional mitigation measures to
ensure less than significant impacts. The commenter acknowledges that Mitigation Measure
BIO-2 from the IS/MND, would require biological monitoring. The commenter recommends
additional mitigation measures to be incorporated in the IS/MND to reduce impacts in the form
of focused pre-construction surveys for SCC and avoidance.

The first recommended mitigation measure states that a qualified biologist should conduct
focused surveys of Bakersfield legless lizard and San Joaquin coachwhip prior to the start of
work. As required by Mitigation Measure BIO-2 for the project, a qualified biological monitor
would be present on-site daily during site preparation activities involving ground disturbance and
vegetation removal, gravel road installation, and installation of solar components, at the
discretion of the biological monitor who will consider time of year, construction activity occurring,
and observations of any special-status species to date. The biological monitor would conduct
pre-activity clearance surveys of the project site to confirm the status of any active nests, that no
new nests are present, and that no anticipated special-status species are present. In response
to this comment, Mitigation Measure BIO-2 has been modified to specify that the pre-
construction surveys shall include confirming the absence of Bakersfield legless lizard and San
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Joaquin coachwhip.

The second recommended mitigation measure states that avoidance and establishing a buffer is
encouraged, and recommends allowing the species to leave on their own accord if found. As
required by Mitigation Measure BIO-2 for the project, if any wildlife is found during monitoring,
the biological monitor shall relocate the animal(s) to appropriate habitat offsite. In the event the
biological monitor determines additional protection measures are needed or an unanticipated
special-status species is detected on-site, the biological monitor shall stop all work within an
avoidance buffer determined appropriate to protect the resource. In response to this comment,
Mitigation Measure BIO-2 has been modified to specify that the biological monitor may also stop
work in the vicinity of the species and allow individual species to leave on their own accord.

Response 2-10

The comment states that the project site is within the geographic range of the western
spadefoot (WESP) and is nearby documented occurrences of the species. The comment further
states that suitable upland habitat exists and recommends further evaluation by a qualified
biologist to determine whether other aquatic features could support WESP. If suitable habitat is
identified, the commenter recommends focused surveys and consultation with CDFW regarding
appropriate avoidance and minimization measures, if the species is present. The comment also
notes that the species is under consideration as a candidate species under the California
Endangered Species Act; if listed and avoidance is not feasible, an Incidental Take Permit
would be required. On August 14, 2026, WESP was listed as a candidate species.

As discussed in the Biological Resources Assessment and summarized in Section 3.4,
Biological Resources, of the IS/IMND, two qualified biologists conducted a general biological
resources survey and habitat assessment on February 12, 2026, between 9:15 A.M. and 11:15
A.M. The purpose of the field survey was to document existing conditions, conduct a habitat
assessment for special-status plant and wildlife species and sensitive natural communities, and
determine the presence of aquatic resources within the biological study area (project site plus
300-foot buffer surrounding the site). A total of 47.72 acres were covered during the survey. The
project site consists primarily of non-native grassland and disturbed or developed land cover.
No agricultural ditches or agriculturally inundated areas exist within the project site. Additionally,
no aquatic features or drainage features were identified within the project site. The only
drainage feature in the immediate vicinity of the project site is the Arvin-Edison Canal, located to
the east of the project site. The Arvin-Edison Canal is a concrete-lined channel that is not
expected to support WESP. The Kern River may contain habitat to support WESP but is located
approximately 0.3-miles north of the project site and is separated by intervening structures and
Stockdale Highway. Therefore, as determined by a qualified biologist, the WESP has no
potential to be present at the project site.

Response 2-11

The commenter recommends that perimeter fencing be designed to allow passage of small- and
medium-sized wildlife by installing fencing with a continuous 4- to 6-inch gap at the bottom. The
perimeter fence for the project would be designed in accordance with the recommendations in
The San Joaquin Kit Fox: Biology, Ecology, and Conservation of an Endangered Species,’

' Cypher, B. L. (2024). The San Joaquin Kit Fox: Biology, Ecology, and Conservation of an Endangered Species.
Cornell University Press.
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highlighted in Issue 4, Volume 110 of CDFW'’s Scientific Journal?, and include a continuous
opening underneath. In response to this comment, the Access, Security, and Lighting
subsection under Section 1.8, Description of the Project, and Threshold (d) under Section 3.4,
Biological Resources, of the IS/MND have been updated.

Response 2-12

The commenter notes that the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) is populated
through voluntary species occurrence submissions and may not capture all species present in
areas containing suitable habitat. The commenter recommends surveys be conducted by a
qualified biologist to determine whether any special-status species are present at or near the
project site. As discussed in the Biological Resources Assessment and summarized in Section
3.4, Biological Resources, of the IS/MND, two qualified biologists conducted a general biological
resources survey and habitat assessment on February 12, 2026, between 9:15 A.M. and 11:15
A.M. The purpose of the field survey was to document existing conditions, conduct a habitat
assessment for special-status plant and wildlife species and sensitive natural communities, and
determine the presence of aquatic resources within the biological study area (project site plus
300-foot buffer surrounding the site). A total of 47.72 acres were covered during the survey. The
project site consists primarily of non-native grassland and disturbed or developed land cover.
Attachment D of the Biological Resources Assessment lists the special-status plant species
identified during the literature review, their regulatory status, preferred habitats, and potential to
occur on the project site based on the suitability of the habitat to support those species.
Additionally, as detailed in Response to Comment Nos. 2-7 and 2-9, preconstruction surveys
will occur prior to the start of ground-disturbing activities to reaffirm BUOW and CBB are not
expected to occur within the project site.

Response 2-13

The commenter states that, under California Public Resources Code Section 21003(e), CEQA
requires that information developed in environmental documents be incorporated into a
database which may be used to make supplemental environmental determinations and, as
such, requests that CSUB ensure that any data for special-status species detected during
project surveys be properly submitted. The specific database to which information from
environmental documents is incorporated is not stipulated in the Public Resources Code. The
NOI, MND, and the technical appendices are recorded and available on the State
Clearinghouse CEQAnNet database at: https://ceqanet.lci.ca.gov/2026060645. As such, the
information developed in the IS/MND has been incorporated into a database and made publicly
available so that they may be used to make subsequent or supplemental environmental
determinations, as appropriate.

As discussed in Section 3.4, Biological Resources, of the IS/IMND, no special-status plant
species were observed during the field survey conducted on February 12, 2026. After a review
of specific habitat preferences, known distributions, and elevation ranges, it was determined that
no special-status plant species are expected to occur within the project site. Additionally, no
special-status wildlife species were observed during the field survey. SJKF is considered
present within the CSUB campus. As discussed in Response to Comment No. 2-5, the SJKF
den that was identified at the project site no longer exists and CSUB’s database of active dens

2 California Fish and Wildlife Scientific Journal. 2024. The San Joaquin Kit Fox: Biology, Ecology, and
Conservation of an Endangered Species Book Review. Available at:
https://journal.wildlife.ca.gov/2024/12/27/the-san-joaquin-kit-fox-biology-ecology-and-conservation-of-an-
endangered-species/.
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on campus has been updated to reflect this change. Moreover, CSUB is actively coordinating
with CDFW regarding obtaining an Incidental Take Permit for impacts to SJKF.

As discussed in Section 3.4, Biological Resources, of the IS/IMND, the project site is dominated
by non-native grassland habitat. A small area in the southwest portion of the biological study
area buffer contains Fremont cottonwood forest and woodland within the Environmental Studies
Area (an official CSU research center established in 1975 used for teaching and research). The
vegetation community is not associated with any aquatic features and appears to be planted for
educational purposes. Should any special-status species be detected during any future project
surveys implemented as part of the mitigation measures for the proposed project, CSUB will
report the data to the CNDDB database.

Response 2-14

The commenter states that payment of environmental document filing fees will be required.
CSUB will pay all applicable fees and file the Notice of Determination within five days of
approval of the project by the California State University Board of Trustees pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15075. No further response to this comment is required.

Response 2-15

This comment includes closing remarks. The comment is acknowledged for the record, and no
further response to this comment is required.

Response 2-16

The commenter lists references for their comments. The comment is acknowledged for the
record, and no further response to this comment is required.

Response 2-17

The commenter provides an attachment with a list of recommended mitigation measures. The
commenter is referred to Response to Comments No. 2-5 through 2-10 above regarding these
recommendations. The comment is acknowledged for the record, and no further response to
this comment is required.
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San Joaquin Valley ARV )
AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT HEALTHY AIR LIVING

Comment Letter No. 3

July 8, 2026

Aditi Arya

Califormia State University, Bakersfield
9001 Stockdale Hwy, Mail Stop: 5CORP
Bakersfield, CA 93311

Project: Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Deceleration for the Ground Mount
Solar and Battery Project at California State University, Bakersfield

District CEQA Reference No: 20260700
Dear Ms. Arya:

The San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (District) has reviewed the Initial
Study and Mitigated Megative Deceleration (IS/MND) from the California State
University Board of Trustees (BOT) for the project mentioned above. Per the IS/IMND,
the project consists of the installation of a 4.55 megawatt direct current ground mounted
photovoltaic solar energy system and associated electrical components on 15 acres on
the main campus, and a battery energy storage system with an energy capacity of 11.7
megawatt hours (Project). The Project is located on the California State University 3.1
Bakersfield campus in Bakersfield, along the eastern boundary, and is hounded on the
north by Kroll Way and student housing; on the east by the Arvin-Edison canal and a
power transmission line easement; and on the west and south by undeveloped campus
land, in Bakersfield, CA 93311.

The District offers the following comments at this time regarding the Project:

1) Construction Emissions

The District recommends, to further reduce impacts from construction-related diesel | 5.5
exhaust emissions, the Project should utilize the cleanest available off-road
construction eguipment.

2) District Rules and Regulations

The District issues pemmits for many types of air pollution sources, and regulates

some activities that do not require permits. A project subject to District rules and 33
regulations would reduce its impacts on air quality through compliance with the
Samir Shaikh
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San Joaquin Vialey Ak Polution Controd Déstrict Page 2af4
Dilstrict Reference Moo 20200700
July 8, 2020

District's regulatory framework. In general, a regulation is a collection of individual
rules, each of which deals with a specific topic. As an example, Regulation 1l
(Permits) includes District Rule 2010 (Permits Required), Rule 2201 (New and
Maodified Stationary Source Review), Rule 2520 (Federally Mandated Operating
Permits), and several other rules pertaining to District permitting requirements and
processes.

33

The list of rules below is neither exhaustive nor exclusive. Current District rules can Cont'd

be found online at: hitps /fww2 valleyair org/rules-and-planning/current-district-rules-
and-requlations. To identify other District rules or regulations that apply to future
projects, or to obtain information about District permit requirements, the project
proponents are strongly encouraged to contact the District’s Small Business
Assistance (SBA) Office at (661) 392-5665.

2a) District Rules 2010 and 2201 - Air Quality Permitting for Stationary
Sources

Stationary Source emissions include any building, structure, facility, or
installation which emits or may emit any affected pollutant directly oras a
fugitive emission. District Rule 2010 (Permits Required) requires operators of
emission sources to obtain an Authonty to Construct (ATC) and Permit to
Operate (PTO) from the District. District Rule 2201 (New and Modified
Stationary Source Review) reguires that new and modified stationary sources 2.4
of emissions mitigate their emissions using Best Available Control Technology
(BACT).

This Project may be subject to District Rule 2010 (Permits Required) and Rule
2201 (Mew and Modified Stationary Source Review) and may reqguire District
permits. Prior to construction, the Project proponent should submit to the
District an application for an ATC. For further information or assistance, the
project proponent may contact the District's SBA Office at (661) 392-5665.

2b) District Rule 9510 - Indirect Source Review (ISR)

The Project is subject to District Rule 9510 because it will receive a project-
level discretionary approval from a public agency and will equal or exceed
9,000 sguare feet of space.

The purpose of District Rule 9510 is to reduce the growth in hoth NOx and PM 3.5
emissions associated with development and transportation projects from maobile
and area sources; specifically, the emissions associated with the construction
and subsequent operation of development projects. The ISR Rule requires
developers to mitigate their NOx and PM emissions by incorporating clean air
design elements into their projects. Should the proposed development project
clean air design elements be insufficient to meet the required emission
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reductions, developers must pay a fee that ultimately funds incentive projects fo
achieve off-site emissions reductions.

Per Section 5.0 of the ISR Rule, an Air Impact Assessment (AlA) application is
required to be submitted no later than applying for project-level approval from a
public agency. As of the date of this letter, the District has not received an AlA
application for this Project. Please immediately submit an AlA application to
the District to comply with District Rule 9510 so that proper mitigation and clean 35
air design under ISR can be incorporated into the Project’'s design. Contd

Information about how to comply with District Rule 9510 can be found online at:
hitpsJ/fww2 valleyair.org/permitiing/indireci-source-review-rule-gveniew

The AlA application form can be found online at:
hitps-ifww2 valleyair. org/permitting/indireci-source-review-rule-overview/forms-
and-applications/

District staff is available to provide assistance and can be reached by phone at
(559) 230-5900 or by email at ISR@valleyair.org.

Ic_'_i District Regulation VI (Fugitive PM10 Prohibitions)

The project proponent may be required to submit a Construction Notification
Form or submit and receive approval of a Dust Control Plan prior to
commencing any earthmoving activities as described in Regulation VIII,
specifically Rule 8021 — Consfrucfion, Demaolition, Excavation, Exfraction, and
Other Earthmoving Activities.

Should the project result in at least 1-acre in size, the project proponent shall
provide written notification to the District at least 48 hours prior to the project
proponents intent to commence any earthmoving activities pursuant to District
Rule 8021 {Construction, Demolition, Excavation, Extraction, and Other
Earthmoving Activities). Also, should the project result in the disturbance of 5- 15
acres or more, or will include moving, depositing, or relocating more than 2,500
cubic yards per day of bulk matenals, the project propenent shall submit to the
District a Dust Control Plan pursuant to District Rule 8021 {Construction,
Demuolition, Excavation, Extraction, and Other Earthmoving Activities). For
additional information regarding the written notification or Dust Control Plan
requirements, please contact District Compliance staff at (55%) 230-5950._

The application for both the Construction Motification and Dust Control Plan can
be found online at: httpsffww2 valleyair org/medialfm3jrbsg/dcp-form.docx

Information about District Regulation V1l can be found online at:
hittps-fww2 valleyair.org/dustcontrol
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2d) Other District Rules and Regulations
The Project may also be subject to the following District rules: Rule 4102
(Muisance) and Rule 4641 (Cuthack, Slow Cure, and Emulsified Asphalt,

Paving and Maintenance Operations). 37

If you have any guestions or require further information, please contact Harout
Sagherian by e-mail at Harout. Sagheran@valleyair.org or by phone at (559) 230-5860.

Sincerely,

Mark Montelongo
Director of Policy and Government Affairs

Q_I:iﬁ”'”l b

Far: Daniel Martinez
Program Manager
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Comment Letter 3: San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District
Response 3-1

The comment includes introductory remarks and provides a summary of the project and project
site. The comment is acknowledged for the record, and no further response to this comment is
required.

Response 3-2

The commenter recommends the use of the cleanest available off-road construction equipment
to further reduce construction-related diesel emissions. The proposed project’s air quality
impacts are evaluated in Section 3.3, Air Quality, of the IS/IMND, which include quantification of
the project’s construction-related emissions from off-road equipment. As discussed in Section
3.3, Air Quality, construction emissions were calculated using the California Emissions
Estimator Model (CalEEMod), which was programmed with regionally-specific outputs from the
Off-Road Emissions Inventory Program model (OFFROAD) and the EMission FACtor (EMFAC)
on-road mobile source emissions inventory developed by the California Air Resources Board.
The total emissions that would be generated during the eight-month construction period for the
proposed project would not exceed San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District’s (District)
thresholds, with the total amount of emissions remaining well below all threshold values.
Therefore, impacts would be less than significant even without the use of the cleanest available
off-road construction equipment. Nonetheless, the comment is acknowledged for the record and
will be forwarded to the decision-makers for their review and consideration.

Response 3-3

The comment provides an overview of the District’'s regulatory authority, including issuance of
permits for air pollution sources and providing rules and regulations for activities that do not
require permits. The comment includes a weblink to the District’s rules and regulations and
provides a phone number to contact the District’'s Small Business Assistance Office. The
comment is acknowledged for the record, and no further response to this comment is required.

Response 3-4

The comment states that stationary source emissions are regulated through District Rule 2010
and 2201, and the project may be subject to these rules. District Rule 2010 (Permits Required)
requires operators of emission sources to obtain an Authority to Construct (ATC) and Permit to
Operate (PTO) from the District. District Rule 2201 (New and Modified Stationary Source
Review) requires that new and modified stationary sources of emissions mitigate their emissions
using Best Available Control Technology (BACT). Section 3.3, Air Quality, of the IS/MND
identifies District regulations applicable to the proposed project. District Rules 2010 and 2201
are not identified because the project would not modify any existing stationary sources or
generate new stationary source emissions. Therefore, the project is not subject to the
requirements of Rules 2010 or 2201.

Response 3-5
The comment states that the project is subject to District Rule 9510 (Indirect Source Review)

because it requires discretionary approval and would utilize 9,000 square feet or more of
building space. Under District Rule 9510, nitrogen oxides (NOx) and particulate matter (PM)
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emissions must be mitigated through the implementation of clean-air design measures, with
fees potentially required if these measures do not fully offset emissions. The commenter further
states that an Air Impact Assessment (AlA) application must be submitted to the District to
comply with District Rule 9510 to ensure that appropriate mitigation measures and clean-air
design elements are incorporated into the project.

The proposed project consists of the installation of a 4.55- megawatt (MW) direct current (dc)
ground-mounted photovoltaic (PV) solar energy system and associated electrical components
on 15 acres on the main campus. A battery energy storage system (BESS) with an energy
capacity of 11.7 megawatt-hours (MWh) would also be installed as part of the proposed project.
While the project site would exceed 9,000 square feet, the proposed project is not a
development project that would include any developable space or uses and is not a
transportation or transit project. Thus, the proposed project is not subject to District Rule 9510
as it would not include 9,000 square feet of build-out space. Moreover, as discussed in Section
3.3, Air Quality, of the IS/IMND, once operational, the proposed project would not introduce a
new substantial source of air pollutant emissions to the area. Operation of the proposed project
would be automated and unstaffed. Maintenance of the proposed project would be infrequent
and would not have the potential to substantially increase the existing traffic conditions on
surrounding roadways. It is not anticipated that any new personnel would be required to operate
the proposed project. There is no potential for the proposed project to generate emissions that
would exceed the SJVAPCD operational significance thresholds. Furthermore, the project is not
subject to any discretionary approvals by the District. Nonetheless, CSUB will coordinate with
the District and submit an Indirect Source Review (ISR) - Air Impact Assessment (AlA)
Application.

Response 3-6

The comment states that the project may be subject to District Regulation VIII requirements for
dust control during earthmoving activities. As stated in the comment, depending on the extent of
ground disturbance, the project proponent may be required to submit a Construction Notification
Form, provide advance notification to the District, and/or prepare a Dust Control Plan to
minimize fugitive dust emissions during construction. The proposed project would encompass
an approximately 15-acre area. As discussed in Section 3.3, Air Quality, of the IS/MND, the
proposed project would comply with District Regulation VIII through implementation of standard
best management practices (BMP), including applying water before and during earthwork
activities in unpaved traffic areas, phasing construction to minimize dust generation, setting up
wind fences to reduce windblown dust, applying dust suppressants as needed, establishing
vegetative cover, removing mud and dirt from paved surfaces and shoulders, and limiting
vehicle speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour. A Dust Control Plan will be submitted to
the District prior to the start of construction for review and approval, and the District will be
notified at least 48 hours prior to the start of earthmoving activities.
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Response 3-7

The comment states the project may be subject to District Rule 4102 and 4641 and provides
concluding remarks. As discussed in Section 3.3, Air Quality, of the IS/MND, the proposed
project would comply with the required District Rule 4102 (Nuisance) to prevent the generation
of visible dust plumes. District Rule 4641 (Cutback, Slow Cure, and Emulsified Asphalt, Paving
and Maintenance Operations) is not discussed in IS/MND because the proposed project would
not require the use of asphalt. Instead, the proposed project would install a gravel access road.
Therefore, the proposed project would not include activities subject to the requirements of
District Rule 4641.
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Comment Letter No. 4

California Program Office
P.0Q. Box 401, Folsom, California 95763
www.defenders.org

July 15, 2026

Aditi Arya

California State University, Bakersfield
9001 Stockdale Highway Mail Stop: 5CORP
Bakersfield, CA 93311

Delivered via email to aarya 1@csub. edu

Re: Mitigated Megative Declaration for the Ground Muuht Solar and Battery Project at
California State University, Bakersfield; SCH No. 2026060645

Dear Ms. Arya,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments in response to the Initial Study/Mitigated
MNegative Declaration (IS/MMND) the proposed California State University Bakersfield (CSUB)
Ground Mount Solar and Battery Project (Project). Defenders of Wildlife (Defenders)
protects and restores America’s wildlife at risk of extinction, advancing a vision of a future
in which wildlife thrives, sustained by broad public support and a resilient network of healthy
lands and waters and has nearly 2.1 million members and supporters in the United States,
with more than 311,000 residing in California.

Defenders strongly supports renewable energy generation. A low-carbon energy future is
critical for California's economy, communities and environment. As we transition toward a 4-1
clean energy future, it is imperative that we consider the near-term impacts of renewable )
energy development on our biodiversity, fish and wildlife habitat and natural landscapes
while addressing the long-term impacts of climate change. Therefare, renewable energy
projects must be planned, sited, developed and operated to avoid, minimize and mitigate

adverse impacts on wildlife and lands with known high-resource values.

The Ground Mount Solar and Battery Project would install a 4.55 MW photovoltaic solar
energy system paired with an 11.7 MWh battery energy storage system, proposed on an
approximately 15-acre site on the main CSUB campus inthe City of Bakersfield, central Kern
County. The Project site is centrally located along the eastern boundary of the 375-acre

Mational Headguarters | 1130 17™ Street NW | Washington, DC 20036 | 202-682-9400
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campus, bounded on the north by Kroll Way and student housing, on the east by the Arvin- | 4.4
Edison Canal and a power transmission line easement, and on the west and south by | Cont'd
undeveloped campus land. The site consists primarily of non-native grassland and supports
a documented, occupled San Joaquin kit fox (SIKF) den.

Comments
We offer the following comments on the IS/MND for the proposed Project.

Reliance on Future Incidental Take (ITP) Permit Does Mot Satisfy the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)

Mitigation Measure (MM) BIO-4 states that “CSUB is currently in the process of obtaining an
Incidental Take Permit for impacts to SIKF” and that the measures “outlined in the Incidental
Take Permit shall be adhered to." The IS/MND thereby ties its less-than-significant
determination for SIKF to a permit that has not yet been issued. The California Endangered
Species Act (CESA) and CEQA are independent regulatory regimes that serve different
purposes. CESA regulates the take of state-listed species. An incidental take permit {ITP)
issued under Fish and Game Code 52081 authorizes incidental take and reguires the
permittes to minimize and fully mitigate the impacts of that take on the listed species. CESA
does not address impacts to non-listed species, wildlife connectivity, cumulative effects or 4-3
the other biological resource impacts that a CEQA lead agency must analyze and mitigate.

CEQA requires the lead agency to identify all significant environmental effects and to
impose feasible mitigation measures. Public Resources Code 521002 states that public
agencies should not approve projects as proposed if there are feasible mitigation measures
available that would substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of those
projects. Public Resources Code §21002.1(b) requires the lead public agency to mitigate or
avoid the significant effects on the environment. Before approving the Project, CSUBE must
find that changes or alterations have been required or incorporated into the Project to
mitigate or avoid its significant environmental effects.! CSUB, not COFW, is the lead agency
and must exercise its own independent judgment in identifying and adopting feasible
mitigation.?

CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(a)(1){B} provides that formulation of mitigation measures shall
not be deferred until some future time. A lead agency may defer the specifics of mitigation
only where it commits itself to the mitigation and adopts specific performance standards

' Pub. Resources Cade § 21081{a)[1); CEQA Guidelines § 15031 {a){1).
*CEQA Guidelines § 150325; Pub. Resources Code § 21062.1{c) (lead agsncy must exsrciss its own independent
judgrnent]. See Endangered Habitats League v. County of Orange {2005) 131 Cal App.dth 777, 793-04.
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the mitigation. Mitigation that simply reguires the applicant to adhere to the measures
“outlined in the Incidental Take Permit™ adopts no performance standards and identifies no
gpecific actions independent of that future permit. It is deferred mitigation, which CEQA
forbids.®

This concern is heightened because a known, occupied SJKF den has been documented
within the Project footprint and the species is determined present. The record therefore | 4-2
establishes that the Project may have a significant effect on SJKF, and the adequacy of Cont'd
mitigation cannot be made contingent on the discretionary act of a separate agency that
may never occur. Defenders requests the identification and adoption of specific and
enforceable avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures, including compensatory
mitigation, for the Project’s significant impacts to SIKF, independent of the issuance of a
possible future CDPW ITP.

Species-Specific Protocol-Level Surveys

The biological analysis rests on a single general habitat assessment and field survey
conducted on February 12, 2026, of the project site plus a 300-foot buffer. A
reconnaissance-level survey is not an adequate substitute for protocol-level survey effort
where listed and candidate species are present or have moderate potential to occur. The
IS/MMND determines SJKF present and assigns burrowing owl a moderate potential to ocour,
yet no protocol-level survey was completed for either species.

For burrowing owl, the IS/MND relies on the absence of detections to support its
conclusions. Thig is premature as the IS/MND cannot rely on non-detection to discount a 4-3
species absent protocol-level survey effort consistent with CDPW methodology. Either
presence should be assumed for purposes of impact analysis and mitigation, or protocol-
level surveys should be conducted. A burrowing owl individual was observed in 2025
immediately northeast of the facilities yard, and abundant ground squirrel burrows suitable

for the species ocour on-site.

Defenders requests protocol-level surveys for SIKF* and for burrowing owl®, conducted in
accordance with current COFW and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) methodology
and seasonal timing, prior to the development of avoidance, minimization and/for mitigation

ISundstrorm v, County of Mendocing [1988) 202 Cal App.3d 796, 306-08; Communities for a Better Ensironment . City of
Fiichmend (2010) 184 Cal.App.4th 70, 52-95.

U5, Fish and Wildlifs Service. 2011, Standardized Recommentdations for Protection of the Endengarad San Joaguin Kit
Fox Priorto or During Ground Disturhance.

* Califormia Department of Fish and Wildlife. 2012 Staff Raport on Burowing Owl Mitigation.

Defendars of Wildlife | 3
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measures. Where surveys are deferred to the preconstruction period, the IS/MND must 4-3

assume presence for purposes of the impact analysis and adopt mitigation accordingly. Cont'd

Matal-Den Buffers Must Be Set with USFWS

MM BIO-4 establishes a 100-foot buffer around an active natal den. The Standardized
Recommendations provide that the Sernvice must be contacted to establish the appropriate | 4-4
buffer for a natal or pupping den. BIO-4 should require that USFWS be contacted to establish

the natal-den buffer rather than applying a fixed 100-foot distance by default.

Agency Approval, Not Coordination

MM BIO-2 and BIO-4 direct the biologist to act “in coordination with™ COPW or USFWS for
actions including stopping work, setting avoidance buffers, excavating dens and identifying | 4-5
methods to discourage den use. The measures should require prior written concurrence or
approval from the regpongible agency, not unilateral determinations by a project-affiliated
biologist.

Speed Limit
MM BIO-4 sets a 25-mph paved-road speed Umit. The Standardized Recommendations | 4-6
specify a 20-mph daytime limit and a 10-mph nighttime lmit. Defenders’ requests
conforming the measure to the 20-mph and 10-mph standard.®

Mizsing Best Management Practices

MM BIO-4 omits several standard measures including prohibition of firearms on the site;
inspection of all pipes, culverts and similar structures 4 inches or greater in diameter before
they are buried, capped, moved or otherwise used; and restriction of rodenticides and 4-7
herbicides to prevent primary and secondary poisoning of kit foxes and depletion of prey.
Defenders requests the addition of the missing best practices as outlined in USPWS
guidance.”

Trench Covering and Trash

Defenders supports the requirement that all holes and trenches be covered at the end of
eachworkday and asks that it be strictly enforced; where a trench cannot be closed, escape 4-8
ramps must be installed and the trench inspected before backfilling.

FLULS. Fizh and Wildlite Service. 2011, Standargized Recommendations for Profection of the Endangarad San Joaguin Kit
Fouw Prior fo of During Grownd Distwbance.

7 i,
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Trash Abatement
The trash provision within MM BIO-4 should define “regularly” as remowval at the end of each | 4-9
waorkday so to not attract SIKF to the work area.®

Wildlife-Friendly Fencing

The Project proposes seven-foot perimeter fencing with barbed wire, described in the
biological analysis as “designed to allow wildlife to pass through, either with culverts or by
being raised off the ground by approximately 5 inches.” The fencing description should be
corrected and made consistent with published S)KF fencing guidance.® 4-10

Furthermore, passage should be provided by continuously raised fencing, not culverts. A
continuous ground clearance is more reliable than discrete culverts, which foxes may not
locate or use, particularly when pursued by a predator. The fence should also include a
buried apron to deter larger predators from digging beneath it, and it should not be
electrified.

Long-Term Conversion to an Industrial Use

The IS/MMD describes an operational lifetime of 30 to 40 vyears, after which
decommissioning would be subject to “further discretionary review," with the need for
supplemental environmental review assessed under then-current regulations. Defenders
notes that any future discretionary review would be measured against the environmental
baseline existing at that time, which would be an operating industrial-scale solar and battery
facility rather than the present non-native grassland supporting an SIKF den. Given the high
likelinood of repowering as California pursues its carbon-free goals, the IS/MND should
acknowledge that the Project represents a likely permanent conversion of occupied SIKF
habitat to an industrial use, and should account for that conversion in its significance
analysis."” Defenders requests the IS/MMD disclose that the Project constitutes a long-term
conversion of occupied habitat to an industrial use, and ensure the loss of SJIKF habitat is
evaluated and mitigated as a long-term impact rather than treated as temporary.

Uisid.

*Cypher, B.L. and C.L. Van Hom lob. 2009, Permsabile Fence and Wall Desipns that Facilitate Passage by the
Endangered San joaguin Kit Fox.

MCEQA Guidelines § 15125(a) [ervironmental setting nommally constilutes the baseline); Communities for & Better
Ervironment v. South Coast Alr Quality Mansgemant District (2010) 48 Calath 310.
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Conclusion
Thank you once again for the opportunity to provide comments on the Mitigated Negative
Declaration for the proposed CSUB Ground Mount Solar and Battery Project and for 4-12
considering our comments. Please feel free to contact me with any questions.
Respectfully submitted,
5%,0:(«", Plarkscvaka
Sophia Markowska
Senior California Representative
SMarkowska@defenders.org
Defenders of Wildlife | 6
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Comment Letter 4: Defenders of Wildlife
Response 4-1

The comment includes introductory remarks, describes the mission of the Defenders of Wildlife,
and states the commenter’s support for renewable energy projects that are planned, sited,
developed and operated to avoid, minimize and mitigate adverse impacts on wildlife and lands
with known high-resource values. The comment also summarizes the project description and
project site from the IS/IMND. The comment is acknowledged for the record, and no further
response to this comment is required.

Response 4-2

The commenter expresses concern regarding impacts to the San Joaquin kit fox. Specifically,
the commenter states that mitigation for impacts to the SJKF relies on compliance with an
Incidental Take Permit that has not been issued yet, and another agency’s approvals (i.e.,
CDFW) to avoid significant environmental effects. The commenter asserts that that Mitigation
Measure BIO-4 improperly defers mitigation because it does not adopt any no performance
standards nor identify specific actions independent of that future permit. The commenter’s
concern is based on the documentation of a known occupied SJKF den within the project site,
which establishes that the project may have a significant effect on SUKF. The commenter
requests the identification and adoption of specific and enforceable avoidance, minimization and
mitigation measures, including compensatory mitigation, for the Project’s significant impacts to
SJKF, independent of the issuance of a possible future Incidental Take Permit by CDFW.

Regarding the documented SJKF den, the commenter is referred to Response to Comment No.
2-5, which acknowledges that the IS/IMND incorrectly stated that there was an earthen kit fox
den identified in the project site in January 2026. Based on additional information from
McCormick Biological Inc., it has been determined that the earthen kit fox den within the project
site was based on a data point from 2017, when the den was recorded. The point was included
in the dataset in case a SJKF individual returned. However, McCormick Biological Inc.
conducted a campus-wide survey to known den data in February 2025 and did not find any sign
of SJKF or sign of a den. Additionally, the field survey conducted on February 12, 2026, for the
proposed project did not identify any signs of a SJKF den. A follow-up survey attempting to
identify SJKF sign and known dens at the location of, and in the area of the previously identified
den within the project site occurred on July 27, 2026, and no SJKF known dens or SJKF sign
were observed. Thus, the den is no longer present and the IS/MND has been revised to reflect
this correction.

Additionally, as stated by the commenter, the IS/MND includes mitigation measures for SJUKF.
The commenter’s assertion that Mitigation Measure BIO-4 relies on compliance with an
Incidental Take Permit that has not been issued yet is incorrect. Implementation of Mitigation
Measure BIO-4 would be required for the proposed project, in the event the project is
undertaken prior to Incidental Take Permit issuance or if project implementation is not a covered
activity under the Incidental Take Permit. For example, Mitigation Measure requires a pre-
construction survey be conducted for SUKF, includes measures to take in case a SUKF moves
into the construction site during project activities, and provides best management practices for
the contractor to implement throughout construction. Nonetheless, Mitigation Measure BIO-4
has been revised to clarify that the mitigation measure would apply in the absence of an
approved Incidental Take Permit. Moreover, Mitigation Measure BlO-4 has been revised in
response to CDFW’s comments and clarifies that CSUB would consult with and request
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approvals from CDFW and USFWS in the event a SJKF den is identified.
Response 4-3

The commenter states that a reconnaissance-level survey is not an adequate substitute for
protocol-level survey efforts for SUKF and burrowing owl, and requests protocol-level surveys for
both species. Additionally, the commenter states that the IS/MND must assume presence of the
species for the purposes of the impact analysis and adopt mitigation measures accordingly.

Regarding the need for a protocol-level survey for SIKF, protocol-level surveys help determine
whether or not the project site represents SUKF habitat, the quality of the habitat, and the value
of that habitat to the recovery of SUKF. As stated in the IS/MND, SJKF is considered present
within the CSUB campus. CSUB has continued coordination with CDFW and USFWS regarding
this project and other wildlife issues for the campus and is currently in the process of obtaining
an Incidental Take Permit for impacts to SJKF. Specifically for the project site, there is no sign
of SJKF or sign of a den as of the latest survey, July 2026. Moreover, Mitigation Measure BIO-4
requires that a pre-construction survey for SUKF dens be conducted no less than 14 days and
no more than 30 days prior to ground disturbance. If a potential den is found during the pre-
construction den survey, CSUB shall consult with and obtain approvals from CDFW and USFW
regarding measures to protect SUIKF. The commenter is referred to Response to Comment Nos.
2-5 and 4-2 above regarding revisions to Mitigation Measure BIO-4 in response to CDFW'’s
comments.

Regarding burrowing owl, the commenter is referred to Section 3.4, Biological Resources,
Threshold A, of the ISIMND. No burrowing owls or known burrowing owl burrows have been
observed at the project site or within a 200-foot buffer from 2024 to present. Although non-
native grassland habitat suitable for burrowing owl and numerous ground squirrel burrows
potentially suitable for burrowing owl were found on-site, on-site habitat quality for burrowing owl
is limited within the project site when a cover of thick and tall non-native grasses is present,
which was evident during the February field survey. In addition, although no known burrowing
owl burrows have been identified within the CSUB campus areas surveyed by McCormick
Biological Inc., a burrowing owl individual was observed just northeast of the facilities yard in
2025. However, no burrowing owl individuals were observed after that single sighting and no
evidence of occupied burrows were observed during the two subsequent surveys conducted in
the immediate area within the two weeks following the individual sighting. Thus, this species
was determined to have moderate potential to occur within the project site, and Mitigation
Measure BIO-3, requiring pre-construction burrowing owl surveys, would be implemented. The
commenter is also referred to Response to Comment No. 2-7 regarding Mitigation Measure
BIO-3, which has been modified to require four non-breeding season surveys in response to
CDFW’s comment.

Response 4-4

The commenter suggests that a 100-foot buffer for a pre-construction survey area for SJKF is
inconsistent with USFWS guidance, and that the appropriate buffer distance should be
determined in consultation with the USFWS. The commenter recommends revising the measure
to involve coordination with the USFWS to establish a natal den buffer rather than applying a
fixed 100-foot buffer. USFWS was notified of the proposed project pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15073 but did not provide a comment. The commenter is referred to Response to
Comment Response to Comment Nos. 2-5 and 4-2, which explain that the previously identified
SJKF den on-site was based on an outdated data point, and the most recent survey conducted
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in July 2026 did not identify any sign of SUKF or sign of a den within the project site.
Nonetheless, based on CDFW comments, Mitigation Measure BlIO-4 has been revised to
address the buffer distance in the event a SJKF den is found during pre-construction surveys to
require an avoidance buffer that is determined in consultation with CDFW and USFWS.

Response 4-5

The commenter recommends that Mitigation Measures BIO-2 and BIO-4 be revised to require
prior written concurrence or approval from CDFW or USFWS for actions rather than
determinations by a project-affiliated biologist. Mitigation Measure BIO-2 requires biological
monitoring to ensure that impacts to special-status species remain less than significant. As
stated in Mitigation Measure BIO-2, in the event the biological monitor determines additional
protection measures are needed or an unanticipated special-status species is detected on-site,
the biological monitor shall stop all work within an avoidance buffer determined appropriate to
protect the resource and immediately inform CSUB and support further coordination with
responsible agencies (CDFW or USFWS), as appropriate. This mitigation measure would give
the biological monitor the authority to stop work to protect resources, such that coordination and
approvals between CSUB and CDFW and USFWS could occur. Additionally, the commenter is
referred to Response to Comment No. 2-5 regarding revisions to Mitigation Measure BIO-4, in
response to CDFW’s comments. CSUB has continued coordination with CDFW and USFWS
regarding this project and other wildlife issues for the campus and is currently in the process of
obtaining an Incidental Take Permit for impacts to SJKF. Nonetheless, Mitigation Measure BIO-
4 has been revised to explicitly state that approvals from CDFW and USFWS are required in the
event that SJKF or dens are found on-site.

Response 4-6

The commenter recommends that Mitigation Measure BIO-4 be revised to restrict vehicle travel
on paved roads to 20 miles per hour speed limit during the daytime and 10 miles per hour speed
limit during the nighttime. In response to this comment, Mitigation Measure BIO-4 has been
modified to restrict vehicle travel on paved limit to 20 miles per hour during daytime
construction. No nighttime construction is anticipated.

Response 4-7

The commenter states that Mitigation Measure BlO-4 does not include several standard
USFWS best practices, including prohibitions on firearms, inspections of pipes, culverts, and
similar structures before they are buried, capped, or moved, and restrictions on rodenticides and
herbicides. The commenter suggests the addition of these best management practices. In
response to this comment, Mitigation Measure BIO-4 has been revised to include inspection of
pipes before capping and covering, prohibition of firearms, and restrictions on rodenticides and
herbicides.

Response 4-8

The commenter suggests that holes and trenches are covered at the end of each workday and
that escape ramps are installed where a trench cannot be closed. The commenter is referred to
Mitigation Measure BIO-4, in Section 3.4, Biological Resources, of the IS/MND, which states
that holes and trenches shall be covered at the end of each workday. Mitigation Measure BIO-4
has also been revised to require inspection before covering and the provision of an escape
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ramp if a trench cannot be closed.
Response 4-9

The commenter suggests that Mitigation Measure BIO-4 is revised to define “regularly” as
removal at the end of each day. In response to this comment, Mitigation Measure BIO-4 has
been revised to clarify that trash and debris shall be removed at least once a week from the
project site, as recommended by USFWS’s Standardized Recommendations for Protection of
the Endangered San Joaquin Kit Fox Prior to or During Ground Disturbance.

Response 4-10

The comment suggests that the fencing proposed for the project is consistent with published
SJKF fencing guidance. The commenter further recommends continuous ground clearance for
the fence, a buried apron to deter large predators, and that the fence is not electrified. The
perimeter fencing would be designed in accordance with the recommendations in The San
Joaquin Kit Fox: Biology, Ecology, and Conservation of an Endangered Species (Cypher 2024),
and would not be electrified. As discussed in Response to Comment No. 2-11, the Access,
Security, and Lighting Subsection under Section 1.8, Description of the Project, and Threshold
(d) under Section 3.4, Biological Resources, of the IS/MND has been updated to reflect this
change.

Response 4-11

The comment states that the IS/MND assumes an operational lifespan of 30 to 40 years, after
which decommissioning of the project would be subject to additional environmental review. The
comment notes that any future discretionary review would use the operating industrial-scale
solar and battery facility developed on the project site as the environmental baseline rather than
the current non-native grassland conditions. The comment requests that the IS/MND
acknowledges and evaluates conversion of the project site to an industrial use, which would
result in a long-term impact due to the loss of SJKF habitat.

The project would be designed in accordance with the recommendations in The San Joaquin Kit
Fox: Biology, Ecology, and Conservation of an Endangered Species.® As discussed in Chapter
3 of the book and summarized in Issue 4, Volume 110 of CDFW'’s Scientific Journal,* SJKF
seem to persevere within oil fields and solar farms, if there are patches of habitat and a prey
base. In some instances, features like solar farms, may benefit SUKF more so than other natural
lands. Solar farms are surrounded with fencing designed to exclude coyotes and allow foxes to
travel through based on the size of the lower wire dimensions. The solar fields support kangaroo
rats and other rodents and reduce coyote predation, which allows SJKF to co-occur with solar
development. Additionally, the project would not result in the conversion of the project site to
industrial land use. As stated in Section 1.7, Project Location and Setting, of the IS/MND, the
project site has existing irrigation infrastructure and undergoes occasional maintenance
activities such as vegetation trimming and tilling. Once operational, as discussed in Section
1.10, Project Operation, of the IS/MND, these grasses are expected to regrow following the

3 Cypher, B. L. (2024). The San Joaquin Kit Fox: Biology, Ecology, and Conservation of an Endangered Species.
Cornell University Press.

4 California Fish and Wildlife Scientific Journal. 2024. The San Joaquin Kit Fox: Biology, Ecology, and
Conservation of an Endangered Species Book Review. Available at:
https://journal.wildlife.ca.gov/2024/12/27/the-san-joaquin-kit-fox-biology-ecology-and-conservation-of-an-
endangered-species/.
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installation of the solar panels. Occasional vegetation management would be required to
maintain safe operation of the project. Additionally, the project site would remain a part of the
CSUB campus. Therefore, the project would continue to provide habitat for SUKF and would not
alter the site's existing land use such that a long-term operational impact would occur due to the
loss of SJIKF habitat.

Response 4-12

This comment includes closing remarks. The comment is acknowledged for the record, and no
further response to this comment is required.
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