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This Technical Support Document supplements the Department of Energy’s (DOE’s) Notice of Proposed Rulemaking 
titled DOE NEPA Implementing Procedures (RIN 1990-AA48). The Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, this Technical 
Support Document, and related documents are available at www.regulations.gov, under Docket ID DOE-HQ-2023-0063 
and at www.energy.gov/nepa/doe-nepa-categorical-exclusion-rulemaking-2024. 
 
In this Technical Support Document, DOE presents the proposed changes to its NEPA implementing procedures 
(10 CFR part 1021, subpart D, appendices B, C, and D) and provides information that supplements the preamble’s 
discussion of the supporting basis for the proposed changes. 
 
Many of the documents summarized in this Technical Support Document are environmental assessments for the types of 
projects addressed in this rulemaking. DOE and other federal agencies prepared these environmental assessments for a 
variety of projects proposed in different locations (federal and non-federal land, existing land uses, and ecosystems), using 
different technologies and designs, over many years. These environmental assessments resulted in findings of no 
significant impact (FONSIs). This demonstrates that these types of projects normally do not pose a potential for 
significant environmental impact and, thus, are appropriate for a categorical exclusion. 
 
Many of the environmental assessments refer to mitigation (steps to avoid, lessen, or compensate for adverse 
environmental impacts). In most cases, this is referring to mitigation that is included in the proposed project description, 
such as steps to reflect industry standards and best management practices. Some environmental assessments may refer to 
changes in project design or mitigation identified during consultation under environmental laws and requirements that 
occurred in parallel with the NEPA review, such as section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. These are project-specific 
mitigation actions and not appropriate for inclusion in the text of the categorical exclusion itself. The requirements of such 
laws, including consultation requirements, would apply to any action subject to the proposed categorical exclusion. Most 
of these references to mitigation do not mean that the agencies issued a mitigated FONSI. Where an agency issued a 
mitigated FONSI, that is mentioned in the summary of that document. Inclusion of these environmental assessments does 
not mean that the proposed projects would have qualified for any categorical exclusion as proposed in this rulemaking. 
That determination would be made on a case-by-case basis. 
 
For assistance in accessing referenced documents, send an email to DOE-NEPA-Rulemaking@hq.doe.gov with “TSD” in 
the subject line, or contact Ms. Carrie Abravanel, Office of NEPA Policy and Compliance, at 202-586-4600. 
 
  

http://www.regulations.gov/
http://www.energy.gov/nepa/doe-nepa-categorical-exclusion-rulemaking-2024
mailto:DOE-NEPA-Rulemaking@hq.doe.gov
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Proposed Changes to 10 CFR part 1021 Relevant to: 
A. Upgrading and Rebuilding Existing Powerlines  
B. Energy Storage  
C. Solar Photovoltaic Systems 

 
A. Upgrading and Rebuilding Existing Powerlines 
 
Proposed Change to 10 CFR part 1021: 
 

B4.13 Upgrading and rebuilding existing powerlines 
 
Upgrading or rebuilding approximately 20 miles in length or less of existing electric powerlines, which may 
involve minor relocations of small (as discussed at 10 CFR 1021.410(g)(2)) segments of the powerlines within an 
existing right of way or within otherwise previously disturbed or developed lands (as discussed at 10 CFR 
1021.410(g)(1)). Covered actions would be in accordance with applicable requirements, including the integral 
elements listed at the start of appendix B of this part; and would incorporate appropriate design and construction 
standards, control technologies, and best management practices. 

 
Supplemental Supporting Basis:  

Discussion of the categorical exclusion is provided in Section II.B of the preamble to the Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, November 16, 2023 (88 FR 78681). 

Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) and Western Area Power Administration (WAPA), two Federal power 
marketing administrations within the Department of Energy, have decades of experience upgrading and rebuilding 
transmission lines. As outlined below, BPA and WAPA’s experience in conducting NEPA reviews for upgrading and 
rebuilding transmission lines demonstrates that both agencies have documented no potential for significant impacts in 
NEPA reviews for the types of actions that would be included in proposed changes to categorical exclusion B4.13.  
 
BPA owns and operates more than 15,000 circuit miles of high-voltage transmission lines. The transmission lines move 
most of the Northwest’s high-voltage power from facilities that generate the power to users throughout the region. The 
Federal Columbia River Transmission System Act directs BPA to construct improvements, additions, and replacements to 
its transmission system that are necessary to maintain electrical stability and reliability, as well as to provide service to 
BPA’s customers (16 United States Code [U.S.C.] § 838b(b-d)). BPA needs to ensure the integrity and reliability of its 
transmission lines that serves BPA’s utility customers and communities in the Northwest.  
 
WAPA’s mission is to market and deliver clean, renewable, reliable, cost-based federal hydroelectric power and related 
services. WAPA provides power marketing and transmission services to WAPA customers, which include Federal and 
State agencies, cities and towns, rural electric cooperatives, public utility districts, irrigation districts and Native American 
tribes. They, in turn, provide retail electric service to millions of consumers in the West.  
 
Based on BPA’s and WAPA’s experience, actions for upgrading and rebuilding existing powerlines follow best 
management practices (BMPs), construction/design standards, and any construction/rebuild-specific protocols/procedures. 
These factors are followed to verify that there would not be a potential for significant environmental impacts by meeting 
the conditions listed in Appendix B of DOE’s NEPA Implementing Procedures.   
 
BPA and WAPA have documented no potential for significant environmental impacts in NEPA reviews for the types of 
actions covered in B4.13. Thus, BPA and WAPA suggest that DOE remove the mileage limits in B4.13, and instead rely 
on environmental factors to define the appropriate bounds of the categorical exclusion.  
 
Mileage thresholds are not reliable factors in determining the potential significance of environmental impacts from 
upgrading or rebuilding powerlines and the required level of NEPA review. In DOE’s experience, factors related to local 
conditions, such as potential effects to cultural resources, water quality (e.g., associated with runoff during construction), 
or Endangered Species Act (ESA)-listed species; or projects that are proposed within a sensitive area, such as the 
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Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area or recreationally important areas, are more appropriate indicators of 
potentially significant impacts.  
 
Additionally, DOE’s Loan Programs Office (LPO) has a number of financing programs that may provide a loan or loan 
guarantee for rebuilding and/or upgrading transmission infrastructure. LPO’s experience with monitoring is described 
further below.  
 
DOE’s Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) Experience 
 
BPA identifies relevant BMPs and construction/design standards for each transmission line project it undertakes. BPA and 
its contractor are responsible for implementing the best management practices and construction/design standards during 
various phases of project construction. Relevant best management practices and construction/design standards are 
included in the construction contract specifications. This obligates the contractor to implement those practices and 
standards that relate to contractor responsibilities during construction and post-construction. In addition, staff from BPA’s 
Pollution Prevention and Abatement team monitor project implementation for each transmission project, including those 
projects covered by a categorical exclusion. Therefore, project implementation would be monitored for all projects 
involving upgrading and rebuilding existing powerlines, regardless of the type of NEPA compliance documentation, as 
mechanism to limit the potential for significant environmental impacts.  
 
For example, BPA’s Environmental Mitigation Implementation – Procedures for Development of an Environmental 
Mitigation Implementation Table (MIT) (ESP#: E-MSC-006, Issued: 6/02/2021) explains that “the environmental 
mitigation requirements of a project are compiled into an environmental compliance plan that is integrated into the 
construction specification package and is implemented during construction. BPA utilizes the term mitigation 
implementation table (MIT) as the environmental compliance plan. The MIT is a document designed to summarize both 
broad project-wide environmental compliance conditions as well as site-specific mitigation requirements for construction 
activities near a sensitive area.  
 
A MIT contains broad conditions for environmental compliance, such as cultural resource conditions, erosion and 
sediment control conditions, spill prevention and response conditions, noxious weed control, wetland and waterway 
protection, sensitive species conditions, etc. A MIT also includes site specific mitigation conditions, detailed in a table 
that lists each sensitive area in the greater project area. A sensitive area is a location with environmentally sensitive or 
regulated resources that could be impacted by construction activities. These resources may include water bodies, 
wetlands, riparian areas, fish and wildlife habitats, protected plants, and cultural and historic sites. The MIT details 
specific requirements for protection of sensitive areas …. Protections can include site marking, avoidance, methods of 
access, timing restrictions, or site restoration components. It also includes references to any required permits. Both broad 
conditions and site-specific mitigation requirements may come from, but are not limited to, consultations and permits with 
the following:  

1) Division of State Lands  
2) National Marine Fisheries Service  
3) State Dept. of Natural Resources  
4) State Historic Preservation Office or Dept. of Archaeology & Historic Preservation  
5) U.S. Army Corps of Engineers  
6) U.S. Bureau of Reclamation  
7) U.S. or State Fish & Wildlife Service  
8) U.S. Forest Service  
9) U.S. Bureau of Land Management”   

 
ESP# E-MSC-006 also notes that “A MIT is not always appropriate or necessary for BPA’s construction projects. In many 
cases, other construction specifications included in the design package, including the BPA transmission line and access 
roads master specification and the supplemental specification, or the contractor’s erosion and sediment control plan, can 
provide sufficient details regarding the extent of BPA’s environmental compliance and mitigation responsibilities.” 
 
Below are examples of EAs and FONSIs prepared by BPA for upgrading and rebuilding existing powerlines that are 
relevant to the proposed changes for this categorical exclusion. For each of these EAs, BPA evaluated the potential 



  
Technical Support Document Supporting Information for DOE Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 10 CFR part 1021, Subpart D, Appendices B–D
 Page 4 

environmental impacts for the following resource areas: land use and recreation; transportation; socioeconomics, 
environmental justice, and public services; noise; public health and safety; geology and soils; vegetation; wildlife and 
their habitat; water resources and water quality; wetlands and floodplains; visual quality; cultural resources; and air 
quality and greenhouse gases. For each of these proposed actions, BPA found no potential significant impacts. Some 
potential impacts that BPA determined would be moderate (not significant) and examples of relevant measures to reduce 
or avoid potential impacts are described below. For each of these EAs, BPA also prepared a mitigation action plan 
(MAP). The MAP is for each proposed action and includes all of the measures presented in each final Environmental 
Assessment (final EA) to mitigate adverse environmental impacts. A construction contractor will rebuild and upgrade 
these transmission lines for BPA. To ensure that the construction contractor would implement the mitigation measures 
that the construction contractor was responsible for, the relevant portions of each MAP were included in the Mitigation 
Implementation Table (the directions to the contractor) for each transmission line rebuild and/or upgrade project. BPA 
explains that “The MAP includes measures to reduce some impacts even when those impacts are not considered 
significant.” To clarify, best management practices and mitigation measures were documented and evaluated as part of the 
Proposed Action in each final EA and were restated in the MAP to inform the Mitigation Implementation Table. A FONSI 
for each of these actions was signed based on expected impacts of the Proposed Action. A MAP was prepared for the 
FONSI per Section 1021.322(b) and as part of BPA’s normal practice to ensure that these measures would be properly 
tracked during project implementation.  

• Environmental Assessment for the Walla Walla-Tucannon River Transmission Line Rebuild Project (DOE/EA-
1731; BPA, 2011): https://www.energy.gov/nepa/ea-1731-walla-walla-tucannon-river-transmission-line-rebuild-
project-walla-walla-and-columbia  

o Rebuild the 47-mile-long 115-kV transmission line from the existing Walla Walla Substation, located in 
the city of Walla Walla, Washington, to the existing Tucannon River Substation, located near the town of 
Dayton, Washington. 

o The Proposed Action would entail: widening of the transmission line ROW by 20 feet in both directions 
from the centerline; removal of existing wood-pole structures and conductors; installation of replacement 
wood-pole structures and associated components; installation of conductors, ground wire, and 
counterpoise (counterpoise is a weight that counterbalances the weight of the transmission lines, typically 
underground wires that extend horizontally from each structure and that connect with ground wire to 
provide lightning protection); installation of two steel-lattice structures; improvement and reconstruction 
of some existing access roads (13.57 miles); construction of new access roads (0.46 mile); abandonment 
of some existing access roads (1.63 miles); establishment of temporary staging areas for storage of 
materials; accommodation of facilities to allow for the potential future connection of a tap line that would 
connect the transmission line to the Columbia Rural Electric Association’s (CREA’s) Dayton Substation; 
removal of some vegetation, including some danger trees; and revegetation of areas disturbed by 
construction activities. 

o EA: “A total of 317 wood-pole and 2 steel-lattice structures would replace the existing 295 wood-pole 
structures. In general, the existing structures would be replaced with structures of essentially the same 
design—two-pole or three-pole—and with similar structural components …. All wood structures would 
have the same general appearance but would vary in size depending on their function. Two steel-lattice 
towers would be installed to span a long canyon crossing between Structures 32/3 and 33/1. … The 
heights of the new wood-pole structures would be similar to the heights of existing structures, ranging 
from 45 to 105 feet above ground. The two new steel-lattice structures would be approximately 80 feet 
tall. Structure heights at particular locations would depend on terrain, the length of the span, and other 
factors.” 

o FONSI: “…provides a summary of the Proposed Action’s potential impacts and the reasons these impacts 
would not be significant.” 

o The FONSI summarized potential impacts into impact levels based on the EA. The FONSI identified the 
impacts as low or moderate. Low and moderate impacts are not considered significant. 
 “Impacts on land use and recreation would be low, except for low to moderate impacts on 

residential land uses….” 
 Impacts on geology and soils; vegetation; wildlife from habitat modification, degradation, or loss 

and disturbance of wildlife; waterways and water quality; would be low to moderate. 

https://www.energy.gov/nepa/ea-1731-walla-walla-tucannon-river-transmission-line-rebuild-project-walla-walla-and-columbia
https://www.energy.gov/nepa/ea-1731-walla-walla-tucannon-river-transmission-line-rebuild-project-walla-walla-and-columbia
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 Noise impacts from construction and maintenance work would be low to moderate.  
 Impacts on cultural resources eligible for the National Register of Historic Places and on 

socioeconomics and public services are expected to be low or none.  
 Impacts on fish and fish habitat, wetlands, floodplains, temporary and permanent visual impacts, 

air quality, and public health and safety, and from greenhouse gas emissions would be low.  
 “Widening of the ROW would have low to no impacts on floodplain storage, water quality 

functions, and fish and wildlife habitat functions. A total of 217 danger trees would be removed 
along the 47-mile-long transmission line. Of these, approximately 41 are located within 
floodplains. Impacts on floodplains from tree and vegetation removal would be low.” (A danger 
tree is a tree located along a transmission line corridor that is a current or future hazard to the 
transmission line.) 
 

• Environmental Assessment for Creston-Bell Transmission Line Rebuild Project (DOE/EA-1855; BPA, 2012): 
https://www.energy.gov/nepa/ea-1855-creston-bell-rebuild-project-spokane-and-lincoln-counties-wa  

o The Proposed Action was to rebuild the 53.8-mile-long 115-kilovolt (kV) Creston-Bell transmission line, 
conduct work on access roads, and remove danger trees.  

o The existing 53.8-mile-long transmission line was built in 1942 and extends east from the existing 
Creston Substation, located in Lincoln County, Washington, to the existing Bell Substation, located in the 
city of Spokane, Washington. 

o EA: “In general, the existing structures would be replaced with structures of essentially the same design—
two-pole or three-pole—and with similar structural components (i.e., structure cross arms, insulators, and 
dampers). All wood structures would have the same general appearance but would vary in size depending 
on their function. Two new lattice-steel structures—Structures 48/2 and 48/3—would be installed on 
either side of the Spokane River. The lattice-steel structures are larger than the existing wood poles and 
would provide the height necessary for the new conductors to span the river.” 

o EA: As indicated in Table 2-1 of the EA, the existing transmission line’s wood structures range in height 
from 55 to 95 feet above ground and the rebuilt transmission line’s wood structures would range in height 
from 43 to 89 feet above ground. The existing transmission line has lattice-steel structures that are 90 feet 
above ground and the rebuilt transmission line would have lattice steel structures that are 90 to 113 feet 
above ground.  

o For potential impacts, BPA found that these impacts would be low to moderate because the rebuilt 
transmission line would be within the same transmission line corridor and would not require the 
acquisition of any new right-of-way and BMPs were identified to substantially reduce and minimize these 
impacts.  

o Examples of these BMPs include measures such as, work area restrictions to avoid disturbance to seven 
cultural resource sites and employment of an archaeological monitor at four of the sites to further ensure 
impacts were avoided; and conduct all culvert installation/replacement work in the dry, either when there 
is no flow or by diverting flow from the stream culvert location during installation/replacement, as 
necessary, to avoid impacts on fish species. Also, for example, four of the 475 existing pole structures 
that were replaced were within 100 feet of a fish-bearing stream. Use of BMPs minimize or eliminate the 
delivery of sediments from pole replacement activities for these structures into nearby streams. All of 
these BMPs were integrated into the construction contractor’s specifications and followed in the 
implementation phase.  

o FONSI: “The Proposed Action would have no significant impacts.” 
 

• Environmental Assessment for the Alvey-Fairview Transmission Line Rebuild Project (DOE/EA-1891; BPA, 
2014): https://www.energy.gov/nepa/ea-1891-alvey-fairview-transmission-line-rebuild-project-oregon  

o The Proposed Action is to rebuild the existing 97.5-mile-long Alvey-Fairview 230-kilovolt (kV) 
transmission line in Oregon. The Proposed Action also includes construction and improvement work on 
the access road system that allows BPA to get to and from the transmission line. 

o EA: “The transmission line would remain in the existing transmission line right-of-way and would 
continue to be operated at 230-kV. The existing 62 steel-lattice towers that are dispersed throughout the 

https://www.energy.gov/nepa/ea-1855-creston-bell-rebuild-project-spokane-and-lincoln-counties-wa
https://www.energy.gov/nepa/ea-1891-alvey-fairview-transmission-line-rebuild-project-oregon
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transmission line, ranging in height from 42 to 70 feet, are not in need of replacement, and would remain 
in their existing locations.” 

o EA: “The Proposed Action would replace 551 two-pole wood structures and 158 three-pole structures; 
one existing two-pole structure along the current line would be replaced with a three-pole structure….” 

o EA: “The height of the new structures would be similar to the existing structures in most cases, ranging 
from 40 to 95 feet above ground depending on terrain, requirements for road crossings, and the distance 
between the top of vegetation and the conductor. Proposed structure heights in some locations would be 
increased by approximately 5 to 10 feet to provide better conductor clearance.” 

o EA: “Replacement components would be compliant with the Suggested Practices for Avian Protection on 
Power Lines prepared by the Avian Power Line Interaction Committee (2006). Bird diverters would be 
placed on the conductors on spans where an increased risk of bird strikes exists (e.g., wetlands and 
rivers), and where technically feasible.” 

o FONSI: “Because most transmission structures would be replaced in the same locations and most road 
work would be within existing road beds, long-term changes in land use would be minimal and limited to 
a conversion of about 7 acres of agriculture use to new access road. New road segments would be 
relatively short (0.2 mile or less) and would not prohibit the remainder of the property from continuing to 
be used for agriculture.” 

o FONSI: “In-water work for culvert and stream crossing improvements would be implemented with 
mitigation measures (construction timing restrictions, fish salvage, diverting stream flow, isolating work 
areas, on-site biologist, etc.), to minimize short-term turbidity and direct construction-related impacts to 
Endangered Species Act (ESA)-listed fish species.” 

o FONSI: “Only about 0.08 acre of wetland distributed across 54 wetlands would be permanently impacted 
for the wood pole replacements and compensatory mitigation would mitigate for the approximate 6.5 
acres of permanent impacts due to access road work where wetlands could not be avoided.” 

o FONSI: Of the eight archeological sites identified in the project area, access road construction could 
adversely affect a portion of two of the sites. BPA is continuing to work with the State Historic 
Preservation Officer and the consulting Tribes to develop a plan to resolve potential adverse effects and 
implement impact minimization and avoidance measures.” 

o In the FONSI, BPA concluded that the proposed action would not have significant impacts and 
summarized low to moderate environmental impacts (not significant) for resource areas evaluated in the 
EA.  
 

• Environmental Assessment for the Midway-Benton No. 1 Rebuild Project (DOE/EA-1912; BPA, 2012): 
https://www.energy.gov/nepa/ea-1912-midway-benton-no-1-rebuild-project-near-town-desert-aire-benton-county-
wa  

o The Proposed Action would replace the approximately 28.2-mile-long, 115-kilovolt (kV) Midway-Benton 
No. 1 transmission line and approximately 11 miles of the 115-kV Benton-Othello No. 1 transmission line 
between the existing Midway and Benton Substations in Washington. Under the Proposed Action, BPA 
would rebuild the Midway-Benton No. 1 transmission line within the existing right-of-way (ROW), 
except for an approximately 14.5-mile-long reroute (using new rights-of-way). The transmission line 
would be relocated south of the existing line ROW to avoid sensitive cultural resources. BPA would 
remove the corresponding segment of the existing Midway- Benton No. 1 transmission line. The entire 
Benton-Othello No. 1 transmission line (11 miles) would be rebuilt within the existing ROW. The 
Proposed Action also includes 2.8 miles of new access roads and 30.9 miles of improved access roads.  

o EA: “All new wood structures would have the same general appearance but would vary in size depending 
on their function. The heights of the new structures would be approximately 10 feet taller than existing 
structures, although structure heights at particular locations would depend on factors such as terrain and 
the length of the span. This increase in structure height would be required to maintain the minimum 
conductor to ground clearance standards. Due to the increased conductor size the transmission line would 
sag more, which would require an increased structure height.” 

o EA: Figure 2-4 of the EA indicates the existing average height of the wood pole structures is 45 to 90 feet 
and the proposed average height is 55 to 100 feet.  

o EA: “…BPA designed the rebuild project to minimize impacts by following existing utility corridors, 
minimizing work areas, and using existing access roads (i.e. previously disturbed areas) as much as 

https://www.energy.gov/nepa/ea-1912-midway-benton-no-1-rebuild-project-near-town-desert-aire-benton-county-wa
https://www.energy.gov/nepa/ea-1912-midway-benton-no-1-rebuild-project-near-town-desert-aire-benton-county-wa
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practical. Work in Segments 1 and 4 would largely occur within the existing, disturbed ROWs. Sections 
3.3.4 and 3.4.4 of the EA discuss measures that would mitigate impacts on soils and vegetation, including 
control of invasive plant species through post-project monitoring and revegetation.”  

o In the FONSI, BPA concluded that the proposed action would not have significant impacts and 
summarized low to moderate environmental impacts (not significant) for resource areas evaluated in the 
EA, except cultural resources.  

o FONSI: BPA noted that that the potential impacts for cultural resources would range from low to high 
(significant). However, BPA explained that “Minimization measures developed in coordination with the 
Washington State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and four American Indian Tribes (Confederated 
Tribes of the Umatilla Indian Reservation, Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation, Nez 
Perce Tribe, and Wanapum Band) through the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) Section 106 
consultation process would reduce the moderate and high impacts associated with TCPs [traditional 
cultural properties] to a moderate level.” BPA also noted that “Long-term beneficial impacts would result 
from removing structures from the topographic highpoints of Gable Butte and Gable Mountain TCPs.” 

o MAP: “BPA made a finding of adverse effect on cultural properties. BPA, in coordination with 
Washington State Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation, Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation, consulting tribes, and U.S. Department of Energy-Richland developed a Memorandum of 
Agreement for project impacts to cultural resources. . .” 

o EA: “Implementation of the mitigation measures described in Section 3.4.4 would reduce construction-
related impacts on vegetation resulting from access road improvements to moderate.” 

o EA: “Several mitigation measures identified in Section 3.4.4 would be implemented to reduce the likely 
spread of invasive species and measures, specified under BPA’s Transmission System Vegetation 
Management Program FEIS/ROD (BPA 2000) and under DOE-RL’s Integrated Vegetation Management 
EA (DOE-RL 2011), such as conducting invasive weed species surveys before and after construction and 
treating new infestations identified after construction. Because invasive species would be actively 
controlled according to established plans, the Proposed Action would be expected to result in a moderate 
impact from invasive species within areas disturbed by construction and operation and maintenance.” 

o EA: “The Proposed Action and Rebuild-in-Place Alternative would result in the loss of wildlife habitat, 
including late-successional shrub-steppe habitat (Levels III and IV). Loss of late-successional shrub-
steppe would directly reduce the local carrying capacity for shrub-steppe-dependent species, including 
sage sparrow and loggerhead shrike. With the implementation of avoidance, minimization, rectification 
and compensatory mitigation measures (Section 3.5.4) to reduce wildlife habitat impacts, net long-term 
impacts on special-status wildlife species from long-term habitat loss would be low to moderate.” 
 

• Environmental Assessment for the Keeler to Tillamook Transmission Line Rebuild Project (DOE/EA-1931; BPA, 
2014): https://www.energy.gov/nepa/ea-1931-keeler-tillamook-transmission-line-rebuild-project-washington-and-
tillamook-counties  

o BPA’s Proposed Action is to rebuild 57.8 miles of the existing 59.7-mile Keeler to Tillamook 
Transmission lines in Tillamook and Washington counties, Oregon. This rebuild would include 10.5 
miles of the Keeler-Forest Grove No. 1 transmission line and 47.3 miles of the Forest Grove-Tillamook 
No. 1 transmission line. The Proposed Action would also involve improvements to existing access roads 
(~20 miles) and some new access road construction (~1 mile), as well as removal of danger trees (~2,660) 
outside the existing right-of-way (ROW). (A danger tree is a tree located along a transmission line 
corridor that is a current or future hazard to the transmission line.) 

o EA: The Proposed Action would involve: removal of existing wood‐pole structures and conductors; 
installation of replacement wood‐pole structures and associated components; installation of conductors, 
ground wire, and counterpoise; improvement and reconstruction of some existing access roads; 
construction of permanent access roads; use of temporary and permanent travel routes; release of some 
existing access roads; establishment of temporary staging areas for storage of materials; removal of some 
vegetation, including some danger trees; revegetation of areas disturbed by construction activities. 

o EA: “The changes to the line would stay within the existing transmission line corridor and would not 
require the acquisition of any new land rights. All other replacement poles would be built either on the 
same footprint as the existing poles, or within a few feet of the existing poles, within BPA’s existing 
ROW easement.” 

https://www.energy.gov/nepa/ea-1931-keeler-tillamook-transmission-line-rebuild-project-washington-and-tillamook-counties
https://www.energy.gov/nepa/ea-1931-keeler-tillamook-transmission-line-rebuild-project-washington-and-tillamook-counties
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o EA: “Since most of the Proposed Action involves replacing existing wood-pole structures with new, but 
similar wood-pole structures in generally the same locations, the long-term impacts on visual resources 
through most of the ROW viewsheds would be low. The height of new poles would increase from a 
current maximum height of 75 feet to 112 feet, depending on terrain, length of spans, and other factors. 
This increased height would make the structures more visible on the landscape from specific locations 
and at specific viewing distances (the change in height would be more pronounced in the foreground, but 
less perceptible in the background), but would not substantially alter the overall scenic quality of the 
transmission line ROW viewsheds.” 

o EA: “Many rebuilt structures would be taller in order to keep the operating temperature of the line to 100 
degrees Celsius. Current standards also require larger clearance distances …. There must be at least 9 feet 
of clearance between the transmission conductor and the distribution line. The proposed new conductor 
on the line is larger in diameter and is heavier than the existing conductor. The larger conductor has the 
potential to sag much more than the existing conductor, so pole heights must be increased to meet 
minimum ground-to-conductor clearance requirements.” 

o EA: “The EA assessed the project’s expected impacts on erosion from danger tree removal (see Section 
3.3, Geology and Soils, specifically Section 3.3.2, Environmental Consequences – Proposed Action, 
Danger Tree Removal). When danger trees and vegetation are removed from a ROW, they are typically 
cut above‐ground, leaving the roots in place. This will help stabilize soils and reduce erosion 
potential.   The EA assessed the project’s expected impacts on riparian shading and fish habitat (see 
Section 3.4, Fish). The EA acknowledges that removing danger trees would decrease cover and shading 
along portions of some waterways; however, considering the overall danger tree removal plan, including 
the number of trees, location of trees, and proximity to waterways, the EA concluded that the project 
would have low impacts on stream temperature. BPA and its contractors will implement a number of 
mitigation measures designed to reduce or eliminate project impacts on fish and fish habitat (see Fish, 
Section 3.4.3, Mitigation – Proposed Action).” 

o FONSI: “The Proposed Action, with implementation of selected mitigation measures, would have no 
significant impacts. The following discussion provides a summary of the Proposed Action’s potential 
impacts and the reasons these impacts would not be significant.” 
 

• Environmental Assessment for the Grand Coulee-Creston Transmission Line Rebuild Project (DOE/EA-1950; 
BPA, 2014): https://www.energy.gov/nepa/ea-1950-grand-coulee-creston-transmission-line-rebuild-grant-and-
lincoln-counties-washington  

o The Proposed Action was to rebuild nearly 28 miles of the Grand Coulee-Creston No. 1 115-kilovolt (kV) 
transmission line between the cities of Grand Coulee in Grant County and Creston in Lincoln County, 
Washington. 

o EA: “The Proposed Action would involve the following activities: • removal of existing wood structures 
and conductors; • installation of replacement structures and associated components; • installation of 
conductors, ground wires, and counterpoise; • reconstruction of the Grant County PUD and Wilbur taps 
[taps are where other local utility lines connect to the BPA line]; • improvement and reconstruction of 
some existing access roads, including the installation of one gate and one culvert; • establishment of 
temporary staging areas for storage of materials; • establishment of pulling and tensioning sites; • 
removal of some vegetation; and • revegetation of areas disturbed by construction activities.” 

o EA: “The heights of the new wood-pole structures would be about 10 feet taller than existing structures, 
ranging from 50 to 125 feet above ground. Structure heights at particular locations would depend on the 
terrain, the length of the span, and other factors.” 

o For potential impacts, BPA found that these impacts would be low, and low to moderate for wildlife and 
cultural resources because of timing restrictions and pre-construction field surveys to minimize any 
impacts to potentially affected wildlife species, and implementation of an Avoidance and Monitoring Plan 
for cultural resources.  

o BMPs were identified to reduce and minimize these impacts. Examples of these BMPs include measures, 
such as work area restrictions to avoid disturbances to cultural resource sites and the use of an 
archaeological monitor to oversee construction activities next to known sites; and timing restrictions and 
pre-construction field surveys for federally- or state-listed threatened and endangered species (i.e., sage 

https://www.energy.gov/nepa/ea-1950-grand-coulee-creston-transmission-line-rebuild-grant-and-lincoln-counties-washington
https://www.energy.gov/nepa/ea-1950-grand-coulee-creston-transmission-line-rebuild-grant-and-lincoln-counties-washington
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grouse, ferruginous hawks, Washington ground squirrels, and gray wolf) to minimize impacts. All of 
these BMPs were integrated into the construction contractor’s specifications and followed in the 
implementation phase.  

o FONSI: “The Proposed Action would have no significant impacts.” 
 

• Environmental Assessment for the Salem-Albany Transmission Line Rebuild Project (DOE/EA-1946; BPA, 
2014): https://www.energy.gov/nepa/ea-1946-salem-albany-transmission-line-rebuild-project-polk-benton-
marion-and-linn-counties  

o Under the Proposed Action, BPA would replace the transmission lines and all associated components, 
other than fiber, for the Salem-Albany No. 1 and No. 2 lines, which extend for 24 and 28 miles, 
respectively. As part of the rebuild, BPA would realign the Salem-Albany No. 1 line to the center of the 
right-of-way and replace some of its existing wood-pole structures with steel monopoles. In addition, 
BPA would expand the access road system to both lines by constructing (14 miles), reconstructing (2 
miles), and improving (17 miles) roads and would install, improve, or repair culverts. The project would 
also remove some vegetation along the transmission lines rights-of-way (~1,300 trees) and access roads; 
establish temporary staging areas and pulling-tensioning sites; and revegetate areas disturbed by 
construction activities. 

o EA: “The heights of the new wood-pole structures would average 10 feet taller than existing structures, 
ranging from 50 to 100 feet above ground for the two-pole wood structures and 50 to 95 feet above 
ground for the three-pole or dead-end structures. The 75 steel monopole structures would range from 85 
to 115 feet above ground.” 

o FONSI: Several of the resource areas (e.g., visual, wetlands and floodplains) would have the potential for 
low impacts. The FONSI described the potential for moderate impacts (not significant) for the following 
resource areas: land use, recreation, habitat conservation, and transportation; vegetation; fish and wildlife, 
noise. Further, “[i]mpacts would be low-to-moderate for surface water. For example, “Mitigation 
measures (stormwater pollution prevention plans and use of best management practices [BMPs]) would 
reduce the potential for erosion and runoff during construction activities, help stabilize disturbed areas, 
and reduce potential water turbidity impacts.” 

o FONSI: “The Proposed Action would have no significant impacts.” 
 

• Environmental Assessment for the Midway-Moxee Rebuild and Midway-Grandview Upgrade Transmission Line 
Project (DOE/EA-1951; BPA, 2016): https://www.energy.gov/nepa/ea-1951-midway-moxee-rebuild-and-
midway-grandview-upgrade-transmission-line-project-benton-and  

o The project involves rebuilding the 34-mile-long Midway-Moxee transmission line and rebuilding and 
upgrading the 26-mile-long Midway-Grandview transmission line. These existing 115-kilovolt (kV) 
transmission lines run through Benton and Yakima counties, Washington. 

o EA: “The rebuilt transmission lines would be similar to the existing transmission lines in design and 
appearance. They would be along the same alignments and within the same transmission line corridors.” 

o EA: “The Proposed Action includes…Establishment of temporary staging areas for storage of materials • 
Acquisition of some access road easements • Access road work • Vegetation removal in work areas and 
some tree removal adjacent to the rights-of-way • Removal of existing structures, associated components, 
and conductors • Installation of replacement structures and nine new structures and associated 
components • Installation of conductors, ground wire, and counterpoise • Installation of equipment in the 
Cold Creek Substation • Replacement of the existing overhead fiber optic cable on the Midway-Moxee 
transmission line • Removal of some trees scattered along the transmission line that are growing or are 
expected to grow (in the near future) too close to the conductors for safe operation • Revegetation of 
areas disturbed by construction activities” 

o EA: “Many of the proposed structures would be taller than the structures they are replacing. Along the 
Midway-Moxee transmission line, 37 structures would be taller to accommodate agricultural production. 
Given the open nature of the study area, wide views of the transmission lines, and the presence of several 
other transmission lines in many portions of the study area, it is expected that visual changes associated 
with increasing structure heights would generally be minimal.” 

https://www.energy.gov/nepa/ea-1946-salem-albany-transmission-line-rebuild-project-polk-benton-marion-and-linn-counties
https://www.energy.gov/nepa/ea-1946-salem-albany-transmission-line-rebuild-project-polk-benton-marion-and-linn-counties
https://www.energy.gov/nepa/ea-1951-midway-moxee-rebuild-and-midway-grandview-upgrade-transmission-line-project-benton-and
https://www.energy.gov/nepa/ea-1951-midway-moxee-rebuild-and-midway-grandview-upgrade-transmission-line-project-benton-and
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o EA: Table 2-1 indicates the proposed rebuilt transmission line would have structure heights that range 
from 34 to 113 feet as compared to the existing transmission lines of 43 to 80 feet (Midway-Moxee 
Transmission Line) and 34 to 75 feet (Midway-Grandview Transmission Line). 

o FONSI: “Potential impacts on soils from construction activities (topsoil loss, vegetation removal, erosion, 
soil compaction, decreased soil productivity), would be minimized by managing sediments as specified in 
the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, using erosion control measures, minimizing the size of 
disturbance areas and vegetation removal, and reseeding disturbed areas.” 

o FONSI: “Impacts on special-status species would be limited through minimizing structure construction 
areas and reducing road widths, conducting construction in winter when species are dormant and 
pollinators are not present, revegetating disturbed areas with native species, and by coordinating with 
public land managers to implement mitigation consistent with their policies.” 

o FONSI: “High impacts are considered to be significant impacts, whereas moderate and low impacts are 
not. Direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts were evaluated. There were no high impacts associated with 
the Proposed Action.” 
 

• Environmental Assessment for the Lane-Wendson No. 1 Transmission Line Rebuild Project (DOE/EA-1952; 
BPA, 2016): https://www.energy.gov/nepa/ea-1952-lane-wendson-no-1-transmission-line-rebuild-project-lane-
county-oregon  

o BPA proposes to rebuild its Lane-Wendson No. 1 transmission line, which runs from Eugene to Florence, 
Oregon. The aging, 41.3-mile-long 115-kilovolt (kV) line requires replacement of its wood-pole 
structures and other line components and needs improvements to its access road system, the roads that 
provide access to the transmission line right-of-way for ongoing operations and maintenance. 

o EA: “The Proposed Action would involve the following: • Removal and replacement of all wood-pole 
transmission line structures (including cross arms, insulators, dampers, and guy wires) • Replacement of 
existing conductors (electric wires) • Replacement of overhead ground wire • Replacement of five 115-
kV disconnect switches • Improvement of the access road system (including upgrading [improving or 
reconstructing] existing roads [~53 miles], developing new roads [1.0 mile], installing temporary roads, 
obtaining access rights, and replacing or installing gates) • Installation of new culverts and bridges, 
replacement of existing culverts, or repair of existing bridges as part of access road improvements • 
Removal of some trees and other vegetation along the transmission line right-of-way and access roads • 
Establishment of temporary staging areas and tensioning sites (for pulling and tightening conductors) • 
Revegetation of areas disturbed by construction activities”  

o EA: “The transmission line would remain in the existing transmission line right-of-way and would 
continue to be operated at 115-kV.” 

o EA: “The height of the new structures would be similar to the existing structures in most cases, ranging 
from 50 feet to 140 feet above ground depending on terrain, requirements for road crossings, and the 
distance between the top of vegetation and the conductor. Proposed structure heights in some locations 
would be increased by approximately 5 feet to 10 feet to provide better conductor-to-ground clearance or 
by 55 feet to 60 feet to accommodate removal of structures 27/4 and 27/5.” 

o FONSI: “Erosion control measures would minimize or eliminate the delivery of sediments from 
construction activities into nearby streams, mitigation measures would reduce the risk and extent of 
accidental oil or fuel spills, and the project would not be expected to contribute to impaired water quality 
or inhibit any water quality recovery efforts on streams crossed by the transmission line.” 

o FONSI: “New or improved access roads would be constructed with compacted gravel surfaces, drainage 
dips, culverts, or water bars so the potential for long-term surface erosion to nearby streams would be 
minimized.” 

o FONSI: “In-water work for culvert and stream crossing improvements would be implemented with 
mitigation measures (construction timing restrictions, fish salvage, diverting stream flow, isolating work 
areas, on-site biologist, etc.), to minimize short-term turbidity and direct construction-related impacts to 
Endangered Species Act (ESA)-listed fish species.” 

o FONSI: “The improvements would occur in areas where the landscape is largely already altered, replaced 
structures would appear nearly identical to the existing structures (with some potential increases in height 

https://www.energy.gov/nepa/ea-1952-lane-wendson-no-1-transmission-line-rebuild-project-lane-county-oregon
https://www.energy.gov/nepa/ea-1952-lane-wendson-no-1-transmission-line-rebuild-project-lane-county-oregon
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of 5 to 10 feet), and most access road improvements or reconstruction would occur in road corridors that 
already exist.” 

o FONSI: “The Proposed Action would have no significant impacts.” 
 

• Environmental Assessment for the Kalispell-Kerr Transmission Line Rebuild Project (DOE/EA-1961; BPA, 
2016): https://www.energy.gov/nepa/ea-1961-kalispell-kerr-transmission-line-rebuild-project-kalispell-and-
polson-montana  

o The project involves rebuilding the Kalispell-Kerr transmission line, which runs from Kalispell to Polson, 
Montana. The existing 41-mile-long 115- kilovolt (kV) transmission line is aging, and BPA proposes to 
replace its wood-pole structures and other line components and improve its road system that provides 
access to the line. 

o EA: “The main components of the Proposed Action include the following: • Removal and replacement of 
all wood-pole transmission line structures (including components such as cross-arms, insulators, dampers, 
and guy wires). • Replacement of conductors (electric wires). • Installation of a combination fiber optic 
cable-ground wire (optical ground wire) with counterpoise for the entire length of the transmission line. • 
Improvements to the access road system, including improving or reconstructing existing roads [31 miles], 
constructing new roads [4 miles], installing temporary roads, obtaining access rights, and replacing or 
installing culverts and fords, and entrance gates. • Installation of new, or replacement of existing, roadway 
culverts. • Removal of trees and other vegetation within [up to 135 trees] and along the right-of-way [up 
to 165 trees] and along access roads [up to 1,150 trees]. • Establishment of temporary staging areas, 
material storage sites, and tensioning sites (for pulling and tightening conductors). • Installation of 
temporary guard structures to protect roads, railroads, and other utilities during conductor stringing. • 
Revegetation (primarily seeding) of areas disturbed by construction activities. • Updating maintenance 
road access easements” 

o EA: “Current structure height ranges from about 40 feet to over 80 feet, and new structures are expected 
to be between about 50 and 95 feet, except at the two Flathead River crossings where structures are 
between 110 and 115 feet. The additional height is needed to increase ground to conductor clearance 
(Section 2.2.2).” 

o FONSI: “All structure replacement activities would occur within the existing transmission line right-of-
way.” 

o FONSI: “Project activities would occur in areas where the landscape is already altered, replaced 
structures would appear nearly identical to the existing structures (with some potential increases in height 
of 10 to 15 feet), and access roads would be short in length (generally ranging from 200–800 feet), narrow 
in width, and mostly within the existing network of forest roads in the area. … The dispersed removal of 
trees would not substantially change the existing visual environment.” 

o FONSI: “Mitigation measures (e.g., sediment barriers, reseeding disturbed areas, and conducting 
construction activities during the dry season) would minimize potential erosion and compaction impacts 
to soils and geology during and following construction.” 

o FONSI: “The Proposed Action would have no significant impacts.” 
 

• Environmental Assessment for the Hills Creek-Lookout Point Transmission Line Rebuild Project (DOE/EA-1967; 
BPA, 2021 and 2017): https://www.energy.gov/nepa/doeea-1967-hills-creek-lookout-point-transmission-line-
rebuild-project-lane-county-oregon  

o Under the Proposed Action, BPA would rebuild the 26-mile-long transmission line, improve the access 
road system and foot-trail network, and remove trees and other vegetation that pose a danger to safely and 
reliably operating the transmission line. BPA would remove and replace 224 wood-pole transmission 
structures; realign segments of line miles two and three; replace wood pole structures with steel monopole 
structures in line mile five; replace existing conductors, overhead wire and counterpoise; replace two 
disconnect switches; establish a temporary material storage yard; helicopter landing pads, and tensioning 
sites; enhance the access road and trail system; acquire new access road rights along the transmission line 
and new easements in line miles two and three; and remove trees [up to 4,000 trees] and other vegetation. 

o 2021 Supplemental EA: “Up to 475 trees would be removed within 150 feet of rivers, and perennial or 
intermittent streams, which is approximately 150 more trees than were analyzed in the 2017 EA. Most of 
these tree removals are scattered throughout the 26-mile length of the Project area, except line mile 19 

https://www.energy.gov/nepa/ea-1961-kalispell-kerr-transmission-line-rebuild-project-kalispell-and-polson-montana
https://www.energy.gov/nepa/ea-1961-kalispell-kerr-transmission-line-rebuild-project-kalispell-and-polson-montana
https://www.energy.gov/nepa/doeea-1967-hills-creek-lookout-point-transmission-line-rebuild-project-lane-county-oregon
https://www.energy.gov/nepa/doeea-1967-hills-creek-lookout-point-transmission-line-rebuild-project-lane-county-oregon
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where there is a concentrated area of proposed tree removal. The majority of the tree removal near 
streams would be along the edges of the ROW, and would not create new large openings in the tree 
canopy. Most of the tree removal would not be immediately adjacent to streams. In some locations, slight 
increases in water temperature may occur as a result of tree removal near streams. The majority of the 
trees would be cut in segments and left on site with the tree stumps and understory left intact. Large 
machinery would not be used to remove the trees, but rather workers would walk into the locations and 
cut the trees down with a chainsaw; therefore, decreasing the overall amount of ground disturbance 
associated with tree removal. The ground surface would remain largely intact and erosion would be 
controlled using best management practices (BMPs) identified in the Project Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan.” 

o 2021 Supplemental EA: “Forty-seven trees are proposed to be removed from within 100 feet of streams 
that are known to have ESA [Endangered Species Act]-listed fish. BPA would mitigate for the loss of 
those trees by planting native tree saplings or tall native shrubs at a 3:1 ratio for removal of trees with a 
dbh [diameter at breast height] of 14 inches or more and a 2:1 ratio for removal of trees less than 14 
inches dbh. The impacts to fish from improvements to fords and culvert replacement have not changed 
since the 2017 EA. Impacts to fish would be low.” 

o 2021 Supplemental EA: “Bird flight diverters would be installed on the conductor and on overhead 
ground wire (OHG) in the … spans where the transmission line crosses water bodies and bird strikes are 
more likely to occur....” 

o 2017 EA: “The line would be rebuilt with a combination of wood-pole structures similar to the existing 
structures, several steel monopole structures on a stretch where greater height is needed, and one lattice-
steel tower. The two existing lattice-steel towers located at the beginning of the transmission line would 
not be replaced. The transmission line would remain in the existing right-of-way except in two locations 
where the line would be moved slightly off the existing right-of-way to avoid rock fall and landslide 
areas.” 

o 2017 EA: “The height of the new wood-pole structures would be similar to the existing structures in most 
cases, ranging from 50 to 115 feet above ground depending on terrain, requirements for road crossings, 
and the distance between the top of vegetation and the conductor. Proposed wood-pole structure heights 
in some locations would be increased by about 5 to 35 feet to provide increased clearance from the 
conductor to the ground.” 

o 2017 EA: “Fifteen wood-pole structures (5/2 through 5/16) in line mile five would be replaced with steel 
monopole structures, as shown in Figure 2-10. Steel monopole structures in line mile five would range 
from 61 to 106 feet above the ground; an increase of up to 31 feet above the existing woodpole structures. 
This height increase is needed for some structures in this segment to accommodate the new, heavier 
conductor and to ensure sufficient clearance over railroad tracks and Lane Electric’s local power line.” 

o 2017 EA: “The realignment of line mile three would result in a low visual impact for this half-mile 
segment of the transmission line because there is already an existing transmission line corridor in this 
area. The view would look similar in terms of vegetation removal under the realignment, but the cleared 
area along the transmission line would be visibly wider. Similar to the realignment of line mile two, the 
realignment of line mile three would be visible to motorists where the realigned portion of the 
transmission line crosses LaDuke Road, but there are relatively few sensitive viewers that would be 
observing the permanent visual changes.” 

o 2017 EA: “Upon completion of the project, the overall permanent construction impacts on the visual 
quality of both the forested and urban visual environments would be low. In both environments, the 
transmission line would be visually similar to the character and dominance of the existing transmission 
line as a linear visual element through the landscape. Also, in both the forested and urban visual 
environments, the transmission line right-of-way would continue to be visible in the foreground or middle 
ground of the view for a small number of sensitive viewers (residents or park visitors). In the forested 
visual environment, because of the limited accessibility of the transmission line right-of-way, the 
topography, and the dense stands of evergreen trees in this area, visibility of the transmission line would 
remain minimal.” 

o 2017 FONSI: “To evaluate potential impacts, four impact levels were used—high, moderate, low, and no 
impact. These impact levels are based on the considerations of context and intensity defined in Council on 
Environmental Quality regulations (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1508.27). High impacts could 
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be considered significant impacts, if not mitigated, while moderate and low impacts are not. The Proposed 
Action would have no significant impacts.” 

o 2017 FONSI: BPA concluded that potential impacts from the Proposed Action would be low for all 
resource areas evaluated except the following: 
 Impacts to wildlife from construction noise and activity levels would be moderate. 
 Impacts to wetlands would be low-to-moderate. 

o 2021 FONSI: BPA concluded for that the potential impacts for each resource area “have not changed 
substantially since the 2017 EA and FONSI.” “The Proposed Action, with implementation of selected 
mitigation measures, would have no significant impacts.” 
 

• Environmental Assessment for the Bonneville-Hood River Transmission Line Rebuild (DOE/EA-1981; BPA, 
2018): https://www.energy.gov/nepa/ea-1981-bonneville-hood-river-transmission-line-rebuild-multnomah-and-
hood-river-counties  

o BPA proposes to rebuild structures and replace conductor and/or hardware along about 22 miles of its 
existing 23-mile-long, 115-kV Bonneville-Hood River transmission line and the existing approximately 
400-foot-long Cascade Locks Tap, and also to improve the access road and foot trail system that allows 
BPA to get to and from the Bonneville-Hood River transmission line. 

o The Proposed Action would primarily involve removing existing structures, installing replacement 
structures, installing replacement conductor and associated equipment, and improving [22 miles] and 
reconstructing [less than a mile] portions of the existing access system. The Proposed Action also 
includes three options for rebuilding a portion of the existing line at Line Mile 19 [less than a mile]. The 
main differences between these three options is the configuration for reconstruction of an existing access 
road to bring it up to current safety standards, the type of transmission structures to be installed, and the 
construction methods involved to install the transmission structures. 

o EA: “The height of the new wood structures would be similar to the existing structures in most cases, 
ranging from 50 to 90 feet above ground depending on terrain, requirements for road crossings, and the 
distance between the top of vegetation and the conductor. Steel monopole structures would typically 
range from 70- to 95- feet above ground, depending on terrain and vegetation. Proposed structure heights 
in some locations would be increased by about 5 to 15 feet to meet NESC clearance requirements.” 

o EA: “Under the Proposed Action regardless of Line Mile 19 Option, structure replacement, conductor and 
hardware replacement, and access road construction would clear up to 380 trees (66 trees for road work, 
211 danger trees near the transmission line right-of-way, 7 trees under the Cascade Locks Tap Line, and 
up to 96 trees for pulling and tensioning sites) . . .” 

o EA: “As noted in Section 3.3.1 of the EA, the project area crosses extensive landslide deposits in the first 
10 miles of the transmission line. While this area is not automatically prone to landslides (DOGAMI 
2010), the Eagle Creek Fire has likely increased the risk of landslide by removing moss and other 
vegetation that help hold the steep slopes and fractured rock together (USFS 2017a and b). In light of the 
preexisting landslide hazards, BPA included several mitigation measures in the EA for the proposed 
project designed to minimize the risk and damage resulting from landslides. These mitigation measures 
(See Table 2.7-1), which include but are not limited to, preparation of site-specific Public Safety Plans, 
implementation of slope stabilization measures, and preconstruction geotechnical investigations, are 
adequate to address the increased landslide risk on the post-fire landscape.” 

o FONSI: “…the Proposed Action would have no significant impacts.” Further, BPA concluded that 
potential impacts from the Proposed Action would be low for all resource areas evaluated except there 
would be moderate (not significant) impacts to certain resources areas as indicated below: 
 Impacts would be moderate in the short term to transportation. 
 Impacts would be low to moderate for recreation. 
 Impacts would be moderate in the short term to wildlife. 
 Impacts would be moderate in the short term to visual quality.  
 There would be short term moderate impacts to public services. 
 Impacts would be moderate on built (cultural) resources. 
 Noise impacts would be low to moderate in the short term.  

 

https://www.energy.gov/nepa/ea-1981-bonneville-hood-river-transmission-line-rebuild-multnomah-and-hood-river-counties
https://www.energy.gov/nepa/ea-1981-bonneville-hood-river-transmission-line-rebuild-multnomah-and-hood-river-counties
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• Environmental Assessment for the Holcomb-Naselle Transmission Line Rebuild Project (DOE/EA-2091; BPA, 
2020): https://www.energy.gov/nepa/doeea-2091-holcomb-naselle-transmission-line-rebuild-project-pacific-
county-washington  

o BPA would rebuild the 21-mile-long Holcomb-Naselle No.1 115-kilovolt (kV) transmission line located 
in Pacific and Wahkiakum counties, Washington. Under the Proposed Action, BPA would replace 
approximately 111 of the existing wood-pole transmission line structures; replace existing conductors and 
hardware; replace overhead ground wire and counterpoise in the first 0.5 miles out from Naselle 
Substation and install overhead ground wire and counterpoise in the first 0.5 miles out from Holcomb 
Substation; install fiber optic cable on the transmission line; establish a temporary material storage yard, 
helicopter landing zones, and conductor pulling/tensioning sites; upgrade the access road system; remove 
danger trees along the transmission line right-of-way edge; and replace equipment within Naselle and 
Holcomb substations. 

o EA: “There would be a total of about 59 miles of access roads used for the project—about 11 miles of 
access roads would need work (either reconstruction or improvement) and 48 miles of roads that would 
not require any work (e.g., Green Creek Road, Salmon Creek Road and Deep River Road).” 

o EA: “Access road reconstruction – About 90 feet of an existing access road in line mile 6 that has 
deteriorated to the point of being unusable by construction equipment would be reconstructed (located on 
WDNR land). This includes vegetation removal, road prism reconstruction, grading, widening, gravelling, 
and installing drainage features or culverts. … Access road improvements – About 11 miles of existing 
access roads would be improved with minor adjustments, including cleaning, shaping, and compacting 
the existing road surface, gravelling, or installing drainage features.” 

o EA: “The height of the replaced wood-pole structures would be similar to the existing structures in most 
cases, ranging from 45 to 95 feet above ground depending on terrain, requirements for road crossings, and 
the distance between the top of low-growing vegetation and the conductor (Figure 2-3). Proposed wood-
pole structure heights in some locations would be increased by about 5 to 35 feet to provide increased 
clearance from the conductor to the ground.” 

o EA: “Replacement structures would be the same type and the transmission line would retain its current 
alignment; the line’s visual uniformity would remain and its integrity would remain intact.” 

o EA: “Existing views of the project corridor would not change because wood poles would be replaced in 
kind and existing access roads would be improved. Views of construction work areas would be temporary 
with all equipment and materials removed after construction and thus, would not result in significant 
impacts.” 

o EA: “Since no trees would be removed and no new structures or roads would be constructed in 
floodplains, floodway storage capabilities would be unchanged, resulting in none-to-low impacts.” 

o EA: “Because the existing transmission line would be rebuilt or repaired (depending on the alternative) in 
the same location, existing and future land uses would not change in the project corridor.” 

o EA: “Culvert replacement or installation would occur in 15 streams. Replacement would occur in already 
disturbed areas so there would be no new permanent disturbance areas near these streams. Three new 
culverts would be installed in intermittent, non-fish bearing streams. All but two of the 12 culvert 
replacements also would be in intermittent, non-fish bearing streams. The remaining two culvert 
replacements would occur in fish-bearing streams (in unnamed tributaries to Trap Creek) in line mile 4. 
One culvert replacement would occur in the headwaters of O’Connor Creek. Replacement and installation 
work would occur within the in-stream work window [seasonal construction restrictions would be 
implemented per construction schedule described in Section 2.3 of the EA] if water is present and BMPs 
would be used to prevent sediment movement downstream (Table 2-3). Because erosion and sediment 
control BMPs would be used during all road work including near or in streams and disturbed areas would 
be mulched and seeded to facilitate restoration, impacts on water resources including Naselle’s 
community drinking water protection area would be low.” 

o EA: “Overall, because the two culvert replacements in fish-bearing streams would not permanently 
remove or degrade fish habitat and would not harm any fish present with BMPs and mitigation measures 
implemented, impacts would be low.” 

o FONSI: “…the Proposed Action would have no significant impacts.” Further, BPA concluded that 
potential impacts from the Proposed Action would be low for all resource areas evaluated except there 

https://www.energy.gov/nepa/doeea-2091-holcomb-naselle-transmission-line-rebuild-project-pacific-county-washington
https://www.energy.gov/nepa/doeea-2091-holcomb-naselle-transmission-line-rebuild-project-pacific-county-washington
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would be moderate (not significant) impacts to certain resources areas (e.g., “Impacts on marbled 
murrelet would be low-to-moderate but temporary”). 

DOE’s Western Area Power Administration (WAPA) Experience  
 
WAPA’s construction and procurement specifications require routine environmental review of contractor activities. 
WAPA Construction Standards include Environmental Quality Protection (Standard 13) (https://www.wapa.gov/wp-
content/uploads/2023/04/ConstructionStandards2021_Combined.pdf), which details contractor requirements and best 
management practices (BMP) addressing: 
  

• Landscape Preservation 
• Preservation of Cultural and Paleontological Resources 
• Noxious Weed Control 
• Spill Prevention 
• Recycled, Recovered, and Biobased Materials Use 
• Pollution Prevention 
• Hazardous Waste/Regulated Material Management 
• Prevention of Air and Water Pollution 
• Conservation of Biological Resources 

  
BMPs are implemented regardless of the NEPA class of action or length of transmission line rebuild or upgrade. WAPA 
also consults and coordinates with landowners and resource management agencies to ensure compliance with site-specific 
environmental permits and requirements. WAPA NEPA determinations are based on environmental conditions specific to 
each project and identify potentially impacted sensitive areas through reviews of its transmission system-specific resource 
data repository and in consultation with involved agencies, tribal nations, and resource managers. Additional resources for 
guiding WAPA and its contractors in their efforts to avoid or reduce adverse environmental impacts include the Avian 
Protection Plan (https://www.wapa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2023/04/FINAL_Avian_Protection_Plan_May2016.pdf), 
Pollution Prevention Program (https://www.wapa.gov/about-wapa/regions/hq/environment-3/pollution-prevention-
program-2/), and Materials Management Program (https://www.wapa.gov/about-wapa/regions/hq/environment-
3/materials-management-2/materials-management/).  
  
Below are examples of EAs and FONSIs prepared by WAPA for upgrading and rebuilding existing powerlines that are 
relevant to the proposed changes for this categorical exclusion. In all but one of these environmental assessments, except 
DOE/EA-1595, as explained below, WAPA found no potentially significant impacts. For several of these EAs, WAPA 
also prepared a mitigation action plan (MAP) that includes all of the measures presented in the final environmental 
assessment to mitigate adverse. For DOE/EA-1595, WAPA identified potentially significant impacts and issued a 
mitigated FONSI. 
 

• Environmental Assessment for the Cheyenne-Miracle Mile and Ault-Cheyenne Transmission Line Rebuild 
Project (DOE/EA-1456; WAPA, 2006): https://www.energy.gov/nepa/ea-1456-cheyenne-miracle-mile-and-ault-
cheyenne-transmission-line-rebuild-project-wy-co  

o WAPA proposes to upgrade the existing Cheyenne-Miracle Mile (CH-MM) and Ault-Cheyenne (AU-CH) 
115-kilovolt (kV) transmission lines to 230 kV. The proposed project consists of rebuilding these 
transmission lines and making modifications to WAPA’s existing Miracle Mile, Cheyenne, and Ault 
Substations to accommodate the 230-kV circuits. A new Snowy Range Substation would also be built 
near Laramie, Wyoming.  

o EA: “The existing CH-MM 115-kV transmission line is 146 miles in length, and crosses Carbon, Albany, 
and Laramie Counties in Wyoming. The Cheyenne-Ault 115-kV transmission line is 35 miles in length 
and crosses portions of Laramie County, Wyoming and Weld County, Colorado. Western proposes to 
upgrade the existing transmission lines by removing the existing 115-kV H-frame structures and replacing 
them with new 230-kV H-frame structures and single pole steel structures. Western also proposes to 
widen the existing right-of-way (ROW), where necessary to allow adequate electrical clearances.” 

https://www.wapa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2023/04/ConstructionStandards2021_Combined.pdf
https://www.wapa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2023/04/ConstructionStandards2021_Combined.pdf
https://www.wapa.gov/wp-content/uploads/2023/04/FINAL_Avian_Protection_Plan_May2016.pdf
https://www.wapa.gov/about-wapa/regions/hq/environment-3/pollution-prevention-program-2/
https://www.wapa.gov/about-wapa/regions/hq/environment-3/pollution-prevention-program-2/
https://www.wapa.gov/about-wapa/regions/hq/environment-3/materials-management-2/materials-management/
https://www.wapa.gov/about-wapa/regions/hq/environment-3/materials-management-2/materials-management/
https://www.energy.gov/nepa/ea-1456-cheyenne-miracle-mile-and-ault-cheyenne-transmission-line-rebuild-project-wy-co
https://www.energy.gov/nepa/ea-1456-cheyenne-miracle-mile-and-ault-cheyenne-transmission-line-rebuild-project-wy-co
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o EA: “Western is proposing to rebuild the transmission facilities with 230-kV wood H-frame structures 
and double circuit single pole steel structures. … Wood H-frame structures would be installed along 
134.8 miles of the CH-MM transmission line. The 230-kV H-frame structures would average 70 feet in 
height, and be approximately 18 feet taller than the existing 115-kV wood pole structures that they would 
replace. … Western is proposing to install double circuit single pole steel structures along 5.0 miles of the 
CH-MM line and along 32 miles of the AU-CH line. The single pole steel structures would be 
approximately 115 feet in height, compared to 52 feet for the average height of the existing H-frame 
structures. 

o EA: “No major new access roads would be constructed. Existing access roads would be used and 
improved where required to control erosion. Some spur roads within the ROW would be constructed 
where necessary to access new structure sites.” 

o FONSI: “Western would minimize the potential to impact these species through pre-construction surveys 
and a variety of avoidance measures. Avoidance and mitigation measures for TEP&C [threatened, 
endangered, proposed and candidate] species are incorporated in Western’s standard construction and 
mitigation measures.” 

o FONSI: “In addition to the proposed project, two transmission line routing alternatives are evaluated. 
Alternatives were identified to minimize impacts to land uses, visual resources, wetlands and soils.” 

o FONSI: “Large ranches, rangeland, dryland farming and irrigated fields are the predominant uses within 
and adjacent to the project ROWs. … Due to the open space character of much of the project area, 
increased land use restrictions, potentially result from the wider ROW are unlikely to affect existing or 
planned land uses.” 

o FONSI: “…increases in ROW width in the more developed area around Laramie would not change 
existing land uses or interfere with current land use activities.” 

o FONSI: “…the perceived visual changes would be very weak. Visual changes would also be minor and 
only slightly adverse along the vast majority of the project area, since there are few viewers along much 
of the project area. … The visual changes brought about by the proposed project would be more 
noticeable where Western is proposing to install the 115-kV/230-kV single pole steel structures through 
urbanizing areas of southern Wyoming. … Overall, beneficial visual impacts would result since there 
would be fewer structures and the single pole steel design is visually more compatible with urban design 
features…. While the structure heights would be noticeably taller than the 115-kV wood H-frame 
structures, the spacing of the 230-kV structures would be great, thus resulting in a reduction in the total 
number of structures seen.  

o FONSI: “Visual impacts from the increased height of the single pole steel structures would be mitigated 
or offset by both the single pole design and reduction in the total number of structures. Consequently, on 
balance, this alternative would result in similar or less visual effects than currently occur from the existing 
115-kV structures and lines.” 

o FONSI: “The proposed project and alternatives would have minor, and less than significant impacts on 
water and water quality since all surface waters would be spanned, and no surface water use is proposed.”  

o FONSI: “The proposed project would cross or intersect floodplains at 16 locations on the CH-MM 
transmission line ROW and at two locations on the AU-CH transmission line ROW. … The proposed 
project would also intersect or cross an estimated 54 potential wetlands. … The impacts of the proposed 
project would be low, and less than significant where floodplains and wetlands would be spanned. 
Disturbances would be limited to the installation of up to two structures (approximately 0.3 acre during 
construction). Long-term disturbance would be limited to the footprint of up to two structures (less than 
0.001 acre).… The alternatives would have similar potential impacts to wetlands and floodplains.”  

o FONSI: “Based on the EA, Western has concluded that, with the environmental protection measures 
proposed for the project, the construction and operation of the CH-MM and AU-CH Transmission Line 
Rebuilt Project would not require mitigation beyond that already proposed by Western. Western prepared 
a Mitigation Action Plan, which will be made available upon written request.” 
 

• Environmental Assessment for the Beaver Creek-Hoyt-Erie Transmission Line Rebuild (DOE/EA-1508; WAPA, 
2005): https://www.energy.gov/nepa/ea-1508-beaver-creek-hoyt-erie-transmission-line-rebuild-co  

o WAPA proposes to upgrade approximately 78 miles of 115-kV transmission line between the Beaver 
Creek Substation, east of Brush, Colorado; the Hoyt Substation, west of Hoyt, Colorado; and the Erie 

https://www.energy.gov/nepa/ea-1508-beaver-creek-hoyt-erie-transmission-line-rebuild-co
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Substation, near Brighton, Colorado. The line is proposed to be rebuilt as a double-circuit 230-kV 
transmission line. Two routing alternatives are examined in the EA. One reroute would place the line on 
approximately 7 miles of new ROW. This alternative places the new line in an established utility corridor, 
reduces impacts to irrigated agriculture and other land uses, improves visual impacts; avoids wetlands, 
reduces the likelihood of impacts to waterfowl, avoids impacts to most recreation uses on the Brush 
Prairie Ponds State Wildlife Area [SWA], and improves WAPA’s capability to maintain the line. The 
second reroute (Bijou Creek Crossing alternative) was developed in cooperation with landowners who 
wanted to improve their ability to use center pivot irrigation and to provide for expansion of their use of 
their property. This reroute also reduces the number of turning structures in the line. Western adopted the 
alternative routes as part of the proposed constructed project.  

o EA: “Visual changes would result from the replacement of the existing transmission line with larger 
structures and conductors. The single pole steel structures would be almost twice as tall as the existing H-
frame structures (average 100 feet in height, compared to the existing H-frame structures that average 50 
to 55 feet); consequently, the visibility of the proposed transmission line rebuild would be noticeably 
increased. The proposed project would result in fewer structures compared to the current conditions due 
to the increased span length between the proposed structures (1,000 ft. average) compared to the existing 
H-frame structures (700 ft. average). The visual changes caused by the increased height of the single pole 
structure design would be partially offset by the reduced number of structures as well as the more 
streamlined design of the single pole compared to the existing H-frame structures. Visual contrasts 
created by the increased number and diameter of the conductors, and 230-kV insulator hardware would 
also be incremental to the existing visual conditions of the 115-kV system. On balance, the increased 
visual contrasts of the proposed project would be moderate compared to the existing impacts of the H-
frame structures and conductors. The proposed project would have adverse, but less than significant 
visual impacts on the Brush Prairie Ponds SWA.” 

o FONSI: “Impacts to groundwater could occur during construction of foundations for structures near the 
Brush Prairie Ponds Recharge Area.… Impacts to groundwater could occur and would be potentially 
significant if construction of the project impacted the protective clay layer that lies approximately 40 to 
60 feet below the surface. Direct impacts to the protective clay layer are considered unlikely since the 
proposed structures would require foundations from 10 to 30 feet deep. In order to ensure that impacts to 
groundwater resources does not occur, Western would conduct geological investigations at each proposed 
structure site within the Brush [Brush, Colorado, municipal] well field and/or Brush Prairie Ponds 
Recharge Area…. Borings would extend 5 feet beyond the depth of the structure foundations to determine 
if the clay layer would be encountered during project construction. Alternative structure designs would be 
used that would allow for shallower foundations in the unlikely event that the standard foundations would 
reach the clay layer. In the even that water is encountered during construction of foundations, Western 
would obtain a Permit for Construction Dewatering Wastewater Discharge.” 

o FONSI: “The existing alignment crosses floodplains at 12 locations…. Seven of the 12 floodplains would 
be spanned, thus, there would be no direct impact to these floodplains. The remaining floodplain 
crossings are too wide to be spanned. Since the spacing of the proposed structures would be greater than 
the spacing of the existing structures, actual numbers of structures located within floodplains would be 
reduced over the existing conditions. … Western would cross the floodplains in compliance with Permit 
12 (utilities) of the Army Corps of Engineers Nationwide Permit. Western would not propose to fill or 
dredge in floodplains.” 

o FONSI: “Potential direct impacts to wetlands would be avoided through structure placement that would 
allow spanning of all wetlands.…indirect impacts would be minimized through implementation of 
Western’s standard practices that provide for erosion control and avoidance of wetlands during 
construction and maintenance operations.” 

o FONSI: “All impacts have been determined to be less than significant with implementation of Western’s 
standard practices and project-specific mitigation measures.” 

o FONSI: “Based on the analysis in the EA, Western has determined that mitigation measures would reduce 
the potential for significant environmental impacts. The implementation of these measures is addressed in 
a Mitigation Action Plan (MAP) issued concurrently with the EA. The analyses contained in the EA, 
along with the mitigation commitments in the MAP, indicate that the proposed action and alternative 
routes are not a major Federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human environment.” 
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• Environmental Assessment for the Mead/Davis 230-kV Transmission Line Reconductor (DOE/EA-1595; WAPA, 

2007): https://www.energy.gov/nepa/ea-1595-meaddavis-230-kv-transmission-line-reconductor  
o WAPA proposed to reconductor the existing 61-mile long 230-kilovolt (kV) Davis-Mead Transmission 

Line located in Clark County, Nevada and Mohave County, Arizona. Reconductoring the 61-mile long 
transmission line would involve replacement of the existing conductor and insulator assemblies. Existing 
lattice steel transmission line structures and overhead ground wire are proposed to be utilized and remain 
intact. The steps involved in reconductoring are unclipping, pulling, splicing, tensioning, and clipping 
conductor. Western’s existing right-of-way (ROW) would be used for the Proposed Action; therefore, no 
new ROW would need to be obtained and no new easements are anticipated. All disturbances are 
expected to occur within existing transmission line and access road ROWs.  

o EA: “…the new conductor can be installed on existing structures, thus eliminating the need to acquire 
new right-of-way (ROW).” 

o EA: “Western proposes to utilize their standard reconductoring process detailed in their Construction 
Standards (Standard 10-Transmission Line Electrical) (Western 2005a). Western also proposes to employ 
their Standard Mitigative Practices developed from their Annual Site Environmental Report and 
Construction Standards (Standard 13-Environmental Quality Protection) (Western 2005b).” Table 2.3 of 
the EA lists environmental protection measures, including but not limited to the following topics: access 
road rehabilitation, water bars, erosion control, access road requirements, landscape preservation, 
revegetation, resource protection, visual resources, tree clearing, invasive weeks, dust control, exhaust 
emissions, cultural resources (such as unanticipated discovery, site avoidance monitoring, site vandalism), 
water protection, stream crossings, special status wildlife species (such as pre-construction surveys, bird 
collisions), hazardous materials and solid waste, and noise. 

o EA: “The proposed project normally would fall under a Categorical Exclusion according to Appendix B 
of [10] CFR 1021 Subpart D…whereby an action may be categorically excluded if, although sensitive 
resources are present on a site, the action would not adversely affect those resources. However, the 
proposed project does not meet the ‘Integral Element Clause’ described above due to the following 
reasons. Project-related, environmentally sensitive resources include federally-listed threatened or 
endangered species or their habitat (including Critical Habitat), federally proposed or candidate species or 
their habitat, or State-listed endangered or threated species or their habitat, and areas having a special 
designation such as Federally- and State-designated wilderness areas or national parks.” 

o EA: “Western determined the Proposed Action will have no adverse effect on historic properties provided 
Special Conditions of Compliance established for resources determined eligible to the NRHP were 
followed. …Concurrence on the no adverse effect determination was received from the Arizona 
SHPO…and from the Nevada SHPO….” 

o EA: “…construction and operation of the Proposed Action would not result in substantial dominant 
changes in the landscape.” 

o Construction activities would modify approximately 114 acres of designated Critical Habitat for the 
Mojave Desert tortoise. The Mitigated FONSI explained “The modification would be temporary as 
evidenced by the return of the habitat since the line was constructed. … By abiding with the terms and 
conditions of the [Biological Opinion issued by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service], the Proposed Action 
would not jeopardize the continued existence of a federally-listed species, cause the loss of individuals of 
a population of species that would result in a change in species status, or adversely modify Critical 
Habitat to the degree it would no longer support the species for which it was designated. … The terms and 
conditions of the [Biological Opinion] will be implemented to avoid a significant impact and is addressed 
in the MAP [Mitigation Action Plan], issued concurrently with this determination.” 

o Mitigated FONSI: “Western determined that the Proposed Action would have no adverse effect on 
historic properties provided Western complies with the Special Conditions of Compliance. … Western 
concluded that no direct, indirect or cumulative significant impacts to cultural resources would occur 
from the Proposed Action. The Special Conditions of Compliance will be implemented to avoid a 
significant impact addressed in the MAP, issued concurrently with this determination.” 

o Mitigated FONSI: “No fill materials would be placed within the 100-year floodplains in Arizona. The 
minimal quantities of native materials placed within the two [100-year] floodplains in Nevada would not 
impede or redirect flood flows, alter existing drainage patterns or modify a floodplain.” 

https://www.energy.gov/nepa/ea-1595-meaddavis-230-kv-transmission-line-reconductor
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o Mitigated FONSI: “Based on the analysis in the EA, Western has determined that the terms and 
conditions of the BO and the Special Conditions of Compliance are needed to reduce the potential for 
significant environmental impacts. These measures will be implemented as addressed in the MAP issued 
concurrently with this determination. The analyses contained in the EA, along with the mitigation 
commitments in the MAP, indicate that the Proposed Action in not a major Federal action significantly 
affecting the quality of the human environment.”  
 

• Environmental Assessment for the Lovell-Yellowtail and Basin-Lovell Transmission Line Rebuild Project 
(DOE/EA-1617; WAPA, 2011): https://www.energy.gov/nepa/ea-1617-lovell-yellowtail-and-basin-lovell-
transmission-line-rebuild-project-big-horn-county  

o WAPA proposed to rebuild Lovell-Yellowtail No. 1 and No. 2 115-kV transmission lines located in Big 
Horn County, Wyoming, and in Big Horn and Carbon Counties, Montana, and the Basin-Lovell 115-kV 
transmission line in Big Horn County, Wyoming. The Lovell-Yellowtail No. 1 and No. 2 transmission 
lines parallel each other and are approximately 47 miles long. The Basin-Lovell transmission line is 
approximately 39 miles long. The transmission lines would be upgraded with larger conduction and 
would continue to operate at 115 kV. 

o EA: “Western is proposing to use wood pole H-frame structures for the rebuild project as well. The 
majority of the new 115-kV structures would be up to 10 feet taller than the existing 115-kV structures in 
order to accommodate the larger conductor. Different structure types may be used in challenging terrain 
or environmentally sensitive areas. … The ROW would not be expanded for the rebuild project.” 

o EA: “Double-circuit single-pole steel structures would be used if the terrain or other factors do not 
provide enough room within the ROW for two wood pole H-frame structures adjacent to each other. This 
may occur in several locations near the Wyoming - Montana border. Single pole steel structures would 
replace the lattice structures where the line crosses the Bighorn River near Yellowtail Substation. Other 
areas may require single pole steel structures as well.” 

o EA: “For the most part, existing access roads would be used and improved if necessary to control erosion. 
One-half mile of new access roads would be constructed within the Bighorn Canyon NRA to avoid 
cultural sites.” 

o EA: “The upgraded 115-kV H-frame structure poles would have an average height of 70 feet, compared 
to 60 feet for the existing 115-kV structures.” 

o EA: “All surface waters would be spanned and no surface water use is proposed. The project would not 
impact municipal or private drinking water or ground water. Surface water quality within the project area 
typically meets water quality standards. Standard construction measures, including erosion control and 
spill prevention, would be implemented to reduce the potential for sedimentation and water quality 
impacts. The Proposed Project and all alternatives would have minor to moderate short-term, adverse, 
indirect impacts from sedimentation due to construction of the transmission lines and improvement of 
access roads. Along the BA-LV [Basin-Lovell] line, short-term, adverse, indirect impacts from the 
construction of the transmission line and improvement of access roads would be moderate because of the 
greater number of unimproved crossings along this transmission line.” 

o EA: “The Proposed Project would result in minor, short-term adverse impacts to the quality of 
recreational experiences at the Bighorn Canyon NRA and WSAs [Wilderness Study Areas].” 

o EA: “The Proposed Project would not disrupt access to public lands in the area. The lines would be 
rebuilt within the existing ROW, which currently crosses the Bighorn Canyon NRA and is located 
adjacent to the Bighorn Tack-On and Pryor Mountain WSAs.” 

o EA: “Due to the relatively small degree of change and weak visual contrasts that would occur to the 
existing 115-kV system, the visual impacts to highways and residential areas would be minor to 
negligible. The adverse visual impacts to Bighorn Canyon NRA would range from minor to moderate 
depending on viewing location and type of structure installed. Impacts to visual quality would be minor in 
most instances, due to the slight change in the structure size and design. Some moderate impacts to visual 
quality may occur where steel pole structures are installed near the Montana-Wyoming border.” 

o EA: “Some of the structures may be located within floodplain zones and would not be placed within 
designated flood hazard zones unless necessary. Some access roads currently cross designated flood 
hazard zones. The structures and access roads located within the floodplains do not impede the natural 
action or function of the floodplains. The installation of culverts and other stream crossing improvements 

https://www.energy.gov/nepa/ea-1617-lovell-yellowtail-and-basin-lovell-transmission-line-rebuild-project-big-horn-county
https://www.energy.gov/nepa/ea-1617-lovell-yellowtail-and-basin-lovell-transmission-line-rebuild-project-big-horn-county
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to access roads would be designed to avoid adverse impacts to floodplains. Long-term disturbance within 
the flood hazard zones from the Proposed Project and action alternatives would be limited to the footprint 
of the structures.” 

o FONSI: “…Western would minimize potential harm to or within floodplains through the standard 
construction practices listed in Chapter 2 of the EA and other mitigating actions described in the Chapter 
3. These include minimizing the amount of grading in floodplains, appropriate design and placement of 
culverts, locating transmission line structures to minimize floodplain impacts, and appropriate design of 
structures and incorporating the requirements of the Nationwide Permit for utility crossings.” 

o FONSI: “Based on the analysis of the impacts, adoption of identified measures that would reduce 
impacts, and use of Western’s standard practices described in Chapter 2, no significant environmental 
impacts were identified. Western prepared a Mitigation Action Plan to address site-specific measures that 
would be implemented during construction or operation to control environmental impacts.” 
 

• Environmental Assessment for the Charlie Creek to Garrison Transmission Line Rebuild Project (DOE/EA-2093; 
WAPA, 2020): https://www.energy.gov/nepa/doeea-2093-charlie-creek-garrison-transmission-line-rebuild-project  

o WAPA proposed to rebuild 95 miles of the Charlie Creek to Garrison (CCR-GA) 115-kilovolt (kV) 
transmission line, located in Mercer, Dunn, and McKenzie Counties, North Dakota. The work would be 
segmented into 4 (or more) phases and would entail: • Upgrading the line capacity by replacing the 
existing conductors with larger conductors, • Replacing the existing wooden structures with new taller 
wooden structures to accommodate the larger conductor, and • Installing fiber optic communication 
capability to one of the overhead ground wires. 

o EA: “At roughly 95 miles in length and 75 feet in width, WAPA’s current easement footprint is 
approximately 865 acres. WAPA expects that additional ROW and easements will be necessary but the 
extent of easement acquisition is currently unknown. A breakdown of each activity and the anticipated 
disturbance area is presented below.” For example, Table 2-2 explains that WAPA estimates the size of 
the disturbance area: permanent disturbance for new access roads: “Currently unknown, but estimated at 
less than 5 miles of new access roads and 12 feet wide = 7 acres; temporary disturbance for structure 
assembly: “Less than 0.5 acres per structure and roughly 747 structures = 374 acres.” 

o EA: “WAPA proposes to remove the existing wooden H-frame pole structures and replace them with new 
H-frame wooden pole structures. The new poles would be 10 to 15 feet taller than the existing structures. 
The existing 747 wood pole structures would be replaced with approximately the same number of 
structures.” 

o EA: “WAPA’s standard construction procedures for transmission lines require the movement of vehicles 
and equipment within the existing 75 foot ROW. For the most part, the transmission line would stay 
within the existing ROW and pole structures would be replaced in the existing holes. Some structures 
may shift in location but would remain within the existing ROW. For example, structures may be moved 
away from fence lines, protected natural resources (wetlands or cultural sites), cliffs, or other obstacles in 
order to protect resources and to make construction and access easier. WAPA would need to acquire 
additional access easements in the following situations: • Where rough terrain makes existing access 
roads impassable. • Where longer spans (spans over 960 feet) require 80 feet ROW. • Where guy wires 
(wires used to anchor the pole into the ground for additional support) on deadend structures (structures 
where the transmission line makes a turn or ends) require “guy pockets” beyond the existing ROW.” 

o EA: “Where installation of new structures within floodplains is unavoidable, proposed structures would 
be designed to withstand 100 year flood events. Structure placement would not alter surface water flow 
characteristics of a floodplain, change drainage patterns, or impede or redirect flood flows.” 

o EA: “The types of vegetation that would be impacted are primarily pre-disturbed communities, such as 
cropped areas, previously cropped areas, non-native haylands, pasture or other grassland with majority 
non-native species. An estimated six-mile segment of the transmission line would continue to impact 
grasslands that have a higher likelihood to contain native species.” “The State of North Dakota’s native 
grassland composition model map indicates there are six miles of existing transmission line that traverse 
areas that could contain 60% or greater native grasses. This six-mile segment involves approximately 43 
structures across 52 acres of right-of-way.” “In order to minimize vegetation impacts, WAPA would 
adopt the following environmental commitments… • Reseed disturbed areas with regionally native grass 
mixture.” 

https://www.energy.gov/nepa/doeea-2093-charlie-creek-garrison-transmission-line-rebuild-project
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o EA: “New habitat fragmentation is not expected beyond the short term construction impacts to vegetation. 
It is unknown how much ROW or easement would be needed, and WAPA cannot estimate the current 
wildlife habitat value of any new ROW or easement areas. Conservatively, WAPA anticipates less than 
10 acres of new disturbance to wildlife habitat as a result of new ROW and easements. Most impacts to 
wildlife individuals would be short term and intermittent in nature.” 

o FONSI: “There are a handful of unique vegetation sites in the Project footprint: the westernmost 2.5 miles 
of the existing transmission line is in the Little Missouri National Grassland; six miles of existing 
transmission line (43 structures across 52 acres of right-of-way) cross areas that could contain 60% or 
greater native grasses, and; the existing transmission line also crosses 3 miles of the Lake Ilo National 
Wildlife Refuge.” 

o FONSI: “Visual Resources: Because both alternatives would occur within the existing alignment, no new 
impacts to the view shed are expected. The Proposed Action would result in poles that are roughly 10-15 
feet taller than the existing poles. The new poles would be more visible than the existing poles. 
Construction and O&M activities would cause short-term visual impacts due to the presence of vehicles, 
vegetation removal, and general human activity.” 

o FONSI: “Regardless of the alternative, impacts to all resources would be reduced by the use of WAPA’s 
Standard Mitigation Measures for Construction, Operation, and Maintenance of Transmission Lines and 
Construction Standard 13, Environmental Quality Protection. These environmental commitments have 
been embedded as a required component of both alternatives and are listed in Appendices B and C of the 
EA.” 

o FONSI: “The principal reason for the lack of significant environmental impacts is the presence of the 
existing transmission line and the use of avoidance measures and environmental commitments as a 
required component of the project.” 
 

• Environmental Assessment for the Dave Johnston Tap to Sidney Substation Transmission Line Reconductor 
Project (DOE/EA-2149; WAPA, 2020): https://www.energy.gov/nepa/doeea-2149-dave-johnston-tap-sidney-
substation-transmission-line-reconductor-project-wyoming  

o WAPA proposes to install new conductor (reconductor) on the Dave Johnston Tap-Sidney (DJT-SD) 115-
kilovolt transmission line. The DJT-SD Transmission Line is approximately 210 miles long with 
termination points at the Dave Johnson Tap near Casper, Wyoming, and the Sidney Substation near 
Sidney, Nebraska. The transmission line conductors would be replaced with new conductors, the existing 
overhead ground wires would be replaced, one with a new fiber optic ground wire (OPGW), and the line 
would continue to be operated at 115 kV. The project would be confined to the existing rights-of-way 
(ROW).  

o WAPA would continue to use current access roads and routes for the project, which would be repaired, if 
needed, to ensure effective erosion control and access for routine maintenance over the life of the lines. 
No new access roads or access routes are being proposed. 

o EA: “WAPA proposes to remove and replace approximately 30 existing wooden H-frame pole structures 
and replace them with new H-frame wooden pole structures. The new poles would be 10 to 15 feet taller 
than the existing structures. No new structures would be added to the line. Only “in-kind” replacement 
would occur with failing structures.” 

o EA: “The Project area was cleared and leveled when the original transmission line was constructed, and 
routine maintenance has continued to grade the existing access routes or ROW roads and removed 
vegetation from the ROW. Due to the prairie and farmland landscape in the Project area, minimal clearing 
or grading is expected. However, all “Danger Trees” or “Danger Vegetation” as defined by NERC FAC-
003-4 would be removed along the ROW.”  

o EA: “WAPA’s standard construction procedures for transmission lines require the movement of vehicles 
and equipment within the existing ROW and on designated access routes or roads. The transmission line 
would stay within the existing ROW and pole structures would be replaced in the existing holes. No 
additional structures are planned to be installed and, therefore, no new impacts are expected.”  

o EA: “…any possible impacts to resources would be reduced by the use of WAPA’s Standard Mitigation 
Measures for Construction, Operation and Maintenance of Transmission Lines (Appendix A) and 
Construction Standard 13, Environmental Quality Protection (Appendix B).” For example, “WAPA 
requires all construction activities use methods that would prevent entrance, or accidental spillage of 

https://www.energy.gov/nepa/doeea-2149-dave-johnston-tap-sidney-substation-transmission-line-reconductor-project-wyoming
https://www.energy.gov/nepa/doeea-2149-dave-johnston-tap-sidney-substation-transmission-line-reconductor-project-wyoming
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fuels, petroleum products, chemicals, solid matter contaminants, debris, and any other pollutants and 
wastes into streams, flowing or dry watercourses, lakes, and underground water sources. WAPA’s 
construction standards also require a Spill Prevention, Notification, and Cleanup Plan to be implemented 
prior to work.” 

o EA: “Regardless of the Action, WAPA’s standard practice is to span across water resources and flood 
prone areas whenever possible. WAPA purposefully aims to install structures at least 300 feet from rivers, 
streams, ephemeral (intermittent) streams, ponds, lakes, and reservoirs. WAPA is not proposing to install 
any new structures in wetlands or within riparian zones.” 

o EA: “Best Management Practices (BMPs) for weed control would be used to reduce the spread of noxious 
weeds and to increase the effectiveness of treatment.” 

o EA: “[Bird] Collision avoidance devices that are already in place on the existing transmission lines, or 
similar devices, would be replaced in kind in the same locations the current devises are located.” 

o FONSI: “WAPA determined that some construction and maintenance actions would occur within 100-
year floodplains. These actions would include replacing existing transmission line structures and 
replacing existing crushed or non-functioning culverts to improve access to the transmission lines, and 
overland travel across floodplains during construction and maintenance. … However, WAPA would 
minimize potential harm to or within floodplains through the standard construction practices …. These 
include minimizing the amount of grading in floodplains, replacement of existing culverts where needed, 
and appropriate ‘in-kind’ design of replacement structures. Although transmission line structures could 
collect flood debris around their bases during a flood event, they are far enough apart that there would be 
no impediment to flood flows, and would not, therefore, increase the risk of flooding through damming 
flood flows. WAPA also design structures in floodplains to withstand flood flows and debris 
accumulations, and remove and collected flood debris during normal annual O&M [operation and 
maintenance]. Only in-kind culvert replacement and crossing maintenance is authorized. There would be 
no floodplain effects of national or regional concern associated with WAPA's project. The Proposed 
Action would Not Effect the existing floodplain based on the review conducted.” 

o FONSI: “Based on the analysis of the impacts, adoption of identified measures that would reduce 
impacts, and use of WAPA's standard practices described in chapter 2, no significant environmental 
impacts were identified for any of these resources under the Proposed Action. WAPA shall implement 
specific protective measures during construction and operation to avoid or reduce environmental 
impacts.” 

 
DOE’s Loan Programs Office (LPO) Experience  
 
DOE’s LPO monitors projects for the life of the loan/loan guarantee. Based on the complexity of application and the 
structure of the loan/loan guarantee agreement, the DOE LPO environmental monitoring process generally involves 
monitoring of three broad categories of environmental compliance:   
 

(1) Environmental Project Compliance 
(2) Environmental Project Changes 
(3) Environmental Notices.  
 

Environmental Project Compliance - List and track the federal and state environmental permits/approvals and associated 
reporting requirements for both construction and operation.  
 
Environmental Project Changes - Identify material project changes over what was presented in the final NEPA 
Documentation (Categorical Exclusion, Environmental Assessment and Finding of No Significant Impact, or 
Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision). Such changes might include an updated or previously 
undocumented transmission line route, location of access roads, or other installations. 
 
Environmental Notices – Notification of formal or informal environmental notices submitted to the borrower from a 
regulatory agency. Such notices may include a notice of non-compliance, nuisance, or violation of any environmental or 
worker safety law or regulation. 
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Based on the status of the project (e.g., construction or operation) and complexity, the frequency of the monitoring and 
reporting can vary from monthly, to quarterly, to semi-annually, or to annually. The specifics of the monitoring approach 
are documented in the loan agreement documentation, which includes borrower reporting and notification requirements. 
 
LPO’s Title 17 Program Guidance (https://www.energy.gov/lpo/articles/program-guidance-title-17-clean-energy-
program#page=1) explains that “LPO maintains active project monitoring and communication to collaborate, surveil, and 
act as needed in the best interest of the U.S. Government and taxpayers. There are mandatory reporting requirements that 
the borrower is required to fulfill on an ongoing basis.” Further, the servicing and monitoring of a Loan Guarantee 
Agreement includes the construction, startup, commissioning, shakedown, and operational phases of an Eligible Project. 
 
Proposed Change to 10 CFR part 1021, Appendix C, Classes of Actions that Normally Require EAs but not 
Necessarily EISs: 

C4 Upgrading, Rebuilding, or Construction of Powerlines 

(a) Upgrading or rebuilding more than approximately 20 miles in length of existing powerlines when the action 
does not qualify for categorical exclusion B4.13; or construction of powerlines:  
(1) More than approximately 10 miles in length outside previously disturbed or developed powerline or 
pipeline rights-of-way; or  
(2) more than approximately 20 miles in length within previously disturbed or developed powerline or 
pipeline rights-of-way. 

 
Supplemental Supporting Basis:  
 

Discussion of the class of action is provided in Section II.B of the preamble to the Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, November 16, 2023 (88 FR 78681). 

 
B. Energy Storage  
 
Proposed New Categorical Exclusion: 
 

B4.14 Construction and operation of electrochemical-battery or flywheel energy storage systems 
 
Construction, operation, upgrade, or decommissioning of an electrochemical-battery or flywheel energy storage 
system within a previously disturbed or developed area or within a small (as discussed at 10 CFR 1021.410(g)(2)) 
area contiguous to a previously disturbed or developed area. Covered actions would be in accordance with 
applicable requirements (such as land use and zoning requirements) in the proposed project area and the integral 
elements listed at the start of appendix B of this part, and would incorporate appropriate design and construction 
standards, control technologies, and best management practices. 

 
Supplemental Supporting Basis:  
 

Discussion of the categorical exclusion is provided in Section II.B of the preamble to the Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, November 16, 2023 (88 FR 78681). 

DOE and other federal agencies have prepared environmental assessments (EAs) and findings of no significant impact 
(FONSIs) for energy storage projects that support the proposed categorical exclusion B4.14. Below are examples of EAs 
and FONSIs prepared by DOE and other federal agencies for electrochemical-battery and flywheel energy storage systems 
within and contiguous to previously disturbed and developed areas. DOE did not identify any EA for an energy storage 
system that found significant effects requiring an EIS.  
 

https://www.energy.gov/lpo/articles/program-guidance-title-17-clean-energy-program#page=1
https://www.energy.gov/lpo/articles/program-guidance-title-17-clean-energy-program#page=1
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• Environmental Assessment for the Arizona Peaking Capacity Energy Storage Project (DOE/EA-2123; WAPA, 
2021): https://www.energy.gov/nepa/doeea-2123-arizona-peaking-capacity-energy-storage-project-maricopa-
county-arizona  

o DOE’s Western Area Power Administration (WAPA) prepared an EA on the potential environmental 
impacts of a proposed 100-MW battery energy storage system facility to be developed on private, 
previously disturbed land approximately 25 miles northwest of Phoenix, Arizona. WAPA’s proposed 
action is to provide funding for the project. 

o EA: “AES [Arizona Energy Storage, LLC or the Applicant] proposes to build, operate and maintain, and 
decommission an approximately 100-megawatt (MW) battery energy storage system (BESS) facility on 
approximately 6 acres of a 10-acre parcel of private land.” 

o EA: “After completion of 25 years of operations, most of the Project’s electrical equipment (breakers, 
transformers, inverters) would be removed and recycled. Project batteries would be returned to the battery 
manufacturer for recycling. Equipment foundations and pads would be demolished and removed. 
Following decommissioning, the interconnection infrastructure would remain in place as it would 
continue to serve transmission from other area energy facilities.” 

o EA: “The Project is located in a previously disturbed area in the Lower Colorado River Valley 
subdivision of the Sonoran Desert biome ….” 

o EA: “The proposed battery storage facility would consist of thirty-seven (37) battery storage ‘cores.’ The 
initial installation would include thirty-one (31) cores and an additional six (6) cores would be added over 
the life of the proposed facility to maintain the required capacity.” 

o EA: “Proposed battery storage facility design would include fire and gas detection and fire suppression 
systems in each individual battery storage cube. Each cube would be equipped with a three-zone fire 
detection and suppression system, incorporating photoelectric smoke detectors which would be monitored 
remotely 24/7. The system would utilize aerosol suppressant supplied via two canisters. The fire 
suppression system may also be manually activated via pull stations. Combination horn/ strobe devices 
would indicate that the system has been deployed. Each non-entry cube is designed to be electrically 
isolated to contain potential fire inside and prevent propagation to battery modules in adjacent cubes.” 

o FONSI: “Based on the analysis contained in DOE/EA-2123, WAPA finds that the evaluation of potential 
environmental impacts will help inform WAPA’s consideration of project financing. WAPA has 
determined that its Proposed Action does not constitute a major Federal Action significantly affecting the 
quality of the human environment within the meaning of NEPA. Therefore, preparation of an 
environmental impact statement is not required, and WAPA issues this Finding of No Significant Impact 
(FONSI).” 

• Environmental Assessment for the Beacon Power Corporation Flywheel Frequency Regulation Plant (DOE/EA-
1753; DOE, 2011): https://www.energy.gov/nepa/doeea-1753-beacon-power-corporation-flywheel-frequency-
regulation-plant-chicago-heights  

o DOE analyzed the potential environmental impacts of awarding a federal grant to Beacon Power 
Corporation for a utility-scale 20-megawatt flywheel energy storage and frequency regulation plant in 
either Chicago Heights, Illinois, or Hazle Township, Pennsylvania. A flywheel system stores energy from 
the grid at times when supply exceeds demand and thus alleviates the need to burn fuel (e.g., natural gas) 
to generate additional electric power at times when demand exceeds supply. A flywheel is a mechanical 
device that consists of a large, heavy cylinder that spins inside a vacuum-sealed housing. The flywheel is 
a kinetic energy storage device that rotates at high speeds. The proposed plant would consist of 20 
frequency regulation pods, each containing 10 individual flywheels and the associated energy conversion, 
electrical control, and power distribution equipment. There would be 200 flywheels in all.  

o EA: “The proposed plant would consist of 20 frequency regulation pods, each containing 10 individual 
flywheels, and the associated energy conversion, electrical control, and power distribution equipment.” 

o FONSI: “Based on the analyses in the environmental assessment (EA), DOE determined that its proposed 
action – awarding a federal grant to Beacon Power Corporation…to facilitate installation and operation of 
a 20-megawatt flywheel frequency regulation plant – would result in no significant adverse impacts. DOE 
further determined that the proposed project could result in beneficial impacts to the nation’s energy 
efficiency and air quality. Operating the flywheel plant could result in a decrease in carbon dioxide 
emissions from regional power plants.” 

https://www.energy.gov/nepa/doeea-2123-arizona-peaking-capacity-energy-storage-project-maricopa-county-arizona
https://www.energy.gov/nepa/doeea-2123-arizona-peaking-capacity-energy-storage-project-maricopa-county-arizona
https://www.energy.gov/nepa/doeea-1753-beacon-power-corporation-flywheel-frequency-regulation-plant-chicago-heights
https://www.energy.gov/nepa/doeea-1753-beacon-power-corporation-flywheel-frequency-regulation-plant-chicago-heights
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o Beacon Power would use about 3.5 acres for the proposed project in either of the two locations evaluated. 
The proposed site in Pennsylvania was an undeveloped industrial site within a 3,000-acre industrial park 
complex. The proposed site in Illinois was an unutilized industrial site that previously hosted a 60-
megawatt oil-fired generator at the site (generator and associated structures no longer exist at the site).  

• Environmental Assessment for Sterling Solar 2 Interconnection Project (DOE/EA-2141; WAPA, 2021): 
https://www.energy.gov/nepa/doeea-2141-sterling-solar-2-interconnection-project-mohave-county-arizona  

o This EA was prepared by DOE’s WAPA to consider the potential environmental effects of the proposed 
Sterling 2 Solar Project, an approximately 225-megawatt (MW) photovoltaic (PV) solar energy 
generation facility on private land, adjacent to, and west of, the existing Sterling Solar 1 facility, in 
Arizona. Construction of the facility would include installation of solar panels, underground collection 
lines, access roads, and up to 225 MW of battery storage. This project area is undeveloped, private land 
that consists of predominantly Mohave Desertscrub vegetation.  

o EA: “The up-to 225 MW battery energy storage system, if installed, would consist of approximately 288 
units of 40-foot International Standard Organization shipping containers, and would occupy less than 9 
acres of land. The battery storage development would be within the area of disturbance of the solar 
facility and is not anticipated to generate additional permanent disturbance. The battery containers would 
be located next to the solar inverter sites throughout the solar facility. Power would be stored before 
conversion to AC in the inverter systems. Concrete foundations for each battery unit would measure 
approximately 41 feet long by 9 feet wide by 2 feet deep. The battery containers would come installed 
with a fire protection system approved through the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA). Fans 
and/or air conditioning equipment within the battery storage units would be used to maintain the 
manufacturer’s required temperature within the containers.” 

o EA: “The security fences around Sterling Solar 2 would be 6-foot-tall chain-link metal with outward-
facing 2-foot barbed wire strands on top and would be designed to meet the Arizona Game and Fish 
Department’s (AGFD) Guidelines for Wildlife-Compatible Fencing and Guidelines for Solar 
Development in Arizona….” “During [operations and maintenance], fencing with a minimum of 8 inches 
of clearance from the bottom of the fence to the ground surface would be used to allow passage of desert 
tortoise and small mammals.” 

o EA: “The project would not generate hazardous wastes during construction; however, small quantities of 
hazardous materials are contained within the solar panels and the self-contained battery storage units. The 
Proponent would inspect solar panels and battery storage units prior to installation. Any damaged 
materials would be handled in accordance with the manufacturer’s specifications, including applicable 
recycling.” 

o EA: “…the vegetation within the Sterling Solar 2 Proposed Project area is common in the region, and the 
area does not contain any sensitive, unique, or notable areas of ecological importance to terrestrial 
species.” 

o EA: “Prior to submitting the large generator interconnection request, Sterling Solar 2, LLC considered 
multiple factors in the evaluation of potential project locations, including proximity to the Topock-Black 
Mesa 230 kV transmission line, contiguous parcel(s) of private lands suitable for solar resource 
development and with low resource value, proximity to existing transportation and utility infrastructure, 
and proximity to developed areas to minimize materials transportation and workforce commute. Based on 
these and other development factors, Sterling Solar 2, LLC optioned the proposed 2,219-acre parcel for 
development.” 

o EA: Regarding decommissioning, “If the Proponent determines that the facilities are no longer needed, all 
structures and facilities, including foundations, would be removed and vegetation would be allowed to re-
establish. Property boundary fencing would remain, as well as internal roads to allow continued access 
through the site.” 

o FONSI: “Based on the analysis contained in DOE/EA-2141, WAPA finds that the Proposed Action to 
approve Sterling Solar LLC’s application and enter into an interconnection agreement does not constitute 
a major Federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human environment within the meaning of 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).” 

• Environmental Assessment for the Arizona (AZ) 1 Solar Interconnection Project (DOE/EA-2098; WAPA, 2019): 
https://www.energy.gov/nepa/ea-2098-arizona-solar-1-interconnection-project-la-paz-county-az  

https://www.energy.gov/nepa/doeea-2141-sterling-solar-2-interconnection-project-mohave-county-arizona
https://www.energy.gov/nepa/ea-2098-arizona-solar-1-interconnection-project-la-paz-county-az
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o This EA was prepared by DOE’s WAPA to consider the potential environmental effects of the proposed 
AZ Solar 1 Project in Arizona. AZ Solar 1 proposes to build, operate, maintain, and decommission an 
approximately 32.5-megawatt (MW) PV solar energy generation facility (Solar Field 1) on an 
approximately 480-acre private parcel of land. An optional 27.5 MW of PV solar energy generation and 
20 MW of battery storage may be added to the parcel based on market considerations (Solar Field 2). 

o EA: “A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment was prepared for the privately owned AZ Solar 1 
property. The Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment determined that the project area has been an 
undeveloped vacant desert land with no known prior uses.” “Low-density residential areas are located 
east and south of the project area.” 

o EA: “The battery energy storage systems include self-contained design features; therefore, no leakage or 
hazardous waste exposure from battery storage systems are anticipated to occur. AZ Solar 1 would 
inspect battery storage systems for damage prior to installation and during routine maintenance and 
operations. Damaged systems would be handled in accordance with manufacturer specifications, 
including those for recycling. Additionally, AZ Solar 1 would develop an emergency response plan for 
operations and maintenance of the facility.” 

o EA: “In total, the construction work area for the Solar Field 1 (32.5 MW), including the facilities 
described below, would permanently disturb approximately 252.5 acres. AZ Solar 1 or its construction 
contractor may install an additional Solar Field 2 (27.5 MW) and/or battery storage system (20 MW) at 
the site in the future. An additional 211 acres would be permanently disturbed for Solar Field 2, and 
1 acre (spread out across the 480-acre parcel) would be disturbed for the battery storage (20-MW) 
development.” 

o EA: “A 20-MW battery storage system would fit in less than 1 acre of land and would consist of 
approximately 10, 40-foot International Standard Organization shipping containers. The battery 
containers would be located next to the PCS inverter sites located throughout the solar fields. Power 
would be stored before conversion to AC in the inverter systems (Figure 2-4). Foundations for these 
systems would be concrete and measure approximately 24 feet long × 12 feet wide × 2 feet deep. The 
battery containers would come installed with a fire protection system approved through the National Fire 
Protection Association. Fans and/or air conditioning equipment within the battery storage units would be 
used to maintain the manufacturer’s required temperature within containers.” 

o EA: “All potential sources of hazardous materials would be removed from the site during 
decommissioning (i.e., solar panels, battery storage systems, and transformers and inverters) and AZ 
Solar 1 would dispose of these materials in accordance with manufacturer specifications, including those 
for recycling; therefore, decommission would have no long-term impacts to public health and safety.” 

o EA: “As part of the Proposed Action, WAPA and AZ Solar 1 would implement conservation measures 
for biological resources (see Appendix B)—which include conducting protocol surveys (for Sonoran 
desert tortoise, burrowing owl, and migratory bird nests) prior to surface disturbance, relocation of any 
tortoises within the project area, following Arizona Game and Fish Department guidelines for monitoring 
and handling of tortoises, establishment of avoidance areas, and restricting vegetation clearing to non-
breeding seasons for birds. With the implementation of these measures, it is unlikely that the Proposed 
Action would result in direct mortality of individual species during construction.” 

o EA: “AZ Solar 1 facility’s glare potential was analyzed using the ForgeSolar Solar Glare Hazard Analysis 
Tool (SWCA 2018a). The tool meets Federal Aviation Administration glare analysis requirements (49 
USC 471) and was developed in cooperation with the DOE. … The project would not have any visual 
impact associated with sunlight reflecting off the panels. According to the glare analysis, there is no 
anticipated potential for glare to occur on the identified route receptors and flight approach paths analyzed 
(SWCA 2018a).” 

o EA: “The Proposed Action would not impact historic properties in the project area (see Section 3.7.2.2) or 
elsewhere in the analysis area. The development of the proposed action would not impact the overall 
visual landscape of the analysis area, which is primarily rural and undeveloped. The Proposed Action’s 
ground disturbance would create a scar on the landscape (i.e., visual disturbance); however, this 
disturbance would occur directly adjacent to the existing developed area of Salome. The Proposed Action 
would result in the direct loss of 465 acres of vegetation and wildlife habitat during construction. The 
Proposed Action’s disturbance represents less than 0.01% of the identified vegetation communities in the 



  
Technical Support Document Supporting Information for DOE Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 10 CFR part 1021, Subpart D, Appendices B–D
 Page 27 

analysis area and similar vegetation communities and habitat types occur in abundance on the 
undeveloped public lands to the north and west of the project area and throughout the analysis area.” 

o FONSI: “Based on the analysis contained in DOE/EA-2098, WAPA finds that the Proposed Action to 
approve AZ Solar 1 LLC's application and enter into an interconnection agreement does not constitute a 
major Federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human environment within the meaning of 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).” 

• Environmental Assessment for the Arica Solar Project and Victory Pass Solar Project (Bureau of Land 
Management, 2021): https://eplanning.blm.gov/eplanning-ui/project/1502789/510  

o This EA was prepared by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Palm Springs–South Coast Field 
Office to consider the environmental effects of the proposed Arica Solar Project, a 265-megawatt (MW) 
solar photovoltaic (PV) project (CACA 56898), and the proposed Victory Pass Solar Project, a 200 MW 
solar PV project (CACA 56477). 

o EA: “The Arica facility would generate up to 265 MW of renewable energy and would include up to 200 
MW of battery storage, and the Victory Pass facility would generate up to 200 MW of renewable energy 
and include up to 200 MW of battery storage.” 

o EA: “Battery Storage Component. Each Project may include the installation of up to 200 MW of battery 
storage. The system is expected to be either located adjacent to the Project substations discussed below, or 
distributed throughout the solar array at the inverter equipment pads or tracker rows. If centrally located, 
the battery system would consist of batteries housed in storage containers. Subject to final design, the 
containers themselves would be approximately 8 feet wide by 4 feet long by 10 feet high with 
approximately 6.5 feet of clearance on all sides. The battery storage component would have a footprint of 
up to 8 acres. The battery storage pad is a flat cement or concrete foundation that would cover 
approximately 2 acres of the battery storage component.” 

o EA: “The presently undeveloped Project sites are situated north of I-10 and east of SR 177, approximately 
6.5 miles east of the intersection of I-10 and SR 177 in Desert Center. The area surrounding the sites is 
lightly populated and consists mainly of desert scrub (largely scattered creosote bushes), lakebed, and 
dune landscapes that are predominantly intact on the Chuckwalla Valley floor. The relatively flat desert 
landscape has a low level of variety and distinctiveness, exhibiting limited variation in form, line, color 
palette, and texture that is common to the region. Although the distant mountain ranges that surround the 
Chuckwalla Valley provide backdrops of visual interest, the Projects’ landscape is generally lacking in 
visual variety and scenic quality and is substantially influenced by cultural modifications in the area 
including multiple electric transmission lines, Red Bluff Substation, and I-10; the Desert Sunlight gen-tie 
line with its Corten tubular steel poles; the Lake Tamarisk Desert Resort and SR 177; the Desert Sunlight 
and Desert Harvest solar projects; the Palen and Genesis solar projects; scattered residences and built 
structures, 4-wheel drive tracks, and access roads. Overall, the existing scenic quality of the Projects’ sites 
appears common to the region and would correspond to the BLM Visual Resource Management (VRM) 
Scenic Quality Classification C (low scenic value).” 

o EA: “Each Project may include operation of an up to 200 MW energy storage system that would consist 
of batteries housed in storage containers. The major components of the battery system include the 
inverter, cells, modules, enclosure, and safety system. The inverter converts DC electricity produced by 
the solar system into AC electricity that can safely be transferred into the electrical grid. The inverter 
contains no liquids or chemicals. The battery cell and modules for the Projects would use lithium-ion 
technology which would be housed in an enclosure that contains integrated fire suppression technology 
and controls. The proposed battery energy storage system would be designed, constructed, operated and 
maintained in accordance with applicable industry best practices and regulatory requirements, including 
fire safety standards. If applicable, the system would be certified to UL 9540, the standard associated with 
control, protection, power conversion, communication, controlling the system environment, air, fire 
detection and suppression system related to the functioning of the energy storage system. The system 
would be tested to UL 9540A, a test method intended to document the fire characteristics associated with 
a thermal event or fire, which would confirm that the system will self-extinguish without active fire-
fighting measures. The system would be designed, such that, during a fire event, any internal fire is 
contained within the enclosure and not spread to the other parts of the facility. The results of this test are 
used to inform facility safety system design and emergency response plans which would be shared with 
first responders. If applicable, the system would use a chemical agent suppressant-based system to detect 

https://eplanning.blm.gov/eplanning-ui/project/1502789/510
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and suppress fires. If smoke or heat were detected, or if the system were manually triggered, an alarm 
would sound, horn strobes would flash, and the system would release suppressant, typically FM-200, 
NOVEC 1230 or similar from pressurized storage cylinders. However, final safety design would follow 
applicable standards and would be specific to the battery technology chosen, including, but not limited to, 
National Fire Protection Association 855 (standard for the Installation of Stationary Energy Storage 
Systems) and Section 1206 of the California Fire Code. Implementation and compliance with these design 
and safety regulations would reduce the effects such that they would be insignificant.” 

o EA: Section 2.2.4 describes decommissioning of the proposed project. For example, “All other 
aboveground site infrastructure—including fences, awnings, the concrete pads that supported the 
inverters, and related equipment—would be removed. All materials would be recycled to the greatest 
extent possible in appropriate recycling facilities. Debris would be removed from the area.” 

o Finding of No New Significant Impact (FONNSI): “The EA tiers to the Desert Renewable Energy 
Conservation Plan (DRECP) Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
[https://eplanning.blm.gov/eplanning-ui/project/66459/570]. The DRECP is a collaborative, interagency 
landscape-scale planning effort covering 22.5 million acres in seven California counties—Imperial, Inyo, 
Kern, Los Angeles, Riverside, San Bernardino, and San Diego. … The DRECP Land Use Plan 
Amendment (LUPA) and supporting EIS identified lands within the California desert that would be 
appropriate for conservation and lands that would be appropriate for renewable energy development; the 
latter are called Development Focus Areas (DFA). The EIS supporting the DRECP ROD 
comprehensively evaluated utility-scale renewable energy development in the California desert, including 
in the DFA where the Projects are located. The EIS considered impacts to all resources potentially 
impacted by renewable development. It included Conservation and Management Actions (CMAs) 
designed to reduce the effects of development on sensitive resources and highlighted other types of 
mitigation that might be required to further reduce impacts. The Projects adopt all relevant CMAs as 
Project Design Features (also called Applicant Proposed Measures) to reduce effects. The BLM found 
that the conditions and environmental effects described in the DRECP EIS are still valid (EA Section 1.1, 
page 1)” 

o FONNSI: “The Projects are located entirely within a DFA, on undeveloped land administered by the 
BLM.”  

o FONNSI: “…the Projects will not significantly affect the quality of the human environment beyond those 
effects described in the DRECP EIS. No new environmental effects meet the definition of significance 
based on the potentially affected environment and degree of the effects as defined in 40 CFR 1501.3(b) 
and furthermore, no new environmental effects exceed those effects described in the DRECP EIS.” 
(Department of the Interior NEPA procedures state, “A finding of no significant impact other than those 
already disclosed and analyzed in the environmental impact statement to which the environmental 
assessment is tiered may also be called a ‘finding of no new significant impact.’” (43 CFR 46.140(c))) 

• Environmental Assessment for Construction and Operation of a Solar Photovoltaic and/or Battery Energy Storage 
System at Naval Air Station, Fallon, Nevada (Department of the Navy, 2016): Email DOE-NEPA-
Rulemaking@hq.doe.gov for a copy of this EA and FONSI.  

o Under the Proposed Action, the United States Department of the Navy (Navy) and a private partner would 
enter into an agreement to allow the private partner to use Navy land to construct, operate, and own a 
solar photovoltaic (PV) and/or battery energy storage system at Naval Air Station (NAS) Fallon, Nevada. 
Once the solar PV and/or battery energy storage system is operational, the private partner would be 
responsible for maintenance and operation. The energy generated and/or stored would be used by the 
local community, NAS Fallon, or a combination of both. 

o Navy evaluated two action alternatives. Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative) would consist of 
construction and operation of an up to 20 megawatt (MW) solar PV and/or 150 MW hour battery energy 
storage system at Sites A and B (in total covering approximately 230 acres). Alternative 2 would consist 
of construction and operation of an up to 15 MW solar PV and/or 150 MW hour battery energy storage 
system at Site A (covering approximately 126 acres). 

o Final EA: “The battery energy storage system would be comprised of large batteries likely consisting of 
lithium-ion cell chemistries and/or flow battery chemistries utilizing proprietary solutions based on 
vanadium sulfate-chloride, zinc-bromine, zinc-chloride, or other electrolytes. Acid based batteries would 

mailto:DOE-NEPA-Rulemaking@hq.doe.gov
mailto:DOE-NEPA-Rulemaking@hq.doe.gov


  
Technical Support Document Supporting Information for DOE Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 10 CFR part 1021, Subpart D, Appendices B–D
 Page 29 

not be utilized. An energy inverter may also be constructed. The batteries would provide up to 150 MW 
hours of energy storage capacity. The batteries would be mounted using containment-style mounting to 
contain any accidental spills of fluids and rated for fire, electrical, and chemical spill safety through 
international certification programs (e.g., International Electrotechnical Commission Standards, 
Underwriters Laboratories Standards, Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers Standards). The 
battery containers would be painted “earth-tone” colors to blend in with the surrounding environment.” 

o Final EA: “Under the Proposed Action, the land would be converted from native vegetation and dunes to 
a solar PV and/or battery energy storage system. No change in land use designation would occur. The site 
would be fenced to minimize the potential for unauthorized access. The Proposed Action would not 
impact the current use of adjacent land parcels. … Under Alternative 1, construction activities at Sites A 
and B would result in the removal of up to 230 acres of black greasewood vegetation . . . . Greasewood 
habitat is regionally abundant and is a common habitat type on NAS Fallon. Removal of 230 acres of 
greasewood vegetation would represent 0.03 percent of the total greasewood habitat on the 241,126 acres 
of lands that NAS Fallon administers in the high desert region of northern Nevada (approximately 88,000 
acres total) (NAS Fallon, 2014a). No tree removal would be required for construction of the solar PV 
and/or battery energy storage system.” 

o Final EA: “The energy storage system would be comprised of large batteries likely consisting of lithium-
ion cell chemistries and/or flow battery chemistries utilizing proprietary solutions based on vanadium 
sulfatechloride, zinc-bromine, zinc-chloride, or other electrolytes. Acid based batteries would not be 
utilized. The batteries would be housed in large containers to protect them from the elements. The 
batteries would be composed of materials typically used in large-scale battery systems, and have been 
proven via testing to not present a hazard when operated in accordance with manufacturer specifications 
(Fire Protection Research Foundation, 2016). Under Alternative 1, the battery storage system would be 
installed, operated, and maintained in accordance with manufacturer specifications, thus presenting no 
hazard to public health and safety.” 

o Final EA: “Under the Proposed Action, the battery storage system would be installed, operated, and 
maintained in accordance with manufacturer specifications, thus presenting negligible impacts to 
hazardous materials and wastes. Hazardous materials and wastes used and/or generated as part of the 
construction/operation of the solar PV and/or battery energy storage system would be handled and 
disposed of in accordance with the NAS Fallon Hazardous Waste Management Plan and all applicable 
federal, military, state, and local laws and regulations. Therefore, implementation of the alternatives 
would result in negligible impacts to hazardous materials and wastes.” 

o Final EA: “The project area is not identified as an agriculture lease area, irrigated pasture and croplands, 
or pasture area. A land parcel identified as 4AO2, directly north of Site B, is part of the Navy’s 
Agricultural Outlease Program. Land use of leased land under this program include cattle grazing, 
farming of alfalfa, corn, sundangrass, hay, and combinations of these uses (NAS Fallon, 2002). Pedestrian 
and vehicle trespassing has been noted at the project area.” 

o FONSI: “The Proposed Action would occur within a 230-acre project area (Sites A and B) at NAS Fallon. 
The project area was formerly Bureau of Land Management Land that was recently transferred to the 
Navy. The project area is undeveloped and is not being leased or parceled out for leasing. Sixteen 
archaeological sites and three architectural resources are located within the project area. No federally 
listed plant or animal species are known to occur in the project area.” 

o FONSI: “Based on the analysis presented in this EA, the Navy finds that implementation of Alternative 1 
would not significantly impact the quality of the human or natural environment.” 

• Environmental Assessment for the Vonore Battery Energy Storage System and Associated Subsystem (Tennessee 
Valley Authority, 2022): https://www.tva.com/environment/environmental-stewardship/environmental-
reviews/nepa-detail/vonore-battery-energy-storage-system-and-associated-subsystem  

o Proposed construction, operation, and maintenance of a 15-acre Battery Energy Storage System pilot 
study project, which would be comprised of twelve containers housing lithium-ion batteries, and capable 
of generating 20 megawatts with a storage capacity of 40 MW hours.   

https://www.tva.com/environment/environmental-stewardship/environmental-reviews/nepa-detail/vonore-battery-energy-storage-system-and-associated-subsystem
https://www.tva.com/environment/environmental-stewardship/environmental-reviews/nepa-detail/vonore-battery-energy-storage-system-and-associated-subsystem
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o The project would require a 10-acre slab-on-grade pad, include an onsite 69-kV substation, roughly 0.4-
mile of new all dielectric self-supporting (ADSS) fiber cable, and new poles to accommodate the cables.   

o The EA describes measures which would be applied to avoid, minimize or reduce the potential for 
adverse environmental effects, including for example: the implementation of various “standard [best 
management practices], as described in [TVA’s 2017] BMP manual”; salvaging timber “during 
vegetation clearing activities”; installing fences, gates, and drainage devices during construction of access 
roads; and road construction or improvements “done in such a manner that upstream flood elevations 
would not be increased by more than one foot.” 

o EA: “Land use on the project site would change from undeveloped, agricultural land to industrial. The 
land use in the surrounding area is largely agricultural, undeveloped, and residential, which would not 
change. TVA would implement the commitments and appropriate BMPs identified in this EA during 
construction, operation, and maintenance activities thus minimizing and/or avoiding impacts on the 
natural and physical environment to the extent practicable.” 

o EA: “Based on the USDA-NRCS soil mapping, there are approximately 1.1 acres of prime farmland soils 
within the BESS and associated substation project area limits of disturbance, and approximately 1.7 acres 
within the ADSS fiber line installation corridor, that have the potential to be permanently converted.” 

o EA: “Under the Action Alternative, the two wetlands located within the existing transmission line ROW 
where the ADSS fiber cable would be installed would be avoided. BMPs, including erosion control 
measures, would be installed to ensure sedimentation or other indirect wetland impacts do not affect these 
wetland features or other wetland features downstream of the construction sites. Therefore, with wetland 
avoidance and BMPs in place, no significant wetland impacts are anticipated to result from the proposed 
project activities.” 

o EA: “[W]ith proper implementation of BMPs, no long-term impacts from the associated action are 
anticipated to water flow, stream channels, or stream banks. With the implementation of BMPs, effects to 
aquatic life in the local surface waters are expected to be temporary and insignificant.” 

o The EA states that construction would result in the generation of hazardous and solid waste.  “Under the 
proposed Action Alternative, the replacement of the batteries and ultimate decommissioning of the site 
would produce solid and hazardous waste in need of disposal. With the implementation of BMP[s] and 
compliance with the Solid and Hazardous Waste Rules and Regulations of the State…as well as the 
appropriate waste disposal requirements, no significant impacts associated with solid and/or hazardous 
waste are anticipated.” 

o FONSI: “The minor loss of prime farmland within the BESS and new substation footprint (less than one 
acre) is negligible when compared to the amount of land designated as prime farmland within the 
surrounding region. Therefore, impacts to prime farmland would be minor. … Although prime farmland 
soils were documented within the ADSS fiber line installation corridor, these areas would not be 
considered as prime farmland due to their location within a maintained TVA transmission right-of-way.”  

o FONSI: “Construction-related activities would result in minor and short-term impacts to air quality and 
climate change. With the use of [BMPs] impacts would be minimal, temporary, and localized; and would 
not be anticipated to result in any violation of applicable ambient air quality standards or impact regional 
air quality. Once operational, the BESS would allow for storage of green energy production for long-term 
use, which would result in a beneficial effect on climate change.” 

o FONSI: “A minor permanent impact would occur due to tree removal, and construction of the BESS and 
associated substation. To minimize the visual effect, TVA would plant a vegetative screen that would not 
impact security and operational requirements along the perimeter of the BESS and associated substation 
facility that is visual to the public. Therefore, implementation of the proposed Action Alternative would 
result in only a minor overall change in visual quality. 

o FONSI: “Based on the findings listed above and the analyses in the EA, we conclude that the proposed 
action of constructing, operating, and maintaining the BESS facility, associated substation, and ADSS 
fiber line upgrade would not be a major federal action significantly affecting the environment. This 
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finding of no significant impacts is contingent upon adherence to the mitigation measures described 
above. Accordingly, an environmental impact statement is not required.” 

• Environmental Assessment for the Optimist Solar and BESS Project (Tennessee Valley Authority, 2022): 
https://www.tva.com/environment/environmental-stewardship/environmental-reviews/nepa-detail/optimist-solar-
and-bess-project   

o Proposed construction and operation by MS Solar 7 of a an up to 200 MW AC single-axis tracking 
photovoltaic solar facility with a 50 MW AC – 200 MWh battery energy storage system (BESS) (referred 
to as the “solar facility”), and purchase by Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) of the renewable energy 
from the solar facility under a 20-year Power Purchase Agreement (PPA). The Project would connect to 
the existing TVA electrical network via TVA’s West Point Substation. 

o The Solar Facility would encompass about 2,952 acres of primarily cultivated agricultural fields and 
pastureland in Mississippi, of which about 1,540 acres would be used for the ground-mounted PV arrays 
(standing five to eight feet tall, depending on time of day), BESS, inverters, transformers, internal site 
access roads, Project substation, ancillary infrastructure, and construction laydown and parking areas.  

o EA: “The BESS would be collocated with the Project substation and occupy approximately three acres 
either adjacent to Barton Ferry Road near the PV arrays or at one the parcels adjacent to the West Point 
Substation.” 

o EA: “… the Substation/BESS and the gen-tie/collector lines require a small land commitment. Most of 
the land in that portion of the Project Site would continue to be used for agriculture.” 

o EA: “MS Solar 7 is proposing using a pre-engineered metal structure enclosure on a concrete foundation 
to house the BESS. The exact size and specifications of the enclosure would be contingent on the battery 
chemistry and other parameters, although the enclosure is anticipated to be similar to a shipping 
container, measuring approximately 8 feet wide by 40 feet long. The enclosure would be furnished with a 
fire suppression system, ventilation and air conditioning system, and supporting electrical equipment. The 
BESS enclosure would be designed and installed in conformance with all applicable standards and 
electrical codes. Chemical fire suppression systems are typically utilized for BESS installations. The 
BESS would be collocated with the Project substation and occupy approximately three acres either 
adjacent to Barton Ferry Road near the PV arrays or at one the parcels adjacent to the West Point 
Substation. Lithium ion (Li–ion) batteries are most commonly used for utility-scale energy storage, 
accounting for more than 90 percent of such installations. Li-ion batteries use the exchange of lithium 
ions between electrodes to charge and discharge the battery. Li-ion batteries are typically characterized as 
power devices capable of short durations or stacked to form longer durations of power. It should be noted 
that the battery component of the BESS has not yet been finalized, and MS Solar 7 is also considering 
battery technology other than Li-ion batteries.” 

o EA: “If operations cease, the facility would be decommissioned and dismantled, and the Project Site 
would be restored. In general, most decommissioned equipment and materials would be recycled. 
Materials that could not be recycled would be disposed of at an approved facility in accordance with 
federal, state, and local laws and regulations.” 

o FONSI: “Based on the findings listed above and the analyses in the EA, we conclude that the proposed 
action of constructing, operating, and maintaining the Optimist Solar and BESS facility, and gen-tie line 
upgrade would not be a major federal action significantly affecting the environment. This finding of no 
significant impacts is contingent upon adherence to the mitigation measures described above. 
Accordingly, an environmental impact statement is not required.” 

• Environmental Assessment for the Golden Triangle I Solar and Battery Energy Storage Project (Tennessee Valley 
Authority, 2022): https://www.tva.com/environment/environmental-stewardship/environmental-reviews/nepa-
detail/golden-triangle-solar-project  

o Proposed construction and operation - on approximately 4,150 acres of predominantly agricultural land - 
by MS Solar 5 of a an up to 200 MW AC single-axis tracking photovoltaic (PV) solar facility with a 50 

https://www.tva.com/environment/environmental-stewardship/environmental-reviews/nepa-detail/optimist-solar-and-bess-project
https://www.tva.com/environment/environmental-stewardship/environmental-reviews/nepa-detail/optimist-solar-and-bess-project
https://www.tva.com/environment/environmental-stewardship/environmental-reviews/nepa-detail/optimist-solar-and-bess-project
https://www.tva.com/environment/environmental-stewardship/environmental-reviews/nepa-detail/golden-triangle-solar-project
https://www.tva.com/environment/environmental-stewardship/environmental-reviews/nepa-detail/golden-triangle-solar-project
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MW BESS (referred to as the “solar facility”), and purchase by Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) of the 
renewable energy from the solar facility under a 20-year Power Purchase Agreement (PPA).   

o The solar facility would generate up to 200 MW AC output for transmission to TVA’s electrical network 
via an approximate 1,665-foot-long gen-tie line to a new 0.85-acre Artesia 161-kV Switching Station 
within the existing Artesia Substation.  

o The solar facility would consist of multiple parallel rows of PV panels on single-axis tracking structures, 
along with DC and AC inverters and transformers. The perimeter of the developed facilities would be 
enclosed with security fencing. Within the limits of the fenced facility would be the arrays of solar panels, 
inverters, battery storage, electrical cabling, and other related infrastructure such as the Project substation 
and access roads. The remaining portions of the Project Site would be undeveloped. 

o If operations cease at the end of the 20-year PPA, the solar facility would be decommissioned and 
dismantled, and the Project Site would be restored. 

o EA: “…within the Golden Triangle I Substation would be MS Solar 5’s BESS Facility. There are 
numerous components that make up the BESS.” Section 2.2.2 of the EA describes the BESS components. 
For example: “BESS Containers: The Containers, which are typically made of steel or concrete, house the 
batteries as well as other system components such as battery cabinets, battery management system 
(BMS), heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) system, system controller, and electrical 
distribution panel. The BESS Containers are considered unoccupied structures, with access only granted 
to approved personnel for maintenance or repair activities. MS Solar 5 estimates there would be 34 BESS 
containers within the facility boundaries. Another option for the containment of batteries and other BESS 
components is the “Building Solution” which is described further below. Batteries: Although the batteries 
have not yet been selected for this Project, Lithium ion (Li-ion) batteries are the most common batteries 
by installation, accounting for more than 90% of energy storage installations. Li-ion batteries use the 
exchange of lithium ions between electrodes to charge and discharge the battery. Li-ion batteries are 
typically characterized as power devices capable of short durations or stacked to form longer durations of 
power. This Project would be considered a long duration system. Li-ion energy storage systems are 
generally appropriate for serving energy applications, moderate power applications, and applications 
requiring a short response time (i.e., back-up power or supporting a black start). The three most common 
Li-ion chemistries are lithium nickel cobalt manganese oxide (NCM), lithium iron phosphate (LFP), and 
lithium titanate oxide (LTO). It should be noted that the battery component of the BESS has not yet been 
finalized and MS Solar 5 is also considering battery technology other than Li-ion batteries. Pad-Mounted 
Inverter: These transformers are used to interface the underground medium voltage collection cables at 
points in which the BESS service drops are connected to step down the primary voltage on the collection 
system to a lower voltage that is supplied by the BESS inverters. MS Solar 5 estimates there would be 17 
pad-mounted inverters within the boundaries of this facility. … Fire Suppression Tank: The fire 
suppression tank provides a source of water that is dedicated to the fire suppression system and for use by 
first responders in case of a fire. The design of the fire suppression system is not yet finalized, but will be 
designed in accordance with federal, state, and local regulations.” 

o EA: TVA would utilize standard BMPs, as described in A Guide for Environmental Protection and Best 
Management Practices for Tennessee Valley Authority Construction and Maintenance Activities – 
Revision 3, TVA’s BMP manual (TVA 2017b), to minimize erosion during construction, operation, and 
maintenance activities.  

o EA: “A majority of the Project Site is either disturbed, maintained, or actively cultivated cropland. There 
is potential to remove a minor amount of forested area within the Project Site (<6.5 percent) during 
clearing and grading activities. Additionally, the surrounding areas consist of similar vegetation 
communities and have also been mostly converted to cropland. Adverse impacts associated with 
vegetation removal resulting from implementation of the Proposed Action would be minor but 
permanent.” 

o EA: “A water source would be required for the operations and maintenance building, which would be 
located within the Golden Triangle I Substation and BESS Facility boundaries. Water also would be 
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required for the fire suppression system as part of the BESS Facility. Groundwater withdrawal volumes 
are expected to be less than the existing volume needed for agricultural irrigation, thus resulting in a net 
positive impact on groundwater resources.” 

o EA: “At the end of its useful life, the Project facilities would be decommissioned and dismantled, 
restoring the site. During decommissioning, above ground equipment and below ground electrical 
connections would be removed from the Project Site. In addition, concrete pads and foundations would be 
broken and removed, underground utilities would be abandoned, compacted areas would be scarified, and 
soils would be stabilized. The majority of decommissioned materials and equipment would be recycled. 
… Materials that cannot be recycled would be disposed at approved facilities in accordance with 
applicable local, state, and federal laws and regulations.” 

o Regarding “spent batteries,” Table 3-13 of the EA describes the origin and composition as “lead 
acid/lithium ion”; identifies the waste management method as “recycle”; and describes the estimated 
volume as “1,000.” 

o FONSI: “Based upon the analyses documented in the EA, TVA concludes that its proposed action of 
executing the PPA with MS Solar 5, LLC, and the subsequent construction and operation of the Solar 
Facility and BESS by MS Solar 5, would not be a major federal action significantly affecting the 
environment. Accordingly, an environmental impact statement is not required.” 

• Environmental Assessment for the Golden Triangle II Solar and Battery Energy Storage Project (Tennessee 
Valley Authority, 2022): https://www.tva.com/environment/environmental-stewardship/environmental-
reviews/nepa-detail/golden-triangle-ii-solar-project  

o Proposed construction and operation - on approximately 1,500 acres of predominantly agricultural fields 
and pastureland - by MS Solar 6 of a an up to 150 MW AC photovoltaic (PV) solar facility with a 50 MW 
AC – 200-megawatt hour (MWh) BESS (referred to as the “solar facility”), and purchase by Tennessee 
Valley Authority (TVA) of the renewable energy from the solar facility under a 20-year Power Purchase 
Agreement (PPA).  The “GT2” Project would connect to the existing TVA electrical network via the 
existing Golden Triangle gen-tie line to TVA’s proposed Artesia Switching Station within the existing 
Artesia Substation. 

o If operations cease at the end of the 20-year PPA, the solar facility would be decommissioned and 
dismantled, and the Project Site would be restored. 

o The EA assesses (1) the impact of TVA’s action to enter into the PPA with MS Solar 6, (2) the associated 
impacts of the construction and operation of the solar facility, and (3) interconnection components by 
TVA.   

o Regarding “spent batteries,” Table 3-14 of the EA describes the origin and composition as “lead 
acid/lithium ion”; identifies the waste management method as “recycle”; and describes the estimated 
volume as “1,000.” 

o The FONSI, issued in May 2022, stated, “Based upon the analyses documented in the EA, TVA 
concludes that the proposed action alternative of constructing and operating the Golden Triangle II Solar 
and BESS Facility by MS Solar 6, as well as the new gen-tie, and TVA’s purchase of the electric output 
pursuant to the PPA with MS Solar 6 would not be a major federal action significantly affecting the 
environment. Accordingly, an environmental impact statement is not required.” 

o After issuance of the May 2022 FONSI and EA, although the overall project site area did not change, a 
revised site layout indicated that additional tree clearing - beyond what was originally expected - 
would be necessary for installation of the solar arrays. Based on the revised site plan, it is 
anticipated that up to 493 acres of forested land could be cleared during initial site construction, 
versus the “up to 270 acres of forested upland areas" listed in the EA and FONSI.  Thus, a revised 
consultation letter was submitted to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on June 17, 2022. 

o Based upon the analyses documented in the EA, and the June 2022 update described above, a Revised 
FONSI was issued in July 2022.  

https://www.tva.com/environment/environmental-stewardship/environmental-reviews/nepa-detail/golden-triangle-ii-solar-project
https://www.tva.com/environment/environmental-stewardship/environmental-reviews/nepa-detail/golden-triangle-ii-solar-project
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Below are examples of categorical exclusion determinations that DOE has prepared for energy storage systems using 
DOE’s existing categorical exclusions (e.g., B5.1, Actions to conserve energy or water, which includes energy storage 
(generally less than 10 MW)). DOE expects that the proposed categorical exclusion B4.14 would be used for these types 
of projects in the future and, because the categorical exclusion would not be limited to 10 MW, would also be used for 
larger projects. 

1. CX-026542: Kauai North Shore Energy Resiliency Project (August 16, 2022) 
https://www.energy.gov/sites/default/files/2022-09/CX-026542.pdf 

o Kauai Island Utility Cooperative proposes to purchase, install, operate, and maintain a lithium-ion battery 
energy storage system (BESS) at its Princeville and/or Wainiha substations. The storage capacity of the 
proposed BESS was 4 megawatts. Categorical exclusion determination covers activities to be conducted 
within previously disturbed areas and existing substations.   

2. CX-024366: Chefornak Battery Energy Storage Project (August 18, 2021) 
https://www.energy.gov/nepa/articles/cx-024366-chefornak-battery-energy-storage-project 

o The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is proposing to provide funding to the Chefornak Traditional 
Council (Chefornak) to install and commission a battery energy storage system (BESS) module and 
auxiliary equipment at an existing wind-diesel power plant in the Village of Chefornak, AK. The BESS 
would be interconnected to the wind-diesel power plant and would serve to augment diesel-off operations 
and consequently reduce diesel usage. 

o BESS installation would require the construction of a deck and metal shelter. Construction would occur in 
a previously disturbed area adjacent to the existing wind-diesel power plant and within 50 ft of an existing 
power line.  

3. CX-024372: Kipnuk Light Plant Battery Energy Storage Project (August 19, 2021) 
https://www.energy.gov/nepa/articles/cx-024372-kipnuk-light-plant-battery-energy-storage-project  

o The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is proposing to provide funding to the Kipnuk Tribal Utility 
(Kipnuk) to install and commission a battery energy storage system (BESS) module and auxiliary 
equipment at an existing wind-diesel power plant in the Village of Kipnuk, AK. The BESS would be 
interconnected to the wind-diesel power plant and would serve to augment diesel-off operations and 
consequently reduce diesel usage. 

o BESS installation would require the construction of a deck and metal shelter. Construction would occur in 
a previously disturbed area adjacent to the existing wind-diesel power plant. The deck would be 
constructed from lumber and would measure approximately 24’ x 36.’ Ground piles would be installed to 
a depth of 12’ and would be utilized to secure the deck in place. Approximately 40 ground piles would be 
installed when the ground is frozen, resulting in minimal ground disturbance. The metal shelter would 
consist of a prefabricated structure 12’ x 24,’ (i.e., a Quonset hut) to be installed on top of the deck to 
house the lithium-ion batteries. 

4. CX-101546: Nuvista Kwethluk Energy Storage - Battery Storage Resiliency Project (August 5, 2019) 
https://www.energy.gov/nepa/articles/cx-101546-nuvista-kwethluk-energy-storage-battery-storage-resiliency-
project  

o The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) is proposing to provide funding to Nuvista Light & Electric 
Cooperative (Nuvista) to install an ABB E-Mesh PowerStore battery energy storage system (BESS) 
module at an existing wind-diesel power plant in Kwethluk, AK. The BESS would have a power 
conversion capacity of 500 kW and an electrical energy storage capacity of 670 kWh. 

o Installation activities would require the construction of a deck adjacent to the existing power plant in 
order to house the BESS module. The deck would measure approximately 12’ x 20’ and would be built on 
a post-and-pad foundation, with no associated ground disturbance. 

5. CX-003934: Hawaii Energy Sustainability Program (Subtask: 2.2: Kauai BESS Deployment) (September 22, 
2010) https://www.energy.gov/sites/default/files/CX-003934.pdf  

o Recipient proposes to deploy a 1 MW battery energy storage system at the Kauai Independent Utility 
Cooperative onto a concrete pad near an existing substation.  

6. CX-002794: Advanced Implementation of A123’s Community Energy Storage System for Grid Support (June 25, 
2010) https://www.energy.gov/sites/default/files/CX-002794.pdf  

https://www.energy.gov/sites/default/files/2022-09/CX-026542.pdf
https://www.energy.gov/nepa/articles/cx-024366-chefornak-battery-energy-storage-project
https://www.energy.gov/nepa/articles/cx-024372-kipnuk-light-plant-battery-energy-storage-project
https://www.energy.gov/nepa/articles/cx-101546-nuvista-kwethluk-energy-storage-battery-storage-resiliency-project
https://www.energy.gov/nepa/articles/cx-101546-nuvista-kwethluk-energy-storage-battery-storage-resiliency-project
https://www.energy.gov/sites/default/files/CX-003934.pdf
https://www.energy.gov/sites/default/files/CX-002794.pdf
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o Install 20 community energy storage units into an electric utility system that includes a 1 MW storage 
device integrated into a solar-power system. The units will be coupled with the utility scale device for 
demonstration. 

o The construction will be performed at existing utility easements/substations.   
7. CX-001206: Tehachapi Wind Energy Storage (March 24, 2010) https://www.energy.gov/sites/default/files/CX-

001206.pdf  
o The construction and operation of a 9,000 sq ft battery storage facility inside the boundary of the Southern 

California Edison Monolith Substation.  

The proposed categorical exclusion B4.14 requires that a proposed project “incorporate appropriate design and 
construction standards, control technologies, and best management practices.” The sources below are examples of 
standards, control technologies, and best management practices that help ensure safety and that lessen environmental 
impacts of construction and operation of energy storage systems. These change over time to reflect new developments and 
lessons learned. Which of these are relevant to a particular proposed action is dependent on the technology and location. 
This list of sources is not an exhaustive list. 

The American Clean Power Association, 2023. U.S. Codes and Standards for Battery Energy Storage Systems: 
https://cleanpower.org/resources/energy-storage-codes-standards/  

• “This document provides an overview of current codes and standards (C+S) applicable to U.S. installations of 
utility-scale battery energy storage systems.” 

• “A variety of nationally and internationally recognized model codes apply to energy storage systems. The main 
fire and electrical codes are developed by the International Code Council (ICC) and the National Fire Protection 
Association (NFPA), which work in conjunction with expert organizations to develop standards and regulations 
through consensus processes approved by the American National Standards Institute. For these model codes to be 
enforceable, they must be adopted, in whole or in part, by states or local jurisdictions. This process generally 
results in a lag in adoption. Below are the most relevant codes that apply to stationary energy storage systems: 

o NFPA 1 Fire Code[B7]. Covers the hazards of fire and explosion, life safety and property protection, and 
safety of firefighters. Chapter 52 provides high-level requirements for energy storage, mandating 
compliance with NFPA 855 for detailed requirements, effectively elevating the latter to the status of a 
code.  

o NFPA 70 National Electrical Code (NEC) [B10]. Covers practical safeguarding of persons and property 
from hazards arising from the use of electricity. Since 2017, Article 706 has provided specific 
requirements for Energy Storage Systems, applying to all ESS over 1 kWh.  

o NFPA 855 Standard for the Installation of Stationary Energy Storage Systems [B11]. Provides minimum 
requirements for mitigating the hazards associated with energy storage systems. NFPA 855 requirements 
apply to the design, construction, installation, commissioning, operation, maintenance, and 
decommissioning of energy storage systems.  

o International Fire Code (IFC) [B6]. With a similar scope to NFPA 1, the IFC includes ESS-related 
content in Section 1207 that is largely harmonized with NFPA 855.” 

 
National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) 855, Standard for the Installation of Energy Storage Systems 
(https://www.nfpa.org/codes-and-standards/all-codes-and-standards/list-of-codes-and-standards/detail?code=855), applies 
to the design, construction, install, commissioning, operation, maintenance, and decommissioning of stationary energy 
storage systems (ESS), including mobile and portable ESS installed in a stationary situation (e.g., batteries and flywheels) 
and the storage of lithium metal or lithium-ion batteries. NFPA 855 covers a broad range of safety measures and 
safeguards, such as requirements related to the storage of combustible materials; repairs, retrofits and replacements of 
ESS; prohibitions on toxic gases; construction of enclosures; electrical installation; design load; signage; impact 
protection; elevation; system interconnections; smoke and fire detection; fire and explosion testing; and spill control.    
 
Generally speaking, NFPA 855 application is based on size and capacity of the ESS. For example, NFPA 855 applies to 
lithium-ion battery ESS with a capacity of at least 20 kWh and flywheel ESS with a capacity of at least 70 kWh. NFPA 
855 also accounts for different hazards related to location of the ESS, including consideration of whether the installation 
location for the ESS is indoors or outdoors. For example, for outdoor installations, NFPA 855 considers whether the ESS 

https://www.energy.gov/sites/default/files/CX-001206.pdf
https://www.energy.gov/sites/default/files/CX-001206.pdf
https://cleanpower.org/resources/energy-storage-codes-standards/
https://www.nfpa.org/codes-and-standards/all-codes-and-standards/list-of-codes-and-standards/detail?code=855
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will be installed in a remote location or near other exposures, and provides for minimum installation distances from 
exposures, such as combustible materials. 
NFPA 855 also contains a variety of provisions related to fire control and suppression.  
 
In order to establish a variety of installation requirements, NFPA 855 references other NFPA codes, including NFPA 1, 
Fire Code, NFPA 13, Standard on the Installation of Sprinkler Systems, NFPA 68, Standard on Explosion Protection by 
Deflagration Venting, NFPA 69, Standard of Explosion Prevention Systems, and NFPA 70, National Electrical Code. In 
addition, NFPA 855 references UL 9540 and 9540A. Notably, NFPA 855 states that any lithium-ion battery system over 
20 kWh shall be certified to UL 9540, Standard for Safety of Energy Storage Systems and Equipment 
(https://shopulstandards.com/ProductDetail.aspx?productId=UL9540), and tested to UL 9540A Test Method. 

UL 9540 is a consensus safety standard for energy storage systems in the United States and Canada. For energy storage 
systems connected to a utility grid, the UL 9540 standard extends to the equipment used to make that connection. This 
standard pertains to fire and explosion safety concerns associated with ESS, including fire detection, fire mitigation, and 
suppression. UL 9540A is a test method for evaluating thermal runaway propagation for battery energy storage systems. In 
addition to reference by UL 9540 and NFPA 855, UL 9540A is referenced within the International Code Council (ICC) 
International Fire Code (IFC), as well as various local, state and international building and fire codes.   

In addition to the above referenced codes and standards, the International Code Council (ICC) International Fire Code (IFC), 
is a model code that is largely in use throughout the United States. Chapter 12 of the current edition of the IFC applies to 
the installation, operation, maintenance, repair, retrofitting, testing, commissioning, and decommissioning of energy 
systems used for generating or storing energy.   

DOE reviewed other information in support of its proposed new categorical exclusion B4.14 as summarized below: 
 
DOE, 2020. U.S. DOE Energy Storage Handbook: https://www.sandia.gov/ess/publications/doe-oe-resources/eshb  

• “The 2020 U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) Energy Storage Handbook (ESHB) is for readers interested in the 
fundamental concepts and applications of grid-level energy storage systems (ESSs). The ESHB provides high-
level technical discussions of current technologies, industry standards, processes, best practices, guidance, 
challenges, lessons learned, and projections about energy storage as an emerging and enabling technology. 
Projects and applications span the gamut of the electricity delivery system: generation, transmission, and 
distribution.” 

• “The ESHB is a peer-reviewed document, comprising 25 chapters with approximately 60 contributing authors. 
The ESHB is divided into three distinct sections: Energy Storage Technologies, Engineering Storage Systems, 
and Applications and Markets.” 

• For example, Chapter 18, Physical Security and Cybersecurity of Energy Storage Systems, describes 
transmission-connected ESS cybersecurity standards. “…BES equipment that is >20 MW connected at 100 kV or 
greater falls within the NERC CIP requirements, which include the following: • CIP-002-5.1a: Cyber systems and 
asset categorization • CIP-003-6: Security management controls • CIP-004-6: Personnel training and security 
awareness • CIP-005-5: Electronic security perimeters for critical assets and border access point protections • 
CIP-006-6: Physical security • CIP-007-6: Security system management • CIP-008-5: Incident reporting and 
response planning CIP-009-6: Recovery plans • CIP-010-2: Configuration change management and vulnerability 
assessments • CIP-011-2: Information protection” 

 
DOE/EPRI, 2013. DOE/EPRI Electricity Storage Handbook in Collaboration with NRECA: 
https://www.sandia.gov/ess/publications/doe-oe-resources/eshb/doe-epri-nreca  

• The Electricity Storage Handbook (Handbook) was jointly sponsored by the U.S. Department of Energy and the 
Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) in collaboration with the National Rural Electric Cooperative 
Association. 

• The Handbook “is a how-to guide for utility and rural cooperative engineers, planners, and decision makers to 
plan and implement energy storage projects.” 

• The Handbook provides a review of electricity storage services and benefits, descriptions of stationary electricity 
storage technologies, a discussion of methods and tools for evaluating electricity storage and an overview of 

https://shopulstandards.com/ProductDetail.aspx?productId=UL9540
https://www.sandia.gov/ess/publications/doe-oe-resources/eshb
https://www.sandia.gov/ess/publications/doe-oe-resources/eshb/doe-epri-nreca
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storage systems procurement and installation, including a description of noteworthy past and present storage 
projects. 

• Section 4.6 provides “a guide to addressing overall safety and environmental issues surrounding energy storage 
systems,” including identification of a sampling of relevant codes and standards.  

 
Dugan, J.; Mohagheghi, S.; Kroposki, B. Application of Mobile Energy Storage for Enhancing Power Grid Resilience: A 
Review. Energies 2021, 14, 6476. https://doi.org/10.3390/en14206476  

• “Mobile energy storage systems, classified as truck-mounted or towable battery storage systems, have recently 
been considered to enhance distribution grid resilience by providing localized support to critical loads during an 
outage. Compared to stationary batteries and other energy storage systems, their mobility provides operational 
flexibility to support geographically dispersed loads across an outage area.” 

• “Mobile energy storage systems (MESSs) have recently been considered as an operational resilience enhancement 
strategy to provide localized emergency power during an outage. A MESS is classified as a truck-mounted or 
towable battery storage system, typically with utility-scale capacity. Referred to as transportable energy storage 
systems, MESSs are generally vehicle-mounted container battery systems equipped with standardized physical 
interfaces to allow for plug-and-play operation. Their transportation could be powered by a diesel engine or the 
energy from the batteries themselves. MESS containers typically hold batteries in addition to systems for thermal 
management, power conversion, and power control.” 

• “The design, operation, and maintenance of a MESS are governed by IEEE Standard 2030.2.1-2019, which 
stresses the importance of safety measures including anti-vibration, anti-collision, and waterproof capabilities.” 

• “MESSs also do not produce greenhouse gas emissions or create air pollution during operation and can be 
deployed to help meet clean energy targets.” 

• “Unlike conventional emergency response equipment such as diesel generators, MESSs can operate both during 
normal conditions and during emergency events. During normal operation, they can provide valuable grid 
services and capabilities including load leveling, peak shaving, spatiotemporal energy arbitrage, reactive power 
support, renewable energy integration, and transmission deferral.” 

 
Massachusetts Department of Energy Resources, February 1, 2020. Mobile Energy Storage System Report. 
https://www.mass.gov/doc/mobile-energy-storage-study/download  

• “Mobile ESS can be self-mobile electric vehicles (light-duty vehicles, vans, or buses) or towable (towable or 
transportable via semi-trailer truck). This study provides a comprehensive assessment of Mobile ESS, their use in 
emergency relief operations, and their use on typical (non-outage) days. Specifically, this report addresses four 
fundamental questions; state-of-the-art, usage on typical days, opportunities and challenges to deploy in response 
to outages, and potential advantages over stationary BESS.” 

• “Mobile ESS are designed to be plug-and-play solutions requiring minimal reconfiguration once on site. Off-grid 
mobile ESS provide power without being connected to the grid.” 

• “The transportation of mobile ESS requires several specific preparations. First, before deployment the systems 
must undergo necessary testing and receive relevant certifications. The size and configuration of a mobile storage 
asset will need to be considered during transportation arrangements. This differs from stationary energy storage 
applications because those battery cells are disconnected and transported separately from the container to meet 
road weight restrictions. Another key consideration is the state-of-charge (SOC) of the battery energy storage 
equipment. Typically, energy storage systems are not transported at a fully charged state (SOC of 100 percent) 
due to safety concerns. For instance, when transported by aircraft, Li-ion cells and batteries must not exceed an 
SOC of 30 percent. However, in an emergency scenario when the mobile storage asset is needed for immediate 
use, recommended SOC limits are problematic. (One way around this could be to transport and charge mobile 
ESS on site ahead of forecasted events.) Authorities with jurisdiction (AHJ) over deployment requirements for 
mobile energy storage will need to agree on requirements that can address safety and ensures preparedness at the 
same time.” 

• “Mobile ESS must be designed and dispatched in a manner that protects the safety of the equipment operators, 
individuals at the site, utility workers, and the general public. Adherence to the codes, standards, and protocols 
that exist at the federal, state, and local levels will help prevent safety hazards. Two hazards of concern for mobile 
ESS are thermal runaway and electrical fire. Thermal runaway occurs when a temperature increase changes the 
operating conditions in a manner that further increases temperature, which may produce damage. Electrical fires 

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fdoi.org%2F10.3390%2Fen14206476&data=05%7C01%7Ccarrie.abravanel%40hq.doe.gov%7C16e44e1c4f45454813e408dbb38dbb46%7C6b183ecc4b554ed5b3f87f64be1c4138%7C0%7C0%7C638301193534026383%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=CQFndO2AZ0LwvgL0DXTCFQi74fCY7XjFveJPPUOIwEc%3D&reserved=0
https://www.mass.gov/doc/mobile-energy-storage-study/download
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are fires involving electrically energized equipment that can cause harm due to temperature, electrical shock, or 
both. The potential for thermal runaway can contribute to the electrical fire risk. Battery systems and the 
equipment to which they connect must be designed to prevent thermal runaway and electrical fires which can be 
associated with chemical reactions, current flow, and power dissipation.” 

• Section 3.2 of this study “details the site-relevant constraints and considerations for deploying energy storage 
systems in a temporary or semi-permanent configuration.” The report outlines space requirements to consider 
when vetting locations for use of mobile energy storage systems including space separation (relative to buildings, 
equipment), firefighting access, egress routes, among others. For example, “Although mobile ESS should include 
adequate fire suppression systems, as discussed below, professional firefighters serve as a safety backstop. As 
such, adequate clearances should be provided to ensure access to the mobiles by firefighting personnel and their 
equipment.” 

• “Physical requirements of mobile energy storage are comparable to stationary battery systems. However, due to 
the physical size and weight of containerized batteries, additional site requirements are needed for emergency 
operation. If containerized batteries are intended to be used as long-term solutions and would need to be offloaded 
from the trailer, a platform designed to withstand heavy loads would need to be installed prior to deployment to 
ensure safe and effective operation in the event of an emergency. Mobile energy storage assets such as passenger 
vehicles or tow-behind trailers are required to be clear of any obstructions that may interfere with safe operation, 
display clear signage, and have suitable access.” 

• “As protocols are still being developed, standards will require further testing and revisions to create a more 
reliable communication for switching and operating energy storage in an emergency. It is important that all 
utilities, owner/operators, and emergency personnel are familiar with existing ERP’s so that proper protocols and 
coordination can be followed.” 

 
O’Connor, Brian, February 13, 2023. NFPA [National Fire Protection Association] Today: Mobile Energy Storage 
Systems.  
https://www.nfpa.org/News-and-Research/Publications-and-media/Blogs-Landing-Page/NFPA-Today/Blog-
Posts/2023/02/13/Mobile-Energy-Storage-Systems  

• “The scope of NFPA 855 states that it applies to “mobile and portable energy storage systems installed in a 
stationary situation.”  

• “…when the mobile energy storage system needs to be parked for more than an hour, it needs to be parked more 
than 100 ft (30.5 m) away from any occupied building, unless the authority having jurisdiction (AHJ) approves an 
alternative in advance.” 

• “Before a mobile energy storage system is deployed, it needs to be approved by the AHJ, and a permit must be 
obtained for the specific use case. The permit application must include the following items: 

MOBILE ENERGY STORAGE SYSTEM PERMIT APPLICATION CHECKLIST 
o Information for the mobile energy storage system equipment and protection measures in the 
construction documents 
o Location and layout diagram of the area in which the mobile energy storage system is to be 
deployed, including a scale diagram of all nearby exposures 
o Location and content of signage 
o Description of fencing to be provided around the energy storage system and locking methods 
o Details on fire protection systems 
o The intended duration of operation, including connection and disconnection times and dates 
o Description of the temporary wiring, including connection methods, conductor type and size, 
and circuit overcurrent protection to be provided 
o Description how fire suppression system supply connections (water or another extinguishing 
agent) 
o Maintenance, service, and emergency response contact information.” 

There are existing categorical exclusions from the Department of Homeland Security and the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency that are relevant to mobile battery energy storage systems included in this proposed categorical 
exclusion.  

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.nfpa.org%2FNews-and-Research%2FPublications-and-media%2FBlogs-Landing-Page%2FNFPA-Today%2FBlog-Posts%2F2023%2F02%2F13%2FMobile-Energy-Storage-Systems&data=05%7C01%7Ccarrie.abravanel%40hq.doe.gov%7C16e44e1c4f45454813e408dbb38dbb46%7C6b183ecc4b554ed5b3f87f64be1c4138%7C0%7C0%7C638301193534026383%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=E%2FUkqV9f9%2FLCfminFoIaH4cYmkNGgbQchWIv6gqgoM0%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.nfpa.org%2FNews-and-Research%2FPublications-and-media%2FBlogs-Landing-Page%2FNFPA-Today%2FBlog-Posts%2F2023%2F02%2F13%2FMobile-Energy-Storage-Systems&data=05%7C01%7Ccarrie.abravanel%40hq.doe.gov%7C16e44e1c4f45454813e408dbb38dbb46%7C6b183ecc4b554ed5b3f87f64be1c4138%7C0%7C0%7C638301193534026383%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=E%2FUkqV9f9%2FLCfminFoIaH4cYmkNGgbQchWIv6gqgoM0%3D&reserved=0
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Department of Homeland Security (DHS), Implementation of the National Environmental Policy Act (Instruction 
Manual 023-01-001-01, Revision 01), Appendix A: 
https://www.dhs.gov/sites/default/files/publications/DHS_Instruction%20Manual%20023-01-001-
01%20Rev%2001_508%20Admin%20Rev.pdf  
“*N18 Federal Assistance for Construction or Installation of Structures, Facilities, or Equipment to Ensure Continuity of 
Operations. Federal assistance for the construction or installation of measures for the purpose of ensuring the continuity 
of operations during incidents such as emergencies, disasters, flooding, and power outages involving less than one acre of 
ground disturbance. Examples include the installation of generators, installation of storage tanks of up to 10,000 gallons, 
installation of pumps, construction of structures to house emergency equipment, and utility line installation. This CATEX 
covers associated ground disturbing activities, such as trenching, excavation, and vegetation removal of less than one acre, 
as well as modification of existing structures.” [NOTE: DHS explains “* Denotes classes of actions that have a higher 
possibility of involving extraordinary circumstances. A REC will be prepared to document consideration of extraordinary 
circumstances whenever a CATEX that is identified by an asterisk is used.”] 
 
Federal Emergency Management Agency, Implementation of the National Environmental Policy Act (Instruction 
Manual 023-01-001-01, Revision 01), Appendix A: 
https://www.dhs.gov/sites/default/files/publications/DHS_Instruction%20Manual%20023-01-001-
01%20Rev%2001_508%20Admin%20Rev.pdf  
“*M13 Construction or installation of structures, facilities, or equipment for the purpose of ensuring the continuity of 
operations during incidents such as emergencies, disasters, flooding, and power outages involving less than one acre of 
ground disturbance. Examples include the installation of generators, installation of storage tanks of up to 10,000 gallons, 
installation of pumps, construction of structures to house emergency equipment, and utility line installation. This CATEX 
covers associated ground disturbing activities, such as trenching, excavation, and vegetation removal of less than one acre, 
as well as modification of existing structures.” [NOTE: DHS explains “* Denotes classes of actions that have a higher 
possibility of involving extraordinary circumstances. A REC will be prepared to document consideration of extraordinary 
circumstances whenever a CATEX that is identified by an asterisk is used.”] 
 
Proposed Change to 10 CFR part 1021: 

B4.4  Power marketing services and activities  

Power marketing services and power management activities (including, but not limited to, storage, load shaping 
and balancing, seasonal exchanges, and other similar activities), provided that the operations of generating 
projects would remain within normal operating limits. (See B4.14 of this appendix for energy storage systems.) 

Supplemental Supporting Basis:  

This proposed addition would conform to the establishment of a new categorical exclusion, B4.14, for energy 
storage, which includes flywheels and battery arrays. Discussion of the categorical exclusion is provided in Section II.C of 
the preamble to the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, November 16, 2023 (88 FR 78681).  

 
Proposed Change to 10 CFR part 1021: 

B4.6     Additions and modifications to transmission facilities  

Additions or modifications to electric power transmission facilities within a previously disturbed or developed 
facility area. Covered activities include, but are not limited to, switchyard rock grounding upgrades, secondary 
containment projects, paving projects, seismic upgrading, tower modifications, load shaping projects (such as 
reducing energy use during periods of peak demand the installation and use of flywheels and battery arrays), 
changing insulators, and replacement of poles, circuit breakers, conductors, transformers, and crossarms. (See 
B4.14 of this appendix for energy storage systems.) 

 
Supplemental Supporting Basis:  

https://www.dhs.gov/sites/default/files/publications/DHS_Instruction%20Manual%20023-01-001-01%20Rev%2001_508%20Admin%20Rev.pdf
https://www.dhs.gov/sites/default/files/publications/DHS_Instruction%20Manual%20023-01-001-01%20Rev%2001_508%20Admin%20Rev.pdf
https://www.dhs.gov/sites/default/files/publications/DHS_Instruction%20Manual%20023-01-001-01%20Rev%2001_508%20Admin%20Rev.pdf
https://www.dhs.gov/sites/default/files/publications/DHS_Instruction%20Manual%20023-01-001-01%20Rev%2001_508%20Admin%20Rev.pdf
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This proposed deletion would conform to the establishment of a new categorical exclusion, B4.14, for energy 
storage, which includes flywheels and electrochemical-battery arrays. Discussion of the categorical exclusion is provided 
in Section II.C of the preamble to the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, November 16, 2023 (88 FR 78681). 

Proposed Change to 10 CFR part 1021: 

B5.1 Actions to conserve energy or water 

(a) Actions to conserve energy or water, demonstrate potential energy or water conservation, and promote energy 
efficiency that would not have the potential to cause significant changes in the indoor or outdoor 
concentrations of potentially harmful substances. These actions may involve financial and technical assistance 
to individuals (such as builders, owners, consultants, manufacturers, and designers), organizations (such as 
utilities), and governments (such as state, local, and tribal). Covered actions include, but are not limited to 
weatherization (such as insulation and replacing windows and doors); programmed lowering of thermostat 
settings; placement of timers on hot water heaters; installation or replacement of energy efficient lighting, 
low-flow plumbing fixtures (such as faucets, toilets, and showerheads), heating, ventilation, and air 
conditioning systems, and appliances; installation of drip-irrigation systems; improvements in generator 
efficiency and appliance efficiency ratings; efficiency improvements for vehicles and transportation (such as 
fleet changeout); power storage (such as flywheels and batteries, generally less than 10 megawatt equivalent); 
transportation management systems (such as traffic signal control systems, car navigation, speed cameras, and 
automatic plate number recognition); development of energy-efficient manufacturing, industrial, or building 
practices; and small-scale energy efficiency and conservation research and development and small-scale pilot 
projects. Covered actions include building renovations or new structures, provided that they occur in a 
previously disturbed or developed area. Covered actions could involve commercial, residential, agricultural, 
academic, institutional, or industrial sectors. Covered actions do not include rulemakings, standard-settings, 
or proposed DOE legislation, except for those actions listed in B5.1(b) of this appendix. 

(b) Covered actions include rulemakings that establish energy conservation standards for consumer products and 
industrial equipment, provided that the actions would not:  

(1) Hhave the potential to cause a significant change in manufacturing infrastructure (such as construction of new 
manufacturing plants with considerable associated ground disturbance);  

(2) Iinvolve significant unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of available resources (such as rare or 
limited raw materials);  

(3) Hhave the potential to result in a significant increase in the disposal of materials posing significant risks to 
human health and the environment (such as RCRA hazardous wastes); or  

(4) Hhave the potential to cause a significant increase in energy consumption in a state or region. 
 
Supplemental Supporting Basis:  

This proposed deletion would conform to the establishment of a new categorical exclusion, B4.14, for energy 
storage, which includes flywheels and electrochemical-battery storage. Discussion of the categorical exclusion is provided 
in Section II.C of the preamble to the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, November 16, 2023 (88 FR 78681). 

C. Solar Photovoltaic Systems 
 
Proposed Change to 10 CFR part 1021: 

B5.16 Solar photovoltaic systems 

(a) The installation, modification, operation, or decommissioning of commercially available solar photovoltaic 
systems:  

(1) Llocated on a building or other structure (such as rooftop, parking lot or facility, or mounted to signage, 
lighting, gates, or fences),; or  

(2) or if Llocated on land, generally comprising less than 10 acres within a previously disturbed or developed 
area. 
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(b) Covered actions would be in accordance with applicable requirements (such as local land use and zoning 
requirements) in the proposed project area and the integral elements listed at the start of appendix B of this 
part, and would incorporate appropriate control technologies and best management practices. 

 
Supplemental Supporting Basis:  

Discussion of the categorical exclusion is provided in Section II.D of the preamble to the Notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking, November 16, 2023 (88 FR 78681). 

DOE has prepared several environmental assessments (EAs) and findings of no significant impact (FONSIs) for solar 
energy projects: 

Environmental Assessment for the Wild Springs Solar Project (DOE/EA-2068; WAPA, 2021): 
https://www.energy.gov/nepa/doeea-2068-wild-springs-solar-project-pennington-county-south-dakota  
• Proposed construction and operation of the 128-megawatt (MW) Wild Springs Solar Project (Project) on 

approximately 1,100 acres within 1,499 acres of privately-owned land in Pennington County, South Dakota, 
including less than 1 mile of new overhead 115-kilovolt (kV) gen-tie transmission line. (Gen-tie stands for 
generation intertie, which is a transmission line that connects a generating facility (solar project in this case) with 
the electric grid.) 

• Land within the project site is privately owned (except for WAPA’s substation parcel) and predominantly used for 
livestock grazing and agricultural production 

• EA: “The Project would utilize PV panels with tempered glass varying in size between approximately 4 to 7 feet 
long by 2 to 4 feet wide, and 1 to 2 inches thick. The panels would be installed on a tracking rack system made of 
galvanized steel and aluminum with a motor that allows the panels to rotate their angle. The panels and tracking 
rack system would be generally aligned in rows north and south…. Each tracking rack would contain multiple 
panels. On the tracking rack system, panels would be up to 20 feet in height from the ground to the top of the panels 
when at a 45-degree angle. Ground clearance to the bottom of the panels when at a 45-degree angle is 
approximately 32 inches depending on topography and vegetation constraints.” 

• The EA describes environmental commitments by the project proponent including, for example:  
 “Wild Springs Solar will site the Project so that the perimeter fence excludes the 2019 mapped extent of 

both prairie dog colonies.” 
 “Above-ground Project facilities (solar panels, fencing, access roads, collector substation, and O&M 

building) would be sited no closer than 65 feet to wetlands within the Project Boundary.” 
 “Wild Springs Solar would compare the pre-construction surveys and two years of post-construction 

breeding bird surveys to determine if any displacement or change in avian use has occurred.” 
 “Grading would be minimized as the site conditions allow and all areas of temporary construction 

disturbance would be revegetated with a native grass mix. This would stabilize the soil and help to recover 
wildlife habitat.” 

• EA: “Habitat fragmentation would result from the permanent 7-foot high fence (6-foot chain link topped with one 
additional foot of barbed wire). The fencing would stretch 17.3 miles along the perimeter of the solar arrays, acting 
as a barrier to prevent large mammals (i.e., whitetail or mule deer, pronghorn) from using these portions of the 
Project Footprint. This permanent fencing would enclose blocks of panels, rather than surrounding the entire 
Project Footprint with a single fence (see Figures 3 and 4a-4d for fencing locations). Therefore, there are corridors 
through the Project Boundary for ground-based wildlife to move around or between the fenced areas.” Further, 
“Prairie dog exclusionary fencing options may be utilized in portions of the Project such as chicken-wire below the 
chain link fence extending below grade.” 

• EA: “After construction of the solar facility is complete, Wild Springs Solar would revegetate the disturbed areas 
using a seed mix that includes recommendations provided by the NRCS and a cover crop. Approximately 96 
percent of the land in the Project Footprint would be restored as open, herbaceous (i.e., within the racking area) 
rangeland cover (1,060.8 acres). Roughly 4 percent (47.3 acres) would be permanently converted to developed land 
with impervious surfaces (i.e., the substation and O&M building, inverter skids, parking areas, and access roads).” 

• EA: “Field verification efforts noted that dryland cultivated cropland is predominantly used to produce annual crops 
such as alfalfa, hay crop, and wheat and also includes all land being actively tilled. Cultivated cropland is 
predominately in the northwestern portion of the Project Boundary. … There are a total of 288.7 acres of cultivated 
cropland within the Project Footprint and construction and operation of the Project would remove these lands from 
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production for the life of the Project (Table 4) and convert their use to developed land. Areas of cultivated cropland 
within the Project Footprint would be reseeded with a native seed mix that is similar to the surrounding herbaceous 
landscape for the life of the Project. … The U.S. Department of Agriculture, Natural Resource Conservation 
Service requested a Farmland Protection Policy Act review of the Project. Based on this review, the Project would 
not impact prime or unique farmland.” 

• EA: “Based on aerial photography and the wetland delineation data, the Project design avoids three of the five 
intermittent streams that bisect the Project Boundary….” Of the two intermittent streams that cannot be avoided, 
one would be crossed by two access roads, and Wild Springs Solar would utilize low water crossings and culverts 
to reduce impacts. For the second intermittent stream, Wild Springs Solar would either bore collection lines beneath 
the waterway or utilize a Nationwide Permit, which is necessary for work in streams, wetlands, and other waters of 
the United States under Section 404 of the CWA. 

• FONSI: “The Project Footprint overlaps with 82 acres of 100-year floodplain. Initial assessments suggest that the 
floodplain extents are significantly less than indicated by FEMA’s effective mapping, and that adverse upstream 
impacts are very unlikely.”   

• EA: “Wild Springs Solar has coordinated with Pennington County and plans to seek a Letter of Map Revision 
(LOMR) from FEMA. Wild Springs Solar submitted the LOMR application on November 23, 2020. Wild Springs 
Solar is currently coordinating with FEMA on the LOMR. Assuming the mapping revision is granted, a Floodplain 
Permit would not be required. Alternatively, if the mapping revision is not granted, Wild Springs Solar would seek 
a Floodplain Permit through Pennington County.” (NOTE: Following WAPA’s issuance of the FONSI, the LOMR 
was approved by FEMA and became effective on January 18, 2022.) 

• FONSI: “The combination of topography in the area and low-profile arrays is such that most of the Project would 
not be seen from long distances. The gen-tie transmission line would be visible from longer distances but would be 
likely [to] blend with the other existing transmission lines near the New Underwood substation.” 

• FONSI: “The principal reason for the lack of significant environmental impacts is the use of avoidance measures 
and environmental commitments as a required component of the project.” 

 
Environmental Assessment for the Front Range - Midway Solar Interconnection Project (DOE/EA-2018; WAPA, 2016): 
https://www.energy.gov/nepa/ea-2018-front-range-midway-solar-interconnection-project-el-paso-county-colorado  
• This environmental assessment evaluated the potential environmental impacts of proposed construction and 

operation of a 100-MW PV solar electric generation facility (~911 acres) and the associated gen-tie line 
(approximately 0.85 miles in length) by Midway Solar to connect the solar facility to WAPA’s Midway Substation. 
The proposed Project would consist of PV panels, tracking system, and associated electric power collection system, 
with light-duty gravel covered service roads. In addition, WAPA would be required to build a new 230-kV bay 
within the Midway Substation, install new communications and protection equipment within the substation’s 
control building; and install new take-off and gen-tie structures to direct the 230-kV transmission line into the new 
bay. (A take-off structure is where a transmission line terminates in a substation.) 

• EA: “Various types of solar technology could be utilized on the proposed Project. Polycrystalline panels are very 
common and widely used on solar projects in various geographies. If polycrystalline panels were used for the 
Project, the proposed solar array would consist of over 300,000 PV panels on a single axis tracking system 
supported on steel posts. If other technologies such as thin film were incorporated, more panels would be needed; 
although the panels are smaller, the same overall area would be occupied by the proposed Project. Solar arrays 
would be positioned nearly three feet above ground level and extend up to 10 ft in height.” 

• EA: “The gen-tie line would be located within existing transmission line corridors and in close proximity to 
existing transmission lines. The inclusion of a new overhead power line near existing transmission lines would have 
a negligible impact on the visual resources of the Project Study Area.” 

• EA: “None of the soils that occur in the Project study area were classified as prime or unique farmland.” (“The land 
uses within the Project Study Area were described as vacant or undeveloped. Land uses near the Project Study Area 
included residential developments to the immediate west and northwest of the Project Study Area, with Fort Carson 
further west. Immediately south of the Project Study Area was a landfill operation and undeveloped lands.”) 

• EA: “While these developments, the gen-tie line and solar facility collection substation, represent a substantial 
visual change over existing undeveloped conditions, these changes would likely be viewed as negligible to minimal 
compared to the altered state of the existing substations, transmission line corridors, and natural gas fueled electric 
generation facilities in the area. The overwhelming majority of the proposed Project, however, includes the 
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development of 911 acres of solar field. The solar field would consist of 8-ft high glass PV panels mounted on steel 
structures and would be enclosed by 6-ft high chain link fencing. The proposed solar field would span over two 
miles east to west and nearly 1.5 miles north to south. The solar field would not be a homogenous rectangle of 
panels, but would include a large surface area that would be visible for a considerable distance. The solar field 
would be located in the vicinity of existing electric utility infrastructure, but the size of the solar field would far 
exceed the current visual limits of the existing infrastructure. Furthermore, solar panels can have a highly reflective 
surface depending on the technology used for the system. Based on the size of the proposed solar facility, proximity 
of residents and passenger traffic, and the potential for solar panels to be highly reflective, Midway Solar’s 
proposed solar field would have a minor-to-moderate impact on the views and visual resources.” 

• EA: “The potential glare hazard of the proposed PV arrays to vehicular traffic in the vicinity was analyzed using 
Sandia National Laboratories’ (Sandia) Solar Glare Hazard Analysis Tool (SGHAT; Sandia 2015; WEST 2015). … 
The Sandia SGHAT results suggest glare associated with the proposed solar facility would have a negligible to 
minor impact on vehicle traffic near Project Study Area.” 

• FONSI: “Midway Solar has incorporated WAPA’s Standard Construction Practices and Best Management Practices 
into the description of its proposed Project. The analysis of environmental impacts identified no potential impacts 
that would be considered significant and no mitigation measures that should be implemented additional to those 
already embedded within the proposed project description. The principal reasons for the lack of significant 
environmental impact was the avoidance of sensitive resources during siting of the solar facility, the minor amount 
of disturbance at structure locations, and Midway Solar’s efforts to work cooperatively with affected landowners.” 

 
Environmental Assessment for Department of Energy Loan Guarantee for the Agua Caliente Solar Project (DOE/EA-
1797; DOE, 2010): https://www.energy.gov/nepa/doeea-1797-agua-caliente-solar-project-yuma-county-arizona  
• Proposed construction and operation of a solar energy generating project that would generate approximately 290 

megawatts of renewable energy through the use of photovoltaic (PV) technology. 
• The project site would occupy approximately 2,400 acres of private, agricultural property. 
• EA: “The proposed Project consists of a utility-scale solar photovoltaic facility utilizing cadmium telluride solar 

panels (PV modules)….” 
• EA: “The design calls for fixed tilt PV modules, inverters, and transformers to be combined into approximately 

1MW, or larger, blocks that are repeated to reach the full contract capacity. … The PV panels would be mounted on 
fixed-tilt structures. Using this mounting system, the PV modules would be mounted onto steel frame structures, 
approximately 6 feet off the ground, facing south and arranged on an east-west axis, angled towards the sun.” 

• EA: “The existing land use on the Site is agricultural. The Site has been historically farmed for many decades, and 
all of the Site has been previously disturbed.”  

• EA: “The Agua Caliente Solar Project site does not contain prime or unique farmlands.” 
• EA: “Development of the Project would result in a change of land use on the Site from irrigated agriculture to the 

industrial use associated with the Project. Agriculture and the associated irrigation infrastructure would be removed 
from the site. If the Project is constructed, the majority of the Site would be covered by solar panels with small 
areas used for the O&M area, the substation, and site drainage control features. This land use conversion would not 
be irreversible as the Site could be returned to irrigated agriculture after the Project was removed.” 

• EA: “There would be no significant adverse impacts on other land uses in the area as a result of development and 
operation of the Project. There are no nearby residential areas, existing communities, or other uses. Continuation of 
the primary local land use – agriculture –on the lands adjacent to or near the Project would not be affected. The 
northern portion (approximately 1,400 acres) of the Whitewing Ranch north of the Site where the Project is located 
would continue in irrigated agriculture.” 

• EA: “Although these [plant and wildlife] species have the potential to occur in the Project vicinity, due to the highly 
disturbed nature of the Site, few of these plant and wildlife species are expected to occur on the Site. No native 
plants or habitats occur on the agricultural lands that will be impacted by development of the Project.” 

• EA: “There would be minimal off-site impacts because all transmission interconnections would be located on this 
already disturbed site. The Project would tie in with the existing Palo Verde - North Gila #1 500kV transmission 
line located along the southern Project boundary via a short Gen-Tie line and a new utility owned Q43 switchyard – 
both of which would be located on the Project Site.” 

• FONSI: “On the basis of the final EA, DOE has determined that providing a Federal loan guarantee to Agua 
Caliente for construction and startup of the 290MMW photovoltaic solar power project and its associated 
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connection to the Palo Verde – North Gila transmission line in Yuma County, Arizona, will not have a significant 
[e]ffect on the human environment.” 

 
Environmental Assessment for Department of Energy Loan Guarantee for the SunPower, Systems California Valley Solar 
Ranch (CVSR) Project in San Luis Obispo County, California (DOE/EA-1840; DOE, 2011):  
https://www.energy.gov/nepa/ea-1840-department-energy-loan-guarantee-sunpower-systems-california-valley-solar-ranch  
• The proposed action is the design, construction, and startup of a 250-MW solar photovoltaic (PV) electricity 

generating facility in San Luis Obispo County, CA, on previously disturbed, former agricultural land.  The Project 
also includes construction of a 4-mile 230-kilovolt (kV) interconnection line, which would connect the facility to an 
existing PG&E transmission line, reconductoring of 35 miles of the existing transmission line, and construction of a 
new switching station. 
o An existing 10-acre borrow pit near the transmission corridor would be expanded to a 24-acre surface mine to 

produce an aggregate base for access road construction. Though not a part of the proposed action, 
establishment of the mine is addressed in the EA as a connected action. 

• The proposed site would be primarily located on private property on about 4,700 acres of rural land, with few 
residences.  As planned, 811,000 PV solar panels would be mounted on tracker units and arranged in 10 separate 
solar panel arrays. The tracker is designed to have a low profile, typically 5 to 6 feet above the ground when 
oriented in the horizontal position (may be slightly higher in limited areas with steeper slopes). The foundations 
would be driven directly into the ground without the need for concrete foundations.  

• The county prepared an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Project in accordance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). “In the Final EIR, the County identified significant impacts to several 
environmental resources based on CEQA significance criteria and analysis methodology. Because of the differences 
in the proposed project at the DOE stage and between San Luis Obispo County’s and DOE’s impact evaluation 
criteria, the impacts of the project are different when evaluated under NEPA.” 

• The EA lists Project Design Features in Appendix B, which “are defined as those specific means, measures, or 
practices that have been incorporated into the proposed action to avoid or reduce adverse impacts.” 

• Habitat occupying approximately 1,684 acres of land would be permanently disturbed by the project.  Regarding 
this matter, the EA notes that “because adverse effects on vegetation and habitat from construction and operation of 
the proposed action would be avoided or minimized through incorporated project design features (Appendix B), 
effects would be minor and not significant.”  Some of the design features include: photovoltaic arrays would use 
foundations and supporting structures that preserve most of the existing annual grassland ground cover; except 
where grading is otherwise required, vegetation would not be removed to install the solar trackers; revegetation 
plans; and biological monitors would be assigned to the site. The monitors would be responsible for ensuring that 
impacts to special status species, native vegetation, wildlife habitat, or unique resources would be avoided to the 
fullest extent possible. 

• EA: “Agricultural use of the CVSR site has been restricted by limited water supply and poor water quality. The site 
is currently functioning as private grazing land and habitat, but not as farmland. … No Prime or Unique farmland is 
present within the CVSR site, within the interconnection line route, within the Morro Bay–Midway transmission 
line reconductoring route….” “The severe water quality and quantity restrictions that prevent the CVSR site from 
being irrigated have significantly limited its agricultural potential. Water for local agricultural operations for the 
CVSR site is obtained primarily from the Carrizo Plain Groundwater Basin, and data suggest that groundwater 
supplies in this basin are inadequate to sustain irrigated use. Therefore, these areas are not considered to have access 
to adequate water supplies to sustain irrigated use and do not meet the Prime Farmland criteria.” 

• EA: “… the proposed action would not result in a permanent conversion of NRCS designated Prime Farmland.” 
• EA: “To further reduce effects on agricultural lands, the Applicant would conserve, in perpetuity, off-site farmland 

located within San Luis Obispo County at a 1:1 ratio through establishment of an open space easement or other 
farmland conservation mechanism acceptable to the County. In addition, the Applicant would coordinate 
construction activities with agricultural land owners to minimize disruption to agricultural operations and restore 
agricultural areas disturbed by construction to pre-construction conditions. The Applicant would provide 
compensation to landowners for crop loss and other reasonable and associated costs as soon as practicable after 
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completion of construction. In addition, in order to compensate for potential crop loss due to construction activities 
associated with reconductoring the Morro Bay–Midway transmission line, the Applicant would coordinate with 
agricultural landowners and grazing operators to schedule construction activities so as to minimize disruption to 
agricultural operations.” 

• EA: “Approximately 3,233 acres of the solar generation facility site would be preserved as open space and wildlife 
corridors. The Applicant would implement a controlled grazing plan to manage annual grassland fuel load and 
height for fire deterrence, such as having sheep and/or goats graze in the array area and removing vegetation that 
would otherwise increase the risk of a grass fire. Implementation of this grazing plan would enable the existing 
agricultural use of most of the CVSR site to continue.” 

• Regarding air quality, the EA states that through implementation of design features, other measures, and feasible 
emission controls, the temporary emissions of NOX, VOCs, and fugitive dust during construction and 
reconductoring would be reduced and would not be significant. “To further reduce impacts, the Applicant would 
also implement or fund a program for off-site mitigation of ozone precursors (NOx and VOC) from existing sources 
in surrounding communities based on final engineering and approval by the [county].” 

• The EA explained that consistent with the industry-standard U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Highway 
Administration methodology, DOE analyzed the visual effects as a combination of the physical changes that would 
be introduced by a project, and also the anticipated impacts on individual viewers, such as users of the Carrizo Plain 
National Monument, which is about 2 miles from the site.  The EA notes that the monument viewers “would be of a 
low number, would likely visit the monument infrequently, and, depending on activity, would likely have a short 
view duration; furthermore, these viewers would be within the middleground or background distance zones.”  

• The Applicant utilized numerous siting and design features to reduce potential impacts to the visual setting, “such as 
the preservation of adjacent lands, retaining the natural landscape along the north side of SR-58, use of aesthetic 
treatments (e.g., landscaping, entrance treatments, and a fencing plan), and use of the minimum necessary nighttime 
lighting…” Further, “to reduce visual intrusiveness, the Applicant would maintain setbacks from public roads and 
provide vegetative screening for residences. The Applicant would also implement an exterior and signage lighting 
plan.” 

• EA: “Because the Applicant would limit noisy construction activities to the hours exempt from the noise limits 
specified in [the local] ordinance, monitor noise levels within 3,700 feet of the CVSR site perimeter, and implement 
noise attenuation measures that meet established limits, temporary increases in noise levels from construction would 
be minor and not significant.” 

• FONSI: “On the basis of the Final EA, DOE has determined that providing a Federal loan guarantee to HPR II for 
construction and start-up of the 250 MW CVSR photovoltaic solar power project and reconductoring of the PG&E 
230-kV Morro Bay-Midway transmission line in San Luis Obispo and Kern Counties, California, will not have a 
significant effect on the human environment.” 

Environmental Assessment for Department of Energy Loan Guarantee to Cogentrix of Alamosa, LLC for Construction of 
the Cogentrix Solar Project near Alamosa, Colorado (DOE/EA-1839; DOE, 2011): 
https://www.energy.gov/nepa/articles/ea-1839-final-environmental-assessment-and-finding-no-significant-impact  
• DOE proposes to issue a loan guarantee to Cogentrix of Alamosa, LLC (Cogentrix) to support construction of a 30-

megawatt high-concentrating photovoltaic (HCPV) energy facility in Alamosa, Colorado. (DOE’s EA evaluates the 
potential impacts of construction and operation of the facility.) 

• The Project site consists of approximately 225 acres, and the HCPV solar power units would use approximately 180 
acres of the site. 

• Land within the project site is cultivated, private agricultural land. Adjacent land uses include active and inactive 
agriculture, irrigation, residences, and utility transmission lines. 

• EA: “The Project area has been extensively modified by agricultural activities and irrigation projects. Most of the 
Project area is plowed farm lands that retain limited natural habitat features.” 

• EA: “Cogentrix would install approximately 500 HCPV solar trackers from the manufacturer Amonix. The solar 
trackers consist of an HCPV solar cell panel assembly mounted on a support column …. A hydraulic motor is used 
to rotate and tilt the solar panel assembly throughout the day so the surface of the solar panel always maintains an 
optimal angle with respect to the sun. Each tracker has an inverter mounted on the support column, which is 
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physically located to minimize the effects of shadows cast by adjacent trackers when the sun is low in the sky (early 
morning or late afternoon). The tracker minimum height is 27 feet 6 inches; this occurs when the tracker is in the 
horizontal position. The tracker maximum height is 50 feet 9 inches; which occurs at sunrise and sunset.” 

• EA: “…the Project area includes approximately 225 acres of irrigated farmland. These 225 irrigated acres would be 
converted to a solar electrical generation facility, and taken out of agricultural production.” 

• EA: “Construction of the facility would convert approximately 14 acres of prime or unique farmland. None of the 
combined ratings resulting from the NRCS evaluation exceeded 160 points. According to the Farmland Protection 
Policy Act, sites with a rating less than 160 need no further consideration (Appendix B).” 

• EA: “A visual analysis was conducted to document the existing visual conditions on the Project site and the 
surrounding area and assesses the extent to which the proposed Project has the potential to affect the valued 
qualities of the area’s scenic resources. The analysis was conducted using the evaluative process set out by the 
Federal Highway Administration in Visual Impact Assessment for Highway Projects….” 

• EA: “Visual impacts resulting from the Project would consist of the alteration of the presently open farmland to a 
solar energy facility. While the panels would be noticeable features to those viewers within the immediate Project 
vicinity, the visual impact of the Project would remain fairly localized, with changes to visual quality diminishing 
with increasing distance.” 

• With respect to water use, the EA stated that “the Project area includes approximately 225 acres of irrigated 
farmland” that would be “taken out of agricultural production. Therefore, the construction and operation of the solar 
electrical generation would thereby “substantially reduce the current water consumption used for annual agricultural 
activities, resulting in a net water balance gain.” 

• EA: “Based on species habitat requirements and distributions and habitats available in the Project site, it is unlikely 
that federally listed threatened or endangered species would occur in the Project site. In addition, no designated 
critical habitat occurs within the Project area. Therefore, no federally listed threatened or endangered species or 
critical habitat would be impacted by the proposed project. [Colorado Division of Wildlife] concurred with the no 
effect determination for the proposed project, and USFWS also determined that the proposed project would have no 
effect on federally listed threatened and endangered species or their habitat.” 

• EA: A Class III cultural resource inventory identified the Central Lateral Canal of the San Luis Valley Canal as a 
resource eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The Central Lateral Canal runs 
along the southern and southwestern edge of the project site.  

• EA: “The Cogentrix project would not affect the Central Lateral Canal which runs along the boundary of the project 
site. The Canal would be completely avoided during construction of the proposed project, and a silt fence barrier 
would be erected between the canal and the construction zone to protect the canal during construction activities. The 
undertaking would not alter, directly or indirectly, any of the characteristics of the Central Lateral Canal that qualify 
it for NRHP listing, nor would it diminish the Canal’s integrity.” 

• FONSI: “DOE examined potential impacts on the following resources and found none to be significant: land use 
and visual resources; air quality; noise; geology and soils; water resources; biological resources; cultural resources; 
socioeconomics and environmental justice; public health and safety, including impacts related to intentionally 
destructive acts; transportation; waste and hazardous materials management; and cumulative effects, including 
global climate change.” 
 

Environmental Assessment for Department of Energy Loan Guarantee for the AV Solar Ranch One Project in Los 
Angeles and Kern Counties, California (DOE/EA-1826; DOE, 2011): https://www.energy.gov/nepa/ea-1826-department-
energy-loan-guarantee-first-solar-inc-av-solar-ranch-one-project-los  

• Proposed design, construction, and start-up of a 230-megawatt gross output photovoltaic (PV) solar power plant and 
230-kV transmission line, in Los Angeles County, California, on approximately 2,100 acres of private land, 
previously used for agriculture.  

• The Project includes an operations and maintenance (O&M) building, an approximately 4.25-mile long 230-kilovolt 
(kV) transmission line, which will connect the facility substation to Southern California Edison (SCE)’s Whirlwind 
Substation in Kern County. 

• The Project utilizes PV technology using non-reflective, cadmium-telluride (CdTe) solar panels, at least 50 
megawatts (MW) of which would be mounted on single-axis trackers. The remainder is mounted on fixed tilt 
supports. The maximum height of tilted trackers is approximately 14 feet. 
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• Areas immediately adjacent to the property are either vacant lands or agricultural fields, and the Project site vicinity 
is an area of low residential density. 

• EA: “The majority of the Project site had been historically farmed (primarily dry farming) since the 1950s, and was 
farmed continuously until 1995. The last irrigated farming activity consisted of an 80-acre crop of onions in 2004.” 

• EA: The solar generation site and the 230-kV transmission line route contain soil units that are considered “Prime 
Farmland if irrigated.”  

• EA: “In accordance with the FPPA, the DOE has coordinated with the NRCS, and jointly completed the FPPA 
Farmland Conversion Impact Rating form (Form 1006) (see Appendix E). Data used to complete the form was 
obtained from site observations, GIS analysis, and NRCS soils information.” As identified on the Form 1006 in 
Appendix E, land assessment and site assessment criteria were calculated according to FPPA guidelines, and the 
solar generation site and the proposed transmission line route would each result in less than 160 total points 
(threshold). Therefore, under the provisions of 7 CFR 658.4(c)(2), additional consideration for protection is not 
necessary. 

• EA: “The proposed action would involve covering the majority of the site with solar panels with small areas used 
for the O&M area, the substation, and site drainage control features. This land use conversion would not be 
irreversible as the Site could be restored to approximately the current condition at the end of the operational period 
of the Project.” 

• The EA summarizes various measures to be implemented by the Applicant, which “result in the avoidance or 
minimization of Project impacts to less than significant levels”: Hazardous Material Management Program 
(HMMP); Recycling and Reuse Plan; Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP); Fire Protection and 
Prevention Plan; Vegetation Management and Fire Control Measures Plan; Plant Operations Fire Protection and 
Prevention Program, and Dust Control Program. 

• An analysis of visual factors was conducted from key observation points (KOPs) that are representative of the visual 
conditions around the Project area. The EA generally concluded: “Implementation of the proposed action would 
involve a shift in land use from rural open space to solar energy generation. While the proposed action would cover 
a relatively large area, the solar generation portion of the proposed action would not be readily visible from 
middleground or more distant locations, and would only have a moderate effect to foreground views. More 
specifically:  

o EA: “The potential cumulative impacts to visual resources from the proposed Project when considered 
together with other proposed projects are minimal since the proposed Project features would generally 
only be visible from distant elevated vantage points within a maximum of approximately 5 miles and 
from relatively short segments of SR-138 and 170th Street West.” 

o EA: “The only publically accessible elevated vantage points with unobstructed views and within 5 miles 
of the proposed Project facilities are from the Antelope Valley California Poppy Reserve and to a lesser 
extent the Arthur B. Ripley Desert Woodland State Park to the southeast and southwest of the proposed 
Project site, respectively. … the proposed Project facilities are almost indistinguishable from these 
viewing locations.” 

• EA: “The majority of the impacts to air quality from the proposed Project would occur during the construction 
phase and would be temporary and less than significant.”  

• EA: “The proposed Project alone would be expected to reduce carbon dioxide (CO2) equivalent (CO2e) 
emissions by approximately 195,000 metric tons per year compared to traditional generation source emissions for 
an equivalent electrical output.” 

• EA: “The proposed Project (solar generation site and transmission line) has the potential to result in biological 
impacts to: natural habitats, sensitive natural communities, special status species, and wildlife movement. 
However, with implementation of [Applicant Committed Measures], including on-site and off-site mitigation, 
avoidance of biological resources and habitats, implementation of wildlife-permeable fencing, and revegetation 
and restoration efforts, as required by the approved Conditional Use Permit (Los Angeles County), the proposed 
Project would fully mitigate potential biological effects.” 

• Regarding the construction of the proposed Project solar generation facility involving the permanent and 
temporary removal of existing vegetation, the EA states: “[The] removal and modification of sensitive habitat 
would be mitigated through the Applicant-proposed on-site Habitat Enhancement and Vegetation Management 
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Plan (HEVMP) and off-site mitigation (as required by LA County CUP), as these measures would require the 
preservation and enhancement of wildflower field vegetation within the Project site and vicinity at a ratio of 
1.5:1…These measures are required by the approved Los Angeles County CUP for the Project and would be 
monitored and enforced by the Los Angeles County Department of Regional Planning. These County-required 
measures would result in a net increase of wildflower field vegetation in the Project vicinity.” Further, “The 
biological monitor will ensure that impacts to biological resources are avoided or minimized to the fullest extent 
possible. During earth moving activities, the biological monitor will be present to relocate any vertebrate species 
that may come into harm’s way to undisturbed areas of suitable habitat using appropriate methods that would not 
injure the wildlife.” 

• FONSI: “DOE examined potential impacts on the following resources and found none to be significant: land use; 
visual resources; noise; air quality; geology and seismicity; water resources, including floodplains; biological 
resources; cultural resources; socioeconomics and environmental justice; public health and safety, including 
impacts related to intentionally destructive acts; transportation; and cumulative effects, including global climate 
change.” 

Environmental Assessment for Department of Energy Loan Guarantee to Sempra Generation for Construction of the 
Mesquite Solar Project in Maricopa County, AZ (DOE/EA-1796; DOE, 2011): https://www.energy.gov/nepa/doeea-1796-
sempra-mesquite-solar-energy-project-maricopa-county-arizona  
• DOE proposes to issue a loan guarantee to Sempra Generation (Sempra) to develop a 400-megawatt photovoltaic 

(PV) solar energy generating facility consisting of a solar field of ground-mounted PV panels, an electrical 
collection system that converts generated power from direct current to alternating current, a substation, and a 
generation-tie (gen-tie) power line. 

• The project site consists of two adjacent parcels—a 2,480-acre parcel (Part 1), and a 1,280-acre parcel (Part 2); 
lands within both parcels are owned by Sempra or are controlled through an option to purchase. Project 
development would occur on approximately 1,530 acres of Part 1 and 980 acres of Part 2. 

• The proposed 230-kilovolt (kV) gen-tie line would originate at the project site and terminate at the Mesquite 
Generating Station switchyard, an existing natural gas-fired generation located approximately two miles east of the 
proposed project site. The gen-tie line length would be 4.5 miles long and utilize monopole tubular steel 
transmission structures would be 150 feet high with spans between the structures of 500 to 1,000 feet.  

• EA: “The Mesquite Solar Energy project site itself consists primarily of rural undeveloped desert, much of which 
was formerly used for agriculture.” “Vacant desert and grazing lands continue to the north, west, and south of the 
project site, while the eastern lands are more industrially developed with energy-related land uses.” “Most Part 1 
lands were used for agriculture in the past and are thus highly disturbed.” 

• EA: “The proposed project would not affect any lands considered to be prime or unique farmlands.” 
• EA: “Measures to minimize or avoid impacts have been built into the proposed action and include limiting the 

project development boundaries to avoid sensitive resources, such as Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA)-designated floodplains and a potentially eligible cultural resource site, as well as implementing measures 
required by state and county agencies during permitting to minimize effects, such as design of a landscaped berm to 
shield the site from sensitive viewpoints, measures to control drainage as required by the county drainage 
administration, measures to address wildlife connectivity concerns, pre-construction surveys for sensitive species, 
and county dust control requirements.” 

• EA: “While the development represents a substantial visual change, this change is viewed as acceptable given the 
altered state of the existing landscape, the limited number of sensitive receptors, the support the project has received 
from surrounding landowners … and an elevated berm and other measures built into the project description to 
minimize the visual effects of the project as viewed from Elliot Road and the rural residences to the north.” 

• EA: “Minor impacts on geology and soils during construction activities due to potential for increased erosion. Best 
management practices would be adapted to site conditions to avoid soil erosion and to prevent construction vehicles 
from tracking soils from the facility site during construction.” 

• Storm water drainage channels and retention basins would be the primary erosion-control features during project 
operations. Erosion associated with off-site flows would be minimized by perimeter drainage channels, which 
would divert off-site flows around the site. Erosion associated with on-site flows would be minimized by the 
development of interior drainage channels and retention basins. Site grading would incorporate provisions in the 

https://www.energy.gov/nepa/doeea-1796-sempra-mesquite-solar-energy-project-maricopa-county-arizona
https://www.energy.gov/nepa/doeea-1796-sempra-mesquite-solar-energy-project-maricopa-county-arizona
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engineering design of the facility to address both on-site and offsite storm water management in accordance with 
floodplain regulations for Maricopa County.  

• Minor effects on vegetation from clearing and grading the project site. Minor impacts on wildlife from 
construction, including short-term avoidance of the area by wildlife due to noise generated by construction and low 
occurrence of crushing of wildlife due to heavy machinery use. Project site would be fenced to prevent wildlife 
access; wildlife connectivity would be maintained through measures developed in concert with the Arizona Game 
and Fish Department (AZGFD). 

• EA: “Implementation of pre-construction survey requirements and conservation measures developed in concert 
with AZGFD for wildlife and Arizona Department of Agriculture for straw-top cholla would ensure that 
construction activities have no adverse impact on special status species and species of local concern.” 

• EA: “Migratory bird species regulated under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) may use vegetation 
communities in the project area. Direct impacts on these species would be avoided if construction occurred outside 
of the breeding season. If construction occurred during the breeding season, impacts would be avoided by 
conducting pre-construction surveys for occupied nests.” 

• EA: “Class III cultural surveys were performed for the entire site. One resource potentially eligible for listing was 
identified on the western portion (Part 2) of the project site. Sempra adjusted the project development boundary to 
avoid the 100-year floodplain, and no surface disturbance would occur within approximately 200 feet (60 meters) 
of the eastern edge of the potentially eligible resource.” 

• FONSI (2011): “All discussion and analysis related to the potential impacts of construction and operation of the 
proposed Mesquite project is contained in the Final EA (DOE/EA-1796), which is incorporated here by reference. 
DOE examined potential impacts … and found none to be significant.” 

• On the basis of the final EA, DOE has determined that providing a Federal loan guarantee to Sempra for 
construction and startup of the 400-M W photovoltaic solar power project and its associated transmission line in 
Maricopa County, Arizona, will not have a significant effect on the human environment. 

• Western Area Power Administration (Western) conducted a supplement analysis process on the proposed 
construction of Part 2 of Mesquite Solar as originally analyzed in DOE/EA-1796. Western's NEPA analysis 
will help determine whether to enter into a Power Purchase Agreement with Sempra and/or its affiliates to 
purchase, on behalf of the U.S. Department of the Navy (Navy), the renewable energy that would be generated 
by Part 2 of Mesquite Solar. 

• FONSI (2015): “Western has determined that there are no significant new circumstances or information relevant to 
environmental concerns resulting from the project or its impacts, and a Supplemental EA is therefore not required. 

 
Environmental Assessment for Photovoltaic Solar Project at the Durango, Colorado, Disposal Site (DOE/EA-1770; DOE, 
2011): https://www.energy.gov/nepa/downloads/ea-1770-final-environmental-assessment  

• Proposed installation, operation, and removal of a ~4.5-megawatt photovoltaic solar energy system 
• The Durango Disposal Site contains a partially below-grade uranium and vanadium mill tailings pile that has been 

encapsulated in an engineered cover system that is designed to isolate the mill tailings from the environment. 
• Proposed PV location is on ~21 acres of the Durango Disposal Site, including approximately 18 acres of vegetated 

surface of a disposal cell and 3 acres of previously disturbed areas adjacent to the disposal cell. 
• All of the areas considered for the two action alternatives have been disturbed, either through the installation of the 

engineered cover or were disturbed by activities related to the construction of the disposal cell. DOE would restrict 
the location of system components to previously disturbed areas. 

• EA: “Solar panel frames are typically anchored in subsurface foundations to secure the panels from wind damage. 
However, due to the non-penetration restrictions on the engineered cell cover at the disposal site, an alternative 
design, based on ballasting instead of on anchoring into the cell surface, would be used to secure the panels. 
Concrete blocks may be used for ballast for the frame panels.” 

• EA: “The anticipated height of the [PV] modules is approximately 8 ft above the ground surface at the highest point 
of the panel.” 

• The FONSI stated that the EA identified “only minor and expected impacts (e.g., vehicle emissions related to travel 
to the site, minor loss of vegetation, minor displacement of wildlife), which will be short-term and related to 
installation and removal actions. No long-term impacts related to the operation of a PV system were identified.” 

https://www.energy.gov/nepa/downloads/ea-1770-final-environmental-assessment
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Environmental Assessment for Proposed Construction and Operation of a Solar Photovoltaic Array at Los Alamos 
National Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico (DOE/EA-2101; National Nuclear Security Administration, 2019): 
https://www.energy.gov/nepa/downloads/ea-2101-final-environmental-assessment  

• Proposed construction and operation of a 10-megawatt ground-mounted solar photovoltaic system and erection of 
an associated power transmission line within an existing power transmission line corridor  

• Proposed PV location is on approximately 55-plus acres of which around 50 acres are a previously disturbed area 
that was used as a borrow pit at Los Alamos National Laboratory, on DOE owned property within Los Alamos 
County, New Mexico. 

• There are two power line corridors under consideration, and each follows existing utility rights-of-way. The primary 
impact from the proposed action would be the result of land conversion resulting in loss of habitat and potential PV 
array attractiveness to birds. PV arrays have been postulated to attract birds and their insect prey as a result of glare 
and polarized light reflected off solar panels. However, to date there are relatively few systematic empirical research 
studies that have analyzed the attraction and impacts of PV facilities on birds. 

• EA: “The PV system would include photovoltaic panels, racking, electrical junction boxes, wiring, direct current 
(DC) to alternating current (AC) inverters, transformers, and associated electrical distribution systems to a 
substation…. There would be approximately 450 tracking panels about 3 feet x 6.5 feet and 1.5 inches in width, 
configured to prevent self-shading. Depending upon the most cost-effective option, the panels would be ground-
mounted fixed tilt, single axis tracking rotating from east to west, or dual axis tracking from both east to west and 
north to south.” 

• The FONSI states, “In consideration of the lack of data regarding PV structure effects on birds and the potential for 
development of other PV sites at LANL, a project Mitigation Action Plan has been developed as specified in 
Section 3.4 of the Final EA. The Mitigation Action Plan consists [solely] of a long-term avian monitoring study at 
the proposed PV array site and adjacent habitat that will be implemented prior to construction and conducted for a 
minimum 10 year study period. This study would add to the body of literature on these types of bird effects.” The 
Mitigation Action Plan in Section 3.4 of the Final EA explains, “The study will include preconstruction standard 
avian point count methodology field surveys to record species abundance and diversity. Preconstruction surveys are 
anticipated to include two breeding seasons. Post PV panel installation bird point count surveys will be conducted 
for a minimum of ten years.” 

• All other resource areas, with implementation of best management practices and preparation and adherence to a 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan, were found to have no or minor environmental impacts associated with the 
proposed action. 

• The FONSI states, “Based on the analysis presented in the EA and public comments, NNSA has determined there 
would be no significant impact from proceeding with the Proposed Action. The basis of this determination is that 
there are no identified significant adverse effects likely to result from implementing the Proposed Action.” 

Environmental Assessment for the Lookout Solar Park I Project (DOE/EA-2075; WAPA, 2021): 
https://www.energy.gov/nepa/doeea-2075-lookout-solar-park-i-custer-and-oglala-lakota-counties-south-dakota  
• Proposed construction and operation of a Solar Project (Project) on 892-acres in South Dakota, primarily located 

on the Pine Ridge Indian Reservation (PRIR) and partially located on private off-Reservation lands. The Project 
also includes an interconnection request to connect the Project to Western Area Power Administration’s (WAPA) 
transmission system. The Project consists of a 110-megawatt (MW) solar generating facility, including 500,000 
solar panels fenced for security, 4 miles of access roads, a substation, an operation and maintenance facility, 
parking area, 11 miles of buried transmission line (including a 72-acre Right-of-Way), a potential energy storage 
facility, and about 20 acres of laydown area for construction.  

• The Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) prepared an Environmental Assessment 
(https://docslib.org/doc/5179253/bureau-of-indian-affairs-solar-farm-environmental-assessment) in 2016 to 
analyze the parts of the Project within the Reservation and issued a Finding of No Significant Impact 
(https://puc.sd.gov/commission/dockets/electric/2018/el18-059/biamemo.pdf). 

• WAPA prepared this Environmental Assessment “to analyze the impacts of the interconnection, as well as 
portions of the Project located outside of the PRIR boundary, which were not analyzed in the BIA EA.”  The 
Study Area included the 892-acre Project Area buffered by 0.5 miles (for a total of 9,803 acres) to account for 

https://www.energy.gov/nepa/downloads/ea-2101-final-environmental-assessment
https://www.energy.gov/nepa/doeea-2075-lookout-solar-park-i-custer-and-oglala-lakota-counties-south-dakota
https://docslib.org/doc/5179253/bureau-of-indian-affairs-solar-farm-environmental-assessment
https://puc.sd.gov/commission/dockets/electric/2018/el18-059/biamemo.pdf
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indirect impacts to natural resources. The EA indicates that the Project Area is currently managed as rangeland 
and grazed by livestock. 

• EA: “The bottom edge of the PV panels would be three to four feet from the soil surface. The total height of the 
panels would range from 12 to 13 feet, depending on the terrain…Once the PV panels are installed, underground 
electrical wiring between each PV array would be connected.” 

• The EA notes that operation of the facility would have long-term and permanent impacts to about 250 acres of 
soil.  To limit these impacts, the EA describes certain measures will be implemented, including: utilizing the 
existing landscape to minimize or eliminate grading work and land disturbance; using controls (e.g., silt fences, 
riprap, etc.) to minimize soil exposure and to prevent eroded soil from leaving the disturbed area; stockpiling the 
topsoil separately and redistributing it after grading is complete; working during dry conditions, regrading 
disturbed areas to “approximate original contours” and revegetating with a native plant community; and 
developing and implementing a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan. 

• In order to reduce emissions related to construction and operation, the EA describes various measures to be 
implemented, including: wetting construction areas and access roads to control dust; ensuring that all pieces of 
heavy equipment and smaller vehicles meet emission standards specified in the applicable state regulations; if 
possible, leasing or purchasing equipment with more stringent emission controls; and limiting the idling of diesel 
equipment to no more than 10 minutes, unless necessary for proper operation. 

• The EA describes environmental commitments to reduce the impacts to vegetation, including that “vegetation 
would be maintained (e.g. mowed) to the lowest height tolerable for plant survival, allowing plants to grow 
without impeding Project function” and “construction equipment would be properly cleaned before entry into the 
Project area, to reduce the spread of noxious weeds.” 

• The EA notes that “[a]ll water resources in the area could be impacted by an accidental release of pollutants, such 
as fuel spills and/or runoff” and that “the PV panels in the solar array would likely contain hazardous materials 
and/or hazardous substances and, although the panels are sealed under normal operating conditions, there is the 
potential for environmental contamination if damaged or improperly disposed of during decommissioning.”  In 
this regard, in order “[t]o reduce the chance of accidental releases, the Project would develop and implement a 
Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan, which would contain measures to control runoff and 
discharge of pollutants.”  

• The EA describes a variety of wildlife habitat modification and animal disturbance, injury, or mortality.  It also 
notes that a “total of 250 acres of grasslands would be impacted throughout the long-term operational duration of 
the Project.”  The EA also describes various impact-reducing measures by the project proponent, including: 

o “No construction would occur within a 150-foot buffer of the Angostura Canal, as required by the BOR 
around wetlands in the Project Area.”  

o “Ground clearing activities would not occur during the migratory bird nesting season, from May 1 to 
August 15, unless: 1) surveys are performed prior to construction to identify and mark nests for avoidance 
or 2) potential nesting habitat is removed outside of the breeding season (i.e. mowing).” 

o “No trees would be removed within the Project Area.” 
o “The solar generating facility and substation would be fenced using wildlife-friendly fencing 

techniques…” 
• EA: “Potential adverse impacts to cultural resources would be mitigated through the presence of a qualified 

construction/archaeologist monitor during ground disturbing activities.” 
• EA: “During the life of the Project, approximately 187 acres of Prime Farmland if [i]rrigated and 178 acres of 

Farmland of Statewide importance would be unavailable for farming. These lands are not currently irrigated and 
are not currently used for farming, so there would be no loss of existing farmlands.” “During the scoping phase of 
this EA, the NRCS reviewed the Project and concluded that no impact would occur to prime or important 
farmland (Appendix A).” 

• EA: “Cumulatively, the Project would beneficially contribute to the socioeconomic condition. This Project, along 
with the Red Cloud Renewable Energy Center, could promote renewable energy facility development elsewhere, 
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increase employment opportunities on the PRIR, increase tourism, and increase revenues for the Tribe, county, 
and/or state.” 

• EA: “Overall, potential impacts to visual resources immediately surrounding the Project (whether they are adverse 
or beneficial) would be limited because of the area’s sparse population, low volume of travelers along the 
roadways, and limited number of visitors (i.e. 9,500) the South Unit receives each year (NPS and Oglala Sioux 
Tribe 2012).” 

• FONSI: “WAPA’s Proposed Action is to enter into an Interconnection Agreement with SPP and Lookout Solar to 
allow the Project to interconnect to WAPA’s existing New Underwood to Wayside 230 kV transmission line. 
Additionally, WAPA would make any necessary design or equipment changes to WAPA-owned facilities, as 
specified in the Interconnection Agreement, to accommodate the interconnection.” 

• FONSI: “WAPA identified no significant impacts to environmental resources or the human environment, either 
individually or cumulatively with other actions in the general area, which would result from the Proposed Action 
or No Action alternatives. The principal reason for the lack of significant environmental impacts is the use of 
avoidance measures and environmental commitments as a required component of the project.” 

• FONSI: “Lookout Solar agreed to implement an additional 37 conditions, called Permit Conditions, as part of the 
South Dakota Public Utilities Commission (SD PUC) permitting process. The SD PUC published their permit 
approval on February 14, 2020.” 

Environmental Assessment for Proposed British Petroleum Solar Photovoltaic Arrays at Brookhaven National Laboratory, 
Upton, New York (DOE/EA-1663; DOE, 2009): https://www.energy.gov/nepa/ea-1663-proposed-british-petroleum-bp-
solar-photovoltaic-arrays-brookhaven-national-laboratory  

• The proposed project involves DOE granting an easement to BP Solar to construct a large-scale commercial solar 
photovoltaic array of approximately 37 MW which would cover approximately 200 acres (80.94 hectares) of the 
BNL federal site.  

• Electricity generated by these arrays would be connected into the regional utility power grid. In addition, a 
Laboratory dedicated array of 1 to 2 MW may be constructed and connected to the on-site BNL electric grid.  

• The arrays would utilize, where possible, areas already cleared (agricultural fields, firebreaks, and brownfields), as 
well as require clearing of an estimated 153 acres (62 hectares) of trees. 

• EA: “The BP solar arrays would be comprised of individual solar modules, such as the BP3220 modules, or a 
comparable solar module. The module would have dimensions of approximately 5.5 x 3.3 x 0.016 feet (1,667 x 
1,000 x 50mm) weigh 43 lbs (19.4kg), and have a standard rating of 220 watts (W). Approximately 167,712 
modules would be used to obtain a total project capability of about 37 MW of direct current (dc).” 

• EA: “In summary, the analysis of potential environmental effects from the construction and operation of the BP 
solar array project indicates a net positive benefit to the environment. The key negative environmental impacts to 
the ecological resources (i.e. trees, endangered species, and migratory birds) are due to the land disturbance. Some 
of these impacts are minimal and may be reduced with mitigative actions proposed.” 

• The FONSI states, “Based on the information and analysis in the EA, the DOE has determined that the proposal to 
construct and operate the BP Solar Array Project at BNL does not constitute a federal action significantly affecting 
the quality of the human environment . . . .” 

Other Federal agencies have prepared environmental assessments (EAs) and findings of no significant impact (FONSIs) 
for solar energy projects that are relevant to DOE’s proposed changes for the B5.16 categorical exclusion. For example:  

Environmental Assessment for the Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation Bailey Solar Project (Rural Utilities 
Service, 2022): https://www.rd.usda.gov/resources/environmental-studies/assessment/bailey-solar-facility  

• Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation (AECC), a generation and transmission cooperative, is proposing to 
construct a new solar photovoltaic (PV) electrical power generation station, known as the Bailey Solar Project 
(Project) which will be located near the City of Augusta in Woodruff County, Arkansas. 

• The Project includes a 100-megawatt (MW) solar PV electrical power generation station, an approximate 0.5 Mile 
34.5-kilovolt (kV) transmission line (T-Line), and related interconnection equipment. 

https://www.energy.gov/nepa/ea-1663-proposed-british-petroleum-bp-solar-photovoltaic-arrays-brookhaven-national-laboratory
https://www.energy.gov/nepa/ea-1663-proposed-british-petroleum-bp-solar-photovoltaic-arrays-brookhaven-national-laboratory
https://www.rd.usda.gov/resources/environmental-studies/assessment/bailey-solar-facility
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• The Project will be on property adjacent to the existing Carl E. Bailey Generating Station (Existing Bailey 
Generating Station). The output of the Project will connect to the grid at the Existing Bailey Generating Station’s 
switchyard. 

• The facility will consist of the following major components, systems, and associated infrastructure: Solar panels 
and support structures/racking, Electrical collection system, Electrical invertors, Electrical transmission system, 
Access/internal road system, and Plant monitoring and control system. 

• AECC is seeking financial assistance from the Rural Utilities Service (RUS), United States Department of 
Agriculture. Under the Proposed Action Alternative, RUS would provide financial assistance to AECC to aid in 
construction of the Bailey Solar Project and associated infrastructure. 

• EA: “Mitigation strategies included selecting a flat already cleared site to minimize the need for grading and 
clearing of forested areas.” 

• EA: “This activity will not affect Prime Farmland or Farmland of Statewide Importance.” 
• EA: “Utilization of sediment and erosion control measures will minimize adverse impacts to soils. Following 

construction, the site will be stabilized year-round with vegetation. This should be an improvement over current 
conditions of seasonal bare soils during winter months associated with common row crop agricultural practices.” 

• EA: “Significant earthwork is not anticipated for the project as the Project Site is already level. Best 
management practices (BMPs) and a storm water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) will be utilized to ensure 
the streams and waterways within the Project Area are not adversely affected by sediment runoff.” 

• EA: “Mitigation for land clearing impacts will center around the SWPPP. The SWPPP for the Project will 
govern how construction activities on the site are conducted and what BMPs are utilized to prevent soil erosion 
and sedimentation. The SWPPP will include guidelines for: Construction staging, Soil stabilization BMPs, 
Sediment control BMPs, and Vegetation replanting and mulching.” 

• EA: “Water quality impacts will also be mitigated largely by the SWPPP. The soil and erosion control BMPs 
will be designed for protection of water quality with a focus on reduction and/or elimination of sedimentation 
into streams and wetlands. In addition, stream side buffer zones will be left intact to a width of at least 25 ft 
where possible.” 

• EA: “Construction and operation of the proposed Project should not result in significant adverse impacts on 
hydrology. The solar array and supporting infrastructure will be designed to avoid waters and floodplains to the 
extent practicable. Aside from pilings no fill will be placed in any WOTUS or floodplains. Where encroachment 
on floodplains is necessary, pilings will be installed, and the actual infrastructure (solar photovoltaic panels, 
conduit, etc.) will be elevated above the 500-year floodplain elevation.” 

• EA: “No fill will be placed in WOTUS [Waters of the United States], and except for pilings, no fill will be placed 
in floodplains. Indirect impacts will be minimum as the Project will not require significant topography altering 
earthwork. Drainage pathways and streams will remain intact. The site will benefit from the presence of year-
round vegetation to stabilize the soil and reduce the amount of sediment running off the site as is common in row 
crop agricultural fields that commonly maintain bare soil outside of the active crop production season. Reduction 
of sediment runoff will reduce potential fill in adjacent waterways and floodplains long term.” 

• EA: “Temporary disturbance of vegetation at the solar site is anticipated during the construction phase but will 
benefit from year-round herbaceous vegetation following completion of construction. There will be a permanent 
loss of approximately 2.6 acres of forestland for the construction of the T-line. The proposed T-line will be 
constructed side by side to an existing T-Line which will reduce any further habitat fragmentation. Constructing 
adjacent to the existing T-Line will also reduce the amount of clearing necessary as a portion of the exiting ROW 
can be used as part of the new ROW. Trees in the ROW will be cut at ground level, leaving the roots in place for 
erosion control. Once T-line construction is complete, grasses and low-growth vegetation will be established in 
the ROW for permanent stabilization.” 
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• FONSI: “The analyses in the EA documented that the proposed Project would have no significant impacts to the 
following analyzed resources: topography and climate, soils, water features, vegetation, wildlife, threatened and 
endangered species, land use, cultural and historic resources, urban, residential and recreation areas, 
transportation, population, noise, or air quality. A summary of anticipated impacts on the human environment is 
provided below, including any mitigation measures deemed necessary to avoid or minimize impacts. AECC is 
responsible for implementing these measures.” 

• FONSI: “In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.), the 
Council on Environmental Quality Regulations (40 CFR 1500–1508), and RD’s Environmental Policies and 
Procedures (7 CFR Part 1970), RUS has determined that the environmental impacts of the proposed Project have 
been adequately addressed and that no significant impacts to the quality of the human environment would result 
from construction and operation of the proposed Project.” 

 

Environmental Assessment for the Optimist Solar and BESS Project (Tennessee Valley Authority, 2022): 
https://www.tva.com/environment/environmental-stewardship/environmental-reviews/nepa-detail/optimist-solar-and-
bess-project   

• Proposed construction and operation by MS Solar 7 of a an up to 200 MW AC single-axis tracking photovoltaic 
solar facility with a 50 MW AC – 200 MWh battery energy storage system (BESS) (referred to as the “solar 
facility”), and purchase by Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) of the renewable energy from the solar facility 
under a 20-year Power Purchase Agreement (PPA). The Project would connect to the existing TVA electrical 
network via TVA’s West Point Substation. 

• The Solar Facility would encompass about 2,952 acres of primarily cultivated agricultural fields and pastureland 
in Mississippi, of which about 1,540 acres would be used for the ground-mounted PV arrays (standing five to 
eight feet tall, depending on time of day), BESS, inverters, transformers, internal site access roads, Project 
substation, ancillary infrastructure, and construction laydown and parking areas.  

• MS Solar 7 proposed three easement route options (Options A, B, and C; Option C being the preferred option) for 
the gen-tie connection to the Project substation and BESS, which would be located adjacent to the West Point 
Substation. Depending on the route option, about 63 to 83 acres would be used for the installation of the gen-tie, 
“dead end” pole, and 0.4-mile-long TVA transmission line, in order to facilitate interconnection with TVA at the 
point of interconnect (POI) within the TVA West Point substation.  

• EA: The “easement parcels would be used for installation of an approximately 3- to 4.1-mile-long collector line 
from the solar arrays to the Project substation, utilizing one of the same easement routes as the gen-tie line, before 
being delivered to the POI within the TVA West Point substation via an approximately 0.4-mile-long 
transmission line from the Project substation.” 

• The EA assesses (1) the impact of TVA’s action to enter into the PPA with MS Solar 7, (2) the associated impacts 
of the construction and operation of the solar facility, and (3) impacts associated with the interconnection by 
TVA. 

• EA: “The development of the Project Site for industrial purposes is compatible with future land use plans for the 
area adjacent to Yokohama Boulevard as identified in the City of West Point’s Comprehensive Plan. There are 
existing industrial land uses in the area directly north and to the southwest of the Project Site. The addition of the 
Solar Facility would result in an expansion of industrial land use in Clay County to the northeast of the city of 
West Point, where agricultural use currently dominates. Undeveloped areas of the Project Site along the gen-
tie/collector line route could remain in agricultural use during operation of the Solar Facility. Minor direct impacts 
are anticipated from the conversion of pasture and actively cultivated crops in agricultural land use to renewable 
energy production.” 

• EA: ‘The Solar Facility would be compatible with surrounding land use. Development within the Project Site 
would be consistent with local land use planning and zoning. If operations cease, the facility would be 
decommissioned and dismantled, and the Project Site restored….” 

https://www.tva.com/environment/environmental-stewardship/environmental-reviews/nepa-detail/optimist-solar-and-bess-project
https://www.tva.com/environment/environmental-stewardship/environmental-reviews/nepa-detail/optimist-solar-and-bess-project
https://www.tva.com/environment/environmental-stewardship/environmental-reviews/nepa-detail/optimist-solar-and-bess-project
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• Per the EA, MS Solar 7 would implement the various best management practices (BMPs) and mitigation 
measures in relation to potentially affected resources, including for example: 

o Install silt fencing along the perimeter of areas that would be cleared, consistent with local and state 
stormwater regulations; 

o Implement other soil stabilization and vegetation management measures to reduce the potential for soil 
erosion during site operations; 

o Avoid direct impacts to the maximum extent practicable on perennial and intermittent streams by 
maintaining a 25-foot riparian buffer at perennial and intermittent streams and wetlands in accordance 
with MDEQ NPDES General Construction Permit conditions; 

o Avoid construction within floodplains; 
o Avoid or minimize direct impacts on nesting and migratory birds and bats, as well as federally listed 

species, by clearing trees outside of the Northern long-eared bat pup season (June 1–July 31); and 
o Develop and implement a variety of plans and programs to ensure safe handling, storage, and use of 

hazardous materials 
• The EA noted that 97% of the soil within the Project Site would be considered Prime Farmland or Farmland of 

Statewide Importance under the FPPA, and that approximately 1,378 acres of prime farmland would be disturbed.  
However, the EA also noted that “[i]f operations cease, the facility would be decommissioned and dismantled, 
and the Project Site restored (see Section 2.2.5). Once restored, the Project Site could be returned to agricultural 
and pastureland uses with a no loss to soil productivity and potentially an increase in soil productivity after a 
prolonged rest period.” 

• EA: “By adhering to the following mitigation measures, the proposed Solar Facility and transmission construction 
and transmission upgrades would have no significant impact on floodplains and their natural and beneficial 
values: • Standard BMPs would be used during construction • Construction would adhere to the TVA subclass 
review criteria for transmission line location in floodplains • Any road improvements done within the floodplain 
would be done in such a manner that upstream flood elevations would not be increased by more than 1.0 foot.” 

• EA: “Following the Phase I historic architectural survey of the APE, TVA determined that 025- WPT-5470 (the 
Gulf, Mobile, and Ohio Railroad) and HS-7 (the Illinois Central Railroad), are eligible for listing on the NRHP. 
However, TVA also determined the viewshed has already been affected by surrounding modern infrastructure and 
the undertaking would not diminish the significance of the character-defining elements which contribute to their 
eligibility and would not result in adverse effects. TVA determined that the Project would not result in an adverse 
effect on cultural resources; therefore, there would be no direct or indirect impacts to archaeological or historic 
resources listed eligible, potentially eligible, or undetermined for the NRHP.” 

• FONSI: “Impacts on residents on adjoining properties and visitors travelling on roadways in the vicinity would be 
minimized through the presence of existing natural screening buffers including forest areas. If existing buffers are 
not sufficient in shielding residents from the Solar Facility, MS Solar 7 would install privacy fence or shrubbery 
along the perimeter of the Project Site on a case-by-case basis.” 

• FONSI: “Based on the findings listed above and the analyses in the EA, we conclude that the proposed action of 
constructing, operating, and maintaining the Optimist Solar and BESS facility, and gen-tie line upgrade would not 
be a major federal action significantly affecting the environment. This finding of no significant impacts is 
contingent upon adherence to the mitigation measures described above. Accordingly, an environmental impact 
statement is not required.” 

Environmental Assessment for the Golden Triangle I Solar and Battery Energy Storage Project (Tennessee Valley 
Authority, 2022): https://www.tva.com/environment/environmental-stewardship/environmental-reviews/nepa-
detail/golden-triangle-solar-project  

• Proposed construction and operation - on approximately 4,150 acres of predominantly agricultural land - by MS 
Solar 5 of a an up to 200 MW AC single-axis tracking photovoltaic (PV) solar facility with a 50 MW BESS 
(referred to as the “solar facility”), and purchase by Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) of the renewable energy 
from the solar facility under a 20-year Power Purchase Agreement (PPA).   

https://www.tva.com/environment/environmental-stewardship/environmental-reviews/nepa-detail/golden-triangle-solar-project
https://www.tva.com/environment/environmental-stewardship/environmental-reviews/nepa-detail/golden-triangle-solar-project
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• The solar facility would generate up to 200 MW AC output for transmission to TVA’s electrical network via an 
approximate 1,665-foot-long gen-tie line to a new 0.85-acre Artesia 161-kV Switching Station within the existing 
Artesia Substation.  

• The solar facility would consist of multiple parallel rows of PV panels on single-axis tracking structures, along 
with DC and AC inverters and transformers. The perimeter of the developed facilities would be enclosed with 
security fencing. Within the limits of the fenced facility would be the arrays of solar panels, inverters, battery 
storage, electrical cabling, and other related infrastructure such as the Project substation and access roads. The 
remaining portions of the Project Site would be undeveloped. 

• If operations cease at the end of the 20-year PPA, the solar facility would be decommissioned and dismantled, and 
the Project Site would be restored. 

• The EA assesses (1) the impact of TVA’s action to enter into the PPA with MS Solar 5, (2) the associated impacts 
of the construction and operation of the solar facility, and (3) impacts associated with the interconnection by 
TVA.   

• In addition to the interconnection, existing TVA transmission lines would be upgraded.  However, “[a]dditional 
details regarding the TVA network upgrades, such as the exact locations of pull points or any potential pole 
replacements, are still being developed. Supplemental NEPA analysis would be conducted if additional 
environmental resources are affected.” 

• Per the EA, MS Solar 5 would implement various best management practices (BMPs) and mitigation measures in 
relation to potentially affected resources, including for example: 

o Install anti-reflective, PV panel surfaces to minimize glare and reflection; 
o Install silt fence along the perimeter of areas that would be cleared, consistent with local and state 

stormwater regulations; 
o Maintain stormwater BMPs in each area until stabilization (adequate vegetation regrowth) has been 

achieved; 
o Avoid direct impacts on perennial and intermittent streams by maintaining a riparian buffer at most 

perennial and intermittent streams and jurisdictional wetlands;  
o Utilize vegetation that benefits pollinator species to the extent practicable; 
o Avoid or minimize direct impacts on federally-listed species by clearing trees outside of the northern 

long-eared bat (NLEB) pup season (June 1 – July 31); and 
o Where existing natural buffers are not sufficient in shielding residents in Artesia from the Solar Facility, 

MS Solar 5 would install a privacy fence or shrubbery along the perimeter of the Project Site.  
• EA: TVA would utilize standard BMPs, as described in A Guide for Environmental Protection and Best 

Management Practices for Tennessee Valley Authority Construction and Maintenance Activities – Revision 3, 
TVA’s BMP manual (TVA 2017b), to minimize erosion during construction, operation, and maintenance 
activities.  

• EA: “A majority of the Project Site is either disturbed, maintained, or actively cultivated cropland. There is 
potential to remove a minor amount of forested area within the Project Site (<6.5 percent) during clearing and 
grading activities. Additionally, the surrounding areas consist of similar vegetation communities and have also 
been mostly converted to cropland. Adverse impacts associated with vegetation removal resulting from 
implementation of the Proposed Action would be minor but permanent.” 

• The visual impacts analysis included a Solar Glare Ocular Impact Analysis to determine whether any glare created 
from the Project would adversely impact surrounding properties, nearby traveling vehicles, or pilots approaching 
a nearby airport.  “Based on the [Solar Glare Hazard Analysis Tool] results, onsite visual observations, a view 
angle analysis, and reviews of the landscaping, it was found that no observation points have or would have 
potential glare to adversely impact surrounding properties near the Project Site.” 

• FONSI: “MS Solar 5 would coordinate with the homeowners, construction contractors, and the array layout 
designers to determine the most suitable type of buffer to be used in each location where the visual environment 
for residents has undergone a long-term change due to the Project. For residences that are within 500 feet of an 
inverter, a pre-construction sound study including an ambient survey would be conducted to quantify the existing 
ambient environment.” 
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• FONSI: “After the project reaches commercial operation, MS Solar 5 would measure the sound levels at 
residential property lines and identify any equipment that generates a day-night average (Ldn) sound level that 
exceeds 55 dBA at the property line. If there are locations where noise levels exceed that threshold, MS Solar 5 
would install sound buffers (walls, fences with screening, or vegetation) in order to minimize the noise levels 
from operating equipment.” 

• FONSI: “Based upon the analyses documented in the EA, TVA concludes that its proposed action of executing 
the PPA with MS Solar 5, LLC, and the subsequent construction and operation of the Solar Facility and BESS by 
MS Solar 5, would not be a major federal action significantly affecting the environment. Accordingly, an 
environmental impact statement is not required.” 

Environmental Assessment for the Golden Triangle II Solar and Battery Energy Storage Project (Tennessee Valley 
Authority, 2022): https://www.tva.com/environment/environmental-stewardship/environmental-reviews/nepa-
detail/golden-triangle-ii-solar-project  

• Proposed construction and operation - on approximately 1,500 acres of predominantly agricultural fields and 
pastureland - by MS Solar 6 of a an up to 150 MW AC photovoltaic (PV) solar facility with a 50 MW AC – 200-
megawatt hour (MWh) BESS (referred to as the “solar facility”), and purchase by Tennessee Valley Authority 
(TVA) of the renewable energy from the solar facility under a 20-year Power Purchase Agreement (PPA).  The 
“GT2” Project would connect to the existing TVA electrical network via the existing Golden Triangle gen-tie line 
to TVA’s proposed Artesia Switching Station within the existing Artesia Substation. 

• The solar facility would consist of multiple parallel rows of PV panes on single-axis tracking structures, along 
with DC and AC inverters and transformers.  The perimeter of the developed facilities would be enclosed with 
security fencing. Within the limits of the fenced facility would be the arrays of solar panels, inverters, electrical 
cabling, and other related infrastructure such as the access roads. The remaining portions of the Project Site would 
remain undeveloped. 

• If operations cease at the end of the 20-year PPA, the solar facility would be decommissioned and dismantled, and 
the Project Site would be restored. 

• The EA assesses (1) the impact of TVA’s action to enter into the PPA with MS Solar 6, (2) the associated impacts 
of the construction and operation of the solar facility, and (3) interconnection components by TVA.   

• The proposed solar facility would be monitored remotely from the MS Solar 6 Headquarters Energy Control 
Center in Austin, TX, 24 hours a day, seven days a week to identify security or operational issues. 

• Per the EA, MS Solar 6 would implement various best management practices (BMPs) and mitigation measures in 
relation to potentially affected resources, including for example: 

o Install anti-reflective, PV panel surfaces to minimize glare and reflection; 
o Install silt fencing along the perimeter of areas that would be cleared, consistent with local and state 

stormwater regulations; 
o Maintain stormwater BMPs in each area until stabilization (adequate vegetation regrowth) has been 

achieved; 
o Avoid direct impacts on perennial and intermittent streams by maintaining a riparian buffer at most 

perennial and intermittent streams and jurisdictional wetlands; 
o Plant or seed with noninvasive vegetation and include native and naturalized plant species to encourage 

beneficial habitat, reduce erosion, and limit the spread of invasive species; 
o There are three residences within visual proximity to GT2. Where existing natural buffers are not 

sufficient in shielding residents from the Solar Facility, MS Solar 6 would install vegetative screening 
along the perimeter of the Project Site; 

o For residences that are within 500 feet of an inverter, if there are locations where noise levels exceed 55 
dBA at the property line, MS Solar 6 would install sound buffers (walls, fences with screening, or 
vegetation) to minimize the noise levels from operating equipment; 

o Interpretive signs would be installed. One interpretive sign would mark the location of the Thomas 
Wilburn Harness Horse Racing Track, and the second interpretive sign will discuss the Oakland 
Plantation Historic District. 

https://www.tva.com/environment/environmental-stewardship/environmental-reviews/nepa-detail/golden-triangle-ii-solar-project
https://www.tva.com/environment/environmental-stewardship/environmental-reviews/nepa-detail/golden-triangle-ii-solar-project
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• EA: “Minor adverse indirect impacts could occur on the agricultural economy of the region due to the loss of up 
to 495 acres of annual soybean and corn production. ...the loss of agricultural land would adversely impact the 
farmers working the land as well as other services that support agricultural production. These impacts would be 
minimal, and the economic benefit of the Project would outweigh the adverse impacts substantially.” 

• At the time of the EA, Golden Triangle I Solar and BESS Project (GT1) was recently approved, and the Infinity 
Megasite was a pending 1,144-acre industrial development adjacent to the proposed Golden Triangle Solar 
Project.  The EA concluded that long-term impacts, “such as the clearing of mature trees or the conversion of 
agricultural land to developed industrial land will inevitably overlap for all three projects, thus resulting in a long-
term cumulative impact on those resources.” The EA also concluded that short-term cumulative impacts “would 
occur on noise and local air quality only if two or more of the projects are under construction at the same time.” 

• The FONSI, issued in May 2022, stated, “Based upon the analyses documented in the EA, TVA concludes that 
the proposed action alternative of constructing and operating the Golden Triangle II Solar and BESS Facility by 
MS Solar 6, as well as the new gen-tie, and TVA’s purchase of the electric output pursuant to the PPA with MS 
Solar 6 would not be a major federal action significantly affecting the environment. Accordingly, an 
environmental impact statement is not required.” 

• After issuance of the May 2022 FONSI and EA, although the overall project site area did not change, a revised 
site layout indicated that additional tree clearing - beyond what was originally expected - would be 
necessary for installation of the solar arrays. Based on the revised site plan, it is anticipated that up to 493 
acres of forested land could be cleared during initial site construction, versus the “up to 270 acres of 
forested upland areas" listed in the EA and FONSI.  Thus, a revised consultation letter was submitted to the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on June 17, 2022. 

• Based upon the analyses documented in the EA, and the June 2022 update described above, a Revised FONSI was 
issued in July 2022.  

Environmental Assessment for Construction of Solar Photovoltaic Facilities at the John F. Kennedy Space Center, 
Kennedy Space Center, Florida (National Aeronautics and Space Administration, 2018):  
https://netspublic.grc.nasa.gov/main/FPL_KSC%20Solar%20Project%20Final%20EA_12.2018.pdf  
https://netspublic.grc.nasa.gov/main/FONSI%20for%20EA%20for%20FPL%20Solar%20Photovoltaic%20Facilties%20K
SC--original.pdf  

• Under the Proposed Action, the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) Kennedy Space Center 
(KSC) and Florida Power & Light (FPL) would develop a 74.5 megawatt (MW) solar PV facility on NASA 
property on Roberts Road on KSC. In addition, NASA proposes to develop a number of smaller solar installations 
(ground mount and canopies) at up to 12 additional sites on KSC. 

• EA: “A 702-acre (284 ha) area (referred to as the Primary site) on NASA-KSC property has been evaluated in this 
Environmental Assessment (EA) to allow for engineering flexibility.” The EA also evaluated the potential impacts 
to “distributed generation (i.e., In-Kind) solar PV facilities on up to 12 sites [In-Kind sites 1-12] totaling 
approximately 165.5 acres (67 ha) of the NASA-KSC property.” 

• EA: “Per the CMP Future Land Use Map (NASA, 2016), the Primary site and In-Kind sites 6, 10, 11 and 12 are 
proposed to be located in areas designated as Renewable Energy. The other In-Kind sites are located on parking lots 
or grassy fields in areas with land use designations of Administration, Utility Systems, Assembly Testing and 
Processing, or Research and Development. The Primary site is located on land designated for Renewable Energy 
and Operational Buffer/Conservation. Renewable Energy areas are designated to accommodate varying forms of 
renewable energy, including solar array fields. Operational Buffer areas are submerged areas vulnerable to rising 
seawater or high value upland habitats. Future development in the Operational Buffer is permitted for low impact or 
small footprint facilities that may be required for support of space launch or landing operations. The Primary site is 
undeveloped and consists of abandoned citrus groves, uplands, and wetlands overgrown in invasive exotic species; a 
complex of unpaved site access roads, and man-made ditches. In-Kind sites 6, 10, 11 and 12 are also located in 
portions of KSC designated for Renewable Energy; none of these sites are developed. In-Kind sites 6, 10, and 11 
are abandoned citrus groves covered in invasive exotic species. Site 10 does not appear to have ever been 
developed.” 

https://netspublic.grc.nasa.gov/main/FPL_KSC%20Solar%20Project%20Final%20EA_12.2018.pdf
https://netspublic.grc.nasa.gov/main/FONSI%20for%20EA%20for%20FPL%20Solar%20Photovoltaic%20Facilties%20KSC--original.pdf
https://netspublic.grc.nasa.gov/main/FONSI%20for%20EA%20for%20FPL%20Solar%20Photovoltaic%20Facilties%20KSC--original.pdf
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• EA: “Vegetation would be removed in order for the solar PV arrays to be mounted; however, the vast majority of 
the vegetation that would be removed is invasive exotic species (e.g. Brazilian pepper). The construction activity at 
the Primary site would result in a short-term minor impact to visual resources/aesthetics to visitors at the Visitor 
complex. Once installed, the solar PV arrays or canopies would be visible from the adjacent roadways. However, 
these arrays would not be tall (approximately 7 feet) and would have a negligible effect on the surrounding view 
shed.” 

• EA: “Approximately 360 acres of the Primary site would be developed for the Proposed action. The limits of 
disturbance would be focused towards the lower quality habitats and sensitive habitats such as wetlands would be 
avoided to the extent possible. Based on a preliminary layout, approximately 94 percent of the impact would occur 
in disturbed habitats, including former citrus groves that have transitioned to dense thickets of Brazilian pepper, 
Australian pine, ruderal habitats, and areas of infrastructure. Given the poor quality of these habitats, the effect 
would be minor, but long-term.” 

• EA: “A study prepared for Massachusetts Clean Energy Center (MCEC, 2012) found that, ‘At the utility scale sites, 
sound levels along the fenced boundary of the PV arrays were generally at background levels, though a faint 
inverter hum could be heard at some locations along the boundary. Any sound from the PV array and equipment 
was inaudible and sound levels are at background levels at set back distances of 50 to 150 feet from the boundary.’ 
Noise impacts resulting from operation of the Proposed Action are likely to be negligible and long-term.” 

• EA: “Based on the preliminary layout, 95 percent of the proposed solar facilities would be in uplands and 
approximately 18 acres of wetlands may be affected. This would account for a 7 percent reduction in wetland area 
on the Primary site. These numbers are preliminary. A thorough wetland delineation will be conducted on the site 
prior to developing the final site layout. The final design will further avoid and minimize wetland impacts to the 
extent possible, with a focus on avoiding isolation of high quality wetlands for adjacent high quality upland habitats. 
An ERP from the FDEP and a Section 404 permit from the USACE would be obtained to authorize regulated 
activities in wetlands. Functional losses associated with unavoidable impacts will be compensated for by purchasing 
wetland mitigation credits from an approved mitigation bank, or by another approved method. Implementation of 
mitigation measures would ensure long-term impacts remain minor. Wetland impacts on the In-Kind sites would 
also be avoided, minimized, and mitigated for.” 

• EA: “Construction in the 100-year floodplain on the Primary site and In-Kind sites 11 and 12 would be avoided to 
the extent possible and unavoidable impacts to floodplains would be compensated for in accordance with state and 
federal regulations to ensure no adverse flooding effects occur to adjacent properties. Groundcover beneath the solar 
PV arrays would be pervious, which would allow water to infiltrate similar to the pre-construction condition. 
Overall, effects to the floodplain from the Proposed Action on the Primary site or In-Kind sites 11 and 12 are 
expected to be long-term and minor. No effects to floodplains would occur to In-Kind sites 1 to 10, as these sites are 
outside of the 100-year floodplain.” 

• FONSI: “Environmental impacts from the Proposed Action construction and associated operations were classified 
none or minor.” “Where NASA anticipates minimal impacts may occur, FPL would employ various best 
management practices and other mitigation measures, as defined in the Biological Opinion issued by U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, during construction and operation of the proposed development.” 

Environmental Assessment and Plan of Development for the San Luis Solar Project (DOI/EA-14-059, Bureau of 
Reclamation, 2018): https://www.usbr.gov/mp/nepa/includes/documentShow.php?Doc_ID=33221; 
https://www.usbr.gov/mp/nepa/includes/documentShow.php?Doc_ID=33222 

• Proposed issuance of a 30-year Land Use Authorization to access, install, operate, maintain and remove a 26-
megawatt (MW) alternating current (AC) solar photovoltaic (PV) energy generating project in and adjacent to San 
Luis Reservoir, on up to 237 acres of land.   

• The Project would consist of the three separate solar PV systems (Sites 1, 2, and 3), including approximately 
102,360 high-efficiency solar PV panels, racks, cabling, direct current (DC) to AC power conversion units with 
medium voltage transformers, and medium voltage underground lines. The Project includes access roads, fencing, 
lighting, and security systems. 

• “Other Project components include combining switchgear, control buildings, meteorological stations, and 
substations (34.5 kV / 70 kV), depending on the site. Gen-tie lines (70 kV) would connect each site to the existing 

https://www.usbr.gov/mp/nepa/includes/documentShow.php?Doc_ID=33221
https://www.usbr.gov/mp/nepa/includes/documentShow.php?Doc_ID=33222
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O’Neill Substation. In addition, a battery energy storage system (BESS) would be included as part of the Project 
to help the Applicant better deliver energy at a controlled and more constant level.” 

• At each site, the solar PV panels would be mounted on steel brackets to a horizontal single-axis tracking system. 
“Each tracker unit would consist of 16 rows with 40 solar PV panels each, which would be mechanically 
connected by a common rod. The rod would be moved by a single electric motor and gear train. The maximum 
height of the solar PV panels when mounted on the tracking system would be less than 7.5 feet.”  

• The gen-tie lines “will be suspended from wooden and/or steel poles, similar to telephone poles, that would be 
approximately 70 feet high and 50 inches in circumference…Approximately 200 poles would be installed over the 
6.2-mile corridor.” 

• EA: “The Project would not affect any agricultural land or forest resources because none are present in the Project 
area.” 

• The EA states that in addition to terms and conditions of a Biological Opinion issued by the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service for the Project, the applicant should implement certain environmental protection measures, 
including, for example:  

o “Each battery container will contain a fire suppression system that is designed to contain any fire within 
the container itself…The fire suppression system will include a gaseous fire suppressant agent and an 
automatic fire extinguishing system designed according to National Fire Protection Association safety 
standards, further preventing any spill that would impact the surface streams.” 

o Fencing “would be constructed to screen views of construction activities from visitors.” 
o “Vertical tubes and poles will be capped to prevent entrapment of birds and small mammals.”  
o “All construction equipment powered by gasoline or diesel engines will have sound control devices that 

are at least as effective as those originally provided by the manufacturer. All equipment will be operated 
and maintained to minimize noise generation.” 

• Per the EA, the Project design also includes several protective erosion and drainage control measures including: 
silt fences, stabilized construction entrances at each site, designated vehicle and equipment cleaning/concrete 
washout areas at each site, and dust control and hydroseeding or other reseeding within each site. 

• EA: “A Revegetation Plan will be prepared for the Project. Upon Project completion, all areas temporarily subject 
to ground disturbance, including staging areas, will be revegetated according to the Revegetation Plan.” 

• The EA describes “best management practices” (BMPs) that would be employed in the use and storage of all 
hazardous materials within the Project area, including the use of containment systems in appropriate locations; 
keeping materials in their original containers with the original manufacturer’s label and resealed when possible; 
avoiding excessive on-site inventories of chemicals; and performing fueling of vehicles and equipment in 
locations that are protected from spillage onto exposed ground surface. 

• EA: “The preparation and implementation of an approved [Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan] and 
implementation of Project design measures and BMPs would avoid and/or minimize major adverse surface water 
quality effects…as well as groundwater effects during Project construction.” 

• EA: “The Proposed Action would not cause dislocation, changes in employment, or increase flood, drought, or 
disease; nor would it disproportionately impact economically disadvantaged or minority populations.” 

• The EA describes detention basins at each site to minimize effects to surface water quantity and drainage. “Basins 
would be placed strategically at low points for each site…Runoff in excess of the first-flush volume would 
overtop the basins and discharge to the historical outfall for each site…As Site 3 does not have an existing outfall, 
a float will be installed in the detention basin to monitor the water levels. Once a predetermined water level is 
reached, a pump will be activated to discharge additional runoff through a pipe to the O’Neill Pumping-
Generating Plant intake channel…The BESS would have a separate runoff collection system to contain all runoff 
and prevent it from entering any surface waters as well as groundwater or soils. As a result of these design 
measures, effects on surface water and drainage from Project operation would be minor.” 

• Visual resources were assessed in the EA based on potential change in landscape character experienced from 
identified viewing areas of recreationists, residents, and roadway travelers. “Impacts were assessed based on the 
magnitude and duration of anticipated impacts as well as the context of the affected resource. This assessment was 
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implemented at [key observation points] representing typical landscape features, common or sensitive view areas, 
significant viewpoints, and important landmark features.” 

• FONSI: “Reclamation and the Applicant shall comply with the terms and conditions of the Biological Opinion 
issued by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for the Project (Appendix B of EA-14- 059).” 

• FONSI: “In accordance with NEPA, Reclamation has determined that the approval of the Proposed Action is not 
a major federal action that will significantly affect the quality of the human environment; consequently, an 
environmental impact statement is not required.” 

Environmental Assessment for Construction and Operation of a Solar Photovoltaic and/or Battery Energy Storage System 
at Naval Air Station, Fallon, Nevada (Department of the Navy, 2016): Email DOE-NEPA-Rulemaking@hq.doe.gov for a 
copy of this EA and FONSI.   

• Under the Proposed Action, the United States Department of the Navy (Navy) and a private partner would enter into 
an agreement to allow the private partner to use Navy land to construct, operate, and own a solar photovoltaic (PV) 
and/or battery energy storage system at Naval Air Station (NAS) Fallon, Nevada. Once the solar PV and/or battery 
energy storage system is operational, the private partner would be responsible for maintenance and operation. The 
energy generated and/or stored would be used by the local community, NAS Fallon, or a combination of both. 

• Navy evaluated two action alternatives. Alternative 1 (Preferred Alternative) would consist of construction and 
operation of an up to 20 megawatt (MW) solar PV and/or 150 MW hour battery energy storage system at Sites A 
and B (in total covering approximately 230 acres). Alternative 2 would consist of construction and operation of an 
up to 15 MW solar PV and/or 150 MW hour battery energy storage system at Site A (covering approximately 126 
acres). 

• The Final EA states, “Under Alternative 1, construction activities at Sites A and B would result in the removal of up 
to 230 acres of black greasewood vegetation . . . . Greasewood habitat is regionally abundant and is a common 
habitat type on NAS Fallon. Removal of 230 acres of greasewood vegetation would represent 0.03 percent of the 
total greasewood habitat on the 241,126 acres of lands that NAS Fallon administers in the high desert region of 
northern Nevada (approximately 88,000 acres total) (NAS Fallon, 2014a). No tree removal would be required for 
construction of the solar PV and/or battery energy storage system.” 

• FONSI states, “Based on the analysis presented in this EA, the Navy finds that implementation of Alternative 1 
would not significantly impact the quality of the human or natural environment.” 

Environmental Assessment for Blythe Mesa Solar Power Project (Bureau of Land Management, 2015): 
https://eplanning.blm.gov/eplanning-ui/project/66074/510  

• This EA evaluates the potential environmental impacts of the Blythe Mesa Solar Project, a solar photovoltaic (PV) 
electrical generating facility of up to 485 megawatt (MW) and 8.4-mile generation interconnection (gen-tie) line 
that would together occupy a total of 3,660 acres; 3,587 acres for the solar facility component and 73 acres for the 
230 kilovolt (kV) gen-tie line. 

• EA: “The Applicant does not propose to pave, remove, or significantly alter the agricultural soil that currently exists 
at the Project area. Rather, the solar panels would be built atop the relatively flat soil lots, leaving the farming soil 
relatively undisturbed and available for crop cultivation at the end of the Project’s life, should the parcels revert to 
agricultural land. Implementation of Mitigation Measure Agriculture-1 would provide various options for the 
Applicant to reduce the severity of the impact of the temporary loss of Important Farmland, resulting in a less than 
significant impact. Project operation would not add to the impacts to agricultural resources.” 

• EA: “The conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use in the unincorporated area of Riverside County over the 
life of the Project, and the cancellation of a Williamson Act contract, would be offset by conservation on other off-
site lands; purchase of credits from an established agricultural land mitigation bank; contribution of agricultural land 
or equivalent funding to an organization that provides for the preservation of farmland in California; or participation 
in any agricultural land mitigation program adopted by Riverside County that provides equal or more effective 
mitigation than the measures listed in Mitigation Measure Agriculture-1. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 
Agriculture-1 would result in a less than significant impact.” 

• EA: “The solar facility would be in a seismically active region, and people and structures could be exposed to 
seismic ground shaking. Implementation of Mitigation Measure Geology-1 requires subsequent geotechnical work 

mailto:DOE-NEPA-Rulemaking@hq.doe.gov
https://eplanning.blm.gov/eplanning-ui/project/66074/510
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to determine site specific parameters for foundation design and engineering. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 
Geology-3 would require the removal of loose soil layers and replacement with compacted fill or specialized 
foundation design, including the use of deep foundation systems, if appropriate, to help support structures. With 
implementation of Mitigation Measures Geology-1 and Geology-3, impacts would be reduced to less than 
significant levels.” 

• FONSI: “No environmental effects associated with the Blythe Mesa Solar Project meet the definition of significance 
in context or intensity as defined in 40 CFR 1508.27.” 

• FONSI: “…the context of Alternative 3 points to no significant unmitigated environmental impact considering the 
following: 1. The Alternative 3 solar generation facility is proposed on land already disturbed by past activities 
including agriculture. The gen-tie line will result in some, but not substantial amounts, of new areas of disturbance. 
As discussed in the EIR/EA, the extent of new areas of disturbance will be minimized through project design 
features and mitigation measures provided in the EIR/EA. 2. Alternative 3 is a site-specific action directly involving 
a total gen-tie length of 8.8 miles (including federal and non-federal land); 3 .6 miles would be located on private 
lands within the array site boundary and 5.2 miles would be located outside the solar plant site boundary on BLM-
managed lands. The BLM portion of the ROW would contain 78 acres.” 

• FONSI: “Although the Project would convert approximately 1,700 acres of Prime Farmland to non-agricultural use, 
the Project's conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use would not result in conversion of other adjacent 
Farmland to non-agricultural use. The Selected Alternative would not introduce a non-agricultural use that is 
sensitive to or incompatible with agricultural operations that would occur nearby. Additionally, Mitigation Measure 
Agriculture-I will mitigate for land converted from Farmland to non-agricultural uses.” 

• FONSI: “The Selected Alternative is located in an area identified in the BLM Solar Energy Program Western Solar 
Plan (the "Western Solar Plan", 2012) as a priority area for utility-scale solar energy and associated transmission 
infrastructure development. In addition, the proposed solar facility would be located on previously disturbed 
agricultural land as opposed to undisturbed land. The gen-tie line and other federal actions included in the Selected 
Alternative will be constructed within a previously established transmission corridor (Corridor K) as identified in 
the CDCA plan. Therefore, the Project is not likely to be highly controversial.” 

Environmental Assessment for Construction, Operation, and Decommissioning of a Solar Photovoltaic System at Marine 
Air Ground Task Force Training Command Marine Corps Air Ground Combat Center Twentynine Palms, California 
(Department of the Navy and United States Marine Corps, 2015): 
https://www.29palms.marines.mil/Portals/56/Docs/Environmental%20Affairs/Final-EA-and-FONSI-for-Solar-PV-
System-2015.pdf  

• This EA evaluates the potential environmental impacts resulting from the construction, operation, and 
decommissioning of a solar photovoltaic system in the Mainside area at Marine Air Ground Task Force Training 
Command (MAGTFTC), Marine Corps Air Ground Combat Center (MCAGCC), Twentynine Palms, California. 

• The EA analyzes three action alternatives: up to 57 megawatts (MW) on 241 acres for each (differences among the 
alternatives relate to the proposed location and length of the new transmission line). 

• The proposed action would be located within the Mainside area, which is located in the southernmost portion of the 
installation (MCAGCC) and is the primary developed area on the installation, providing an array of maintenance, 
storage, administrative, commercial, and housing facilities.  

• The FONSI says, “Implementation of the selected alternative (Alternative 3) will not result in significant 
environmental impacts. The proposed action will have negligible direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts on the 
quality of the local environment and will comply with all regulatory requirements. … Cumulative effects of the 
proposed action in combination with other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future actions would not be 
significant.” 

Environmental Assessment of a Photovoltaic Development for Holloman Air Force Base (U.S. Air Force, 2015): 
https://www.holloman.af.mil/Portals/101/documents/Environmental_Info/EA%20of%20Photovoltaic%20development%2
0for%20HAFB%202015.pdf?ver=2016-02-23-110850-320 
https://media.defense.gov/2020/Feb/03/2002243097/-1/-1/1/FONSI%20-
%202016%20PHOTOVOLTAIC%20DEVELOPMENT%20EA.PDF  

https://www.29palms.marines.mil/Portals/56/Docs/Environmental%20Affairs/Final-EA-and-FONSI-for-Solar-PV-System-2015.pdf
https://www.29palms.marines.mil/Portals/56/Docs/Environmental%20Affairs/Final-EA-and-FONSI-for-Solar-PV-System-2015.pdf
https://www.holloman.af.mil/Portals/101/documents/Environmental_Info/EA%20of%20Photovoltaic%20development%20for%20HAFB%202015.pdf?ver=2016-02-23-110850-320
https://www.holloman.af.mil/Portals/101/documents/Environmental_Info/EA%20of%20Photovoltaic%20development%20for%20HAFB%202015.pdf?ver=2016-02-23-110850-320
https://media.defense.gov/2020/Feb/03/2002243097/-1/-1/1/FONSI%20-%202016%20PHOTOVOLTAIC%20DEVELOPMENT%20EA.PDF
https://media.defense.gov/2020/Feb/03/2002243097/-1/-1/1/FONSI%20-%202016%20PHOTOVOLTAIC%20DEVELOPMENT%20EA.PDF
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• The proposed action is to develop a photovoltaic (PV) energy production facility on Holloman Air Force Base 
(HAFB) by means of a Power Purchase Agreement between the AF, a public utility and/or a private power producer 
to develop, operate and maintain the electrical generation facility with HAFB as the customer. 

• The Preferred Alternative Site for the construction of the PV array is 400 acres including the Atlas Power 
Substation. 

• The EA explained, “The HAFB solar PV array project area is currently an open, undeveloped parcel dominated by 
native vegetation, containing several power lines with associated unimproved service roads and an electric 
substation. Current aerial views of the parcel and vegetation surveys demonstrate an essential similarity to naturally 
vegetated basin areas throughout the region. Power lines and the substation, Holloman mission buildings a mile 
south and southwest, WSMR instrument stations, old Balloon facilities and the La Luz Gate to the north, and 
embankments of a construction debris landfill a mile northeast, are the man-made visual elements within the 
immediate vicinity. The area is remote from any residential area, visible only to traffic on Vandergrift Road and is 
not in any sensitive view-shed.” 

• The EA states, “Implementation of the action would not significantly impact geology, seismicity, ground water, 
land use, socioeconomic and environmental justice concerns, human health and safety, nor would there be 
hazardous or toxic waste or materials concerns. Negligible or brief transient impacts would occur in the local air 
quality, soils, aesthetics, noise, wildlife and solid waste categories. Construction and operation of the proposed 
facility would have some potential to cause adverse impacts to surface water resources, vegetation, species of 
concern and cultural resources (archaeological sites). The proposed action is sited to avoid major impacts to 
vegetation and species of concern, design measures will prevent surface water impacts, and measures to mitigate 
adverse effects on historic properties are being addressed. . . .”  

• The USAF FONSI states “none of [the] alternatives or the proposed action will have significant direct, indirect or 
cumulative impacts upon the environment.” 

Environmental Assessment for Outgrant for Construction and Operation of a Solar Photovoltaic System in Area I, Nellis 
Air Force Base, Clark County, Nevada (U.S. Air Force, 2011): 
https://www.nellis.af.mil/Portals/104/Documents/Environmental%20Assessments/Final%20Solar%20PSII%20EA%20Ne
llis%20March%202011.pdf?ver=2016-04-25-160259-820  

• The U.S. Air Force (USAF) proposes to initiate a renewable outgrant to Nevada Power Company (NV Energy) for 
approximately 160 acres of USAF property located at the southwest corner of Nellis Air Force Base (Nellis). NV 
Energy proposes to construct, operate, and eventually decommission a solar photovoltaic system on the property 
proposed for the outgrant by Nellis.  

• The solar photovoltaic system would generate 10 to 15 megawatts alternating current or up to 18 megawatts direct 
current. NV Energy could construct either fixed or one-axis type solar panels. The solar panels would be ballasted 
to minimize excavation.  

• Nellis would be the primary recipient of power generated, but some excess power may go to the electric grid when 
energy demand at Nellis is low.  

• The USAF FONSI concludes that, “implementation of the Proposed Action or the Alternative Actions would result 
in no significant impacts on the quality of the human or natural environments.”  

DOE reviewed other information in support of its proposed changes to B5.16 categorical exclusion as summarized below: 
 
Environmental Research: Infrastructure and Sustainability, 2022. Paper titled “Minimizing environmental impacts of solar 
farms: a review of current science on landscape hydrology and guidance on stormwater management” (Rouhangiz 
Yavari et al 2022 Environ. Res.: Infrastruct. Sustain. 2 032002: https://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/2634-
4505/ac76dd)  

• “In states with solar farm-specific guidance, typical recommendations include minimizing construction-related 
compaction, ensuring a high cover of perennial vegetation with minimal maintenance, and designing with 
pervious space between solar panel rows to promote infiltration of any runoff; in some cases, structural 
stormwater management like infiltration basins may be required.” 

https://www.nellis.af.mil/Portals/104/Documents/Environmental%20Assessments/Final%20Solar%20PSII%20EA%20Nellis%20March%202011.pdf?ver=2016-04-25-160259-820
https://www.nellis.af.mil/Portals/104/Documents/Environmental%20Assessments/Final%20Solar%20PSII%20EA%20Nellis%20March%202011.pdf?ver=2016-04-25-160259-820
https://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/2634-4505/ac76dd
https://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/2634-4505/ac76dd
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• “In general, solar farms can be designed to minimize the impact on landscape ecohydrological processes, but 
more research is needed to determine whether current recommendations are adequate. In particular, there is a need 
for more field research on less ideal sites such as those with higher slopes.” 

 
Resources for the Future, 2021. Establishing Utility-Scale Solar Projects: Federal Involvement (Working Paper 21-11): 
https://media.rff.org/documents/WP_21-11_Solar_Federal_Process.pdf  

• “The case study identified 45 utility-scale solar projects in 21 states seeking approval to begin construction over 
the period from 2008 to 2019 (see Attachments A and B). The solar farms range in capacity from 1 to 594 MW. 
Thirty-eight of the projects generate electricity using photovoltaic (PV) technology….” 

• “Of the 20 utility-scale solar farms requiring a substantive review under NEPA in this study, 10 required a formal 
Section 7 consultation under the ESA, and FWS issued a BO prior to completion of the project’s final ROD or 
FONSI under NEPA. For the remaining solar projects, the action agency determined that a formal consultation 
was not required and issued BAs.” 

• “With respect to utility-scale solar electric projects, studies over the last decade suggest that solar projects can 
contribute to avian mortality resulting from collisions with solar panels, exposure to amplified levels of solar flux, 
and the continuing displacement of birds from their habitat (FWS 2018c; Upton 2014)…. Since avian mortality 
can be reduced by strategic design (FWS 2014), the FWS highly recommends that every solar project prepare an 
Avian and Bat Protection Plan (ABPP)….” 

• “Most of the solar facilities covered in this study required state- or federal-issued NPDES discharge permits to 
address stormwater runoff.” 

• “In our review, all 20 projects required permits under the CWA: 6 received Section 401 state certifications, 20 
received NPDES permits (most were general permits issued by states), and 6 received Section 404 permits. 
USACE also made determinations that no US jurisdictional waters were present for 11 projects.” 

• “Solar projects do not typically release water during operation, so an NPDES permit is generally required only to 
address stormwater and construction activities.” 

• “If a solar project has only minimal effects, it can obtain a nationwide general permit…. General permits are 
issued for particular categories of activities with minimal effects on wetlands, eliminating individual review and 
allowing these projects to proceed with little or no delay…. Projects using nationwide or regional general permits 
can proceed with construction 45 days after providing USACE with a complete preconstruction notification….” 

 
Argonne National Laboratory, 2015. A Review of Avian Monitoring and Mitigation Information at Existing Utility-Scale 
Solar Facilities: https://blmsolar.anl.gov/related/avian-solar/docs/Avian_Monitoring_Mitigation_Solar.pdf  

• “Like many industrial activities, utility-scale solar energy development has the potential to impact, directly and 
indirectly, birds and bird communities in a number of ways, such as by habitat degradation, habitat loss, habitat 
fragmentation, and direct fatality. This report summarizes existing information about direct impacts, of which 
there are two general types: collision-related and solar-flux-related. Collision-related impacts may occur from all 
types of solar energy technologies. The effects of solar flux on birds have so far been observed only at facilities 
employing concentrated-solar-power towers.” 

• “Recent studies have demonstrated that utility-scale solar developments represent a source of fatality for wildlife 
such as birds (e.g., Kagan et al. 2014); however, there are relatively few systematic and empirically based studies 
that address avian fatality issues at solar facilities (but see McCrary et al. 1986; WEST 2014).” 

• “Like all industrial activities, utility-scale solar energy development has the potential to directly and indirectly 
impact birds and bird communities in a number of ways (Table 2). In general, direct impacts result from ground-
disturbing activities at the project and are observable within the solar project footprint, whereas indirect impacts 
may extend beyond the solar project footprint as the result of factors such as runoff, water depletion, dust 
deposition, noise, or visual impacts.” 

• “At PV and CSP facilities, collision hazards to birds are greatest among the solar field arrays. It has been 
suggested that PV facilities may attract some species of birds through what has been called the “lake effect” 
(Kagan et al. 2014), whereby migrating birds perceive the reflective surfaces of PV panels as bodies of water and 
collide with project structures as they attempt to land on the panels. However, no empirical research has been 
conducted to confirm or refute this hypothesis.” 

• “Avian fatalities have been documented at solar energy facilities employing both PV and CSP technology types. 
Several federal and state regulations apply to the protection of birds at solar energy facilities. Most birds are 

https://media.rff.org/documents/WP_21-11_Solar_Federal_Process.pdf
https://blmsolar.anl.gov/related/avian-solar/docs/Avian_Monitoring_Mitigation_Solar.pdf
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protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, which prohibits the taking, killing, possession, transportation, and 
importation of migratory birds, their eggs, parts, and nests, except when authorized by the USFWS. Projects are 
also required to comply with state and federal regulations to protect threatened, endangered, and sensitive species 
(e.g., ESA, Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act, BLM policy, and state wildlife codes). Mortality risks to 
threatened, endangered, and sensitive bird species are related to solar energy project size, location, and 
technology. Because the potential for impact to birds and their populations depends largely on project size and 
location, specific requirements for threatened, endangered, and sensitive bird species are often considered on a 
project-specific basis.” 

• “In an effort to reduce electrocutions and collision fatalities at electric utility power lines, the APLIC, formed in 
1989, developed voluntary BMPs that serve as a valuable knowledge base. Many of these BMPs will apply to 
utility-scale solar projects.” 

 
Proposed Change to 10 CFR part 1021, Appendix C, Classes of Actions that Normally require EAs but not 
Necessarily EISs: 

C7 Contracts, Policies, and Marketing and Allocation Plans for Electric Power 

(a) Establishment and implementation of contracts, policies, and marketing and allocation plans related to electric 
power acquisition that involve:  

(1) The interconnection of, or acquisition of power from, new generation resources that are equal to or less than 
50 average megawatts, unless the generation resource is eligible for a categorical exclusion;  

(2) Cchanges in the normal operating limits of generation resources equal to or less than 50 average megawatts; 
or  

(3) Sservice to discrete new loads of less than 10 average megawatts over a 12-month period. 
 
Supplemental Supporting Basis:  
 

Discussion of the proposed change to this class of action is provided in Section II.C of the preamble to the Notice 
of Proposed Rulemaking, November 16, 2023 (88 FR 78681). 

 
Proposed Change to 10 CFR part 1021, Appendix D, Classes of Actions that Normally Require EISs: 

D7 Contracts, Policies, and Marketing and Allocation Plans for Electric Power 

(a) Establishment and implementation of contracts, policies, and marketing and allocation plans related to electric 
power acquisition that involve:  

(1) The interconnection of, or acquisition of power from, new generation resources greater than 50 average 
megawatts, unless the generation resource is eligible for a categorical exclusion or was evaluated in an 
environmental assessment resulting in a finding of no significant impact;  

(2) Cchanges in the normal operating limits of generation resources greater than 50 average megawatts; or  
(3) Sservice to discrete new loads of 10 average megawatts or more over a 12-month period. 

 
Supplemental Supporting Basis:  
 

Discussion of the proposed change to this class of action is provided in Section II.D of the preamble to the Notice 
of Proposed Rulemaking, November 16, 2023 (88 FR 78681). 

 
 
 


