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SECTION 1.0 INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

1.1 ORGANIZATION OF THE DOCUMENT

This document is the Environmental Assessment/Final Environmental Impact Report (EA/Fina EIR)
for the Pine Tree Wind Development Project. The EA/Fina EIR is an informational document that
has been prepared jointly by the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP; lead
agency under the California Environmental Quality Act [CEQA]) and the federal Bureau of Land
Management (BLM; lead agency under the National Environmental Policy Act [NEPA]).

According to the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15132), a Fina EIR must consist of the following
elements:

Draft EIR or arevision of that draft

Comments and recommendations received on the draft EIR either verbatim or in summary

A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies that commented on the Draft EIR
Responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review and
consultation process

= Any other information added by the Lead Agency

Under NEPA, and specifically BLM’s NEPA Handbook, the EA does not have a draft and final
component. Rather, the EA isissued for review and the comments received (and a response to those
comments) are considered prior to BLM making a decision either to undergo further environmental
review or to make a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI). The decision to issue a FONSI
would be preceded by a public comment period.

This EA/Final EIR serves to complete the environmental document process required by both CEQA
and NEPA and includes the following information:

Section 1.0 — Introduction and Summary: This section provides an introduction to the EA/Final
EIR and provides arevised summary of the overall project and associated environmental impacts and
mitigation measures. It also summarizes and compares the alternatives considered.

Section 2.0 — Letter Comments on Draft EIR/EA and Responses: This section provides a list of
persons commenting on the Draft EIR/EA, copies of the written comments (numerically coded for
reference), the response to those comments put forth by LADWP and BLM, and severa attachments.

Section 3.0 — Changes to the Draft EIR/EA: This section includes all corrections and additions to
the Draft EIR/EA text made as a result of comments received. Any changes in text are indicated by
underline/strikeout revision.

Appendix A — Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: This appendix includes the
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) required by the CEQA Guidelines (Section
15097).

Appendix B — Mailing List for Draft EIR/EA: This appendix includes the list of interested
individuals, groups, and agencies that received a copy of the Draft EIR/EA.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

Appendix C — Proofs of Publication: This appendix includes the proofs of publication of the Draft
EIR/EA for the public review.

Though not included within the cover of this EA/Final EIR, the Draft EIR/EA as issued for public
review in November 2004 is incorporated herein by reference and is revised as shown in Section 3.0.

1.2 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

On April 16, 2004, LADWP issued a Notice of Preparation of Draft EIR (NOP), announcing that
LADWP and BLM were cooperating to prepare an environmental document for the proposed Pine
Tree Wind Development Project. The NOP with CEQA Initial Study was sent to various persons,
agencies, and organizations that would likely be interested or affected by the proposed project (see
Appendix A of the Draft EIR/EA). At the same time, a letter was mailed to a larger list of persons
and agencies that notified them of the proposed project, the environmenta process, where to view
copies of the NOP/Initial Study, and how to participate in the process. A project scoping meeting to
obtain input from interested persons and agencies was held at the Kern County Planning Department
on May 7, 2004. Written and verbal comments on the project were collected at this meeting.

Eight written comment letters were received during the NOP review period, which began on April
19, 2004, and ended on May 18, 2004. The comments received during the scoping meeting and the
responses to the NOP were considered by the lead agencies in determining the scope of the issues to
be addressed in the Draft EIR/EA. All comments received in response to the NOP are included in
Appendix A of the Draft EIR/EA and are part of the project record.

LADWP dso held two informal community meetings to inform the public about the project and
receive public input, and LADWP also met with BLM’s Citizen Steering Committee on two
occasions during preparation of the Draft EIR/EA. The community meetings were held on May 28,
2003, in Tehachapi, Cdifornia, and May 29, 2003, in Mojave, California. These meetings discussed
the progress of project planning and design and raised several issues pertaining to the project,
including:

= Potential for impact on habitats and wildlife, raptorsin particular;

» Possibleriparian effects;

» Potential effects related to recreation resources, in particular the Jawbone Canyon Open
Area;

= Potential for impacts due to soil disturbance;

» Requirements for lighting of the wind turbines; and

» Restoration considerations for turbine sites and access roads.

During the time period that the Draft EIR/EA was being prepared, LADWP and BLM met with
representatives of Native American groups to identify and discuss issues related to potential cultural
and historic resources that could be affected by the proposed project. The Native American
consultation process is discussed in the Cultural Resources Technical Report contained in Appendix
F of the Draft EIR/EA.

In addition to the NOP consultation, LADWP and BLM consulted directly with California
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) about wildlife
and habitat issues during preparation of the Draft EIR/EA. CDFG personnel visited the project site
two times in 2004, and a joint meeting with CDFG, USFWS (by phone), BLM, and LADWP was
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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

held to discuss biological resource and regulatory issues. Formal consultation under Section 7 of the
federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) was initiated by BLM on November 18, 2004. Additionally,
LADWRP coordinated the preparation of the Draft EIR/EA with Kern County staff relative to issues of
land use, military air space, transportation, and landform modification.

The public review period for the Pine Tree Wind Development Project Draft EIR/EA began on
November 22, 2004, and ended on January 7, 2005, lasting approximately 47 days. A Notice of
Availability (NOA) was filed and submitted to the State Clearinghouse along with 15 copies of the
Draft EIR/EA for state agency review on November 22, 2004. No state agencies submitted
comments to the State Clearinghouse. One state agency, the California Energy Commission,
submitted comments directly to BLM and LADWP. The Acknowledgement of Receipt from the
State Clearinghouse is included as Letter 14 in Section 2, Letter Comments on the Draft EIR/EA and
Responses. Additionally, copies of the Draft EIR/EA were mailed and/or distributed directly to
agencies and groups for review, and the Draft EIR/EA was also available for review at the Bureau of
Land Management, Ridgecrest Field Office at 300 S. Richmond Road, Ridgecrest, CA 93555 and at
the Tehachapi Branch Library at 450 West F Street, Tehachapi, CA 93561. The environmental
document was also posted on LADWP's and BLM’s websites, and copies were made available on
CD by request.

The NOA of the Draft EIR/EA was published in the Los Angeles Times, Tehachapi News, Mojave
Desert News, The News Review (Ridgecrest), and Daily Independent (Ridgecrest) for 1 to 2 weeks
starting the week of November 22, 2004. The NOA was mailed to all state responsible and trustee
resource agencies through the State Clearinghouse, mailed to all interested members from the public
who participated in the project scoping process, and posted on LADWFP's and BLM’s individual
websites. The NOA announced the availability of the Draft EIR/EA, stating where the document
could be obtained or reviewed; the dates of the comment period; the deadline for receiving written
comments; and the time, place, and date of two community meetings that were planned.

LADWP conducted two community meetings during the public review period to discuss the
proposed project and the associated environmental impacts and mitigation measures. The meetings
were held on Wednesday, December 8, 2004, at the Kerr McGee Community Center in Ridgecrest,
California, and Thursday, December 9, 2004, at the Mojave Veterans Building in Mojave, California
The community meetings provided an opportunity for the public to become familiar with the project,
the Draft EIR/EA, and the environmental review process. Opportunity was provided for the public to
make comments and ask questions about the project, and answers to those questions were provided
by project representatives that included LADWP, Wind Turbine Prometheus, LLC (the wind power
development company), BLM, and LADWP's consultant.

The LADWP Board of Water and Power Commissioners (Board) will consider the Pine Tree Wind
Development Project for approval at a regularly scheduled board meeting (the specific date of the
meeting is to be announced). The Board will hold a public hearing regarding the project and must
certify the Final EIR prior to making a decision to approve the project.

The Board will consider al information in the record, including the Draft EIR/EA, response to
comments, findings, mitigation monitoring plan, and any testimony, prior to making its decision.
The Board will consider the staff recommendations, including:
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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

= A recommendation as to whether the Fina EIR portion of the joint document has been
completed in accordance with CEQA and should be certified by the Board;

= A recommendation regarding selection of an appropriate project alternative (including the
proposed action and the “No Action” aternative);

= A recommendation regarding adoption of the MMRP; and

= A recommendation regarding Findings and possible conditions that may override significant
environmental impacts of the project.

Should the Board approve the Pine Tree Wind Development Project, it will file a Notice of
Determination (NOD) with the Los Angeles and Kern County Clerks and the State Clearinghouse.
Thefiling of the NOD completes the CEQA environmental review process.

1.3 OTHER NECESSARY DECISIONS

Upon filing the NOD, LADWP would forward materials documenting its action to BLM, who would
then consider a decision on the proposed action. In this case, the decision is to issue right-of-way
easements for use of federal lands for site access and for construction of a power transmission line.
The NEPA process is completed with preparation of a FONS| and Decision Record by BLM.

As required under the federal ESA (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), implementation of the proposed action
required consultation with USFWS. Additionally, implementation of the project would require a
number of permit and agency approvals under local, state, and federal laws. Agencies with potential
permit and approval authority include:

CDFG;

California Department of Transportation;

California Regional Water Quality Control Board, L ahontan Region; and
County of Kern.

1.4 PROJECT SUMMARY AND OVERVIEW

PROJECT HISTORY

The Draft EIR/EA for this project addressed the environmental issues, aternatives, and impacts
associated with the construction of the Pine Tree Wind Development Project, consisting of 80, 1.5
megawatt (MW) wind turbine generators, for a total installed capacity of 120 MW. The project
would be built in one phase and is planned to be online by May 2006. The project is being
undertaken to increase the amount of electrical power that is produced using clean and renewable
energy sources and to help meet overall demand for electrical power in the Southern California area.
LADWP and BLM have cooperated to prepare one environmental document for the proposed project
and action meeting the requirements of CEQA and NEPA.

LADWRP is working with Wind Turbine Prometheus, LLC, a wind energy development company, to
develop and construct the proposed project; however, the project would be owned and operated by
LADWRP. As part of the proposed project, LADWP would also construct and operate approximately
8 miles of 230-kilovolt (kV) transmission line and a switching station, which would connect the
proposed project substation to an existing LADWP 230-kV transmission line.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

The federa involvement stems from the requirement for BLM to consider and issue two right-of-way
grants. One would be required to cross approximately 1.1 miles of BLM-administered land along
Pine Tree Canyon Road for the proposed project transmission line (in Section 13 of Township 31
South, Range 36 %2 East; and Sections 14 and 22 of Township 31 South, Range 36 East). To
provide access to the project property for both construction activities and long-term project
operations and maintenance (O& M), a right-of-way would also be required to cross approximately
4.7 miles of BLM-administered land in Jawbone Canyon (in Sections 20, 22, and 27 of Township
30 South, Range 37 East; Section 24 of Township 30 South, Range 36 %2 East; and Sections 22,
24, 28, and 30 of Township 30 South, Range 36 East).

The primary NEPA cooperating and CEQA responsible and trustee agencies include:

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service;

CDFG;

California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region;
California Department of Transportation; and

County of Kern.

NEED FOR THE PROJECT AND OBJECTIVES

Each EIR is required by CEQA to include a statement of the objectives to be achieved by the
proposed project (CEQA Guidelines, § 15124, subd. (b)). The objectives help the implementing
agency develop areasonable range of alternatives and assist decision-makers in preparing findings or
a statement of overriding considerations, if necessary. Similarly, NEPA regulations require that each
EA briefly specify the need to which the agency is responding in proposing various alternatives,
including the proposed project (40 CFR § 1508.9, subd. (a)).

Need for the Project

The proposed project is needed so that LADWP may meet commitments to supply an increased share
of its electrical generation capacity from clean and renewable energy sources. In accordance with
state requirements that public utilities develop a renewable energy portfolio standard, the City of Los
Angeles City Council approved a resolution on June 29, 2004, supporting the concept of increasing
the amount of energy LADWP generates from renewable power sources to 13 percent of its energy
sales to retail customers by 2010 and to 20 percent by 2017. These goals are generally consistent
with state mandates for investor-owned utilities operating within California.  This commitment to
renewable sources is a means to provide sustainable energy resources that will reduce air pollutant
emissions and dependence on fossil fuels for power generation.

The generation capacity from the proposed project is needed to help meet the future electrical energy
demands of the Southern Californiaregion. Demand for electricity in Southern California has grown
at a steady, moderate pace since the early 1990s. According to the LADWP Integrated Resource
Plan, as amended and adopted by the Board of Water and Power Commissioners and the Los Angeles
City Council (August 15, 2000), annual growth in demand in Los Angeles is expected to average
about 1.5 percent, or an average of about 80 MW per year, over the next 16 years. It is estimated that
between the years 2004 and 2010, the net peak demand for electricity in the city will grow by 450
MW, or approximately 7.5 percent (from 5,920 MW to 6,370 MW).
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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

Objectives

To meet the project needs, LADWP, in its capacity as CEQA Lead Agency, has the following
objectives for the project.

- Energy Demand: Provide a wind energy electrical generation facility with an annual generating
capacity of approximately 330 gigawatt hours (GWh).

+  Renewable Energy Sources. Increase LADWFP's renewable energy production by about 1.5
percent of its total electrical production capacity.

»  Private Property Development: Locate the primary project facilities on private property to avoid
or minimize impacts to public lands and resources.

« Available Transmission Capacity: Locate the proposed project turbines relatively close to
existing transmission lines that are controlled by LADWP and have available capacity to
accommodate the power generated by the proposed project.

BLM, in its capacity as NEPA Lead Agency responsible for management of federal lands that would
provide road and electrical transmission access to the proposed project site, has the following
objectives for the proposed project.

+ Regulatory Compliance: Ensure that project-related right-of-way grants for the use of federal
land are issued in accordance with relevant federal laws, regulations, and policies.

« Plan Conformance: Ensure that the use of federa lands for road and electrical transmission
access for the proposed project conforms to existing BLM land use and resource management
plans.

- Wind Energy Development Policy: Promote the appropriate development of wind energy as a
component of the President’s National Energy Policy to encourage the development of renewable
energy resources.

REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS AND COMPLIANCE

In addition to meeting the requirements of NEPA and CEQA, the Pine Tree Wind Development
Project environmental documentation has been prepared to facilitate compliance with federal and
state laws and the subsequent project approval by various federal, state, and local agencies having
jurisdiction over one or more resources potentially affected by the project.

SUMMARY DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT AND ACTION

wind Turbines

The primary component of the proposed project is a series of 80, 1.5-MW nameplate capacity wind
turbines. The proposed wind turbines would be grouped along separate ridges in zones, or “ strings,”

ranging in groupings of from 2 to 16 towers. The turbine strings are significant from the standpoint
that the zones surrounding the strings would receive a Wind Energy Combining District zoning
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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

designation from Kern County, allowing for the construction of the turbine generators. The wind
turbines must be located within these zones.

Analysis for the siting of the proposed wind turbines considered a broader study area of
approximately 21,500 acres. Due to constraints imposed by such factors as terrain and military
training routes (MTRs), and in an effort to minimize potential impacts to existing sensitive biological
and cultural resources, the boundaries of the project property were narrowed to their present
configuration, encompassing approximately 8,000 acres. Within these narrowed boundaries, the
objective of the project is to optimize wind energy production based on a cost-benefit analysis that
balances construction, operations, and maintenance considerations with the anticipated output of each
turbine. A primary factor in this analysisis the quality of the wind resource at a particular site within
the property.

To operate and maintain the turbines, the proposed project would require a network of service roads
to provide access to the turbine sites, the substation, and the O& M facility. These operational roads
would generally need to be 16 feet wide. However, to deliver large and heavy components and
equipment to the turbine sites during project construction, most project roads would need to be 20
feet wide. In addition, to operate large equipment, including large truck- or track-mounted cranes,
access roads approximately 34 feet wide would be required within the turbine strings to provide
access to each turbine site.

Substation and O&M Facility

A substation would be required on site to convert the voltage of the electrical energy generated by the
wind turbines from a lower to higher voltage so that it can be transmitted. The substation would be
located on an 11-acre parcel consisting of a fenced yard area containing the step-up transformer,
substation, and related electrical control equipment. The voltage will be increased from 34.5 kV to
230 KV. A 34.5-kV collection system would link the individual turbines to the substation. The
O&M facility would be located on a 10-acre parcel and consist of a storage and equipment yard and
an approximate 35-foot-high, 60-foot by 120-foot building containing offices for O&M personnel, a
control and relay room, a workshop area, spare parts storage, training rooms, restrooms, and a
lunchroom.

Electrical Transmission Line and Switching Station

An overhead 230-kV transmission line would connect the project substation to an existing LADWP
transmission line located west of and generally paralleling SR-14. The proposed transmission line
would be approximately 8 miles in length. It would originate at the project substation in the south-
central part of the project property and travel southeastward through privately owned land until it
intersected Pine Tree Canyon Road, to the southeast of the project property. The line would then
generally paralel Pine Tree Canyon Road eastward to a proposed switching station at LADWP's
existing regional transmission line (Inyo-Rinaldi 230-kV line) near SR-14. This proposed route
would cross three parcels of BLM land for atotal length of approximately 1.1 miles. LADWP intends
to secure a 150-foot-wide right-of-way for the transmission line alignment through BLM-administered
land. Thisright-of-way would not be fenced.

The switching station would be constructed adjacent to the existing Inyo-Rinaldi 230-kV line right-of-
way, approximately 1,500 feet north of where this regional transmission line crosses the existing Pine
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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

Tree Canyon dirt road. The station would be constructed on private land between the Inyo-Rinaldi line
towers adjacent to the east side of the right-of-way.

Project Construction

The project construction would be performed in several stages and would include the following primary
activities:

» Grading of roads, turbine pads, and crane pads

Grading of substation, O&M building, switching station, materials laydown, and equipment

staging areas

Construction of the turbine tower foundations and transformer pads

Installation of the electrical collection system

Erection and assembly of the wind turbines

Construction and installation of the substation and O& M facility, including water well and septic

system

* Construction of the 230-kV transmission line and switching station, including water well and
septic system

*  Plant commissioning and energization

While the overall project footprint extends over much of this property, the actual area of new ground
disturbance caused by the project (excluding existing roads that would be used by the project) would total
approximately 238 acres. This would include approximately 106 acres of temporary disturbance related
to construction activities, including temporary roads, spoils areas, materials laydown areas, etc. These
areas would be revegetated after the completion of construction. The area of permanent disturbance
related to the project facilities would total approximately 132 acres, including areas for the wind turbines,
maintenance access roads, the substation and O&M building, and the transmission line and switching
station. Existing on-site roads that would be used by the project would total approximately 30 more
acres. A total of approximately 2 acres of permanent disturbance would occur on public lands, associated
with the transmission line in Pine Tree Canyon. The estimated approximate area of temporary and
permanent disturbance from the proposed project on private property and BLM-administered land is listed
below.

Private Land BLM Land Total
Temporary 102 acres (96.2 %) 4 acres (3.8 %) 106 acres
Permanent 130 acres (98.5 %) 2 acres (1.5 %) 132 acres
Total 232 acres (97.5 %) 6 acres (2.5 %) 238 acres

Project Operations and Maintenance

Routine maintenance of the turbines would be necessary to maximize performance and detect potentia
problems. Additionally, all roads, pads, and trenched areas would be regularly inspected and maintained
to minimize erosion. Monitoring the operations of the wind turbines would be conducted both from
computers located in the base of each turbine tower and from the O& M facility using telecommunication
linkages and computer-based monitoring. Periodic exchanging of lubricants and hydraulic fluids in the
operating mechanisms of the turbines and towers would occur.
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Project Decommissioning

Decommissioning refers to the dismantling of the project elements and restoration of the site upon
completion of the operating life of the facility. Periodic replacement of equipment can extend operating
life indefinitely, depending on future demand for electricity generated by the project. Therefore, the
estimated life of the project depends primarily on the demand for power, which is expected to continue
growing. However, the project is expected to have a minimum of 20-year life.

At the end of the project’s useful life, LADWP would obtain any necessary authorization from the
appropriate regulatory agencies and from the landowners to decommission the facilities.
Decommissioning would involve removing the turbines and support towers, transformers, and substation,
and removing the upper portion of foundations so that they are not exposed at the surface. Site
reclamation would be based on site-specific requirements and techniques commonly employed at the time
the area is reclaimed. As necessary, this could include regrading, spot replacement of topsoil, and
revegetation of project-disturbed areas. Project access roads would be reclaimed or left in place based on
landowner preference. The land would then revert exclusively to landowner control.

EXISTING/AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION

The existing and affected environment related to each resource category addressed in the EA/Final
EIR issummarized below. Table 1-1, at the end of this summary, displays the potential impacts from
the proposed project and mitigation measures in a matrix format. Please note that the mitigation
measures that have been revised as a result of the comment |etters received during the public review
period are shown in marked-text (underline for new text and strikethrough for deleted text).

Geology and Soils

The project site is situated in the southern section of the Sierra Nevada Geomorphic Province and is
characterized by deeply incised valleys, steep hillsides, and mountains that lie on the eastern side of
the Pacific Crest line descending towards the Mojave Desert. The project siteis considered to bein a
seismically active area. The closest major active faults to the site include the Garlock Fault system,
the Southern Sierra Nevada Fault zone, and the White Wolf Fault zone. The project facilities
themselves are not underlain by known active faults.

The project site is typically underlain by a highly varied series of sedimentary formations (e.g.,
sandstone, limestone, dolomite, siltstone, shale, chert, conglomerate), volcanic formations (e.g.,
andesite, basalt, tuff, tuffaceous sandstone, rhyolitic felsite), granitic rocks (e.g., quartz monzonite,
granite, quartz diorite, hornblende diorite, gabbro), and metamorphic rocks (e.g., gneiss, schist,
quartzite). Unconsolidated materials such as topsoil and colluvium, aluvial sediments, older
alluvium, and slopewash deposits overlie theses units.

Hydrology and Groundwater

The proposed project lies within two major watershed areas, Jawbone Canyon and Pine Tree Canyon.
Both Jawbone and Pine Tree canyons drain into the Fremont Valley, to the east of the project
property. Drainage waters collected in the watershed flow in surface water and stream channels and
eventually permeate into the coarse permeable soils of the channels and flow subsurface to aquifers
in the valley.
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Pine Tree Canyon falls approximately 3,260 feet over the 12-mile-long water course, with an average
gradient of approximately 5 percent. A gradient of 5 percent reflects relatively unstable flow
conditions within the watershed. The floodplain channel to the southeast of the project property is
approximately 600 feet wide and 38 feet deep. Jawbone Canyon falls approximately 4,030 feet over
the 24-mile-long watercourse with an average gradient of approximately 3 percent. A gradient of 3-
percent reflects relatively stable flow conditions within the watershed. The floodplain channel on the
northeast side of the project limitsis approximately 1,450 feet wide and 38 feet deep.

Air Quality

The project site is located within the Mojave Desert Air Basin, which is under the jurisdiction of the
Kern County Air Pollution Control District (KCAPCD). The project Site is within an area that isin
attainment for all federal criteria pollutants except ozone (O3). On April 15, 2004, the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) issued the initial designations for the 8-hour O5; standard,
and Eastern Kern County is classified as “basic nonattainment.” Basic is the least severe of the six
degrees of O; nonattainment. KCAPCD must submit an air quality plan to the EPA to demonstrate
how the 8-hour O; standard will be attained by June 2009. Relative to state standards, Kern County
has been classified as a nonattainment area for the state 1-hour O; and PM 4, (particulate matter equal
to or less than 10 micronsin size) standards (California Air Resources Board 2004).

Biological Resources

Thirty-two vegetation communities and cover types were identified within the project area during general
surveys. Six generalized vegetation groupings and cover types are used to characterize and discuss the
vegetation communities and land cover observed during the habitat assessments. These include scrubs
and chaparrals, wetlands, grassdands and fields, woodlands, ecotones, and developed and disturbed.

Due to the large size of the project study area, the diverse assortment of vegetation communities, the
variation in topographic relief, and the fact that the habitat is primarily undeveloped, a diverse array
of wildlife species would be expected in the project area. General and focused wildlife surveys were
conducted for the proposed project, including specific seasonal and/or protocol surveys for desert
tortoise and avian species. Bird, mammal, reptile, amphibian, and insect species were widely
distributed.

Sensitive vegetation communities are those that are considered rare in the region, support sensitive
plant or wildlife species, or receive regulatory protection. In addition, vegetation communities listed on
the Cdlifornia Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) as having the highest inventory priorities are
considered sensitive (CDFG 2003). Five vegetation communities within the project area are considered
to be of high priority for inventory in the CNDDB, including Mojave desert wash scrub, Mojave
riparian forest, southern riparian scrub, native perennial grassland, and Joshua tree woodland. In
addition, the California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA) Plan identifies Unique Plant Assemblages
(UPAS) for emphasis in the environmental review process and for special monitoring attention.  All
riparian systemsin the CDCA are classified as UPA. On the project site, thiswould include al Mojave
riparian forest, Mojave desert wash scrub, and southern riparian scrub vegetation communities.

Land Use

The project site is essentially undeveloped, but it is currently and has historically been used as
grazing land for cattle. The project site is designated 8.3 Extensive Agriculture (minimum 80- or 20-
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acre parcel size) and 8.3/2.4 (Extensive Agriculture/Steep Slope) in the Kern County General Plan.
The property is currently zoned Estate (20) (Estate — minimum lot size of 20 acres). The project site
is not designated as Farmland by the California Department of Conservation; therefore, the project
would not convert Farmland to non-agricultural use.

The area surrounding the proposed project property is also essentialy undeveloped. The project site
is bounded primarily by privately owned land except along a portion of its eastern boundary and a
portion of its northern boundary, which adjoin federally owned land administered by BLM. Much of
this adjoining BLM property is located within a closed area that is open to public access by permit
only. To the southeast of the project property, the Pine Tree Canyon Road transmission line
alignment passes through approximately 7 miles of private land and approximately 1.1 miles of the
BLM-administered land.

A segment of the Pacific Crest National Scenic Trall is located on private property approximately 1
to 2 miles west of the western boundary of the project property. The Jawbone Canyon access road to
the project passes through the Jawbone Canyon Open Area, a designated off-highway vehicle (OHV)
use area managed by BLM. Naval Air Systems Command Weapons Division (NAVAIR WD) and
Edwards Air Force Base (EAFB) both maintain low-atitude MTRs that overlay portions of the
project property to conduct aviation training and testing missions. Structures taller than 200 feet that
penetrate an MTR may represent obstructions to aviation navigation.

Transportation

SR-14 is the principal regional access route leading to the project area. It is atwo-lane and four-lane
north-south state highway that, along with U.S. Highway 395, connects Mojave, California, south of
the project site, to the cities of Lone Pine, Big Pine, Bishop, and the Mammoth Mountain Resort
areas to the north.

Primary access to the proposed wind turbine component would be taken from Jawbone Canyon Road
at SR-14. Jawbone Canyon Road is a County-maintained paved road of approximately 25 feet in
width. The County road travels westerly from SR-14 for approximately 6 miles, at which point it
turns northward. A dirt road, which is controlled by a gate and on which public access is prohibited,
continues southwestward to the project property for 4 miles through Jawbone Canyon. Traffic
volumes on Jawbone Canyon Road are generally very low. However, use increases considerably on
holiday weekends and winter weekends as recreational users visit the Jawbone Canyon Open Area.

Access to the transmission line component of the project would be taken from Pine Tree Canyon
Road at SR-14. Pine Tree Canyon Road is a private dirt road located south of Jawbone Canyon Road
that runs west from its intersection with SR-14. This roadway is very lightly traveled. It is
maintained by LADWP to provide access to transmission facilities and the two Los Angeles
aqueducts, which are located west of SR-14.

Cultural Resources

The cultura resources inventory and records search conducted for the project area resulted in the
identification of 101 archaeological sites, including 43 previously recorded and 58 newly identified
properties. Of these, 90 sites are within the project area. The majority are prehistoric resources,
defined by flaked and ground stone artifact scatters, some with bedrock milling features or cultura
middens. Twenty sites have the potential to be affected by project activities, depending upon which
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components (e.g., access roads, 230-kV transmission line, and laydown areas) are selected for use or
construction.  The remaining 70 sites do not occur within or immediately adjacent to proposed
project components. Of the 20 sites with potential project impact, only seven are considered
National Register of Historic Places-eligible properties, the remainder not qualifying due to lack of
integrity and/or lack of research potential.

Visual Resources

The vegetative cover within the project property consists of a mix of pinyon-juniper woodland, oak
woodland, scrub, and grassland. Terrain within the proposed project site ranges from rolling hills to
moderately steep ridges. A number of rocky outcroppings are present on the property. Elevations
range from approximately 3,000 feet above mean sea level (MSL) in the northeastern corner of the
project property to approximately 5,000 feet above MSL in the southwestern corner of the property.
The project property is located entirely on privately owned land that is essentially undeveloped.

The Sky River Ranch wind development, located on the Sweet Ridge ridgeline about 1 to 2 miles
west of the project property, consists of 342 approximately 100- to 150-foot-tall turbines sited along
an approximate 6-mile length of the ridgeline. The Sky River Ranch wind turbines are visible from
various locations within the project property and the surrounding area. A segment of the Pacific
Crest National Scenic Trail is also located approximately 1 to 2 miles west of the western boundary
of the project property. In the vicinity of the project property, the trail generally parallels the Sky
River Ranch wind development primary access road. The trail is situated on private property for
nearly the entire segment that is located to the west of the project.

Potentialy sensitive viewpoints within the area surrounding the proposed project include SR-14 as it
passes to the east of the project site; the Jawbone Canyon Open Area, located northeast of the project
site; and the Pacific Crest Trail as it passes to the west of the project site. More distant but
potentially sensitive viewpoints include California City, located approximately 10 miles southeast of
the project site, and Red Rock Canyon State Park, |ocated approximately 10 miles to the northeast.

Socioeconomics

The areas surrounding the project site are predominantly sparsely populated, unincorporated areas of
Kern County, with concentrations of population in several smaller cities and communities. Although
Kern County as a whole and portions of the project study region experienced relatively rapid
population growth over the last decade, the project study region has, with the exception of
Tehachapi, more than matched this growth with additional housing unit growth. While a number of
census tracts within the study area show higher proportional populations of certain racial minorities,
in general, populations within the study area remain markedly below county racial and ethnic
averages. Although income levels within the majority of census tracts and communities within the
study area were generally above the county average, a limited number of areas in the study area
reported incomes significantly below that of the county average. The study area generally remained
below county average in percent of population living at or below poverty levels, and recent
unemployment levels within Tehachapi, California City, and Mojave remained below that of Kern
County asawhole.
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Table 1-1

Potential Impacts and Mitigation of the Proposed Pine Tree Wind Development Project
Note: Underlined text represents mitigation measures beyond those listed in the Draft EIR/EA

IMPACTS

MITIGATION MEASURES

RESIDUAL IMPACT
AFTER MITIGATION

GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Seismic-Related Public Safety Hazards

Impact 2.1

Implementation of the proposed project could
expose people and structures to geologic
hazards, including earthquakes and ground
shaking.

Impact 2.2

Construction in areas of shallow groundwater
could expose people and structures to
liquefaction hazard during significant seismic
events.

MM 2.1: To mitigate the exposure of people and structures to potential strong ground
motion:

» All habitable structures shall include engineered design and earthquake-resistant
construction to increase safety of persons occupying the buildings.

* A qudified professional engineer will design the wind turbine structures, including
foundations, constructed on the site.

e The minimum seismic design will comply with the Kern County Building Code,
Chapter 17, and applicable California Building Codes.

MM 2.2: Any damage to the unpaved roads caused by exposure to liquefaction of
underlying aluvium shall be repaired after the event. For the transmission line, mitigation
shall consider densifying the soil in place with vibroreplacement (stone columns),
compaction grouting, use of deeper than normal foundations, and/or other
recommendations of the engineering geologist. Any damage caused to the power lines by
liquefaction of underlying aluvium shall be repaired after the event.

Less than significant.

Less than significant.

I mpacts Due to Grading and Construction

Impact 2.3

Grading for project facilities could affect
slope stability by increasing the potential for
landslides, debris flows, and rock falls.

MM 2.3: To mitigate the impacts associated with slope stability, landslides, and rock falls,
geotechnical evaluations shall be performed to evaluate dope stability and provide
recommendations for project construction. Specific recommendations for remedial actions
shall be made and could include any of the following:

* A qudified engineering geologist shall provide design recommendations to reduce
potential for dope failure and to ensure proper placement and design of facilities,
foundations, and remediation of unstable ground.

»  Grading will be conducted pursuant to Kern County Grading Codes, Chapter 17.28,
and BMPs.

* No project structures or grading shall occur in areas where potential for severe hazard
exists that cannot be mitigated with engineering.

Less than significant.
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Table 1-1

Potential Impacts and Mitigation of the Proposed Pine Tree Wind Development Project
Note: Underlined text represents mitigation measures beyond those listed in the Draft EIR/EA

IMPACTS

MITIGATION MEASURES

RESIDUAL IMPACT
AFTER MITIGATION

Impact 2.4

Grading of soils and rock units for
construction of proposed facilities would
result in potentially significant impacts,
including the use of blasting to assist
excavation.

* Measuresto stahilize slopes shall consider retaining walls, soil nails, geofabric
stabilized earth, wire retention devices, bermsto deflect debris, and buttressfills. The
construction manager shall implement the plans, and an engineering geologist shall
certify that slopes have been properly stabilized.

* At project abandonment, the project owner or successors will ensure ongoing stability.
All fill slopes shall be engineered to provide long-term stability (drainage, reseeding,
etc.).

» To mitigate the potential soil corrosiveness impacts, appropriate concrete mix design
shall be used to resist against sulfate attack, and appropriate cathodic protection or
encapsulation of steel shall be employed.

*  Wind turbine sites where slopes exceed 4:1 will require specific consultation and
approval by the Kern County Engineering and Survey Services Department, with site-
specific mitigation measures implemented.

MM 2.4: The impacts associated with blasting are mitigated through compliance with
local and state laws and by preparing and complying with a blasting plan approved by Kern
County Planning Department, in consultation with Kern County Engineering and Survey
Services Department, Kern County Fire Department, and Kern County Air Pollution
Control District (KCAPCD). The blasting plan shall include the following essential
elements:

*  The contractor performing blasting at the site shall comply with applicable regulations
and standards established by the regulatory agencies, codes, and professional societies
including the rules and regulations for storage, transportation, delivery, and use of
explosives.

»  Blasting operations shall be conducted so as to prevent impact on special status plant
and wildlife species and migratory birds.

*  Whenever blasting operations are in progress, explosives shall be stored, handled, and
used as provided by law, including safety and health regulations for construction.

»  The contractor shall ensure that flyrock, air blast, and ground vibration are controlled
S0 as not to affect the known archaeological and historical sites prior to data recovery.

Less than significant.
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Table 1-1

Potential Impacts and Mitigation of the Proposed Pine Tree Wind Development Project
Note: Underlined text represents mitigation measures beyond those listed in the Draft EIR/EA

IMPACTS

MITIGATION MEASURES

RESIDUAL IMPACT
AFTER MITIGATION

Impact 2.5

Construction activities associated with the
proposed project could result in increased
erosion and associated sedimentation in the
Jawbone Canyon and Pine Tree watersheds.

MM 2.5-1: Measures shal be incorporated into the design of the project to minimize
erosion and sedimentation. Turbine generator pads and roads should be graded to divert
flow away from natural slopes and toward permanent culverts and swales leading to natural
drainage courses. Depending on the slope, energy dissipaters and/or detention basins may
be needed at the end of the culverts or swales. Road design shall consider opportunitiesto
provide sheet flow drainage from surfaces where erosion can be avoided. Where roads
cross streams, the crossing should be made at right angles to the stream to the extent
possible, and engineered measures such as flow dissipaters, adequately sized culverts, and
sediment traps shall be used to minimize erosion.

MM 2.5-2: The following measures shall be implemented throughout construction to
minimize the impacts of erosion to an acceptable level:

» Areaswhere ground disturbance will need to occur shall be identified in advance of
construction and limited to only those areas approved by LADWP.

» All construction vehicles shall be confined to the designated access routes, roads, and
staging areas.

»  Sitedisturbance shall be limited to the minimum necessary to complete construction
activities.

»  Consider crushing vegetation rather than blading in construction laydown aress.

» Inform all supervisory construction personnel of environmental concerns, permit
conditions, and final rehabilitation specifications.

»  Significantly weak soils may be stabilized with granular base with possible geotextile
underlayment.

*  Wherethe soil istoo wet such that ruts occur, restrict accessto area or avoid by
rerouting vehiclesif possible.

MM 2.5-3: To mitigate the potential adverse effects of erosion, the LADWP shall prepare
and implement an Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan and SWPPP. The plan shall
include BMPs identified in reference documents, including BMPs for construction of wind
power projects on BLM lands, BMPs for Erosion and Sediment Control (FHWA FLP 94-
005), Kern County Grading requirements, and measures provided in MM 2.5-1 and 2.5-2
above. In addition, the following shall be used as a guide to devel op these plans.

Less than significant.
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Table1-1
Potential Impacts and Mitigation of the Proposed Pine Tree Wind Development Project
Note: Underlined text represents mitigation measures beyond those listed in the Draft EIR/EA

IMPACTS MITIGATION MEASURES RESIDUAL IMPACT
AFTER MITIGATION

* Restore disturbed areas to pre-construction contours to the extent feasible.

»  Salvage, store, and use the highest quality soil for revegetation.

»  Discourage noxious weed competition and control noxious weeds through physical or
chemical removal and prevention (chemical remova on BLM lands requires specific
authorization from BLM). In particular, efforts to prevent yellow starthistle from
inhabiting the site shall include use of weed-free native seed mixes and prevention of
noxious weeds from entering the site via vehicular sources. For instance, implement
Trackclean or other method of vehicle cleaning for vehicles coming and going from
the site. Earth-moving equipment shall be cleaned prior to transport to the project site.
Weed-free rice straw or other certified weed-free straw shall be used for all hay
employed for erosion control.

» Leavedrainage gaps in topsoil and spoil pilesto accommodate surface water runoff.

»  Cease topsoil-stripping activities during significantly wet weather.

»  For areas that require permanent erosion control structures, stepped footings or
retaining walls designed to preserve the natural landforms should be used.

* Usebalesand/or silt fencing as appropriate.

» Before seeding disturbed soils, work the topsoil to reduce compaction caused by
construction vehicle traffic.

»  Following completion of each zone of construction, weed-free mulch shall be applied
to disturbed areas within 10 daysin order to reduce the potential for short-term
erosion.

‘ ft-exposed-Erosion control measures shall

be |mgl emented durmg therai ny season_in areas disturbed by construction activity.

»  Establish provisions for construction operations during foul weather.

»  Filter fences and catch basins shall be used to intercept sediment before it reaches
stream channdls.

*  Spoail sites shall be located such that they do not drain directly towards a natural
spring. At spoils sites draining toward a surface water feature, catch basins shall be
constructed to intercept sediment before it reaches the feature. Spoil sites shall be
graded and revegetated to reduce the potential for erosion.

»  Sediment control measures shall be in place prior to the onset of the rainy season and

shall be monitored and maintained in good working condition until disturbed areas

have been revegetated.
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Table 1-1

Potential Impacts and Mitigation of the Proposed Pine Tree Wind Development Project
Note: Underlined text represents mitigation measures beyond those listed in the Draft EIR/EA

IMPACTS

MITIGATION MEASURES

RESIDUAL IMPACT
AFTER MITIGATION

I mpacts Due to Project Operations

Impact 2.6

During project operations, travel on dirt
roads, maintenance activities, and storm
water runoff from project facilities could
cause soil erosion.

MM 2.6: To mitigate potentia long-term impacts of soil erosion and sedimentation, the
project site access roads, turbine sites, and other structures and areas will be regularly
monitored for erosion, sedimentation, and to ensure that drainage control features arein
good working order. Drainage and erosion control devices will be repaired prior to start of
each rainy season. Revegetated areas shall be monitored for a period of time as specified
in the erosion control plan.

Less than significant.

HYDROLOGY AND GROUNDWATER

Surface Water Impacts

Impact 3.1

The project has the potential to alter runoff
volumes through clearing and grading for
project components and by access road
crossings of stream channels.

Impact 3.2
Construction that occurs within the 100-year
flood plains in Jawbone and Pine Tree
canyons could alter flood plains established
by FEMA.

MM. 3.1: All required approvals and permits, including drainage plan approval, shall be
obtained from the Kern County Engineering and Survey Services Department prior to
construction. For coordination purposes, materials, studies, and responses from the CDFG
and the BLM regarding permitting of crossings or watercourses within the project limits
shall be provided to the Kern County Engineering and Survey Services Department.

100-year flood plains would be avoided or flood plain assessment required; therefore, no
mitigation measures required.

Less than significant.

Less than significant.

Surface Water Quality

Impact 3.3

Grading for project facilities has the potential
to cause soil erosion that could temporarily
increase turbidity and total suspended solids
in runoff water.

No additional mitigation measures are required since detailed erosion measures are
provided in Soil and Geology section.

Less than significant.
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Table 1-1

Potential Impacts and Mitigation of the Proposed Pine Tree Wind Development Project
Note: Underlined text represents mitigation measures beyond those listed in the Draft EIR/EA

IMPACTS

MITIGATION MEASURES

RESIDUAL IMPACT
AFTER MITIGATION

Impact 3.4

Use of construction equipment on the site
could increase the potential for accidental
fuel or lubricant spills or leaks that could
degrade water quality.

Standard preventive measures contained in SWPPP. (See MM 2.5-2 and 2.5-3).

Less than significant.

AIRQUALITY

Impact 4.1

During construction, local CEQA air quality
significance thresholds would be exceeded for
ROC, NOx, and PM o emissions.

MM 4.1-1: To mitigate fugitive dust and PM o emissions, al construction operations will
be conducted in accordance with KCAPCD Rule 402, either the 2004 Final Draft version
or a subsequently approved version, including use of an approved dust control plan. The
dust control plan, to be approved by KCAPCD, shall incorporate the appropriate
Reasonably Available Control Measures (RACMSs) to minimize fugitive dust emissions.
The dust control plan shall consider and/or incorporate the use of chemical dust
suppressants, application of water, use of wind screens, speed controls on dirt roads, and
other applicable methods as provided in Rule 402. Additionally, a method to prevent mud
and dirt tracked out onto paved roads shall be provided for the Pine Tree and Jawbone
canyons construction area egress points.

Relative to ROC and NO, emissions, the most effective emissions reductions from diesel
enginesis a new technology using exhaust gas recirculation (EGR). Emission reductions
with EGR are on the order of 40 percent for NO, and 90 percent for ROC. Other new
technologies include exhaust catalysts, which provide 20 percent NOx reduction and no
ROC reduction. These technologies have been devel oped in response to USEPA
regulations issued in 2002, requiring manufacturers to provide the cleaner engines
beginning in 2004. While some EGR and catalyst equipment is available, it would not be
reasonable to require complete use of the newer equipment in the near term. Therefore,
MM 4.1-2 and MM 4.1-3 given below are incorporated into this EIR/EA:

MM 4.1-2: At least 10 percent of the diesel engine-driven construction equipment on site
will be equipped with EGR or low NO, exhaust catalytic equipment. This measureis not
mandatory if it is demonstrated that this quantity of newer technology equipment would be
unavailable for the expected construction window (July 2005 to May 2006).

The adverse construction
impacts would be less than
significant under NEPA but
significant under CEQA.
Implementation of MM
4.1-1,4.1-2, and 4.1-3
would reduce emissions but
would not reduce the
emission rates to less than
the Kern County and
KCAPCD thresholds of
significance. Therefore,
for the period of
construction, which would
be 10 months or less, air
quality impacts would be
significant and unavoidable
both individually and
cumulatively under CEQA.
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Table 1-1

Potential Impacts and Mitigation of the Proposed Pine Tree Wind Development Project
Note: Underlined text represents mitigation measures beyond those listed in the Draft EIR/EA

IMPACTS

MITIGATION MEASURES

RESIDUAL IMPACT
AFTER MITIGATION

MM 4.1-3: Use of aqueous diesel fuelsin diesel-driven construction and long-haul
equipment could reduce construction NO, emission by up to 14 percent. Aqueous diesel
fuel will be used in all project diesel engine-driven construction equipment if itis
commercially available in the project area.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCE

Vegetation Communities

Impact 5.1

Construction of the proposed project would
directly and permanently impact
approximately 1.23 acres of native perennial
grassland considered sensitive by CDFG.

Impact 5.2

Construction of the proposed project would
have temporary direct impacts on
approximately 17.37 acres of wetland habitat
and permanent direct impacts to
approximately 1.96 acres of wetland habitat.

MM 5.1: LADWP will mitigate the impact on perennial grassland by equivalent
replacement, restoration, or compensation, subject to consultation with California
Department of Fish and Game.

MM 5.2-1: Mitigation requirements for temporary direct impacts to wetland communities
are generally met by restoring the wetland habitats in-place. Thus, restoration of 17.37
acres of wetland habitat in-place will be required to mitigate project-related impacts.

Mitigation requirements for permanent direct impacts to wetland communities (1.96 acres)
are to be met by a combination of wetland creation, restoration, or enhancement. A
mitigation site shall be preserved at a suitable area near the impact area. Mitigation
requirements for permanent impacts to wetlands resulting from project-related construction
shall be provided at aratio acceptable to CDFG and shall be finalized as part of a
Streambed Alteration Agreement with CDFG.

MM 5.2-2: Mitigation requirements for permanent direct impacts to ephemera drainages
will require habitat creation, enhancement or restoration, and preservation at alocation
approved by CDFG and other relevant regulatory agencies. Mitigation compensation
requirements for these impacts shall be finalized as part of a Streambed Alteration
Agreement with CDFG.

Less than significant.

Less than significant.
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Table 1-1

Potential Impacts and Mitigation of the Proposed Pine Tree Wind Development Project
Note: Underlined text represents mitigation measures beyond those listed in the Draft EIR/EA

IMPACTS

MITIGATION MEASURES

RESIDUAL IMPACT
AFTER MITIGATION

Impact 5.3

Construction of the proposed project would
have permanent direct impacts to
approximately 1.11 acres of Joshuatree
woodland vegetation community.

Impact 5.4

Construction of the proposed project would
directly and permanently affect
approximately 131.83 acres of the various
habitat types and directly and temporarily
affect an additional 105.60 acres of various
habitats.

MM 5.3-1: Mitigation requirements for permanent direct impacts to Joshua tree woodland
(1.11 acres) and individual Joshuatrees will be satisfied through either avoidance, salvage,
or replacement of the existing habitat or trees at aratio to be determined through
discussions with CDFG and other relevant regulatory agencies. In addition, these agencies
shall approve where the mitigation is to occur and whether preservation or restoration isthe
preferred method to mitigate for project impacts.

MM 5.3-2: The construction crews and contractors shall be responsible for working around
all shrubs and trees within the construction zone to the extent feasible. Particular
avoidance shall be applied to Joshuatrees and riparian trees (i.e., cottonwoods and
willows). Shrubs and trees shall be flagged by a qualified botanist or arborist to indicate
top priority for avoidance.

MM 5.4-1: The construction crew and any contractor(s) shall be informed of the biological
congtraints of the project through a contractor education program presented by a project
biologist. The construction crews and contractor(s) shall be responsible for unauthorized
impacts from construction activities to sensitive biological resources that are outside the
areas ultimately approved for impacts by the County of Kern and resource agencies.

MM 5.4-2: The anticipated impact zones, including staging areas, equipment access, and
disposal or temporary spoils areas, shall be delineated with stakes and flagging prior to
construction to avoid impacts to natural resources where possible. Construction-related
activities outside of the impact zone shall be avoided.

MM 5.4-3: Spoils shall be stockpiled in disturbed areas or other designated areas.
Stockpile areas shall be marked to define the limits where stockpiling may occur. Topsoil
shall be segregated from the other stockpiled material and shall be reapplied as the topsoil
layer to assist revegetation.

MM 5.4-4: BMPs shall be employed to prevent further loss of habitat resulting from

erosion cau%d by project- related |mpacts (i.e., gradi ng or clearmg for new roads).—AH
A . very Corrective action for

erosion probl ems shall be taken W|th| n seven days after the problem is detected.

L ess than significant.

Less than significant.
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Table 1-1

Potential Impacts and Mitigation of the Proposed Pine Tree Wind Development Project
Note: Underlined text represents mitigation measures beyond those listed in the Draft EIR/EA

IMPACTS

MITIGATION MEASURES

RESIDUAL IMPACT
AFTER MITIGATION

Impact 5.5

Thereis apotential for permanent and
temporary direct impacts on vegetation
communities, including sensitive habitats,
that results from the construction of access
roads or other facilities outside of the
established construction footprint.

MM 5.4-5: Fueling of equipment shall take place within designated construction areas or
other approved parking areas and not within or adjacent to drainages or native habitats.
Contractor equipment shall be checked for leaks prior to operation and repaired as
necessary.

MM 5.4-6: Mitigation of potential permanent indirect impacts to vegetation communities
will be achieved by applying an approved native seed mix in the bare areas after
construction is complete to minimize the potential for exotic species introductions. The
native seed mix shall be approved by CDFG and BLM and shall be dispersed in the fall,
prior to winter rains.

MM 5.5: To mitigate for the potential permanent and temporary direct impacts on
vegetation communities that could occur from changes in the project construction footprint,
the following protocol will be implemented.

1. The construction manager and owner’ s representative (or design engineer) will assess
the variance needed to complete the construction task.

2. The owner’ s representative will review the location and potential resources affected by
variance.

3. Should conditions dictate, a qualified environmental monitor would be called to
evaluate impacts and monitor construction activity.

4. Conditions warranting evaluation and observation by an environmental monitor
include construction that is (a) within desert tortoise and Mohave ground squirrel
habitat areas, (b) in ariparian community, streambed, or other sensitive communities
such as Joshua tree or oak woodland, (c) within 50 feet of a known archaeological or
historical site, and (d) more than 50 feet from the previously surveyed or staked area.

5. A report of the construction deviations shall be provided to the LADWP prior to the
completion of construction for use in making any necessary adjustments to mitigation
ratios, habitat compensation, and other mitigation requirements.

Less than significant.

1-21 Pine Tree Wind Development Project EA/Final EIR




1.0 INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

Table 1-1

Potential Impacts and Mitigation of the Proposed Pine Tree Wind Development Project
Note: Underlined text represents mitigation measures beyond those listed in the Draft EIR/EA

IMPACTS

MITIGATION MEASURES

RESIDUAL IMPACT
AFTER MITIGATION

Sensitive Plant Species

Impact 5.6

Permanent direct impacts to approximately
150 individual Joshua trees would result from
project-related construction activities.

MM 5.6: Mitigation Measure 5.3-1 is applicable to the impact on Joshua trees.

Less than significant.

Sensitive Wildlife Species

Federally Listed Wildlife Species

Impact 5.7

Construction of the proposed project would
result in direct temporary and permanent
impacts to the federally listed desert tortoise.

MM 5.7-1: Mitigation requirements for temporary direct impacts to desert tortoise habitat
are generally met by restoring the habitat in-place and through on-site monitoring of
ground disturbance activitiesin all areas with the potential to support the species.
Mitigation requirements for permanent direct impacts to habitats occupied or presumed to
be occupied by the desert tortoise are met by conservation of in-kind habitat of equal or
greater value than that impacted at the site at aratio determined through consultation with
USFWS and CDFG. Funding (as approved by USFWS and CDFG) for the long-term
management of the preserved habitat shall also be provided.

MM 5.7-2: Mitigation requirements to avoid or minimize permanent direct impacts to the
desert tortoise would include on-site monitoring of ground disturbance activitiesin desert
tortoise habitat areas. A qualified biologist with extensive knowledge and experience with
desert tortoise and who has a valid handling permit shall monitor ground disturbance
activities. Because active tortoise burrows would be avoided to the extent feasible through
project design features, the monitoring biologist would only handle a desert tortoise if a
tortoise or an active burrow were discovered within the impact area. In this situation, the
tortoise would be removed from the burrow and placed into an existing burrow outside of
the area of impact. If no existing burrows are located, the monitoring biologist would
construct a new burrow and place the tortoise inside. The monitoring biologist’s duties
shall include:

» Implementation of a pre-construction contractor education program;

L ess than significant.
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Table1-1
Potential Impacts and Mitigation of the Proposed Pine Tree Wind Development Project
Note: Underlined text represents mitigation measures beyond those listed in the Draft EIR/EA

IMPACTS MITIGATION MEASURES RESIDUAL IMPACT
AFTER MITIGATION

* Pre-construction tortoise clearance surveys within the impact areg;

» Relocation of any desert tortoise located within the impact area to alocation 100 feet
from the impact areg;

» Burrow construction, if needed; and

» Preparation of construction monitoring and desert tortoise rel ocation reports.

During construction activities, monthly and final compliance reports shall be provided to
USFWS, CDFG, and other relevant regulatory agencies documenting the effectiveness of
mitigation measures and the level of take associated with this project.

MM 5.7-3: Mitigation requirements for permanent indirect impacts to the desert tortoise
resulting from habitat fragmentation shall include the implementation of a contractor
education program, on-site signage, and speed limit restrictions along the access roads in
the Pine Tree area. No berms shall be placed along dirt roads to ensure that tortoises are
able to move between habitat fragments.

MM 5.7-4: New and existing roads that are planned for either construction or widening
shall not extend beyond the planned impact area. All vehicles passing or turning around
shall do so within the planned impact area or in previoudy disturbed areas. Where new
access is required outside of existing roads or the construction zone, the route shall be
clearly marked (i.e., flagged and/or staked) prior to the onset of construction.

Impact 5.8 MM 5.8: Indirect impacts from vehicle strikes are minimized by employee education on L ess than significant.
During operations, the proposed project the proper procedures upon encountering desert tortoises on roads, by maintaining safe
would have permanent indirect impacts on speed limits on access/patrol roads, and by prohibiting travel off the established roadways.

the federally listed desert tortoise dueto
potential vehicle strikes on project access and
patrol roads within the habitat areas. The
areas of impact include Jawbone Canyon
Road in the vicinity of SR-14 (east of the
active off-road vehicle Open Area) and a
portion of the proposed transmission
facilities.
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Potential Impacts and Mitigation of the Proposed Pine Tree Wind Development Project
Note: Underlined text represents mitigation measures beyond those listed in the Draft EIR/EA

IMPACTS

MITIGATION MEASURES

RESIDUAL IMPACT
AFTER MITIGATION

State-Listed Wildlife Species

Impact 5.9

Construction of the proposed project would
have direct impacts on the state-listed
threatened Tehachapi slender salamander if
project activities occur within the suitable
habitat.

Impact 5.10

Construction of the proposed project would
result in direct temporary and permanent
impacts to the state-listed Mohave ground
squirrel.

Impact 5.11

Project operations would result in indirect
permanent impacts to the state-listed Mohave
ground squirrel. Indirect permanent impacts
on the state-listed M ohave ground squirrel
would occur from potential vehicle strikes on
project access and patrol roads within the
habitat areas. The areas of impact include
Jawbone Canyon Road in the vicinity of SR-
14 (east of the active off-road vehicle Open

Project avoids habitat areas.

MM 5.10-1: Mitigation requirements for temporary direct impacts to Mohave ground
squirrel habitat are generally met by restoring the habitat in-place and through on-site
monitoring of ground disturbance activitiesin all areas with the potential to support the
species. Mitigation requirements for permanent impacts to this species shall be met by
conservation of in-kind habitat of equal or greater value than that impacted at alocation
and ratio approved by CDFG. Funding for the long-term management of the land
preserved would also be provided as part of the mitigation measure.

MM 5.10-2: Mitigation regquirements to avoid or minimize permanent direct impactsto the
Mohave ground squirrel shall include on-site monitoring of ground disturbance activities
by aqualified biologist in all areas with the potential to support the Mohave ground
squirrel. During construction activities, monthly and final compliance reports shall be
provided to CDFG and other relevant regulatory agencies documenting the effectiveness of
mitigation measures and the level of take associated with this project.

MM 5.11: Indirect impacts from vehicle strikes are minimized by employee education on
the proper procedures for operating vehicles on the site, including using proper vigilance to
avoid wildlife, maintaining safe speed limits on access/patrol roads, and by prohibiting
travel off the established roadways.

No impact.

L ess than significant.

Less than significant.
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Table 1-1

Potential Impacts and Mitigation of the Proposed Pine Tree Wind Development Project
Note: Underlined text represents mitigation measures beyond those listed in the Draft EIR/EA

IMPACTS

MITIGATION MEASURES

RESIDUAL IMPACT
AFTER MITIGATION

Area) and Pine Tree Canyon Road and the
location of the proposed transmission
facilities from SR-14 west to the first Los
Angeles Aqueduct.

Impact 5.12

Construction of the proposed project would
result in indirect temporary impacts to the
desert tortoise and Mohave ground squirrel.

Impact 5.13

Operation of the proposed project would
result in potential direct and permanent
impacts to the state-listed American
peregrine falcon through potential collisions
with wind turbines and potential
electrocution associated with operation of the
electrical transmission line.

BLM Sensitive Wildlife (and Other Non-
listed Species)

Impact 5.14

Operation of the project would result in
potential direct and permanent impactsto
BLM sensitive and other non-listed avian
species (0.047 raptors per turbine per year, 0
to 2 passerines and songbirds per turbine per
year, and O to 2 bats per turbine per year) due
to collisions with rotating turbine blades.

MM 5.12: BMPs shall be employed to prevent further loss of habitat due to erosion caused
by project-related impacts (i.e., grading or clearing for new roads).—AH-detected-eresion

shall-be remedied-within-two-days-of-discovery Corrective action for erosion problems
shall be taken within seven days after the problem is detected.

See MM 5.14-1.

MM 5.14-1: To ensure that the predicted rates of raptor mortality due to collisions with wind
turbines remain low and insignificant, avian and bat mortality associated with the proposed
project shall be monitored. A qualified ornithologist will conduct bird mortality monitoring
at the project site for one year following the first delivery of power. The species, number,
location and distance from turbine, availability of raptor prey species, and apparent cause of
bird and bat mortalities would be noted. All results will be provided to the Wildlife Response
and Reporting System (WRRS) database and to CDFG. The monitoring will follow
standardized guidelines outlined by the National Wind Coordinating Committee (Anderson et
a. 1999). LADWP will maintain arecord in accordance with USFWS guidance of avian
injury and mortality that is observed on the project site during operations for the life of the
project.

Less than significant.

Less than significant.

Less than significant.
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Potential Impacts and Mitigation of the Proposed Pine Tree Wind Development Project
Note: Underlined text represents mitigation measures beyond those listed in the Draft EIR/EA

IMPACTS

MITIGATION MEASURES

RESIDUAL IMPACT
AFTER MITIGATION

Impact 5.15

Permanent direct impactsto BLM and other
non-listed, sensitive raptors could also result
from electrocution from electrical power
transmission and distribution lines in areas
where raptors nest or forage.

Impact 5.16

Permanent and temporary direct impacts to

birds listed under the Migratory Bird Treaty
Act or Bald Eagle Protection Act would be

considered by the USFWS to be aviolation
of these federal acts.

MM 5.14-2: After one year of post-construction monitoring data has been obtained,
LADWP shall review project operations to determine if any specific turbine(s) is
responsible for disproportionately high levels of avian mortalities compared to other
turbines on site. If so, LADWP shall implement operational modifications of the turbine(s)

and conduct further study in consultation with CDFG and/or USFWS to evaluate the
effectiveness of the modifications.

MM 5.14-3: LADWP will report, by telephone, injuries or mortalities of species listed in
Table 3.5-3 as endangered or threatened (and any species listed in the future) to USFWS or
CDFG within 24 hours following observation.

MM 5.14-34: If lighting is used for aircraft safety purposes, lights should be placed when
practicable on meteorological towers, or lights should be placed on towers with the least
potential to attract birds, but consistent with FAA lighting requirements.

MM 5.15: The proposed project includes design features to protect birds from
electrocution, including perch guards, adequate separation of conductors, line insulators,
and monopole towers.

MM 5.16: To avoid or minimize impacts to birds covered under the MBTA and/or BEPA,
project-related construction activities shall not be conducted within 500 feet of an active
nest. A pre-construction nest survey shall be performed to ensure that raptors have not
inhabited the site.

L ess than significant.

Less than significant.
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IMPACTS

MITIGATION MEASURES

RESIDUAL IMPACT
AFTER MITIGATION

LAND USE & RECREATION

Impact 6.1
To construct the proposed project, a zone
change on portions of the project site would
be required.

Impact 6.2

The construction and operation of the
proposed project would occur on some lands
currently used for livestock grazing under
federal grazing allotment.

Impact 6.3

Construction of the proposed project would
potentially conflict with designated military
training routes and flight corridors above the

property.

Impact 6.4

The proposed project could conflict with
CDCA Plan management objectives that
have been established for public lands
through the designation of Multiple Use
Classes for BLM property.

Project to be devel oped consistent with local zoning requirements.

MM 6.2-1: During construction, the existing cattle guards shall be maintained and new
cattle guards provided if none exist at entry gates on Jawbone Canyon Road to prevent
livestock from entering the Jawbone Canyon Open Area. A staffed security station would
be located at the Jawbone Canyon access road gate during times of project construction.

MM 6.3-1: All turbines are limited to a height not to exceed 400 feet above ground level.
During project planning and construction, LADWRP shall consult with representatives at
EAFB and NAVAIR WDNWSCL regarding any changes, if necessary, to proposed wind
turbine locations.

MM 6.3-2: Prior to issuance of any permits, including grading, aletter shall be submitted
to the Kern County Planning Department from all military authorities responsible for
operations in the R-2508 airspace complex that provides written concurrence that the
height of the proposed structures would create no significant impacts to military mission.
The project shall comply with all provisions of Kern County Ordinance G-7130, if till in
effect, and if not in effect, any other ordinances regarding structures under military low-
level flight routes, and all provisions of the Zoning Ordinance that apply to the siting and
height of wind turbines.

With the implementation of the transportation safety plan for Jawbone Canyon Road (MM
7.4), the project is consistent with CDCA land use classifications and with BLM land use
policy regarding wind energy development.

No impact.

Less than significant

Less than significant

Less than significant
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Note: Underlined text represents mitigation measures beyond those listed in the Draft EIR/EA

IMPACTS

MITIGATION MEASURES

RESIDUAL IMPACT
AFTER MITIGATION

TRANSPORTATION

Construction | mpacts

Impact 7.1

During construction, the proposed project
will generate additional peak hour trips on
SR-14.

Impact 7.2

The movement of large vehicles from SR-14
onto Jawbone Canyon Road and Pine Tree
Canyon Road may result in a safety hazard to
motorists.

Impact 7.3

Oversize loads, and in particular overweight
loads, required to transport equipment to the
site during construction can physically
damage roadways, which would be a
significant adverse impact.

Impact 7.4

Thereisapotentia safety hazard from
construction traffic and transportation of
oversize loads on Jawbone Canyon Road
during high recreation use periods of the

Impact does not exceed significance threshold.

MM 7.2: To mitigate potential safety impacts caused by haul truck movements onto and

off of Jawbone Canyon and Pine Tree Canyon roads, the following measures are proposed:

«  The contractor shall apply for encroachment permits with Caltrans and County of Kern
and post warning signsin state and local road rights-of-way (State Route 14 and
Jawbone Canyon Road).

«  The contractor shall discuss construction plans for truck movements with State and
County transportation officials prior to the start of construction.

«  The contractor shall apply for installation of appropriate Caltrans warning signage for
Jawbone and Pine Tree intersections. This could include Caltrans Warning Sign SW-
40 Truck Crossing and/or Warning Sign SC-5 Special Event Ahead pursuant to State
Highway Design Guidelines.

« Asrequired by state or local transportation departments, traffic control flaggers, pilot
cars, and signage warning of construction activity shall be employed.

MM 7.3: While the project is under construction, the condition of Jawbone Canyon Road
shall be monitored, and the roadway shall be kept in a safe operating condition using
generally accepted methods of maintenance. At the conclusion of construction, repair of
damage to the roadway shall be completed to the satisfaction of the Kern County Roads
Department.

MM 7.4-1: LADWP will consult with BLM and the Kern County Roads Department to
develop atransportation safety plan for construction traffic transiting the Jawbone Canyon
Open Area. The plan will primarily address construction traffic but will also address
operations traffic._The plan will become a condition of the County road permits and the BLM
right-of-way grants. The plan will include, at a minimum, the following specific

Less than significant.

Less than significant.

Less than significant.

Less than significant.
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IMPACTS

MITIGATION MEASURES

RESIDUAL IMPACT
AFTER MITIGATION

Jawbone Canyon Open Area.

components:

=  Trangporters shall follow Kern County regulations for the transportation of oversized
and overweight loads on all county roads, including the 6 miles of Jawbone Canyon
Road that would be utilized for access to the project. These regulations include
provisions for time of day, pilot cars, law enforcement escorts, speed limits, flaggers,
and warning lights.

] During project construction, delivery of equipment and materials shall be prohibited
on Jawbone Canyon Road on the following holiday periods.

-Veterans Day, from 12 pm on the preceding Thursday to the following Monday

-Thanksgiving, from 12 pm on the preceding Wednesday to the following Monday

-Christmas and New Y ears, from 12 pm on the Friday preceding Christmas to the
Tuesday following New Y ears

-Martin Luther King Day, from 12 pm on the preceding Friday to the following
Tuesday
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IMPACTS MITIGATION MEASURES RESIDUAL IMPACT
AFTER MITIGATION

-Presidents Day, from 12 pm on the preceding Friday to the following Tuesday
-Easter, from 12 pm on the preceding Friday to the following Monday
-Memoria Day, from 12 pm on the preceding Friday to the following Tuesday

With at least four weeks notification to LADWP, BLM may also prohibit
construction deliveries on additional sanctioned event weekends in the Jawbone
Canyon Open Area.

=  On weekends and holiday periods during the high-use recreation season in the
Jawbone Canyon Open Area (late fall to late spring), construction workers shall be
prohibited from travel in individual vehicles on Jawbone Canyon Road and shall be
shuttled to and from the project site in multi-person vehicles beginning on the day
preceding the weekend or holiday. This limitation on the use of vehicles does not
include conducting limited critical activities associated with minimal security and
safety monitoring and construction management.

=  During the high-use recreation season in the Jawbone Canyon Open Area (late fall to
late spring), the delivery of large |oads on Jawbone Canyon Road shall be avoided to
the extent practicable on weekends (in addition to those weekends during which
project deliveries shall be prohibited). In addition, the transportation safety plan shall
include time of day limitations during which no project-related traffic, except limited
critical activities associated with minimal security and safety monitoring and
construction management, shall be allowed on Jawbone Canyon Road. Transportation
permits for oversized and overweight loads on County-maintained portions of Jawbone
Canyon Road on high-use weekends shall be issued at the direction of the Kern
County Roads Department.

= No construction activity related to road improvements on Jawbone Canyon Road shall
be conducted during high-use recreation periods in the Jawbone Canyon Open Area.
All road improvements shall be completed in a manner and according to a schedule
that provides uninterrupted access on Jawbone Canyon Road during high-use
recreation periods in the Jawbone Canyon Open Area. If atemporary closure of the
County-maintained portions of Jawbone Canyon Road is allowed, it shall bein
accordance with Kern County Roads Department policies and standards.
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= A training program regarding the rules and regulations for project-related travel shall
be conducted with all project transporters and drivers. The program shall address such
issues as speed limits, pilot vehicle requirements, and warnings regarding potential
safety conflicts with recreation use in the Jawbone Canyon Open Area. All drivers
shall be strictly monitored to ensure compliance with rules and regulations, and
consequences (e.g., revocation of permission to deliver or drive for the project) shall
be applied to individuals and/or the project for noncompliance. Enforcement measures
shall be defined in the transportation safety plan.

= Traffic signs shall be provided to control traffic and ensure safety along Jawbone
Canyon Road and at designated crossings of the road within the Jawbone Canyon
Open Area. These signs shall adhere to the Federal Highway Administration Manual
on Uniform Traffic Control devices and shall include regulatory signs (e.g., stop,
speed limits, yield), warning signs (e.g., OHV road crossings), and construction signs
(e.q., temporary lane closures, flaggers). All signs shall be maintained throughout the
project congtruction.

=  Project representatives shall continue to consult with the Friends of Jawbone, other
recreation groups, the BLM, and Kern County Roads Department regarding concerns
related to project construction traffic on Jawbone Canyon Road. LADWP shall notify
the OHV groups, the BLM, and the Kern County Roads Department of the date and
anticipated duration of construction deliveries on Jawbone Canyon Road.

= Aninformation kiosk shall be erected near Jawbone Station to provide current
information about the project (including, if available, delivery schedules for Jawbone
Canyon Road) to Jawbone Canyon Open Areausers. A brochure describing the
project and its construction shall be produced and made available for distribution at the
Jawbone Station.

= A copy of the transportation safety plan shall be posted at the information kiosk and
made available at the Jawbone Station.
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MM 7.4-2: LADWP shall provide funding to support an additional staff position at the
Jawbone Visitors Center during the project construction phase. This staff member will
serve as an interface with the public to respond to questions and provide information
regarding the project construction and the related traffic issues. 1n addition, LADWP shall
provide funding to support aBLM ranger position during periods of high recreation usein
the Jawbone Canyon Open Area during the project construction phase. This ranger will
help enforce traffic controls on Jawbone Canyon Road within the Open Areaand assist in
preventing or resolving disputes that arise from potential conflicts between recreation users
and the use of the road for construction access. The funding for the two positions shall be
established through a Memorandum of Agreement between LADWP and BLM.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Impact 8.1

Construction of the proposed project would
potentially affect archaeological sites;
however, the current project configuration
would avoid most of these sites.

Impact 8.2

Construction of the proposed project would
potentialy directly affect 20 archaeological
sites depending upon which components are
selected. Of these 20 sites, only 7 are
considered eligible for listing and therefore
require mitigation.

Mitigation for specific sites provided. See MM 8.2.

MM 8.2: Mitigation for the seven identified sites affected by project construction involves
preparing and implementing a data recovery program that includes further investigations at
each of the seven sites. The recommendations for each site are described in detail in the
Cultural Resources Report (see Table 4-1 of Appendix F) and in Table 3.8-4 of the Draft
EIR/EA.

The treatment strategy developed for the data recovery program incorporates aflexible
program of surface reconnaissance, surface collection, surface transect units, controlled
excavation, and laboratory studies to ensure the recovery of sufficient data before the siteis
affected by project activities.

Lessthan significant.

Lessthan significant.

Pine Tree Wind Development Project EA/Final EIR

1-32




1.0 INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

Table 1-1

Potential Impacts and Mitigation of the Proposed Pine Tree Wind Development Project
Note: Underlined text represents mitigation measures beyond those listed in the Draft EIR/EA

IMPACTS

MITIGATION MEASURES

RESIDUAL IMPACT
AFTER MITIGATION

VISUAL RESOURCES

Impact 9.1

The proposed wind turbines could result in
potential visua impacts when viewed from
SR-14.

Because there would be no significant impacts to visual resources caused by the proposed
project, no mitigation measures are required.

Less than significant.

Impact 9.2

The proposed transmission line could result
in potential visual impacts when viewed from
SR-14.

Because there would be no significant impacts to visual resources caused by the proposed
project, no mitigation measures are required.

Less than significant.

Impact 9.3

The proposed wind turbines could result in
potential visua impacts when viewed from
Jawbone Canyon Open Area

Because there would be no significant impacts to visual resources caused by the proposed
project, no mitigation measures are required.

L ess than significant.

Impact 9.4

The proposed wind turbines could result in
potential visual impacts when viewed from
the Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail.

Because there would be no significant impacts to visual resources caused by the proposed
project, no mitigation measures are required.

Less than significant.

Impact 9.5

The proposed wind turbines could result in
potential visual impacts when viewed from
Cdlifornia City.

Because there would be no significant impacts to visual resources caused by the proposed
project, no mitigation measures are required.

Less than significant.

Impact 9.6

The proposed wind turbines could result in
potential visual impacts when viewed from
Red Rock Canyon State Park.

Because there would be no significant impacts to visual resources caused by the proposed
project, no mitigation measures are required.

Lessthan significant.

SOCIOECONOMICS

There would be no adverse socioeconomic
effects.

No mitigation measures are required as there would be no adverse socioeconomic effects.

No impact.
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ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines, alternatives to the proposed project have been considered to
foster informed decision making and public participation. Section 15126.6 (a) of the CEQA
Guidelines requires that “an EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to
the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but
would avoid or substantialy lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the
comparative merits of the alternatives.” Under NEPA (specifically, BLM’s NEPA Handbook H-
1790-1), an EA must briefly describe the aternatives to the proposed action, if any, considered. The
alternatives to the proposed project are discussed in the Draft EIR/EA, including the following:

« Alternative 1: No Project (CEQA and NEPA required)

« Alternative 2: Develop Alternative Energy Sources

« Alternative 3: Resite Turbines within the Project Study Area
« Alternative 4: Install Smaller Turbines

« Alternative 5: Relocate the Proposed Project

« Alternative 6: Repower Existing Wind Turbine Site

« Alternative 7: Use Alternate Access Routes

« Alternative 8: Roadless Construction

The proposed project is the environmentally-superior project that meets the project objectives. Table
1-2 displays and compares the alternatives to the proposed project in a matrix format.
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Table 1-2

Summary of Alternativesto the Proposed Project

Elimination/Substantial

Additional Impactsnot Created

Alt. Description Feasibility Attainment of Proposed Project Objectives Reduction of Proposed Project by Proposed Project
I mpacts
* Would not provide electrical power from clean and * Would avoid site-specific * Would result in a continued
renewable energy sources impacts associated with the dependence on fossil fuelsto
* Would not help meet the electrical energy demands proposed project since no generate the power that would
* Would ensure federal regulatory compliance and construction activities or long- have been realized from
; - management plan conformance since no actions term operations would occur at | proposed project
1 | NoProject Feasible would occur on BLM land the project site » Would result in continued air
 Would not promote development of wind energy in pollutant emissions and
accordance with BLM’s Interim Wind Energy greenhouse gases associated
Development Policy with the sustained use of these
fossil fuels
Develop Alternative . . . . . Not applicable due to infeasibility | Not applicable due to infeasibility
2 Energy Sources Infeasible | Not applicable due to infeasibility of alternative of alternative of alternative
3 | wihin Proiet .| Infecsible | Not applicable due o infeasibility of alternative Not applicable duetoinfeasibility | Not applicable dueto infeasibility
) ap y of alternative of alternative
Study Area
* Would not attain basic project objectives for * Would reduce the width of * Would increase the number of
production of electrical power from clean and some roads required for project project wind turbines and the
renewable energy sources construction, which would length of roads required for
* Would not attain basic project objectives for meeting reduce impacts related to site project construction and
Install Smaller electrical energy demands grading maintenance, which would
Turbines Feasible | Would locate the primary project facilities on private require additional site grading
4A ) property and relatively close to existing LADWP

Maximize Turbine
Output

transmission lines with avail able capacity

* Would ensure federal regulatory compliance and
management plan conformance on BLM land

* Would promote devel opment of wind energy in
accordance with BLM’ s Interim Wind Energy
Development Policy
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Table 1-2

Summary of Alternativesto the Proposed Project

Elimination/Substantial

Additional Impactsnot Created

Alt. Description Feasibility Attainment of Proposed Project Objectives Reduction of Proposed Project by Proposed Project
I mpacts
* Would attain project objectives for production of * Would reduce the width of * Would substantially increase
electrical power from clean and renewable energy some roads required for project the number of project wind
sources construction, which would turbines and the length of roads
* Would attain project objectives for meeting electrical reduce impacts related to site required for project
Install Small energy demands grading construction and maintenance,
Tnurbines Ingtr all _  Would locate the primary project facilities on private which would require additional
4B | Turbines Shorter Feasible property and relatively close to existing LADWP stegrading o
than 200 Feet AGL transmission lines with available capacity e Would Io_cate wind turbinesin
» Would ensure federal regulatory compliance and areas avoided by the proposed
management plan conformance on BLM land project, which may resultin
* Would promote development of wind energy in increased impacts to potentially
accordance with BLM’s Interim Wind Energy significant biological, cultural,
Development Policy and visual resources
* Would attain project objectives for production of * Would not eliminate or reduce | * May result in additional
electrical power from clean and renewable energy any impacts associated with the impacts to visual resources and
sources proposed project avian wildlife
* Would attain project objectives for meeting electrical
energy demands
* Would locate the primary project facilities on private
5 IFDQeI(_)cate Proposed Feasible property and relatR/er c?/ors)e tJo existing LADVF\)/P
r oj ect g . . 4
transmission lines with avail able capacity
* Would ensure federal regulatory compliance and
management plan conformance on BLM land
* Would promote devel opment of wind energy in
accordance with BLM’ s Interim Wind Energy
Development Policy
Repower Existing
6 Wind Turbine Site Infeasible | Not applicable due to infeasibility of alternative Not applicable dueto infeasibility | Not applicable due to infeasibility

(in Tehachapi Pass
area)

of aternative

of aternative

Pine Tree Wind Development Project EA/Final EIR

1-36




1.0 INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

Table 1-2

Summary of Alternativesto the Proposed Project

Elimination/Substantial

Additional Impactsnot Created

Alt. Description Feasibility Attainment of Proposed Project Objectives Reduction of Proposed Project by Proposed Project
I mpacts
Would attain project objectives for production of * Would eliminate impacts * Would result in additional
electrical power from clean and renewable energy related to conflicts between significant impactsto cultural
sources project construction traffic and and biological resourcesin Pine
Would attain project objectives for meeting electrical off-road vehicle recreation use Tree Canyon and may increase
. energy demands in the Jawbone Canyon Open impacts related to erosion and
UsePineTree ; i (it i Area runoff
Canyon Road as _ Would locate the primary project f_aqlltles on private
7A Pri X Feasible property and relatively close to existing LADWP
rimary Project R : : 4
A transmission lines with available capacity
ccess .
Would ensure federa regulatory compliance and
management plan conformance on BLM land
Would promote development of wind energy in
accordance with BLM’ s Interim Wind Energy
Development Policy
Would attain project objectives for production of * Would eliminate impacts * Would result in other impacts
electrical power from clean and renewable energy related to conflicts between related to construction traffic in
sources project construction traffic and Sand Canyon and Horse
Would attain project objectives for meeting electrical off-road vehicle recreation use Canyon and may increase
energy demands in the Jawbone Canyon Open impacts related to erosion,
Use Sky River Would locate the primary project facilitieson private | Area runoff, and stream crossings
7B | Ranch asPrimary Feasible property and relatively close to existing LADWP

Project Access

transmission lines with avail able capacity
Would ensure federal regulatory compliance and
management plan conformance on BLM land
Would promote development of wind energy in
accordance with BLM’ s Interim Wind Energy
Development Policy
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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

Table 1-2

Summary of Alternativesto the Proposed Project

Alt. Description Feasibility Attainment of Proposed Project Objectives

Elimination/Substantial
Reduction of Proposed Project
I mpacts

Additional Impactsnot Created
by Proposed Project

* Would attain project objectives for production of
electrical power from clean and renewable energy
sources

* Would attain project objectives for meeting electrical

* Would eliminate impacts
related to the disturbance of
desert tortoise and Mohave
ground squirrel habitat in Pine

* Would increase impacts related
to the disturbance of desert
tortoise and Mohave ground
squirrel habitat in Jawbone

Use Jawb energy demands Tree Canyon Canyon
Casliyg\: ag?f; oject _ * Would locate the primary project facilities on private . Would result in additional
7C Transmission Line Feasible propert_y z_ind r_elative_ly cl ose to existi ng LADWP impacts r_el ated_ to safety and
Alignment transmission lines with available capacity use_confllcts w_|th off-ro_ad _
» Would ensure federal regulatory compliance and vehicle recreation function in
management plan conformance on BLM land the Jawbone Canyon Open
* Would promote development of wind energy in Area
accordance with BLM’ s Interim Wind Energy
Development Policy
Roadless . . : e . Not applicable due to infeasibility | Not applicable due to infeasibility
8 Construction Infeasible | Not applicable dueto infeasibility of alternative of alternative of alternative
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SECTION 2.0 LETTER COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR/EA AND
RESPONSES

2.1 INTRODUCTION

This document provides a response to the written comments made on the Pine Tree Wind Devel opment
Project Draft EIR/EA. Each written comment letter is numbered (Letter 1, Letter 2, etc.), for ease of
reference. The letter numbers are shown below in Section 2.2 for the various commenters. Immediately
following each comment letter is the formal response to the comments contained in the letter. Each
specific comment within each letter that requires a response is numbered. The response to that
comment has the same number. Where changes to the Draft EIR/EA text result from comments,
those changes are noted in the response to comment and included in full in Section 3.0, Changes to
the Draft EIR/EA. Comments that present opinions about the project or that raise issues not directly
related to the substance of the Draft EIR/EA are noted without a detailed response.

2.2 LIST OF COMMENTERS

The persons and/or agencies that submitted written comments on the Draft EIR/EA are listed below.
The comments and associated responses are arranged by date of receipt, with the older dates listed firdt.

The LADWP and BLM response directly follows each letter.

Letter

Number Agency/Signatory Date of L etter
1. Keith Axelson, Citizen January 3, 2005
2. Garry George, Los Angeles Audubon Society January 5, 2005
3. Lorelei H. Oviatt, AICP, County of Kern January 6, 2005
4, Don Turkal, Engineer 111, County of Kern January 6, 2005
5. Terri Middlemiss, Kerncrest Audubon Society January 6, 2005
6. Georgette Theotig, Kern-Kaweah Chapter, Sierra Club January 2, 2005
7. Mary Prismon, Santa Monica Bay Audubon Society January 4, 2005
8. Roger E. Johnson, California Energy Commission January 7, 2005
9. Anthony M. Parisi, PE, NAVAIR Weapons Division January 7, 2005
10. William L. Nelson, Consulting Practice January 7, 2005
11. Sophia Anne Merk, Citizen January 7, 2005
12. Solveig A. Thompson, Citizen January 7, 2005
13. Randy Banis, Editor of Death Valley.Com, January 6, 2005
14. Terry Roberts, State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit January 6, 2005
15. V. John White, Center For Energy Efficiency

And Renewable Technologies

February 18, 2005
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Letter 1
RECEIVED

JAN 0 52005
, TANIA S. BONFIGLIO

January 3. 2005 Sageland Ranch
Post Office Box 967

Weldon Ca 93283
760 371 6116

Tania Bonfiglio

Los Angeles Department of Water & Power
111 North Hope Street. Rooml044

Los Angeles. California 90012

Re: . -

Comments on the Pine Tree Wind Development Project Draft
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment (DEIR/EA)
Issued November 9. by LADWP and BLM.

Dear Tania Bonfiglio. L
It appears to be a given that the Pine Tree WDP will proceed
even with the certainty of irreparable damage upon the

natural world. The Project's relative obscurity from the
public's view may be ite only positive feature. Renewable
energy is an undisputed step toward replacing fossil fuel use,
however, in this particular case, it should not be at the
expense of a basically pristine area. This leads to several
objections from my point of view.

l. I urge the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power and

the Bureau of Land Management to utilize Pine Tree Canyon Road
as the Primary Access Route (Alternative 7A) and eliminate
Jawbone Canyon Road as it is presently advocated in the DEIR/EA.
Kern County and the BLM must be fully aware of the inherent
dangers and public nuisance the Jawbone Canyon Access Route
will cause even with the mitigation measures in place. The
users of this federally mandated OEV Open Area should not be
compelled to suffer any inconvenience by a private development
especially when there is a much less intrusive solution. Alsc,
do not disregard the thousands of campers, birders, rock-hounds
hikers, landowners and travelers who use Jawbone Canyon Road
annually within this Jawbone-Butterbredt Area of Critical

‘Environmental Concern (ACEC). Alternative 7A proposes a more

direct route to the Pine Tree WDP and would impose less public
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involvement and could be utilized along with the realignment

‘'of the transmissidén line and the construction of the switching

station. -

2. The California Energy Commission state in their comment
letter to LADWP (May 13. '2004) "Surveys (of birds) should

‘typically be conducted for a full year to capture seasonal

differentiation and follow established protocol." This length
of survey was evidently not considered necessary for the Fine
Tree WDP. Dates of Dec.5-12, 2002; April 6-7, 2002; March 16-17,
2004 (Raptor/Bat habitat 'survey); April 4-5, 10-14, 28, 2004,
were quoted. This is a total of 1l days of field study.

Almost ‘all avian and bat references are made to the Tehachapi
Pass WRA or the CDFG. The Tehachapi Pass WRA is nearby,

' however, its wildlife studies (1998) do not validate the Pine .

Tree WDP. There should be a prolonged, comprehensive wildlife
study here due to supposition and inadequate field work. Birds
and bats are highly mobile, migratory and censequently thedir
ranges are largely unpredictable and cannot be quantified with
less than two weeks of field data. - :

\ An example of the importance of a-canyon such as Pine Tree lies

approximately eight air miles NNE of the proposed Pine Tree WDP.
Butterbredt Spring has over 300 species of birds recorded at
this oasis in Butterbredt Canyon. This spring has been
designated an Important Bird Area (IBA) by the American Bird
Conservancy because it is estimated that 500 thousand migrants
may' pass here each spring. Due to the proximity of Butterbredt -
Spring to the Pine Tree WDP one can easily deduce that the
southern Sierra is flooded with migratory birds in the spring.

On page 2, Appendix F; it'states that "at least 250 bats of
several species died in the fall 2003 at the Mountaineer Wind
Farm in West Virginia (Williams 2003)." However, in the Fall
2004 issue of Bats (Bat Conservation International) it states
"The first major Wind Energy Farm to be built on a ridgetop
in the, K eastern United States (44 wind turbines installed last
year (2003) at West Virginia's Mountaineer Project) killed
approximately 4000 bats of seven species. Another 366 turbines
are already dpproved for similar locations within a 50 mile
radius, 92 of them on the same ridge." Whose arithmetic is
faulty? '

Saéelan& Ranch lies approximately 13 air miles due north of

.the proposed Pine Tree WDP. On June 5, 2003 an acoustic

survey of bats was made there. The time spread was from 8:15 . pm
to 9:49 pm (1 hr., 34 min.).  Within that brief time six .
species of bats were recorded: western pipistrelle, western
small-footed bat, California myotis, Mexican free-tailed bat,
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1 pallid bat and the uncommon pocketed free-tailed bat.
1.5 There were 175 bat calls in this relatively short timg span.
Cont'd | This small survey clearly shows the value of a determined

effort. A survey of this type could be done in the Pine
Tree WDP area. In addition, the above examples indicate
that all of the canyons from Tehachapi Pass northward to

1.6 Walker Pass provide natural access routes for migratory
‘birds coming off the northwest Mojave Desert from the
‘southeast.

3. Chapter 3, page 37, Table 4 of the LADWP/DEIR/EA. In my

17 opinion, all of the bird species listed below (including

my additions) could pass or migrate through the Pine Tree
WDP area..

" '~Bald eagle: Migrant, winters at Lake Isabella (seen
12/9/04) and points south. This includes Big Bear Lake.
The implication seems to be that habitat is the reason: it
would not occur. - :

-Swainson's hawk: Migrant, seen at Butterbredt Spring and
in Kelso Valley. ' : ’

rFerrugincué hawk: Migrant, winters in and around Kelso
Valley every yvear.

—-Golden eagle: Nests are known. The impending losses of
golden eagles are of great concern in the proposed Pine Tree
WDP. The effects of eagle mortality by blade strikes here
is much higher because the avian base is smaller than at
Altamont (see CA Energy Commission Study of July, 2002).

-American Peregrine falcnh: Is an intermittent migrant,
could be seen anywhere'at_any time. It should be expected.
-Yellow~-billed cuckoo: Migrant, should be expected.
-Mountain plover: Migrant, shﬂulﬁ be expected.

-Prairie falcon: Nests are known. Should be expected.

~Willow flycatcher: Migrant, should be expected.

-Horned lark:. Traveler, common in Kelso Valley and foothills,

~Least Bell's vireo: Migrant, should be expected.

-Yellow-breasted chat: Migrant, should be expected.
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-Tri-colored blackbird: Traveler, should be expected.

=CA Gray-headed junco: The Pine Tree WDP has poor information
for this vagrant. See addendum for complete-data on
“range and status.

~Flammulated owl: Migrant, should be expected. |

-Osprey: Migrant,'seen at Lake Isabella, should be expected..
-Merlin: Migrant, should be expected.

-American Rough-legged hawk: Migrant, this hawk arrives in
winter at nearly the same time as the Ferruginous hawk.

It can be expected in Kelso Valley foraging the surrounding
desert hillsides. '

All of the above named birds are susceptible to wind turbine
blade strikes. Since passerines (perching song birds)
migrate mostly at night (but also in-daylight) the threat

of blade strikes is constant for them--unless there is no
wind. Scavengers pluck the bodies swiftly so body counts can

“be difficult and often inaccurate. It appears to me that

most of the avian data was collected from off=site text and
field guides. and insufficient field work in and around the

Pine Tree WDP was done. Birds and bats seem to be dismissed
with little regard. !

Certainly this proposed project will ensure and encourage
urban development in the Antelope and Fremont Valleys.
But how many have considered the cumulative effect the
Pine Tree Wind Development Project will have upon ever
vanishing open space and the recreational visitor?

Sincerely.

,%Zé%”: T o o

Naturalist
cc: Hector Villalobos, Ridgecrest Field Office Manager, BLM
Pater Graves; BLM '

Ed Waldheim, President, Friends of Jawbone
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~ Dark-eyed Junco Junco hyemalis
J. h. hyemalis N Alaska and Yukon to n-central US; winters to n Mexico .
J. h. oreganos Coastal se Alaska to cent. Br. Col.; winters to cent. California
J. h. cismontanus S-c¢ Yukon to w-c Alberta; winters to n Baja and central Texas
J. h. montanus Interior Br. Col. and sw Alberta to e Oregon, w Montana, ¢ Idaho
J. h. mearnsi SE Alberta, sw Saskatchewan to e Idaho, Montana, ne Wyoming
J. h. shufeldii 'W slopes of coastal mts. from sw British Columbia to w Oregon
J. k. thurberi S Oregon to mis, of San Diego Co.; winters to n Baja, sw N Mex.
*J._h.-caniceps Mis. of s Idaho to Utah and n New Mexico; winters to nw Mexico
J. h. dorsalis Mts. of New Mexico, n Arizona and extreme w Texas

- J. h aikeni SE Montana to w South Dakota, ne Wyoming and nw Nebraska
J. h. pinosus Coastal ranges of California (San Francisco to s Monterey Co.)
J. h. pontilus Mountains of n Baja California (Sierra Juarez)
J. h. townsendi Mountains of n Baja California (San Pedro Martir)
J. h. carolinensis Appalachian Mountains to n Georgia

Clements, James E. 2000. Birds of thé World: A Checklist. Fifth Edition. Vista, CA: Ibis
Publishing Company X

*California Gray-headed Junco Junco hyemalis caniceps.

However, according to the American Ornithologists® Union Checklist of North American
Bircls, Seventh Edition 1998. p: 625-626, the range of J. h. caniceps is. Mts. of w-central
US, from s Idaho, n Utah and s Wyoming south to e Caﬁfurma, central Arizona, s New
Mexico and w Texas.

ﬂregpu Junco Junco hyemalis oreganos. W North America from s-central, se Alaska,
coastal and central British Columbia, w-central, s Alberta and sw Saskatchewan, s to
northern Baja California, w Nevada, n Utah and s Idaho and nw Wyoming,

Prior to the lumping of the various North American forms of the junco complex, Slate-
colored Junco (Junco hyemalis) represented the eastern form of the complex; White-
winged Juneo Junco aikepi represented a mid-western form; Oregon Junco Junco
oreganos represented the form from Alaska to northern Baja California (the form that:
occurs commonly in Butterbredt Spring area); Gray-headed Junco Junco caniceps
barely gets into extreme <astern California. ** '

** American Ornithologisis® Union Checkdist af North American Birds, Fifth Edition
1957, p. 606-612..
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Responseto Letter 1
Keith Axelson, January 3, 2005

11 As discussed in Section 3.13 (Alternatives to the Proposed Project) of the Draft EIR/EA,
Alternative 7A would cause additional significant impacts to archaeological resources that
would not be created by the proposed project. The existing Pine Tree Canyon Road, at
approximately 15 feet wide as it enters the project property from the southeast, crosses over a
relatively large site of significant prehistoric cultural remains, including bedrock milling sites
and lithic scatter, indicating a potential habitation site or temporary camp. Because of the
width and vertica alignment required for the project access roads and the topography
surrounding Pine Tree Canyon Road in the area of these archaeological resources, substantial
ground disturbance related to road construction may occur and significant impacts to the
resources might not be avoidable. Improvements to Pine Tree Canyon Road and the use of
the road by construction vehicles would also increase potential impacts related to the
endangered desert tortoise and Mohave ground squirrel and the disturbance of their habitat
and impacts to sensitive Joshua Tree woodland plant communities located in the lower
reaches of the canyon. In addition, because of the relative steepness and narrowness of Pine
Tree Canyon Road as it approaches the project property when compared to Jawbone Canyon
Road, Alternative 7A would require large areas of disturbance to accommodate the vertical
alignment of the road and the associated quantities of cut and fill, resulting in additional
impacts related to erosion, runoff, and stream crossings.

The Draft EIR/EA recognizes the intense use that the Jawbone Canyon Open Area can
receive from off-highway vehicle users as well as other recreation users. The level of this
use varies markedly, depending on the season, the day of the week, and holiday periods.
During the summer season and even on non-holiday weekdays in the winter season, the use
of the Open Areais generally very light. However, during late fall, winter, and spring, many
thousands of people may visit and use the Open Area for camping and off-highway vehicle
recreation on a single holiday weekend. In Section 3.7 (Transportation), the Draft EIR/EA
identifies the conflict relative to use and safety in the Open Area during these high use
periods related to project construction vehicle traffic on Jawbone Canyon Road as it traverses
the Open Area.

The 2,100 truck trips projected for the proposed project construction represent 1,050
deliveries to the site. Each inbound (laden) and each outbound (unladen) truck trip was
counted separately for traffic analysis purposes, resulting in a total of 2,100 one-way trips
(1,050 round trips) on Jawbone Canyon Road. Based on a conservative assumption that 80
percent of these estimated truck trips would occur over a 6-month period (rather than being
evenly distributed over the entire 10-month construction schedule), an average of
approximately 11 trucks trips per day on Jawbone Canyon Road would be expected. This
would represent an average of dlightly over one trip per hour over a 10-hour workday, with
each incoming truck and each outgoing truck representing asingle trip. Since this number is
an average, more or fewer trips may actually occur in a given day or hour, but the average
figure nonetheless helps place the level of expected construction traffic on Jawbone Canyon
Road in context. In addition, based on the currently projected construction schedule, many of
these deliveries would occur outside the seasona timeframe of heaviest recreation use in the
Jawbone Open Area, which occurs from late fall to late spring. Most would also occur on
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days of the week when there is little or no recreation activity in the Open Area. This traffic
would be temporary in nature, related only to the 10-month construction period of the project.
The long-term operations of the project would require approximately 10 to 12 employees and
only occasional truck deliveries on Jawbone Canyon Road.

However, as discussed in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR/EA, even taking into account the level,
timing, and temporary nature of traffic as discussed above, the impact caused by
construction-related traffic to the recreation use in the Jawbone Canyon Open Area would be
considered significant if not mitigated. Accordingly, Mitigation Measure 7.4 of the Draft
EIR/EA requires the development of a transportation safety plan for construction traffic on
Jawbone Canyon Road. The intent of this plan is to eliminate or substantially reduce the
potential conflicts between the construction traffic and recreation users in the Open Area.
The plan is to be developed in coordination with the Kern County Roads Department and
BLM (including, as appropriate, Steering Committee representatives) as part of the County
road permit and BLM right-of-way grant processes. The plan would become a condition of
these permits and grants. The plan will provide rules, physical controls, and enforcement
provisions for construction traffic to minimize conflicts. However, most significantly, the
plan will establish time periods (related to the high recreation use periods of the Open Area)
during which no deliveries of equipment or materials would be allowed on Jawbone Canyon
Road. Among the closure times would be periods associated with the Veterans Day,
Thanksgiving, Christmas, New Y ears, Martin Luther King Day, Presidents Day, Easter, and
Memorial Day holidays. With at least four weeks notification to LADWP, BLM may aso
prohibit construction deliveries on additional sanctioned event weekends in the Jawbone
Canyon Open Area. In addition, on weekends and holiday periods during the high-use
recreation season in the Jawbone Canyon Open Area (late fall to late spring), construction
workers shall be prohibited from travel in individual vehicles on Jawbone Canyon Road and
shall be shuttled to and from the project site in multi-person vehicles beginning on the day
preceding the weekend or holiday. This limitation on the use of vehicles does not include
conducting limited critical activities associated with minimal security and safety monitoring
and construction management. This provision of the transportation safety plan would
essentially eliminate construction traffic impacts during the times of greatest potential
conflict with recreation users in the Open Area. With the implementation of the proposed
trangportation safety plan as a condition of the road permits and right-of-way grants,
including provisions for periods of time during which no deliveries or individual construction
worker trips would be allowed on Jawbone Canyon Road, the potential impacts to existing
recreation use in the Open Area would be less than significant. As mentioned above, the
transportation safety plan is to be prepared as part of the County roads permit and the BLM
right-of-way grant processes. However, Mitigation Measure (MM) 7.4 of the Draft EIR/EA
has been modified to more specifically indicate the types of provisions and limitations that
will be minimally included in the plan. Please see Section 3.0 (Changes to the Draft EIR/EA)
of the EA/Final EIR for the complete revised text of MM 7.4.

Because of the impacts associated with the Pine Tree Canyon access route and because the
potential impacts related to traffic safety in the Open Area could be mitigated to a less than
significant level with the implementation of the transportation safety plan discussed above,
Alternative 7A is not considered environmentally superior to the proposed project.

LADWP is aware of the guidelines suggesting that one year of biological baseline data be
collected for wind power projects. The biological studies at the proposed project site were
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initiated over 2 years ago, and avian studies are continuing at present and would continue
through the first year of operations. The Pine Tree studies were approached in a manner
widely accepted for complex biological analysis, following a phased progression of study
that builds a basis of genera information followed by progressively more detailed work. The
methodologies, protocols, and extent of these surveys were documented in the Draft EIR/EA
in the biological resources section. To summarize, studies were initiated in December of
2002 with a general biological habitat assessment over (at that time) a 33-square-mile project
study area. Existing vegetation communities were delineated, potential habitats for sensitive
plants and wildlife associations within those communities were mapped, and searches for
sign of sensitive plant and wildlife species were completed. Based on the results of the
December 2002 habitat assessment, and considering a list of sensitive species with the
potential to occur within the project area assembled through literature review, focused
surveys were conducted in the spring and summer of 2003. The characterization of wildlife
usage of the site included direct observations of avian species as well as research regarding
avian species likely to occur. The amount of time spent in the field was consistent with
biological survey practice for wildlife characterization and was accomplished by professional
biologists with significant experience with Southern California desert and mountain habitats.
Field work was supplemented with research of published literature applicable to the region.

During these initial field visits to the site, which included the spring 2003 season, a
remarkable characteristic of the site was the lack of observed bird activity, particularly
raptors. A higher level of use by raptors typically would be expected. The biological survey
team also noted a low level of riparian and songbird activity. Relative to song birds and
riparian activity, California Department of Fish and Game wildlife biologists visiting the site
confirmed this lack of activity and commented that the riparian areas appeared to not be well
enough developed or extensive enough to be attractive to nesting riparian birds, including
sensitive species like Southwestern willow flycatcher, yellow-billed cuckoo, and least Bell's
vireo.

Under most circumstances, the relative absence of observed avian activity during spring
would lead to the conclusion that the potential for significant impact would be low. In spite
of this, and in consideration of the comments on the Notice of Preparation suggesting that
one year of avian baseline information should be collected, LADWP decided to initiate a
formal avian protocol survey. Dr. Michael Morrison, a nationally recognized avian biologist,
was retained to develop a survey protocol and conduct the studies.

The avian protocol developed for this project is responsive to the level of effort
recommended in the National Wind Coordinating Committee (NWCC) Guidance Document
(Anderson et al. 1999) and the recently released United States Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) Interim Guidelines. The NWCC Guidelines call for an initia reconnaissance
survey. The goal is to identify locations or sites that have a high probability of substantial
bird fatalities. Reconnaissance surveys are composed of several site vigits, a literature
survey, analysis of unpublished data, interviews with local experts, and other information that
might be available. Assuming no significant biological issues are raised following the
reconnaissance survey, a Level 1 Survey is initiated. The Level 1 Survey is designed to
quantify the numbers, species, and activity of birds in the project area. Available avian
mortality data indicate that individual turbines are often responsible for the majority of
fatalities in a development because they are located in locations that attract birds, such as
near gullies or concentrations of prey. The survey protocol also addressed the potential for
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occurrence of bats. Specific pre-construction surveys are designed to site turbines such that
minimal or no mitigation is required during facility operation. Level 2 Surveys, which
include detailed assessment of population effects due to avian fatalities, are seldom needed,
especialy if reconnaissance and Level 1 Surveys were implemented properly. Only the high
mortality rate of golden eagles at the Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area (WRA) has
resulted in aLevel 2 Study to date.

The study protocols, observations, point counts, and statistical results of the avian survey,
which included the important spring season, were presented in the Draft EIR/EA (with
specifics included in Appendix F within Appendix D). It must be emphasized that these data
are not derived from the Tehachapi WRA, Butterbredt Springs, or any other areas in the
region. They are derived from direct observations and monitoring that occurred over a 2-year
period of time at the Pine Tree project site. The use of avian data from the Tehachapi WRA
was done only to provide a comparison to test the reasonableness of the Pine Tree
conclusions. While there are distinct differences between the project site and the Tehachapi
WRA, there are also similarities that allow for such direct comparison, with qualification
provided in the Pine Tree survey report.

Relative to the validity of the field time and point counts undertaken for the avian survey,
many published papers in the scientific literature have concluded that 3 point counts, usually
of 5-10 minute duration each, will adequately quantify the species composition and relative
abundance of birds in an area during breeding. Thus, the Pine Tree sampling protocol
exceeds these standards both in terms of number of counts (5) and duration (30 minutes
each). The 30-minute duration was chosen to count raptors but is more than adequate for
songhirds. The fact that counts were conducted during the spring migration period and failed
to locate any substantial number of songbirds using the riparian areain Jawbone Canyon (that
portion within the wind turbine siting area), indicates that the area was likely not used in
2004 for resting and foraging by large numbers of migrating songbirds.

Based on these findings, it is reasonable for LADWP to proceed with planning and approval
of the proposed project. However, protocol avian surveys continued for a fall 2004 season
and a winter 2005 season (and will continue after that as well). The fall and winter survey
reports are included at the end of Section 2.0 as Attachments A-1 and A-2, respectively, in
the EA/Final EIR. These studies will serve to substantiate previous findings concerning
impacts and add to the overall knowledge concerning avian use in relation to southern Sierra
wind power projects.

LADWP does not deny the importance of Butterbredt Springs as an important bird area.
However, the deduction that the Pine Tree Wind Development Project site is flooded with
migratory birds in the spring because it is within 8 miles of Butterbredt Springs and is within
the southern Sierra Mountains is not supported by the direct observations at Pine Tree. As
summarized previously, the riparian portions of upper Jawbone Canyon and little Jawbone
Canyon do not support a substantial number of migratory birds.

The reference to Williams 2003 was correctly quoted but represented preliminary results of
the event. Subsequent work by Kerns and Kerlinger (2004) and others reported that
approximately 2,000 bats died at the site, with an upper confidence limit of 4,000 (when
adjusted for other factors such as searcher efficiency and carcass removal by predators).
Additional studies are being conducted at this site. However, bat mortality on three wind
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projects located on forested ridgetops in the east have been much higher than what is reported
in the more open habitats of projects in the Midwest and West (20-50 times higher). These
studies are thus not directly applicable to Pine Tree because of difference in habitat and
geographic location. Most bat fatalities found at wind plants outside California in the West
and Midwest have been migratory bats, with hoary, silver-haired bats and red bats being the
most prevalent fatalities. At the Buffalo Ridge Wind Plant, Minnesota, based on a 2-year
study, bat mortality was estimated to be 2.05 bats per turbine per year (Johnson et a. 2003a).
At the Foote Creek Rim Wind Plant, based on 3+ years of study, bat mortality was estimated
at 1.34 bats per turbine per year (Young et al. 2003). At the Vansycle Ridge Wind Plant in
Oregon, bat mortality was estimated at 0.74 bats per turbine for the first year of operation
(Erickson et al. 2000). At the Klondike Wind Project, in Oregon, bat mortality was estimated
at 1.16 bat fatalities per turbine per year (Johnson et al. 2003b). At the Stateline Wind
Project, bat mortality was estimated at approximately 1.5 fatalities per turbine per year
(Erickson et al. 2004) from July 2001 through December 31, 2002. At the Nine Canyon
Wind Project, bat mortality was estimated at approximately three fatalities per turbine per
year (Erickson, Gritski, and Kronner 2003). Species observed at wind projects in California
have consisted primarily of hoary and Mexican free-tail bats, both common species.

Bat research at other wind projects indicates that some bat species are at some risk of
collison with wind turbines, mostly during the late summer and fall migration season
(Johnson et al. 2003a). Very few bats have been reported as fatalities at older wind projects
in California, including the Altamont, San Gorgonio, and Tehachapi Pass WRAsS, athough
most studies have focused on documenting raptor fatalities, and most studies have been
conducted on shorter turbines than those proposed for the project. Though the geographic
location is vastly different than the Pine Tree project site, the first 11 months of monitoring at
the High Winds Project in Solano County reported 71 bat fatalities, including primarily hoary
and Mexican free-tailed bats, with most of the fatalities documented in August and
September.

The Draft EIR/EA discussed five sensitive bat species that could occur in the project area.
There is a much larger number of non-sensitive or abundant bat species that could occur in
the project area associated with migration, including hoary bat, Mexican free-tailed bat,
Brazilian free-tailed bat, and little brown myotis.

Operation of the proposed project would result in some bat mortality from collision with
wind turbines. Given the low habitat value for bats, determined from site surveys, and the
typical rates of mortality experienced at other Western operating sites described above, it is
estimated that bat mortality would be approximately O to 2 bats per turbine per year. This
level of mortality includes potential effects on migrants. This would not be considered a
significant impact in relation to the total populations of the various bat species, which are
numerically very large.

Acoustic bat surveys do not provide reliable estimates of bat abundance because it cannot be
determined how often the same bat passes the recorder. That said, as noted above, no
substantial or sustained mortality of bats have been recorded at any Western wind
development. The Pine Tree site is characterized as not containing substantial habitat for
bats. The June 2004 Avian Risk Assessment report contained in the Draft EIR/EA contained
the following information about bat habitat:
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“No natural caves were located on the site and the few mine adits present did not
harbor bats. Thus, it is unlikely that any large concentrations of bats occur within the
project area at any time of the year. During summer, many bat species use rock
crevasses, space under bark, buildings, and other structures for roosting; a few bats
were observed at several water sources at dusk. Foraging would likely be
concentrated over riparian areas, and water troughs and ponds established for cattle
would be used for drinking. Based on the lack of locations of concentrated roosting,
however, there is no reason to conclude that large numbers of bats would use specific
routes to move between roosts and foraging and watering sites. Since there is no
indication that substantial concentrations of bats occur in the project area, the spring
wildlife survey did not include a formal assessment of bats (via acoustic surveys or
observations of potential migratory routes).

“Pre-assessment field survey methods for migratory bats are not well established and
we are unaware of any strong relationship between indices of bat use and mortality
rates. Several projectsin the West and Midwest have documented some resident bat
habitat (e.g., surface waters) near the facilities (e.g., Foote Creek Rim Wyoming,
Buffalo Ridge MN). At both these facilities, nearly all fatalities were found during
the fall migration period. To date, we are not aware that any standard agency
recommendations have been made for assessing risk to bats. Until these methods are
developed, mortality estimates at wind projects in similar habitats/landscapes is the
primary assessment tool for assessing potential impacts.”

The proposed wind turbines would be located in the western end of Jawbone Canyon, some
10 miles from the mouth of the canyon, near SR-14. Anecdotal information from the
commenter and an unpublished report indicate that the localized spring migration in the area
is from southeast to northwest and that the migration is captured in northwest-southeast
trending canyons, such as the east portion of Jawbone Canyon. The Jawbone Canyon
migration continues in a northwesterly direction up Alphie and Hoffman canyons through the
topographic pinch point of Butterbredt Springs. This would take the localized migration well
east of the proposed project property, which encompasses northeast-southwest trending
portions of upper Jawbone Canyon. Our data based on extensive field observations show that
there are no other logical reasons, such as good habitat or adequate cover and water, for a
substantial number of birds to be loafing or resting in the proposed turbine area. Thereis a
reason that birds seek Butterbredt versus the proposed project site (i.e., a readily available
source of water and its location along the local canyon migratory pathway).

To clarify, the findings of the Biological Technical Report as to what species may actually
occur on the site, forage on the site, or nest on the site are based on actua site surveys,
including the protocol avian surveys. This survey information does not rule out the
possibility that of one or more of the species listed in this comment would fly over the site. It
is also noted that all but the last four species listed were directly addressed in the Biological
Technical Report. Of these four species, only the rough-legged hawk (buteo lagopus) was
observed over the site (Fall and Winter Survey Reports, Attachments A-1 and A-2). The
rough-legged hawk is not listed as rare, threatened, or endangered at the state or federal level
and isawinter migrant. The other three species have not been observed at the site.

Most studies of North American bird migration using techniques such as radar have
suggested that nocturnal migrants follow a broadfront migration pattern, flying at high
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altitudes, where they are not affected by variation in surface topography (e.g., Lowery and
Newman 1966; Able 1972; Richardson 1972; Williams et al. 1977 in Williams et al. 2001).
While there are certainly exceptions and it is expected that there will be some mortality of
nighttime migrants, numbers of fatalities for individual species from the many fatality studies
conducted in the West suggest levels inconsequentia to the affected species (Erickson et al.
2002). For example, the fatality surveys conducted for over 13 years at the Altamont Pass
WRA, including the intense surveys during the past approximately 5 years, have never
recorded a substantial mortality of songbirds. Likewise, the fatality searches at the
Tehachapi WRA failed to locate substantial songbird mortalities. Finaly, the summary
papers by Erickson and co-workers show that no Western wind development with newer
larger turbines has had a large mortality of songbirds.

In summary, it does not appear that the project site serves as a major pathway or stopover
area for migrating birds. The few instances in which relatively large numbers of migrating
passerine birds have been killed in wind developments have been apparently due to a
combination of poor weather and lights reflecting off of alow cloud ceiling.

Based on the habitat assessment and consideration of mortality rates from other Western
wind developments, it is estimated that passerine mortality at the Pine Tree Wind
Development would be approximately O to 2 birds per turbine per year. This level of
mortality includes potential effects on migrants and would not be considered a significant
impact in relation to the total population of the various bird species found in the area.

LADWP, through its continuation of avian studies, is building upon the base of resource
information that it has collected over the past 2 years. LADWP has not dismissed the
potential effects on birds and bats but has determined that significant mortality is not likely.
It is noted that many of the birds potentially occurring at the Pine Tree project site could also
occur at Tehachapi, and no substantial mortalities been recorded. Scavenging is accounted
for in all appropriately designed fatality surveys (as it was in the Tehachapi study).

The proposed project would not support the energy needs for additional urban devel opment
in the Antelope and Fremont valleys, nor does LADWP possess the authority to supply
power to such development outside the Los Angeles City limits. Unlike investor-owned
electrical utilities, which may market their services for power supply to communities
throughout the state, LADWP, in accordance with the Los Angeles City Charter, is
responsible for providing a reliable supply of electrical power to residential, commercial,
government, and other customers located within the boundaries of the City of Los Angeles.
The objective of the proposed project is not to create surplus energy for the open marketplace
but to help meet the projected electrical energy demands of City of Los Angeles customers
while increasing the share of the power used by LADWP that is generated from clean and
renewabl e energy sources.
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LOS ANGELES AUDUBON SOCIETY

7377 Santa Monica Boulevard, West Hollywood, California 90046-6694
Tel: (323) B76-0202, (888) 522-7428 Fax: (323) 876-7609
Website: www LAAudubon.org  E-mall: LAAS@LAAudubon.org

January 5, 2005

Los Angeles Department of Water and
Power

Environmental Services

111 North Hope Street, Room 1044
Los Angeles, California 90012

Bureau of Land Management
Ridgecrest Field Office
300 S. Richmond Road
Ridgecrest, California 93555

RE: PINE TREE WIND DEVELOPMENT PROJECT
Dear Sirs:

The Los Angeles Audubon Society, Inc. is a 501 (c) 3 California non-profit whose
mission is to provide educational programs and services that build awareness of the
importance of birds and other wildlife and to promote conservation and restoration of
natural habitats, primarily in the Los Angeles area.

We are one of 17 chapters of Audubon located in the Southern California area with
over 30,000 members, and a part of the national Audubon organization with over
500,000 members.

We are submitting our comments to you as the lead agency pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the proposed Pine Tree Wind

Development Project, and to the Bureau of Land Management Ridgecrest Field Office
as lead agency for NEFA.

We have the following comments on the EIR (SCH#2004041076, BLM#CA-650-
2005-13) prepared by you for the project.

We object to the conclusion that the Pine Tree Wind Development project “would
have no substantial impact on avian wildlife” contained in Appendix D of the EIR and
in the document entitled Biological Technical Report/Biological Assessment dated
November 17, 2004 conducted by Michael L. Morrison Ph.D for EWA, Inc. for the
following reasons:

1. The assessment underestimates the importance of the site for migratory
songbirds and raptors during Fall and Spring migrations.

Establshad 1910
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We have no experience with Pine Tree Canyon, located on private property.
Birdwatchers and wildlife enthusiasts respect private property boundaries.
However the Northeast section of the wind farm site and the proposed road is
sited on Jawbone Canyon, a ridge above Butterbredt Springs. Butterbredt
Springs has been recognized by the American Bird Conservancy as an
Important Bird Area in the United States (see attached). It is an historic area
of special interest for our organization and other wildlife organizations for at
least thirty years due to it's unique location on the North South Pacific Flyway
(map enclosed) for protected migratory songbirds and raptors. Our
organization and others in Southern California sponsor field trips to Jawbone
Canyon and Butterbredt Springs once or twice a year to observe the
migratory birds which stop at the desert oasis for food, rest and water. In
over thirty years, our groups often have observed up to 2,000 individual birds
of in one day during Fall or Spring migration. A recent commercial eco-tour
company recorded 1,000 birds in one day (report attached). These birds pass
through Jawbone and Pine Tree Canyons in a rush to arrive at their breeding
or wintering grounds as far North as Alaska or as far south as southern
Central America. Migration schedules are affected by climate and food
availability and are unpredictable as to the day but not the season. Migration
schedules vary for different species, i.e. some birds move at the beginning of
the period, some at the end. The migration peried may last three weeks to a
month, with concentrations of populations of birds varying by the day. All
species migrate at night and use the daylight hours for rest, water and
feeding. The survey in the Biological Assessment of your EIR found only a
few birds during it's brief survey, and there was no survey at night.

. The on-site survey over a two day period (March 16-17, 2004) by Dr.

Morrison of raptors which are protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, the
Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act, and/or state and federal Endangered
Species Act is woefully inadequate especially in consideration of the fact that
the site is on the North South Pacific Flyway migration route and raptor
migrations occur in Fall and Spring through that site.

. There was no survey of migratory birds passing through the area at night

when there would be more bird activity than during the day during migration.
avian night flight call monitoring for kill mitigation is practiced by the U.S Fish
& Wildlife Service and is easily available through experts such as William R.
Evans, P.O. Box 46, Mecklenburg, NY 14863. Ph, 607/272-1786.
wrevans@clarityconnect.com. The Biological Assessement made no survey of

avian populations passing through the site at night when most migration
activity occurs.

. The on-site survey of only five days in April (between April 4-28) of songbirds

which are protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the state and
federal Endangered Species Acts is woefully inadequate especially in

consideration of the fact that the site is on the North South Pacific flyway
route,

. The conclusion of the EIR contradicts the State of California Energy

Commission’s August, 2004 report entitled "Developing Methods to Reduce
Bird Mortality In the Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area.” (Publication
Number: 500-04-052). This report concludes that wind farms do indeed have
substantial impact on avian wildlife, that the biological assessment for that
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project severely underestimated the impact on avian wildlife both in numbers
of species and numbers of individuals, and presents several methods of
mitigating and studying the impact on avian wildlife, none of which are

2.6

2.7

contained in the proposal for the wind farm, nor mentioned in the Biological
Assessment in Appendix D. Instead, the biological assessment cites a study
from Tehacapi which has no importance as a bird migration route.

6. The impact of roads needed to access private property for the construction of
the project has not been adequately addressed for ground dwelling and
nesting species of birds.

Our members urge you to conduct a more thorough biclogical assessment before
granting approval of this project in order to mitigate against avian mortality
especially during bird migration.

As the California Energy Commission concludes:

"Benefits to California will accrue if there is a demonstrable reduction of bird
mortality in the APWRA (the Altamont project). Doing so will encourage more energy
capacity to be permitted by Alameda and Contra Costa counties. By re-powering with
fewer, larger wind turbines mounted on the tallest practicable towers, and/or
implementing some or all of the recommended mitigation measures identified in this
report, the ownerfoperators of the APWRA (the Altamont project) can expect to

achieve improved compliance with state and federal laws and regulations protecting
birds.”

Improved compliance through thoughtful mitigation and clean energy are compatible
as we all address the energy needs of Californians, but not without thorough
assessment of the impact on our natural heritage.

reconsider approving the plans for the Pine Tree Wind Project until a
biclogical assessment can be made.
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Loggerhead Kinglird is o sub-
camogy bird unlike its congenars
and is often seen orousd
Marshall’s Pen on oer Jamalia
far,

Phata: Rick Hopt

chance to study birds like the charming Jamaican
Tody, which we saw every day. Colorado:
Lekking Grouse in April featured an early

AT

spring blizzard, over a hundred Brown-capped
Rosy-Finches, two Gray-crowned Rosy-Finches,
two Black Rosy-Finches including a dazzling
onyx-black male, Pine Grosbeaks, dancing
Sandhill Cranes just off the road, nesting
American Dippers, a Prairie Falcon dive-
bombing a Red-tailed Hawk overhead for halfan
hour as we watched a Sage Thrasher, side-by-side
comparisons of Barrow’s and Common
Goldeneyes with an apparent hybrid Barrow's x
Common Goldeneye. And thar was just day one
of this year’s tour ... Oh yes, and we saw well all
the expected grouse too. Southern and Central
California in Spring combined near-coastal
specialties like California Gnatcarcher with
singing Gray Vireo and multple Mountain
Quail in the Laguna Mountains; vast numbers of
birds at the Salton Sea; a fabulous 1000-bird day
at the desert oasis, Butterbrede Springs; and our
calm-seas trip to Santa Cruz Island, home of the
endemic Island Scrub-Jay and with Xanrtus's
Murrelets, Cassin's Auklets, Risso's Dolphins and
Gray Whale spotred en route. Upper Texas
Coast in Spring missed a major landbird fallout
but there were vast numbers of birds o see,
including both Yellow and Black Rails, almost 40
species of shorebirds and Red-cockaded
Woodpecker. South Florida, the Keys and Dry
Tortugas found Smooth-billed Anis and Snail
Kites; pine-woods specialties like Red-cockaded
Woodpecker, Brown-headed Nuthatch and

Bachman’s Sparrow; exotics such|
Oriole and White-winged Parak Letter 2
specialties which this year includ Cont’ d.
of boobies, one of them Red-f
as always a delightful mix of Greek island
ambience and a marvelous passage of birds
including flocks of Red-footed Falcon, Wood
Sandpiper, Ruff and Collared Pratincole.
Audouin’s Gull, Olive-tree Warbler and
Cinereous Bunting were just a few of the most
exciting moments. Texas: The Edwards Plateau,
Big Bend National Park and the Davis
Mountains always records a vast array of birds
given the transect from the cool, green and wet
Edwards Platcau west to the high mountains of
west Texas. Black-capped Vireo, Golden-cheeked

| Warbler, Gray Vireo, Common Black-Hawk,

Buff-breasted Flycarcher, Colima Warbler and
Lucifer Hummingbird all fulfilled our
expectations. Slovakia had a morning in a
clearing with views not only of eastern Slovakia's
first and only pair of breeding White-tailed
Eagles but also of displaying Lesser Spotted
Eagles, Hobby, Black Woodpecker and Hoopoe,
with a soundtrack provided by Cormncrake and
Grasshopper Warbler! Dominican Republic and
Puerto Rico featured dawn birding in Barahona

| Mational Pack, DR, with LaSelle's Thrush,

Marrow-billed Tody and Hispaniolan Crossbill
and, in Puerto Rico, Elfin-woods Warbler, Puerto
Rican Screech-Owl and a middle-of-the road
Key West Quail-Dove. Mallorca was its usual
relaxed Mediterrancan self with lots of migrants,
along with specialties such as Eurasian Black
Vulture, Audouin’s Gull and Eleonoras Falcon;

| and we never passed up an opportunity for coffee

or ice cream. Hungary recorded 76 Great
Bustards, many in full foam-bath display; Eagle-
Owl and Barred Warbler in Tokaj Quarry; Ural
Owl in Lower Szava Valley; Black, Middle
Spotted and White-backed Woodpeckers in
Upper Szava Valley; Woodlark, Hawfinch,
Honey Buzzard and Grey-headed Woodpecker in
Erdobenye Valley; and Bluethroat and Thrush
Nightingale on the parth beside the Hortobagy
fishpond. Poland in Spring highlights included
a warm, still evening with close Eurasian Pygmy

Owl; a “churring” European Nightjar; a male

| Tengmalm’s Owl calling in a nearby spruce

plantation; 15 European Bison and close-up
views of Badger! Southeastern Arizona in May
recorded eight species each of owls and
hummingbirds and no fewer than 18 flycatchers
amid the fabulous lower Sonoran Desert and its
“Sky lsland” mountains. Point Pelee, Crane
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33. Sonoran and Mojave Deserts

grades into the Sonoran Desert of southwestern Arizona, which extends south on

both sides of the Gull of California into the Mexican states of Baja California,
Sonora, and Sinaloa, This arid region is dominated by creosote, cacti, and other desert
shrubs and is the center of distribution of the Rufous-winged Sparrow, Le Conte’s
Thrasher, Bendire’s Thrasher, Lucy’s Warbler, and Abert’s Towhee, Riparian wetlands are
habitat for the “Yuma" Clapper Rail and “Southwestern” Willow Flycatcher. The Salton
Sea hosts large numbers of American White Pelicans, Eared Grebes, and other colonial
waterbirds; shorebirds such as Black-necked Stilts and Long-billed Curlews; and water-
fowl during both migrations and winter. The Colorado River and adjacent wetlands pro-
vide habitat for ducks and other wetland birds, including some of the most important
habitat in the arid southwest for Western and Clark’'s Grebes and American Avocets.

T he Mojave Desert is centered in southeastern California and southern Nevada and

Butterbredt Spring Wildlife Sanctuary (1), California

» Highlight: One of the Mojave Desert’s best birding localities, this site is an out-
standing migrant trap, especially in the spring.
» Location: 35 miles southwest of Ridge-
crest, Kern County.
» Size: The area of the fenced sancluary is
approximately seven acres.
» Ownership: The fenced spring is within
720 acres of privately owned land, and the
surrounding area is public land administered
by the Bureau of Land Management.
» Habitats: Desert riparian, sagebrush, desert
scrub.
» Land Use: Livestock grazing, recreational
use by off-road vehicles, wildlife observa-
lion,

L il ST - » Site Description: The site is a desert spring
Le Conte’s Thrasher and oasis at the lower end of Butterbredt
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1. Butterbredt Sprng Wikdife Sanchuary (p. 382)
2. Mojave Naflonal Presenve (p. 384)

3. Hovasu MNational Widlife Refuge (p. 387)

4. Bl Wiliams River Naticnal Wildife Refuge (p. 387)
5. Joshua Tree Nafional Pork (p. 388)

6. Arzo-Bomego Desert State Pork (p. 389)

7. Salton Sea (p. 390)

8. Cibola Nafional Wikdife Refuge (p. 368)

9. Imperial Nafional Wildliife Refuge (p. 388)

10. Cabeza Prieta National Wikiife Refuge (p. 391)

11. Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument (p. 391

Canyon; dominant vegetation there is Fremont cottonwood and red willow, with sur-
rounding ground cover of sage, desert scrub, and Joshua tree. Because of its orientation
from southeast to northwest, the canyon provides a natural passageway from the north-
western Mojave Desert into the southern Sierra Nevada.

* Birds: As many as 500,000 migrant landbirds, both passerine and nonpasserine,
may use the site during spring migration; it is an important migrant trap and one of the
top sites for birding in the Mojave Desert, especially in the spring. Brewer’s and Sage
Sparrows are found there seasonally, and both California and Le Conte’s Thrashers
breed in the area.

* Conservation Issues: The sanctuary owes its existence to a cooperative agreement
signed between the landowner, Keith Axelson, the Santa Monica Bay Audubon Soci-
ety, and the Bureau of Land Management. Mr. Alexson is the prime reason the site has
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the recognition that it does; he maintains fencing that prevents entry by cattle. Tt Cont’d.
off-road vehicle use in the canyon and on surrounding lands. There is always thepos————
sibility that the sale of the private land would change the existing agreement.

» Visitor Information: The best times to visit are fall, winter, and spring. The area is

very popular with birders during spring migration. Visitors must stay on designated
routes of travel and avoid damage to grasses and other plants that provide feed for live-
stock and wildlife. Dirt roads can become impassable after a rain. The administering
office is Bureau of Land Management, Ridgecrest Field Office, 300 South Richmond
Road, Ridgecrest, CA 93555, 760-384-5400. Keith Axelson can be contacted at Sage-

land Ranch, P.O. Box 967, Weldon, CA 93283, 760-372-6116.

Mojave National Preserve (2), California

» Highlight: Two high-priority species, Bendire’s and Le Conte ’s Thrashers, breed on
the preserve, as do several other significant birds.

» Location: Eastern San Bemadino County, beginning approximately 60 miles west
of Barstow and reaching to the Nevada state line.

» Size: 1.6 million acres.

» Ownership: National Park Service, with many private inholdings.

» Habitats: Creosote bush flats, pifion pine and juniper woodlands, sand dunes, vol-
canic cinder cones, Joshua tree forests.

» Land Use: Recreation, cattle grazing, mining, hunting.

» Sitc Description: Mojave National Preserve incorporates lowlands and desert
mountain ranges; within its borders is the largest Joshua tree forest in the world. A
major feature is Cima Dome, a symmetrical granite formation approximately 75
square miles in size.

» Birds: Among the resident and breeding birds are the Gilded Flicker, Juniper Tit-
mouse, and Bendire’s and Le Conte’s Thrashers. Other species present in the preserve
are the Pinyon Jay and Black-throated Gray Warbler.

» Conservation Issues; The preserve was created in October 1994 when Congress
passed, and President Clinton signed, the California Desert Protection Act. Caitle
grazing, mining, and hunting are all allowed within the preserve boundaries, since
much of the land there is privately held. Water demand from southern California
threatens the aquifer that supplies part of the preserve.

» Visitor Information: The Mojave is a hot desert. Days with temperatures in cxcess
of 100°F typically begin in May and can last into October. Winters, however, can bring
freezing temperatures. The most pleasant temperatures and the best times 1o visit are
in spring and fall. Contact: Mojave National Preserve Headquarters, 222 East Main
Street, Suite 202, Barstow, CA 92311, 760-255-8801.

SUBSPECIES CONSERVATION

“Yuma” Clapper Rail, “Southwestern” Willow Flycatcher, “Least” Bell’s Vireo,
“San Clemente” Loggerhead Shrike, “California” Least Tern, “Timberline”
(Brewer's) Sparrow, “Wayne's” (Black-throated Green) Warbler: the list of rare or

declining subspecies is long. Should we care about their conservation, or focus
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Responseto L etter 2
L os Angeles Audubon Society, January 5, 2005

The biological studies at the Pine Tree site were initiated over 2 years ago; the avian studies
are ongoing and would continue through the first year of operations. The Pine Tree studies
were approached in a manner widely accepted for complex biological analysis, following a
phased progression of study that builds a basis of general information followed by
progressively more detailed work. The methodologies, protocols, and extent of these surveys
were documented in the Draft EIR/EA in the biological resources section. To summarize,
studies were initiated in December of 2002 with a general biological habitat assessment over
(at that time) a 33-square-mile project study area. Existing vegetation communities were
delineated, potential habitats for sensitive plants and wildlife associations within those
communities were mapped, and searches for sign of sensitive plant and wildlife species were
completed. Based on the results of the December 2002 habitat assessment, and considering a
list of sensitive species with the potential to occur within the project area assembled through
literature review, focused surveys were conducted in the spring and summer of 2003. The
characterization of wildlife usage of the site included direct observations of avian species as
well as research regarding avian species likely to occur. The amount of time spent in the
field was consistent with biological survey practice for wildlife characterization and was
accomplished by professional biologists with significant experience with Southern California
desert and mountain habitats. Field work was supplemented with research of published
literature applicable to the region.

During these initial field visits to the site, which included the spring 2003 season, a
remarkable characteristic of the site was the lack of observed bird activity, particularly
raptors. A higher level of use by raptors typically would be expected. The biological survey
team also noted a low level of riparian and songbird activity. Relative to song birds and
riparian activity, California Department of Fish and Game wildlife biologists visiting the site
confirmed this lack of activity and commented that the riparian areas appeared to not be well
enough developed or extensive enough to be attractive to nesting riparian birds, including
sensitive species like Southwestern willow flycatcher, yellow-billed cuckoo, and least Bell's
vireo.

Under most circumstances, the relative absence of observed avian activity during spring
would lead to the conclusion that the potential for significant impact would be low. In spite
of this, and in consideration of the comments on the Notice of Preparation suggesting that
one year of avian baseline information should be collected, LADWP decided to initiate a
formal avian protocol survey. Dr. Michael Morrison, a nationally recognized avian biologist,
was retained to develop a survey protocol and conduct the studies.

The avian protocol developed for this project is responsive to the level of effort
recommended in the National Wind Coordinating Committee (NWCC) Guidance Document
(Anderson et al. 1999) and the recently released United States Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) Interim Guidelines. The NWCC Guidelines call for an initial reconnaissance
survey. The goal is to identify locations or sites that have a high probability of substantial
bird fatalities. Reconnaissance surveys are composed of several site visits, a literature
survey, analysis of unpublished data, interviews with local experts, and other information that
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might be available. Assuming no significant biological issues are raised following the
reconnaissance survey, a Level 1 Survey is initiated. The Level 1 Survey is designed to
quantify the numbers, species, and activity of birds in the project area. Available avian
mortality data indicate that individual turbines are often responsible for the majority of
fatalities in a development because they are located in locations that attract birds, such as
near gullies or concentrations of prey. The survey protocol also addressed the potential for
occurrence of bats. Specific pre-construction surveys are designed to site turbines such that
minimal or no mitigation is required during facility operation. Level 2 Surveys, which
include detailed assessment of population effects due to avian fatalities, are seldom needed,
especialy if reconnaissance and Level 1 Surveys were implemented properly. Only the high
mortality rate of golden eagles at the Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area (WRA) has
resulted in aLevel 2 Study to date.

The study protocols, observations, point counts, and statistical results of the avian survey,
which included the important spring season, were presented in the Draft EIR/EA (with
specifics included in Appendix F within Appendix D). It must be emphasized that these data
are not derived from the Tehachapi WRA, Butterbredt Springs, or any other areas in the
region. They are derived from direct observations and monitoring that occurred over a 2-year
period of time at the Pine Tree project site.

Based on a comparison of the use of Pine Tree by birds relative to other existing wind
developments, fatalities are predicted to be at the low end of that quantified elsewhere for
both raptors and songbirds. In spite of the fact that some wind developments lie directly in
areas that are known migration routes, Erickson et a. (2002) summarized the observed and
likely potential impact of wind farms on passerine and other non-raptoria birds, including
nocturnally migrating species. They found that nocturnal migrants are estimated to comprise
approximately 50 percent of the fatalities at new wind projects (estimated range 34 to 59%),
based on timing and species observed during standardized fatality monitoring. There has
been no reported large episodic mortality event (e.g., >50 passerine birds during a single
night) recorded at a U.S. wind plant. Two small nocturnal avian mortality events have been
published at U.S. wind plants. Fourteen nocturnal migrating passerines at two turbines at
Buffalo Ridge (Minnesota) were killed on one night during spring migration after a
thunderstorm. At the Mountaineer Wind Energy Center, West Virginia, 33 (47.8%) of 69
passerine fatalities occurred on one night at a few turbines adjacent to a well-lit substation
during spring migration (Kerns and Kerlinger 2004). The data suggest that sodium vapor
lamps at the substation were the primary attractant, since fatality locations were correlated
with the location of the substation, and the other turbines away from the substation had few
fatalities documented the morning after the event. After the lights were turned off at the
substation, no events occurred. Erickson et al. (2002) were not aware of any other mortality
events greater than a few birds at single or adjacent turbines found during a single search at
any U.S. wind plant.

Several studies have been published regarding extrapolated bird passage rates (McCrary et al.
1983; Mabee and Cooper 2004; Mabee and Cooper 2001; Johnson et a. 2002). We are
aware of only a few studies that have attempted to compare fatality rates to bird passage
rates. McCrary et al. (1986) estimated approximately 6,800 annual bird fatalities at the San
Gorgonio wind project in California, with an estimate of approximately 75 million migrants
passing through during fall and spring migration. McCrary et al. (1986) believed the
mortality levels were biologically insignificant. Radar studies conducted in the vicinity of
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the Buffalo Ridge wind project (over 400 turbines) in Minnesota suggested that as many as
3.5 million birds may migrate over the wind development area, and fatality studies suggest
only afew hundred migrating songhbirds are killed each spring. Radar studies at the Stateline
Wind Project, a large facility (454 turbines) with its northern boundary located within 1.5
miles of the Columbia River, indicate a large number of birds migrate over that facility
(severa hundred thousand to over a million) during spring migration, and the fatality studies
suggest a very small number result in collisions (Erickson et al. 2004). A similar pattern was
observed for the nearby Nine Canyon facility (Cooper and Mabee 2001; Erickson et al.
2003b).

Rappole (1995) reviewed the behavior of migrating passerine birds including activities
during stopovers. Most passerines migrate at night and rest and forage during the day. He
noted that migrating flocks would sometimes spend several days in a location before
continuing migration, while others would leave the evening of their arrival day. He thought
that differences in stopover time were likely related to the physiological condition of
individual birds, given that poor weather was not the reason for remaining at a location. He
also noted that habitat selection was species specific, ranging from highly selective to very
broad, and was at least partially based on abird’s energetic state.

As the fall 2004 and winter 2005 avian surveys continued, Dr. Morrison did not encounter
large numbers of migratory birds using the proposed project site for foraging and resting; no
large flocks of migrating raptors were observed. Anderson et al. (2004) noted that little is
known about nocturnal and migratory bird movements through the Tehachapi area except
that turkey vultures migrate through the area by the thousands each year. They found,
however, that even though the Tehachapi area may experience relatively high use
periodically by turkey vultures, their fatality was low, suggesting they are not very
susceptible to collisions.

In summary, the data continue to support the conclusion that the Pine Tree project site does
not serve as a major pathway or stopover area for migrating birds. In addition, the few
instances in which relatively large numbers of migrating passerine birds have been killed in
wind developments have been apparently due to a combination of poor weather and lights
reflecting off of alow cloud ceiling. The proposed wind turbines would be located in the
western end of Jawbone Canyon, some 10 miles from the mouth of the canyon, near SR-14.
Anecdotal information from at least one Draft EIR/EA commenter and an unpublished report
indicate that the localized spring migration in the area is from southeast to northwest and that
the migration is captured in northwest-southeast trending canyons, such as the east portion of
Jawbone Canyon. The Jawbone Canyon migration continues in a northwesterly direction up
Alphie and Hoffman canyons through the topographic pinch point of Butterbredt Springs.
This would take the localized migration well east of the proposed project property, which
encompasses northeast-southwest trending portions of upper Jawbone Canyon. Our data
based on extensive field observations show that there are no other logical reasons, such as
good habitat or adequate cover and water, for a substantial number of birds to be loafing or
resting in the proposed turbine areas. There is areason that birds seek Butterbredt versus the
proposed project site (i.e., areadily available source of water and its location along the local
canyon migratory pathway).
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2.2  The following table lists the schedule of biological surveys conducted in the preparation of
the Draft EIR/EA. As shown, surveys were conducted on days other than just March 16 and
17, 2004.
Date Type of Survey Surveyors Weather Conditions
Marc Doalson, Bonnie Clear skies, mild
Habitat Assessment and | Hendricks, Erik LaCoste, Kim temperatures, light winds
ngrcz)e;mber >12, Vegetation Community | Myers, Erin Riley, Bob Solecki,
Mapping Danielle Tannourji, Petra Unger,
Melissa Wilson
December 5-12, . Erik LaCoste, Erin Riley, Bob Clear skies, mild
2002 Winter Reptor Survey Solecki, Melissa Wilson temperatures, high winds
December 5-12, General Wildlife Erik LaCoste, Lyndon Quon, Clear skies, mild
2002 Surveys Erin Riley, Melissa Wilson temperatures, light winds
. Rare Plant Surveys Marc Doalson, Erik LaCoste, Clear skies, mild
April 19-20, 2003 Erin Riley, Melissa Wilson temperatures, high winds
. Raptor Surveys Erik LaCoste, Lyndon Quon, Clear skies, mild
April 6-7, 2003 Erin Riley, Melissa Wilson temperatures, high winds
April 7, 2003 Tehachapi Slender Erik LaCoste, Erin Riley Clear skies, mild

Salamander Surveys

temperatures, high winds

May 13-15, 2003

Desert Tortoise Surveys

Erik LaCoste, Lyndon Quon,
Melissa Wilson

Clear skies, mild
temperatures, high winds

May 28-30, 2003

CDFG Jurisdictiona
Wetland Determination
Surveys

Marc Doalson, Mark Tucker

Clear skies, mild
temperatures, high winds

Elizabeth Candela, Marc

Clear skies, mild

March 16-17, 2004

Assessment Surveys

June 11-13, 2003 Rare Plant Surveys Doalson, Erin Riley temperatures, high winds

March 15-17, 2004 General Wildlife Lyndon Quon, Melissa Wilson Clear skies, m|I_d _
Surveys temperatures, high winds
Raptor and Bat Habitat | Michael Morrison Clear skies, mild

temperatures, high winds

April 4-5, 13-14, . Michagl Morrison Clear skies, mild
28, 2004 Avian Surveys temperatures, high winds
April 13-15, 2004 | Rare Plant Surveys Marc Doalson, John Messina Clear skies, mild

temperatures, high winds

Michagl Morrison

Mostly clear, mild

June 8-10, 2004

Wetland Determination
Surveys

Danielle Tannourji, Melissa
Wilson

May 30, 2004 Raptor Nest Survey temperatures, high winds
June 8-10, 2004 Rare Plant Surveys Shawn Johnston, Danielle Cloudy skies, mild
Tannourji temperatures, high wind
CDFG Jurisdictiona Paula Jacks, Shawn Johnston, Cloudy skies, mild

temperatures, high winds

2.3 The commenter is correct that no night surveys were conducted. Night surveys are not
commonly conducted when there is no evidence of daytime early morning or late evening use
by migrants. As noted above, migrating passerine birds include some activity during
stopovers and may forage for an entire day. This is largely absent at the proposed project

site.

Most studies of North American bird migration using techniques such as radar have
suggested that nocturnal migrants follow a broadfront migration pattern, flying at high
altitudes, where they are not affected by variation in surface topography (e.g., Lowery and
Newman 1966; Able 1972; Richardson 1972; Williams et a. 1977 in Williams et al. 2001).
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24

25

2.6

2.7

While there is some expected mortality of nighttime migrants, numbers of fatalities for
individual species from the many fatality studies conducted in the West suggest levels
inconsequential to the affected species (Erickson et al. 2002).

As noted in the response to Comment 2.1, the biological studies at the Pine Tree site were
initiated over 2 years ago, are continuing at present, and would continue through the first year
of project operations. The Pine Tree project studies were approached in a manner widely
accepted for complex biological analysis, following a phased progression of study that builds
a basis of genera information followed by progressively more detailed work. The
methodologies, protocols, and extent of these surveys were documented in the Draft EIR/EA
in the biological resources section.

The findings of the report that the commenter cites are specific to Altamont Pass in northern
California and are not applicable to the proposed project site. Further, the protocols
established for the Pine Tree project avian work are patterned after those published by the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, a federa agency with responsibility for biological resource
issues. Many published papers in the scientific literature have concluded that 3 point counts,
usually of 5-10 minute duration each, will adequately quantify the species composition and
relative abundance of birds in an area during breeding. Thus, the sampling conducted at the
Pine Tree project site exceeds these standards both in terms of number of counts (5) and
duration (30 minutes each). The 30-minute duration was chosen to count raptors but is more
than adequate for songbirds. The fact that counts were conducted during the spring migration
period and failed to locate any substantial number of songbirds using the riparian in upper
Jawbone Canyon shows that the area was likely not used in 2004 for resting and foraging by
large numbers of migrating songbirds. The use of avian data from the Tehachapi WRA was
done only to provide a comparison to test the reasonableness of the Pine Tree conclusions.
While there are distinct differences between the project site and the Tehachapi WRA, there
are also similarities that allow for such direct comparison, with qualification provided in the
Pine Tree survey report.

Potential impacts to avian species, including those that inhabit or nest on the ground, were
assessed during site wildlife surveys and have been addressed in the Draft EIR/EA. There
are no ground-dwelling avian species potentialy occurring within the study area that are
designated sensitive. That is, impacts on these species that do occur would not result in the
loss of either a highly sensitive species or the loss of alocal population of lower-sensitivity
species. As such, the analyses and mitigation measures identified for avian species are
adequately addressed by the Draft EIR/EA.

The references to Altamont should include several other points of clarification. Repowering
will use turbines of asimilar design and size as those proposed for the Pine Tree project, and
the new turbines will be spaced farther apart than those currently in place at Altamont. Once
again, the data and conclusions in the Draft EIR/EA were not derived from studies at
Altamont, which is an entirely different environment. They are derived from direct
observations and monitoring that occurred over a 2-year period of time at the Pine Tree
project site.

Also, because no substantial songbird mortality has occurred at Altamont, these changes are
designed to reduce raptor fatalities. In addition, based on extensive site surveys (including
fall 2004 and winter 2004-2005 surveys included as Attachment A at the end of Section 2.0
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of the EA/Fina EIR), raptor use at the project site is estimated to be 40 percent lower than
the average use in the Tehachapi WRA, 50 percent lower than the average use found at other
active or proposed wind energy developments, and 90 percent lower than the average use in
the Altamont Pass WRA.

Based on the methodology, protocol, and extent of avian surveys, the studies and assessments
completed for the proposed project are adequate. All field studies were conducted according
to standard methodologies accepted by the resource agencies. The mitigation measures
outlined in the Draft EIR/EA have been developed in coordination with the various resource
agencies involved with the review of the proposed project. The resource agencies will also
have additional opportunities to address concerns over potential impacts to listed species and
their habitats through the federal and state Endangered Species Act consultation processes.
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Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
Attn: Ms. Tania Bonfiglio

111 North Hope Street, Room 1044

Los Angeles, California 90012

RE: Pine Tree Wind Development Project (SCH# 2004041076) ( BLM# CA-650-2005-13)
Draft Environmental Impact Report / Environmental Assessment— Comments

Dear Ms, Bonfliglio,

The Pine Tree Wind Development Project is the approval and construction of 80, 1.5 —megawatt
(MW} wind turbine generations, several meteorological towers, an electrical collection system, a
substation, a transmission line to connect with the regional electrical grid, an operations and
maintenance ( O & M) building and access roads. The proposed property is currently zoned E-20
(Estate, 20 acre minimum lots) with a2 General Plan designation of 8.3 ( Extensive Agriculture (
minimum 80 or 20 acre parcel size) and 8.3/2.4 ( Extensive Agriculture/Steep Slope). Implementation
of the project in conformance with the General Plan for a commercial wind energy project will
require the processing and approval of a zone change application to A({ Exclusive Agriculture) WE (
Wind Energy Combing) District. In addition a Conditional Use Permit will be required for the concrete
batch plants during the ten month construction period. These are discretionary actions by the Board of
Supervisors and Kern County is, therefore, a Responsible Agency under CEQA ( PRC 21069).

The Kemn County Planning Department intends to utilize this Environmental Impact Report for the
processing of the Zone Change and Conditional Use Permit application for your project. The
following comments are intended to comply with the requirements of CEQA , specifically Section
15096 of the CEQA Guidelines, that discuss the process and role of a responsible agency.

The Kern County Planning Department has reviewed the Draft Environmental Document for content
and coneurs with the findings regarding significance determination. Staff requests that any requests
for clarification or modificarions of mitigation measures made by County Departments having
jurisdiction over the implementation of the project be made in the Final Environmental Impact Report.



Letter 3
Cont'd.

Please provide a copy of the Response to Comments on the Draft EIR, copy of the Final EIR, Hearing
Notices for consideration before your Board and staff reports to this department.

We appreciate the working relationship the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power has
maintained with this department. If you have any questions regarding the letter please call the staff
planner assigned to this project, Lorelei Oviatt at (661) 862-8866 or email at Loreleiof@co kern.ca us.
Thank you.

Supervizsing Planner

cc. Kathe Molof
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Responseto Letter 3
County of Kern, Planning Department, January 6, 2005

3.1 Comment noted. All requests for clarifications and modifications to mitigation measures by
County Departments having jurisdiction over the implementation of the proposed project
have been incorporated in the EA/Fina EIR.
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Letter 4

RESQURCE 'Q&NAGEHENT AGENCY
DAVID PRICE Ill, RMA DIRECTOR
Community Development Program Department
Engineering & Survey Services Department
Environmental Health Services Department
Planning Departrmant

Roars Department

ROADS DEPARTMENT
CRAIG M. POPE, RE., Director
2700 “M* STREET, SUITE 400
BAKERSFIELD, CA 93301-2370
Phona: 861-882-8850

FAX: 661-B&2-B851

Toll Free: 800-552-5376 Option 5

TTY Relay: B00-735-2829

E-Mail: roads@co.kern.ca.us

Ref: 7-8.1  Notice of Availability of a Draft
Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Assessment for
the Pine Tree Wind Development
Project
4-0.0  Jawbone Canyon Road, 589X

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power

Attn: Ms. Tania Bonfiglio

111 North Hope Street, Room 1044

Los Angeles, California 90012

Dear Ms. Bonfiglio:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above noted project. The Kem County Roads Department
recommends the following items to be included in the document:

41 | 1. PageES-30, MM 7.4 add the following:
Transportation permits for oversized and overweight loads on the County maintained on

of Jawbone Canyon Road on holidays and high use weekends will be issued at the discretion
of the Kern County Roads Department.

4.2 |2 Page 3.3-3, last paragraph, add the following:
Culvertssh&ﬂbcinsmUedlmdﬂrmﬁmﬁchnentpenniﬁmwdb}'tthm County Roads

Department within the County maintained portion of Jawbone Canyon Road.
4.3 | 3. Page 3.7-8, MM 7.4, first bullet add the following after BLM:
Kem County Roads Department.

4. Page 3.7-8, MM 7.4, second bullet add the following:
44 If 2 temporary closure for the County maintained portion of Jawbone Canyon Road is

allowed, it shall be in accordance with Kern County Roads Department policies and
standards,

We have no comments regarding the project’s traffic study.

Very truly yours,
Don Turk% '
Engineer [11

DTmb

IN\admin\L8218

cc:  Lorelei Oviatt, Planning Dept

Frinted on Recycled Paper
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4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

Responseto Letter 4
County of Kern, Roads Department, January 6, 2005

The requested change on page ES-30 (MM 7.4) has been incorporated by reference in the
Draft EIR/EA. The change has also been incorporated by reference on page 3.7-8 (MM 7.4).
Please see Section 3.0 (Changes to the Draft EIR/EA) in the EA/Fina EIR.

The requested change on page 3.3-3 has been incorporated by reference in the Draft EIR/EA.
Please see Section 3.0 (Changes to the Draft EIR/EA) in the EA/Fina EIR.

The requested change on page 3.7-8 (MM 7.4) has been incorporated by reference in the
Draft EIR/EA. The change has aso been incorporated by reference on page ES-30 (MM
7.4). Please see Section 3.0 (Changes to the Draft EIR/EA) in the EA/Final EIR.

The requested change on page 3.7-8 (MM 7.4) has been incorporated by reference in the
Draft EIR/EA. The change has aso been incorporated by reference on page ES-30 (MM
7.4). Please see Section 3.0 (Changes to the Draft EIR/EA) in the EA/Final EIR.
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Kerncrest Audubon Society
PO. Box 984
Ridgecrest, CA 93556

5.1

5.2

5.3

5.4

5.5

Letter 5

January 6, 2005

Ms. Tania Bonfiglio

Los Angeles Department of Water & Power
111 N. Hope St., Room 1044

Los Angeles CA 90012

Re: Pine Tree Wind Farm DEIR/EA, November 9, 2004, LADWP & BLM

Dear Ms. Bonfiglio,

Several members of our Chapter attended the public meeting December 8 in Ridgecrest
and have reviewed the Draft EIR/EA. We realize that you are required to make 15-20%
of your energy from alternate sources. However, more stringent conservation efforts are
also needed in your sphere of influence In Los Angeles. We don't feel that enough

progress has been made in the conservation area, such as the use of solar on existing
and new construction. !

We are In favor of alternate energy sources such as wind turbines, however it would be
better to relocate this project to a less sensitive area that is closer to existing -

transmission lines and would thus leave untrammeled, native habitat which npcovets so
very slowly from disturbance. -

'.II.'-,; A tH
'."..

At the meeting, and reading the DEIR/EA, we see that In the 2 years of $4ins
the property, combined with conclusions from the Tehachapi WRA, you agriciude that
you are outside the path of greatest avian migration. But because the Plr Tree site is
closer than other sites to a known major migration route, which proceeds down Kelso
Valley to Butterbredt Spring, and then down Jawbone Canyon, we question that
conclusion and think that the number of migrants will be greater than that found In the
Tehachapl area, not lesser. We do not feel that an adequate avian survey was done.

on

If this project proceeds, we strongly suggest that a year-round monfitoring program be
conducted, and that program should include night monitoring for migrants. We also
know that more than 30,000 Turkey Vultures and many other raptors migrate over that
route in September and October, and request that a survey is taken throughout that
period. We would like to see the results of the fall survey just completed and then the
one for winter when it is completed.

We are concerned for the Golden Eagles in the area since a death of one of them would
be a major loss for the local population. Many years ago, our Chapter was Instrumental
in obtaining closure of the Nightmare Guich area in Red Rock Canyon State Park for the
nesting season of Golden Eagles and other raptors. The area of the wind farm is most
certainly part of their range.
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Letter 5
Cont’d.

We feel very strongly that the cumulative impacts of bird and bat strikes should have

5.6

been radc'!fassad differently than you did. By stating that the project Is not cumulative
and significant in the context of the whole Tehachapi WRA and that there would be the

5.7

same number of bird deaths with or without Pine Tree, you sidestep the fact that even a
minor addition of turbines is still an addition to the whole. Especlally when there is a
current mostly-finished project and certalnly more projects to come. We request that
you address this important cumulative impact. ‘When LADWP reports to CDFG or USFWS
on mortality of birds and bats, we request that we also be notified and recelve coples.

Yo said that it Is In your best Interests to look good on this project, so you will be
holding your workers to stringent guidelines during construction, We are also concerned

5.8

5.9

about how the public will know, during and after, that mitigation measures are being
accomplished. Who monitors and answers (o who? Are vehicles and people staying
within cleared Impact zones, honoring flagged plants, observing speed limits, alert for
toreoiees,-ete.? We know from past projects that while these guidelines are on paper,
they are often not practiced In reality unless monitored by an independent party. We
strongly suggest that there are independent biologists on the site,

We support the use of local native plant material for revegetation and that It is replanted
as needed until it Is successful. We support only the lighting that may be required by
the FAA, but if they require lights that contribute to light pollution, we request shielded
lighting. Dark skies are a right and a necessity for night flyers,

5.10

We request that there be ongoing exotic plant removal along disturbed roadsides and
cleared areas during the life of the project, and maintenance to control erosion

5.11

problems. We request life-of-project monitoring of avian and bat mortallity

Thank you for considering our comments. Please continue to keep us informed about
this project.

Sincerely, i
Terri Middlemiss, Conservation Chairman & Vice-President
8016 Lorene Ave.

Inyokern CA 93527
(= q@earthlink.

cc: Peter Graves, BLM
Hector Villalobos, Ridgecrest BLM
Supervisor Jon McQuiston, Kern County
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5.1

Responseto Letter 5
Kerncrest Audubon Society, January 6, 2005

As discussed in Section 1.2 of the EIR, the proposed project is needed so that LADWP may
meet commitments to supply an increased share of its electrical generation capacity from
clean and renewable energy sources. LADWP has proposed a Renewable Portfolio Standard
(RPS) intended to increase the amount of energy it produces from renewable power sources
to 13 percent of its energy sales to retail customers by 2010 and to 20 percent by 2017. The
20 percent objective, although self-imposed by LADWP and the City of Los Angeles, is the
same as that required of investor-owned utilities under state legislated mandates. This
renewable energy commitment is intended to complement, not replace, LADWP's ongoing
commitments to energy efficiency and solar programs. Programs such as demand side
management (DSM), distributed generation (DG), re-powering of in-basin generation, and
solar are complementary to the proposed project and will continue as planned whether or not
the proposed project isimplemented.

DSM programs are aimed at both a reduction in energy consumption for specific end uses
(customer energy efficiency) and load management (a shifting of load to off-peak hours). To
implement these programs, LADWP considered the unique energy use characteristics for
each end user and divided its customer base into the following four sectors. large
commercial, industrial, governmental, and residential/small business. To promote market
transformation and energy savings for commercial rate customers, LADWP established the
Commercial and Industrial energy efficiency programs, collectively known as Efficiency LA.
Partnering with area contractors, manufacturers, and customers, LADWFP's Efficiency LA
programs provide cash incentives for the replacement of older, energy-wasting equipment
with new energy efficient equipment, including hesting, ventilating, and air conditioning
systems (HVAC); chillers; and commercia lighting. The City of Los Angeles is one of
LADWFP's largest commercial customers in terms of both the number of facilities and its
electrical energy consumption. As such, LADWP is focusing attention on improving the
efficiency of existing City facilities, which include incentives for lighting, HVAC, and chiller
retrofits of those facilities.

In 2002, LADWP launched a program providing consumer rebates for its residential
customers. The Residential Consumer Rebate program provides cash incentives for
customers who purchase and install qualifying high-efficiency equipment, including air
conditioning equipment and controls, appliances, lighting products/ceiling fans, and high-
efficiency pool pumps. The program has received wide support and has effectively promoted
energy efficiency in the residential sector with over 25,000 rebates provided to LADWP
customers. Additionally, the Residential Consumer Rebate Program has contributed to
uniform utility rebates throughout California while promoting the use of high-efficiency
equipment and appliances in the LADWP service territory.

These DSM programs are expected to result in 14 megawatts (MW) of peak demand
reduction and over 500 gigawatt-hours (GWh) of energy savings over the life of the included
measures. The average costs of achieving these savings are $482 per kilowatt and $0.013 per
kilowatt (kW)-hour over the expected life of the installed efficiency measures. Based on a
recommendation by a 2002 Controller’ s Office audit, the Total Resource Cost Test was used

2-39 Pine Tree Wind Development Project EA/Final EIR



2.0 LETTER COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR/EA AND RESPONSES

to evaluate the cost-effectiveness of these programs. The results of that test show that each
$1.00 spent on these programs yields $2.75 in societal benefits.

DG places small electric generators of various types at or near the point of demand. This
provides energy to customers with reduced losses when compared to traditional central
generation stations and distribution systems. DG systems include fuel cells, microturbines,
and other engines. Currently, DG technology is more expensive than central station
generation, but it is anticipated that costs will decline in the future. It is estimated that the
DG programs will generate energy savings of approximately 17 MW by 2005 and 70 MW by
2010.

Repowering refers to the modernization of LADWP's large gas-fired generating stations
located in the Los Angeles basin. This modernization entails the replacement of 10 aging and
inefficient conventional steam boiler generating units with combined cycle generating
systems (CCGSs), in which the exhaust heat from natural gas-fired turbines is recaptured and
used to produce steam that in turn drives a steam turbine to produce additional e ectrical
energy. The CCGSs are significantly more efficient than the traditional steam boiler
generator units, resulting in an approximate 30 percent reduction in fuel consumption per unit
of energy produced. This increased efficiency, aong with modern air pollution control
systems installed as a component of the CCGSs, will in turn lead to significant reductions in
air pollutant and carbon dioxide emissions when compared to the existing generating stations.
At present, four existing in-basin generating units have been replaced with CCGSs, another
two units are currently being replaced, and the replacement of two additional unitsisin the
planning stages.

LADWFP s Solar Photovoltaic Incentive Program provides an incentive payment to LADWP
customers that purchase and install their own solar power systems. The goal of the solar
program is to support the generation of clean local renewable energy by providing incentives
for the installation of solar photovoltaic systems throughout Los Angeles and to foster a self-
sustaining solar photovoltaic industry by reducing the incentive amount over time. LADWP
also provides an additional incentive payment for systems using photovoltaic modules
manufactured in the City of Los Angeles. The goal of the Los Angeles Manufacturing Credit
is to promote local economic development through manufacturing and job creation within the
City of Los Angeles and to reduce costs through increased volume and competition.

To ensure broad and equitable distribution of incentive funds among all customer classes, the
Solar Photovoltaic Incentive Program’s available funding is allocated among small, medium,
and large customer categories. Only permanently installed systems are eligible for
incentives. Separate from the categories listed above, incentive funding is also available for
qualifying affordable housing projects. Also, customers installing solar power systems are
eligible for LADWP's Net Energy Metering program, which allows customers whose solar
power systems generate more electricity than they use to receive an energy credit toward
future energy use.

Initiated in 2000, LADWP's Solar Photovoltaic Incentive Program is now one of the largest
programs of its kind available nationwide. The incentives offered through this program meet
or exceed other incentive programs offered by municipally- as well as investor-owned
utilities. At present, nearly 10 MW of solar energy have been added through the incentive
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program and City facility installations. LADWP has extended the Solar Photovoltaic
Incentive Program until June 2011, with atotal commitment of $150 million.

As part of LADWP' s ongoing commitment to initiatives that reduce energy use and improve
air quality, LADWP launched its Trees for a Green LA program in 2002. Trees for a Green
LA provides residential customers with knowledge to plant and care for shade trees around
their homes. Residents are eligible to receive up to seven free shade trees. By providing
natural urban shading, mature trees help reduce air conditioning use and associated costs at
homes and other building by up to 20 percent. An independent analysis of Trees for a Green
LA, conducted by the U.S. Department of Agriculture Forest Service's Center for Urban
Forest Research, shows that the annual average energy savings per tree planted will total 81
kilowatt-hours. By reducing energy use, trees directly lessen the air pollution that comes
from the generation of electricity. The analysis also indicates that, over the expected 30-year
lifespan of the first 200,000 trees planted, the program will reduce the emission of smog-
forming pollutants by more than 7,600 tons. By removing carbon dioxide from the
atmosphere and reducing carbon dioxide emissions from electricity generation, trees help
lower the rate of global warming. To date, over 28,260 shade trees have been planted
through Trees for a Green LA. In addition to the Trees for a Green LA program, LADWP
sponsors the Cool Schools program, under which over 8,260 shade trees have been planted to
date on school campuses in the City.

The relocation of the proposed project as a means of reducing potential impacts associated
with the development at the proposed project site was discussed in Section 3.13 (Alternatives
to the Proposed Project) of the Draft EIR/EA. While many factors must be considered in the
siting of wind energy projects, a primary factor is the adequacy of the wind resource to
generate sufficient power in a cost-effective manner. As discussed in the Draft EIR/EA, the
California Energy Commission has identified several areas of high wind resource potential in
Southern California. In addition to offshore areas around the Channel Idands, relatively
large areas have been identified in the southwestern corner of Imperial County, aong the
border with Mexico; in the Cajon Pass area in southwestern San Bernardino County; west of
the cities of Palmdale and Lancaster in northern Los Angeles County; in the San Gorgonio
Pass area near Palm Springs in Riverside County; and in the Tehachapi WRA, within which
the proposed project is located. San Gorgonio and Tehachapi are the most highly rated of
these resource areas in terms of wind energy production capability. Thisis evidenced by the
fact that virtually all wind energy development in Southern California has occurred within
these WRAS, representing approximately 2,000 GWh of annual energy output. As the
demand for renewable energy rises and as improved technologies increase the efficiency and
effectiveness of wind power generation, it is likely that additional wind energy projects may
be developed in many or all of the resource areas identified above.

An analysis to determine the capability for wind energy generation, the availability of
electrical transmission capacity, and the extent of potential environmental impacts related to
wind energy development in these various areas located throughout the Southern California
region is beyond the scope of this EIR/EA, which is project specific in nature. Such a broad
analysis would more appropriately be accomplished in a Programmatic EIR and/or
Environmental Impact Statement conducted by a lead agency with jurisdiction over energy
and/or development policy at a regional or state level. Such a comprehensive analysis may
require the formation of a Joint Powers Authority consisting of numerous agencies and local
governments with an interest in wind development in Southern California. LADWP is
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proposing the Pine Tree Wind Development Project to help meet its stated goals for
renewable energy development, and the department will continue to develop renewable
energy sources of all types, potentialy including other specific wind energy projects in the
region.

However, the Draft EIR/EA did consider an aternative location in the vicinity of the
proposed project that has the potential to meet the project objectives relative to wind
resources, generation capacity, consolidated private property holdings, and proximity to
electrical transmission lines with available capacity (see Section 3.13 of the Draft EIR/EA).
It was concluded that the alternative site would not eliminate or substantially lessen any of
the impacts of the proposed project. While no other specific aternative sites were analyzed
because of the limitations described above, no site would be free of environmental impacts in
relation to the development of the proposed project. Recently proposed wind energy
developments at lower elevations in the Antelope Valley have raised concerns about visual,
recreation, and biological impacts related to the California Poppy Reserve. Likewise,
development of the proposed project at lower elevations closer to the existing LADWP Inyo-
Rinaldi transmission line adjacent to SR-14 would likely increase environmental impacts
related to visual resources, sensitive desert tortoise and Mohave ground squirrel habitat, and
critical military aviation training and testing missions.

LADWP is currently preparing an on-site mitigation plan with respect to native habitats to
compensate for the impacts associated with the construction of the proposed project. Once
approved by agencies such as California Department of Fish and Game and federal Bureau of
Land Management, the plan would be implemented and monitored, including monitoring by
the regulatory agencies themselves, pursuant to the conditions established for the permit
(monitoring usually occurs for a period of 3 to 5 years). The monitoring period assures that
the restoration achieves a predetermined level of success over the monitoring period and
achieves agood likelihood of permanent success.

The direct observations of the project site and the information contained in the Draft EIR/EA
have not led to conclusion that the site is outside of the path of avian migration. The surveys
over the past 2 years, including the formal avian surveys, lead us to the conclusion that the
project site (where turbines would be located) lacks substantial activity by either raptors or
songbirds during migratory periods. This does not mean that no migration occurs through
and over the site. The spring avian survey report notes that, “No large numbers of passerines
were observed in this location [ariparian area of the site near observation point 2A], although
individuals were observed foraging in the trees that were probably migrating through the area
(e.g., hermit warbler, black-throated gray warbler, yellow-rumped warbler, ruby-crowned
kinglet).” The lack of evidence of substantial use of the site does alow us to deduce that
there is minimal avian activity where turbines are proposed, and hence less than significant
potential for impact.

There is no doubt that the southern Sierra Nevada Mountains, including the Tehachapi
Mountains and the adjacent desert and foothills, experience significant migration during both
spring and fall. In relation to the location of Butterbredt Springs, located approximately 8
miles to the northeast of the project site, the localized migration associated with it would pass
well east of the proposed project turbine sites. The logical reasons for migrants to be
attracted to the turbine areas on the Pine Tree project site would need to include good habitat
surrounding riparian areas as well as dense and expansive cover in riparian areas. An
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adequate source of water would also need to be present. However, these conditions are
margina on the site. Even if it were assumed that birds do travel up Jawbone Canyon
(during the northerly spring migration), they would eventually be traveling in a southerly
direction to disperse throughout the Pine Tree site, which would be contrary to their
migratory route in spring. The proposed wind turbines would be located in the western end
of Jawbone Canyon, some 10 miles from the mouth of the canyon, near SR-14. Anecdotal
information from at least one Draft EIR/EA commenter and an unpublished report indicate
that the localized spring migration in the area is from southeast to northwest and that the
migration is captured in northwest-southeast trending canyons, such as the east portion of
Jawbone Canyon. The Jawbone Canyon migration continues in a northwesterly direction up
Alphie and Hoffman canyons through the topographic pinch point of Butterbredt Springs.
This would take the localized migration well east of the proposed project property, which
encompasses northeast-southwest trending portions of upper Jawbone Canyon. Our data
based on extensive field observations show that there are no other logical reasons, such as
good habitat or adequate cover and water, for a substantial number of birds to be loafing or
resting in the proposed turbine areas. There is areason that birds seek Butterbredt versus the
proposed project site (i.e., a readily available source of water and its location along the local
canyon migratory pathway).

The protocol for the avian study is responsive to the level of effort recommended in the
National Wind Coordinating Committee (NWCC) Guidance Document (Anderson et al.
1999) and the recently released United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Interim
Guidelines. The NWCC Guidelines call for an initial reconnaissance survey. The goal isto
identify locations or sites that have a high probability of substantia bird fatalities.
Reconnaissance surveys are composed of several site visits, a literature survey, analysis of
unpublished data, interviews with local experts, and other information that might be
available. From the reconnaissance survey, a Level 1 Survey may be recommended. The
Level 1 Survey is designed to quantify the numbers, species, and activity of birds in the
project area. Available avian mortality data indicate that individual turbines are often
responsible for the majority of fatalities in a development because they are located where
they may attract birds, such as near gullies or concentrations of prey. The survey protocol
also addressed the potential for occurrence of bats. Specific pre-construction surveys are
designed to site turbines such that minimal or no mitigation is required during facility
operation. Both reconnaissance and Level 1 surveys have been completed at the Pine Tree
project site, and avian studies are continuing at present.

The study protocols, observations, point counts, and statistical results of the avian survey,
which included the important spring season, were presented in the Draft EIR/EA (with
specifics included in Appendix F within Appendix D). It must be emphasized that these data
are not derived from the Tehachapi WRA, Butterbredt Springs, or any other areas in the
region. They are derived from direct observations and monitoring that occurred at the Pine
Tree project site as required by the monitoring protocol. The use of avian data from the
Tehachapi WRA was done to provide a comparison to test the reasonableness of the Pine
Tree conclusions. The Tehachapi WRA is the closest to Pine Tree site of principal wind
resource areas, has many of the same habitat types, and includes many of the same species of
wildlife. While there are distinct differences between the project site and the Tehachapi
WRA, there are also similarities that allow for such direct comparison, with qualification
provided in the Pine Tree survey report.
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54 LADWP plans to continue avian monitoring of the site through the construction period and
for at least the first year of operations. That would provide at least 3 years of continuous
avian monitoring and 5 years of biological resource investigation at the site. Night surveys
would likely only reveal what is already known — that birds fly over the site at night.
However, this fact by itself is not predictor of avian mortality, and it is a fact that some wind
developments lie directly in areas that are known migration routes. Erickson et a. (2002)
summarized the observed and likely potential impact of wind farms on passerine and other
non-raptorial birds, including nocturnally migrating species. They found that nocturnal
migrants are estimated to comprise approximately 50 percent of the fatalities at new wind
projects (estimated range 34 to 59%), based on timing and species observed during
standardized fatality monitoring. There has been no reported large episodic mortality event
(e.g., >50 passerine birds during a single night) recorded at a U.S. wind plant. Two small
nocturnal avian mortality events have been published at U.S. wind plants. Fourteen nocturnal
migrating passerines & two turbines at Buffalo Ridge (Minnesota) were killed on one night
during spring migration after athunderstorm. At the Mountaineer Wind Energy Center, West
Virginia, 33 (47.8%) of 69 passerine fatalities occurred on one night at a few turbines
adjacent to a well-lit substation during spring migration (Kerns and Kerlinger 2004). The
data suggest that sodium vapor lamps at the substation were the primary attractant, since
fatality locations were correlated with the location of the substation, and the other turbines
away from the substation had few fatalities documented the morning after the event. After
the lights were turned off at the substation, no events occurred. Erickson et al. (2002) were
not aware of any other mortality events greater than a few birds at single or adjacent turbines
found during a single search at any U.S. wind plant.

Night surveys are of limited usefulness to the prediction of avian impact. Use of radar and
other scanning techniques do not distinguish among species and it is difficult to tell whether
the same bird or bat may pass through the scan more than once. Just knowing that there are
bird species passing overhead has not been demonstrated as an accurate or reliable predictor
of avian risk at wind power sites. The primary reason is that there have not been any wind
power projects where night migration fatalities have been considered biologically significant.
Most studies of North American bird migration using techniques such as radar have
suggested that nocturnal migrants follow a broadfront migration pattern, flying at high
altitudes, where they are not affected by variation in surface topography (e.g., Lowery and
Newman 1966; Able 1972; Richardson 1972; Williams et a. 1977 in Williams et al. 2001).
While there is some expected mortality of nighttime migrants, numbers of fatalities for
individual species from the many fatality studies conducted in the West suggest levels
inconsequential to the affected species (Erickson et al. 2002).

Morrison addressed observations of turkey vultures in his fall 2004 survey report. Dr.
Morrison noted only a few turkey vultures at the site during the survey period. However,
based on literature research, it is known that turkey vultures migrate through the area by the
thousands each year (Anderson et al. 2004). They found, however, that even though the
Tehachapi area may experience relatively high use periodically by turkey vultures, their
fatality was low, suggesting they are not very susceptible to collisions. The fall 2004 and
winter 2005 survey reports are provided at the end of Section 2.0 as Attachments A-1 and A-
2, respectively, in this EA/Final EIR.

In other findings from the fall 2004 survey report, Morrison found no large movements or
concentrations of non-raptoria birds (e.g., songbirds, quail) in the project area. The most
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frequently observed songbirds were mixed flocks of white-crowned sparrows and golden-
crowned sparrows, which were seen throughout the project area during fall. Additionaly,
large (approximately 50 individuals) flocks of California quail were frequently observed
throughout the project area in grassland and shrubland. No information was gathered on the
movement of birds at night. However, observations conducted during the day did not
identify any large numbers of migratory species (e.g., warblers, vireos, sparrows) that
appeared to be using the project area for foraging or loafing (i.e., as a daytime stopover
location during migration).

Similarly, the winter 2005 survey shows that the project site does not serve as a major
wintering area for raptors or other bird groups. Some species, such as the prairie falcon,
appeared to spend a brief period of time in the project area and then depart. Other species,
such as the red-tailed hawk, appeared to be both resident and transitory in the area in low
numbers in winter. It also appeared that the abundance of certain species, such as
meadowlarks and sparrows, declined as winter progressed.

The Pine Tree Wind Development Project Biological Technical Report and the avian surveys
affirm that golden eagles were observed at the site and that the site is within their range. No
nest of a golden eagle was found on site in spring 2004; one pair was seen occasionaly on
the eastern edge of the site. Golden eagles, like al other raptors that would be expected at
the site, are distributed throughout the Tehachapi Mountains and Southern California. Thus,
there is no local population, which by definition would require that the birds be almost
completely isolated (for breeding/genetic purposes) from other populations. The loss of a
golden eagle would not jeopardize the species or extirpate them from the general or local
area

Cumulative impacts were addressed consistent with the requirements of CEQA and NEPA.
Accordingly, cumulative impacts are those impacts on the environment that may result from
the incremental effects of the proposed project when they are added to the effects from other
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects. As required under CEQA and
NEPA, Section 3.11 of the Draft EIR/EA, as revised in the EA/Final EIR (see Section 3.0,
Changes to the Draft EIR/EA, in the EA/Final EIR), provides a discussion of the potential
cumulative impacts of the proposed project. The CEQA Guidelines require that a cumulative
impacts analysis identifies related projects in the area of the proposed project, summarizes
the expected environmental effects of those related projects, and analyzes the cumulative
impacts of the proposed and related projects. The Draft EIR/EA considered both temporary
cumulative impacts, associated with the construction activities of the proposed and related
projects in the area, and long-term cumulative impacts, associated with the permanent effects
and continued operations of the proposed and related projects.

Specific to avian impacts, the results of Anderson et al. (2004) relative to the Tehachapi
WRA were summarized and considered in quantifying avian risk at the project site. The
avian mortality at Tehachapi was considerably less than that observed at many other Western
wind resource areas. The Pine Tree project is predicted to add comparatively few additional
mortalities given the relatively small number of turbines added. As such, there would not be
a substantial cumulative effect. The determination of cumulative impact is one of biological
magnitude, not mere addition, especially of generally small numbers. If this were not the
case, any project that created any impact whatsoever, regardless of how insignificant, would
need to be considered cumulatively significant ssmply because it added to an existing impact.
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It is noted that the Tehachapi data have been used to assist with the quantification of avian
impacts at the Pine Tree project site, but the combined mortality effects on avian species are
only part of the avian mortality equation. There are many other reasons for avian mortality
and evidence suggests that wind power is not a major source. For example, the American
Wind Energy Association (AWEA) notes that the Deputy Director of the Fish and Wildlife
Service, in a September 15, 2003, correspondence, states that, with limited exception,
impacts on birds from wind farms in the U.S. are low compared to impacts on birds from
communication towers, power lines, and building windows (American Wind Energy
Association, Comments on Interim Avian Guidelines, 2004). This available information,
coupled with the on-site observations, led to the conclusion that the proposed project would
not have a significant cumulative impact.

LADWP would consider a future request by Kerncrest Audubon Society to make specific
information on mortality available. However, LADWP cannot do this as an adjunct to the
regulatory requirement.

LADWP has established extensive procedures for resource mitigation during construction
that have the force of law. These procedures will be overseen by California Department of
Fish and Game (CDFG) wardens and regulatory specialists, Bureau of Land Management
resources specialists, independent consulting biologists and archaeol ogists, LADWP resource
personnel, and Kern County staff. The mitigation measures specified in the EA/Fina EIR are
substantiated through several actions. Mitigation measures are enforced through CEQA’s
requirement for mitigation monitoring. The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program is
included in Appendix A of this EA/Fina EIR. Responsibilities for monitoring each
mitigation measure and the reporting requirements are established within the documentation.
The mitigation measures will also be used to establish agreements for habitat removal,
streambed ateration, and potential take of species covered by the federal and state
Endangered Species Acts. The agreements entered into and permits issued have the force of
law. During construction activities, monthly and final compliance reports would be provided
to USFWS, CDFG, and other relevant regulatory agencies documenting the effectiveness of
mitigation measures and the level of take associated with the project.

Since the project is carried out by a public agency and there is substantial public agency
oversight of construction and operations, the public would have access to the information. In
fact, the public agency oversight of this project would be more extensive than for any other
project in the Tehachapi WRA, since those have generally been private ventures.

Mitigation Measures 2.5-3 and 5.4-6 include the requirement for use of weed-free native seed
mixes for restoration. The mixes to be used would be first approved by CDFG and BLM.

As discussed in the Draft EIR/EA, no lighting, except that required by the FAA, is proposed
for the turbines or electrical transmission towers (e.g., area lighting at each turbine site).
However, because the project turbines and meteorological towers would exceed 200 feet in
height, a Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration (Form 7460-1) would need to be
filed with the FAA. Accordingly, the FAA will review the proposed project prior to
construction and may recommend that tower markings or lighting be installed for aviation
safety. In accordance with Mitigation Measure 5.14-3 in the Draft EIR/EA, lighting required
for aircraft safety purposes should be placed when practicable on meteorological towers, or
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lights should be placed on towers with the least potential to attract birds but consistent with
FAA lighting requirements.

LADWP is currently in negotiations with CDFG and USFWS to establish an on-site
mitigation plan with respect to native habitat enhancement, exotics removal, and erosion
control within disturbed areas of the project site. The basis of these agreements begins with
the relevant mitigation measures contained in the EA/Fina EIR (see Mitigation Measure 2.5-
3 addressing exotic plant prevention and removal). Upon approval from the resource
agencies, LADWP would implement the approved mitigation measures outlined in the plan.
As with al mitigation plans, there will be an intense monitoring period that follows (usually
3 to 5 years) to ensure the restoration plan achieves the extent of growth and cover specified
in the agency’ s permit authorization and has a good likelihood of establishing permanently.

As noted above in the response to comment 5.4, LADWP plans to continue avian monitoring
of the site through the construction period and for at least the first year of operations. That
would provide at least 3 years of continuous avian monitoring and up to 5 years of biological
resource investigation at the site. Year-round monitoring for the life of the project is not
warranted based on the data gathered to date at the site as well as the collective operating
experience of the wind industry relative to passerine migrant mortality. The number of years
of formal post-construction investigation should be contingent upon pre-construction
assessments of risk and upon the significance of impacts occurring during the first year of
operation. Because wind turbines have not been implicated in large-scale events that occur at
regular intervals extending beyond a year, there is no reason to presume that one year of
operational monitoring, coupled with 3 years of pre-operations site observations and existing
information from other wind projects, is not sufficient to determine whether a project would
have impacts different than portrayed in the environmental document. In addition to
monitoring, LADWP has agreed to implement operational modifications of a turbine(s) that
results in disproportionately high avian mortality when compared to other turbines on site.
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Ms. Tania Bonfiglio
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power

" 111 N. Hope Street, Room 1044

Lmhrgeles CA 90012

Dear Ms. Bonfiglio,

The following aré the comments of the Chapter, Sierra Club, in response to the
Draft Environmental Impact Report/Envi Assessment (EIR/EA) for the Pine Tree' Wind
Development Project. ~

The project study area, ranging in elevation from 3,000 — 5,000 feet, is a highly scenic and
biologically rich region with diverse vegetation communities and wildlife species. The project
study area is primarily undeveloped and although it has suffered from overgrazing, it provides
a relatively pristine habitat for the 114 wildlife species identified in the surveys. Of these 114

_species, 46 sensitive wildlife species have been idenfified and are known to occur within the

project vicinity. Two federally listed species in particular have been detected on-site: the Desert
tortoise, and the Mohave ground squirrel.

The greater Tehachapi Wind Resource Area (WRA) covers an expansive areaweramd&range
in topographic relief and diverse vegetation communities. Much of this WRA has already been
developed for wind generation facilities. While the Sierra Club supports and promotes alternative
energy such as wind generation, some wind resource areas must be avoided due to sensitive

. biological resources and impacts that cannot be mitigated. The Pine Tree project proposes

development in a fairly pristine habitat that is adjacent to existing wind energy faciliies. The Draft
EIR, though comprehensive, does not address cumulative environmental impacts of this project

. in relation to the other wind facilites within the Tehachapi WRA. The following are anwrnnmentai

concems we have regarding the Pine Tree project.

WILDLIFE - There is a diverse array of wildlife species within the project study area, due to the
large size, numerous vegetation communities, and mostly undeveloped nature of the study area.
The region supports large and small mammals, reptiles, amphibians, birds, and insects, totaling
114 species. We have concems for indigenous wildlife species due to direct and indirect impacts
from wind generation activity causing wildlife displacement, injury, and even death. The proposed
project will result in direct/indirect and temporary/permanent impacts to wildlife within the study
area. The avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures listed are extensive and thoughtfully
presented. However, due to lack of long-term enforcement, most mitigation measures fail in
protecting a sensitive resource. Complete avoidance in the most sensitive wildlife areas may be
the only acceptable alternative. Of the 46 sensitive wildlife species potentially occurring both on-
site and in the project vicinity, 22 were rated with a "low” or “not detected” probability of occurring
on the pru:&ct site. Were the field survey days adequate to assess detection?

Of greatest concern, are.both federally listed, state listed, and numerous species listed with
sensitive status with the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), Bureau of Land
Management (BLM), and West Mojave Plan (WMP). The listed species having the potential to
occur within the project vicinity are: desert tortoise, California condor, mountain plover, westemn
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yellow-billed cuckoo, least Bell's vireo, babd'eagle, Califomia bighorn sheep, Tehachapi slender
sa*amandar Swainson's hawk, American peregrine falcon, am:l Mohave ground squirrel.

The Emcutme Summary and the Biclogical Technical Report discuss the mitigation measures
and residual impacts after mitigation. Of particular concern are the following wildlife species:

1., Desert tortoise — (Direct temporary and permanent impacts) We support the many mitigation

measures listed, such as: on-site monitoring, pre-construction tortoise clearance surveys,

contractor education program, on-site signage, speed limit restrictions, and no berms on road

ways. However, permanent loss of habitat, high potential from vehicle strikes, and relocation

should be considered as “significant” impacts, not “less than significant.” The desert tortoise is

in a serious population decline in the West Mohave desert. Project impacts will stress an already -,
weak population in the area. Although Pine Tree Canyon and parts of Jawbone Canyon have :
been identified as suitable but marginal hahilat several lurtohe burrows and aturtmse siting

" 'were made in both canyons.

3 Nhoheve grourd sl et i sy arid pasmaier Mol Gie of i nilloations

offered is "conservation of in-kind habitat of equal or greater value than that impacted...” Itis

not acceptable to displacefimpact an existing population with the jmﬂﬂcatinn of protecting
sinﬂar habitat alaa'umare

3. California condor — Habitat on the east slope of the Tehachapi Mountains is considered less
suitable to condors, and based on low wild populations, this species is not expected to occur

- within the proposed project area. However, wild condor population numbers are increasing, and

condors are known to fly up to 150 miles per day, Coosidering the existing wind generation
facilities already covering potential habitat, thﬂ upper elevations of Pine Tree Canyan may serve
as suitablé condor habitat.

' 4. Raptors —(Direct and permanent impacts) Most of the project snse is potential raptnr habitat

for foraging. Nesting sites have also been identified. There is a documented golden eagle nest
on the north flank of Cross Mountain, which is directly east of the project area. Of particular
concern are impacts from turbine collision and electrocution. A focused nesting survey conducted
on May 30, 2004, datmmmadthﬂnumphurnmtaﬁfarwﬁndnrufmyag&mlumteﬂwhn
ﬁ'leptqautarea.wgmaesﬂm a single day allotted for this type of survey.

5. Bats — {nmﬁarndpmmrnpads}Themamatdddn{nabatsmaspdmw
occurring on-site. Four are considered sensitive by the CDFG and BLM, and the remaining five
are considered sensitive only by the: BLM: Four of the nine species have a moderate potential
and five have a low potential to occur on-site. What are the potential impacts on these bat,
spemmring migration? )

W-Inﬂuﬁmdﬁnﬂmwm I'uhchaelL Morrison, Ph.D, Dr. Morrison
concludes that “the proposed Pine Tree Wind Development Project would haye no substantial
impact on avian wildlife.” We disagree with Dr. Momison's conclusion regarding avian impacts
that this proposed project would have on avian wildlife, both resident and migrant, within the
project footprint. .

1. Drunmsmdnaﬁnm:msiderﬂnwmuhﬂvmmmummdhammmnmam

Tahachapl WRA from this project.

2. Each of the 80 turbines within the pm]&cthastha potential to injure/kill birds or bats. The
Tehachapi Pass WRA Study (Oct. 1996 — May 1998) concluded that “there appears to be no
_single turbine or site sampled that has a very high mortality rate compared to the other

> turbines sampled.” In other words,! birds fly anywhere, and each individual turbine has the
poténtial to kill birds or bats.

, 2
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3. Turbines will disrupt passerine migration activity. The eastern Southern Sierra foothills are
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Letter 6
Cont’d.

historic and critical migration corridors for passerine species. Migration “hot spots” in the area
include Butterbredt Canyon and Butterbredt Spring, Alphie Canyon, Cottonwood Canyon, and
Red Rock Canyon. Within the proposed project, Pine Tree Canyon, Jawbone Canyon, and the
multitude of side canyons and ridgelines serve as important migration pathways, Dr. Morison
removed migrants from calculations to separate the influence of migrants from the remaining
data set, for purposes of interpretation. Migrant avian species must be included in calculations
to realistically assess impacts on migrant populations.

4. We question Dr. Morrison's conclusion that the proposed development is unlikely to have any
negative impacts on local raptor populations. Regarding Red-tailed hawks, he states that “any
kill in the Pine Tree Wind Development would not impact at the population level.” While we
agree that Red-tailed hawks are widely distributed in the Tehachapi WRA, the cumulative
impacts of all wind generation facilities in the area have not been adequately addressed. The
Tehachapi WRA is not “raptor-rich” like the Altamont Pass; therefore, the projected death of
even 4 raptors per year on this site would be significant. In addition, Dr. Morrison states that
he observed only 1 golden eagle during his formal survey counts, On July 15, 2004, during a
field trip, we observed 2 soaring golden eagles over section 35 in the northern part of the
project. This random, informal siting leads us to conclude that there must be more raptors
nesting and foraging within and adjacent to the project site than are recorded.

5. We support a formal mmmmi&a baseline for future reference.

VEGETATION — Thirty-two vegetation communities have been identified within the pmgact area.
Five vegetation communities within the project area are considered to be of high priority ‘for
inventory in the California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB). _In addition, 26 sensitive plant
species are known to occur within the project vicinity. Fifteen of these species were categorized
as "moderate to high” probability of occurrence. Almost all 26 sensitive plant species are listed as
Califomia Native Plant Society {GNF'S] 1B: considered rare, mreatened or endangered in
Galrl’nmla and elsewhere.

We have concems for the impacts on native vegetation: IMPACT 5.1 — 1.23 acres of native

perennial grassland considered sensitive by the CDFG, IMPACT 5.2 — 17.37 acres of wetland
habitat and 1.96 acres of wetland habitat; how will restoration be implemented? IMPACT 5.3-
acres of Joshua tree woodland vegetation community, IMPACT 5.4 — 131.83 acres of various

_habitat types and 105.60 acres of various habitat types, IMPACT 5.5 — Vegetation communities

including sensitive habitats, and IMPACT 5.6 — approximately 150 Joshua trees removed.

There have been 3 wetland communities identified on-site: Mojave Desert Wash Scrub, Mojave
Riparian Forest, and Southern Riparian Srub. A total of 17.37 acres of wetlands will be
temporarily affected during project construction. Wetlands are very sensitive habitats and require
complete avoidance if possible.-

SOILS / HYDROLOGY — This proposed project will create both temporary and permanent soil
disturbances. Of major concern, is the high potential for ‘accelerated erosion A “less than
significant” rating is given to many of the construction impacts. Pine Tree Canyon falls
approximately 3,260 feet over the 12 mile long watercourse, with an average gradient of

5 percent, which reflects unstable flow conditions within the watershed. In general, the project
area soils are rated moderate to highly permeable and non-cohesive, soil types that are

- vulnerable to erosion when disturbed.

CULTURAL RESOURCES - There have been 101 archaeological sites identified within the study
area. Construcfion of the proposed project would patentially directly affect 20 of these sites. The
large number of sites is evidence of the rich cultural resources located in the area. There is

great concemn for compromised sites through construction/maintenance activities and related
human contact.
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VISUAL / AUDIAL IMPACTS —We disagree with the “less than slgnlﬁt:am” reﬂdual impact from
visual impacts. The Cache Peak Segment of the Pacific Crest National Trail (PCT) is located
approximately 1-2 miles west of the proposed project boundary. Trail users have already directly
experienced wind generation related structures and turbines for many miles south of the project
site, beginning in the Oak Creek Segment, through the Cameron Canyon Segment, and finally
the Cache Peak Segement. The Cache Peak Segment'has been rated a Visual Class II, where
the objective is to retain the existing character of thé landscape, and not allow management

_ activities to attract the attention of the casual observer. Turbines that are 340 feet tall will surely

impact PCT user experience in an area already visually saturated with turbines. Last, we believe

the visual simulations of wind turbines viewed from the PCT to be an unrealistic purtrayral of the

potential visual lm

CONCLUSION

Possible project alternatives nmybetnmdllceﬂmsizedthe project footprint aratplcme'
alternative sites, perhaps at lower and more developed elevations. We understand the need for
increased power in Los Angeles. We expect that conservation and all possible energy-saving
programs are being implemented. Instead of developing this site, the “green power” that Los

Angeles seeks may be found by first re-powering the existing wind generation facilities in the
Tehachapi area to their greatest potential. Using existing sites to their pntentlal is preferable

_ to developing large, relafively pristine tracts of land.

We are also concemned with the potential for wind facility expansion mpubik:andprivatelm
north of this proposed project.

Last, we are most concerned for the cumulative impacts of this proposed project and all wind
generation facilities within the Tehachapi WRA. Each project alone does not create significant
impacts; however; the combination of all projects in the region certainly contributes to the
further fragmentation of the local south Sierran habitat. ‘

We appreciate the opportunities we have had to comment on this project with the Los Angeles
Department of Water and Power staff. We look forward to future -::ormu.mlcatmn mthe planning
process of the Pine Tree Wind Development Project.

s Jff‘faz‘
Georgetté Theotig, lf
Kem-Kaweah Chapter, Sierra Club
P.O. Box 38 /
Tgh&c‘!‘t&pi. CA 93581

ce: Peter Graves, Bureau of Land Management
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6.1

6.2

6.3

Responseto L etter 6
Kern-Kaweah Chapter, Sierra Club, January 2, 2005

Comment noted. The species and habitats referred to in this paragraph are also addressed in
the Draft EIR/EA. Asapoint of clarification, the Mohave ground squirrel is not a federally
listed species; rather, it is listed as threatened by the State of California. Also, since the
Mohave ground squirrel was assumed to occur on site; no focused protocol-level surveys
were conducted for this species. Therefore, the Mohave ground squirrel was not actually
detected on site, as the commenter states.

Cumulative impacts were addressed consistent with the requirements of CEQA and NEPA.
Accordingly, cumulative impacts are those impacts on the environment that may result from
the incremental effects of the proposed project when they are added to the effects from other
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects. As required under CEQA and
NEPA, Section 3.11 of the Draft EIR/EA, as revised in the EA/Final EIR (see Section 3.0,
Changes to the Draft EIR/EA, in the EA/Final EIR), provides a discussion of the potential
cumul ative impacts of the proposed project. The CEQA Guidelines require that a cumulative
impacts analysis identifies related projects in the area of the proposed project, summarizes
the expected environmental effects of those related projects, and analyzes the cumulative
impacts of the proposed and related projects. The Draft EIR/EA considered both temporary
cumulative impacts, associated with the construction activities of the proposed and related
projects in the area, and long-term cumulative impacts, associated with the permanent effects
and continued operations of the proposed and related projects.

As discussed in Section 3.11 of the Draft EIR/EA, because of the nature, scale, location,
and/or schedule of related projects that may be under construction in the general area at the
same time as the proposed project construction, it was determined that the project, when
considered in conjunction with the related projects, would not generally create any temporary
individually significant impacts that would be regarded as cumulatively significant. The only
exception to this, as discussed in the Draft EIR/EA, is a temporary but unavoidable
significant impact to air quality during the construction phase of the project related to
significance thresholds for air pollutant emissions recently enacted by the County of Kern.
Because of the location of the proposed project in relation to other wind energy developments
in the Tehachapi WRA, the level of impact created by the proposed project relative to the
WRA, and the implementation of zoning guidelines that establish requirements for future
wind energy development in Kern County, it was determined that the project, when
considered in the context of the entire WRA, would not create any long-term individually
significant or significant impacts that would be regarded as cumulatively significant.

One of the concerns expressed in this comment is that the avoidance, minimization, and
mitigation measures listed in the Draft EIR/EA, though thoughtfully presented, would not be
enforced over the long term and that complete avoidance may be necessary to protect
resources. LADWP has established extensive procedures for resource mitigation during
construction that have the force of law. These procedures will be overseen by California
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) wardens and regulatory specialists, Bureau of Land
Management resources specialists, independent consulting biologists and archaeologists,
LADWP resource personnel, and Kern County staff. The mitigation measures specified in
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the EA/Fina EIR are substantiated through several actions. Mitigation measures are
enforced through CEQA’s requirement for mitigation monitoring. The Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program is included in Appendix A of this EA/Final EIR.
Responsibilities for monitoring each mitigation measure and the reporting requirements are
established within the documentation. The mitigation measures will also be used to establish
agreements for habitat removal, streambed alteration, and potential take of species covered
by the federal and state Endangered Species Acts. The agreements entered into and permits
issued have the force of law. During construction activities, monthly and final compliance
reports would be provided to U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, CDFG, and other relevant
regulatory agencies documenting the effectiveness of mitigation measures and the level of
take associated with the project.

Since the project is carried out by a public agency and there is substantial public agency
oversight of construction and operations, the public would have access to the information. In
fact, the public agency oversight of this project would be more extensive than for any other
project in the Tehachapi WRA, since those have generally been private ventures.

Relative to the adequacy of field surveys, the Pine Tree project studies were approached in a
manner widely accepted for complex biological analysis, following a phased progression of
study that builds a basis of general information followed by progressively more detailed
work. The methodologies, protocols, and extent of these surveys were documented in the
Draft EIR/EA in the biological resources section. To summarize, studies were initiated in
December of 2002 with a general biological habitat assessment over (at that time) a 33-
square-mile project study area. EXisting vegetation communities were delineated, potential
habitats for sensitive plants and wildlife associations within those communities were mapped,
and searches for sign of sensitive plant and wildlife species were completed. Based on the
results of the December 2002 habitat assessment, and considering a list of sensitive species
with the potential to occur within the project area assembled through literature review,
focused surveys were conducted in the spring and summer of 2003 for both plants and
animals. These surveys, including the specific protocol surveys conducted, are delineated in
the Biological Technical Report and summarized in the Draft EIR/EA. In addition to the
general wildlife surveys over the entire project site, specific surveys of the proposed
disturbance areas (i.e., turbines, access roads, appurtenant facilities, and transmission line)
were made. The characterization of wildlife usage of the site included direct observations as
well as research from previous applicable survey reports and documentation. The amount of
time spent in the field, including protocol surveys, was consistent with biological survey
practice for wildlife characterization and was accomplished by professional biologists with
significant experience with Southern California desert and mountain habitats. Field work
was al so supplemented with research of published literature applicable to the region.

All of the species listed in this comment have been addressed in the Draft EIR/EA relative to
potential to occur on the site. However, based upon extensive field surveys at the proposed
project site, it was concluded that, of the species listed in the comment, only the desert
tortoise and Mohave ground squirrel were present, with mountain plover and American
peregrine falcon not detected but with some potential to occur.

The Draft EIR/EA and the supporting Biological Technical Report state that these impacts to
the desert tortoise do have the potential to significantly impact the species. However, with
the proper implementation of impact avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures, the
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project’s effects on the desert tortoise would be reduced to below a level of significance. It
was never stated that vehicle strikes, loss of habitat, etc., would be considered as less than
significant without any mitigation measures being implemented.

Further, the characterization of the desert tortoise population as “weak” gives an incorrect
impression about the species at the project site. According to the Draft West Mojave Plan,
the habitat in this area is designated Class |11 habitat, which is lowest category in relation to
the maintenance of a viable tortoise population in the region. Habitat maps prepared for the
Draft West Mojave Plan also show that the project site is on the extreme western end of the
species’ range. Population densities at the fringe of the range are expected to be naturally
lower than in the prime or critical habitat portions of the range. Most of the Pine Tree project
site is actually outside of the range. Only the portions of the project at the mouths of Pine
Tree and Jawbone canyons and easterly of Barren Ridge are within the range at all, but in
Class 11l areas. The tortoise sighting and other signs of tortoise were actually made in these
flat desert fan areas, not within the canyons themselves.

LADWP is confident that the tortoise avoidance and minimization measures are enforceable
and in fact are practiced regularly by LADWP at other facilities that occur in tortoise habitat
aress.

In the Biological Technical Report, which was written to support the EIR/EA, the mitigation
measures for impacts to potential Mohave ground squirrel habitat is the conservation of the
species’ habitat at a ratio approved by the wildlife agency, construction monitoring, plus in-
place habitat restoration within the project area. All of these measures are commonly
accepted by wildlife resource agencies, and together they address the potential impacts to the
Mohave ground squirrel.

No condors have been killed in the Tehachapi WRA after years of operations, and the species
isnot likely to visit the project site (as the commenter notes and the Draft EIR/EA discusses).
Further, no project facilities would be located in upper Pine Tree Canyon.

The information presented in the Draft EIR/EA and Biological Technical Report stated that
no nest sites were identified on the project property. These documents also assess impacts
from turbine collisions and potential for electrocution. To clarify, the focused nest survey
was a follow-up visit from previous observations. All avian field days included making
behavioral observations of raptors (during the 30-minute counts and while driving and
walking the site). This single date noted in the comment was used to look for a potential nest
of asingle bird that was seen regularly in a specific portion of the site and was sufficient to
make a determination.

Most bat fatalities found at wind plants outside California in the West and Midwest have
been migratory bats, with hoary, silver-haired bats and red bats being the most prevalent
fatalities. At the Buffalo Ridge Wind Plant, Minnesota, based on a 2-year study, bat
mortality was estimated to be 2.05 bats per turbine per year (Johnson et al. 2003a). At the
Foote Creek Rim Wind Plant, based on 3+ years of study, bat mortality was estimated at 1.34
bats per turbine per year (Young et al. 2003). At the Vansycle Ridge Wind Plant in Oregon,
bat mortality was estimated at 0.74 bats per turbine for the first year of operation (Erickson et
al. 2000). At the Klondike Wind Project, in Oregon, bat mortality was estimated at 1.16 bat
fatalities per turbine per year (Johnson et al. 2003b). At the Stateline Wind Project, bat
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mortality was estimated at approximately 1.5 fatalities per turbine per year (Erickson et al.
2004) from July 2001 through December 31, 2002. At the Nine Canyon Wind Project, bat
mortality was estimated at approximately three fatalities per turbine per year (Erickson,
Gritski, and Kronner 2003). Species observed at wind projects in California have consisted
primarily of hoary and Mexican free-tail bats, both common species.

Bat research at other wind projects indicates that some bat species are at some risk of
collison with wind turbines, mostly during the late summer and fall migration season
(Johnson et al. 2003a). Very few bats have been reported as fatalities at older wind projects
in California, including the Altamont, San Gorgonio, and Tehachapi Pass WRAs, although
most studies have focused on documenting raptor fatalities, and most studies have been
conducted on shorter turbines than those proposed for the project. Though the geographic
location is different than the Pine Tree project site, during the first 11 months of monitoring
at the High Winds Project in Solano County, 71 bat fatalities were reported, including
primarily hoary and Mexican free-tailed bats, with most of the fatalities documented in
August and September.

Operation of the proposed project would result in some bat mortality from collision with
wind turbines. Given the low habitat value for bats determined from site surveys, and the
typical rates of mortality experienced at other Western operating sites described aove, it is
estimated that bat mortality would be on the low end of the observed mortality from projects
listed above, that is, approximately O to 2 fatalities per turbine per year. This level of
mortality includes potential effects on migrants. This would not be considered a significant
impact in relation to the total populations of the various bat species found in the area, which
are numerically very large.

Comment noted. See response to comments 6.11 through 6.15 for specific response to the
various points.

As noted in the response to comment 6.2, the Draft EIR/EA did address cumulative impacts
and concluded that (with the exception of a temporary impact to air quality in relation to
County of Kern significance thresholds) the project, when considered in conjunction with the
related projects, would not create any temporary or long-term impacts that would be regarded
as cumulatively significant.

Specific to avian impacts, the results of Anderson et al. (2004) relative to the Tehachapi
WRA were summarized and considered in quantifying avian risk at the project site. The
avian mortality at Tehachapi was considerably less than that observed at many other Western
wind resource areas. The Pine Tree project is predicted to add comparatively few additional
mortalities given the small number of turbines added. As such, there would not be a
substantial cumulative effect. The determination of cumulative impact is one of biological
magnitude, not mere addition, especially of generally small numbers.

It is noted that the Tehachapi data have been used to assist with the quantification of avian
impacts at the Pine Tree project site, but the combined mortality effects on avian species are
only part of the avian mortality equation. There are many other reasons for avian mortality
and evidence suggests that wind power is not a major source. For example, the American
Wind Energy Association (AWEA) notes that the Deputy Director of the Fish and Wildlife
Service, in a September 15, 2003, correspondence, states that, with limited exception,
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impacts on birds from wind farms in the U.S. are low compared to impacts on birds from
communication towers, power lines, and building windows (American Wind Energy
Association, Comments on Interim Avian Guidelines, 2004). AWEA also notes that, “A
report for the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) published December 5, 2002, ‘Final
Synthesis and Comparison of Baseline Avian and Bat Use, Raptor Nesting and Mortality
Information from Proposed and Existing Wind Developments, which is the most
comprehensive review of available information on wind power and birds ever published in
the U.S,, helps put this issue in context. The BPA study compared both avian and bat use
with mortality, using data from more than 30 study areas at 15 wind projects. The most
important conclusion is that raptor mortality has been low or absent at new wind projects.”

This information, coupled with the on-site observations, led to the conclusion that the
proposed project would not have a significant cumulative impact.

The Draft EIR/EA does not imply that no birds or bats would be killed or injured by the
project; rather, it predicts low and less than significant mortality rates based on the combined
consideration of site research, avian observations, and the results of other studies such as the
Tehachapi WRA study. Also, there was no particular pattern to the mortality identified at
Tehachapi. This may be due in large part to the relatively few number of mortalities in
comparison to other WRAs.

Based on a comparison of the use of the Pine Tree project site by birds relative to other
existing wind developments, fatalities are predicted to be at the low end of that quantified
elsewhere for both raptors and songbirds. In spite of the fact that some wind devel opments
lie directly in areas that are known migration routes, Erickson et al. (2002) summarized the
observed and likely potential impact of wind farms on passerine and other non-raptorial
birds, including nocturnally migrating species. They found that nocturnal migrants are
estimated to comprise approximately 50 percent of the fatalities at new wind projects
(estimated range 34 to 59%) based on timing and species observed during standardized
fatality monitoring. There has been no reported large episodic mortality event (e.g., >50
passerine birds during a single night) recorded at a U.S. wind plant. Two small nocturnal
avian mortality events have been published at U.S. wind plants. Fourteen nocturnal
migrating passerines & two turbines at Buffalo Ridge (Minnesota) were killed on one night
during spring migration after athunderstorm. At the Mountaineer Wind Energy Center, West
Virginia, 33 (47.8%) of 69 passerine fatalities occurred on one night at a few turbines
adjacent to a well-lit substation during spring migration (Kerns and Kerlinger 2004). The
data suggest that sodium vapor lamps at the substation were the primary attractant, since
fatality locations were correlated with the location of the substation, and the other turbines
away from the substation had few fatalities documented the morning after the event. After
the lights were turned off at the substation, no events occurred. Erickson et al. (2002) were
not aware of any other mortality events greater than a few birds at single or adjacent turbines
found during a single search at any U.S. wind plant.

Severa studies have been published regarding extrapolated bird passage rates (McCrary et al.
1983; Mabee and Cooper 2004; Mabee and Cooper 2001; Johnson et a. 2002). We are
aware of only a few studies that have attempted to compare fatality rates to bird passage
rates. McCrary et al. (1986) estimated approximately 6,800 annual bird fatalities at the San
Gorgonio wind project in California, with an estimate of approximately 75 million migrants
passing through during fall and spring migration. McCrary et al. (1986) believed the
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mortality levels were biologically insignificant. Radar studies conducted in the vicinity of
the Buffalo Ridge wind project (over 400 turbines) in Minnesota suggested that as many as
3.5 million birds may migrate over the wind development area, and fatality studies suggest
only afew hundred migrating songbirds are killed each spring. Radar studies at the Stateline
Wind Project, a large facility (454 turbines) with its northern boundary located within 1.5
miles of the Columbia River, indicate a large number of birds migrate over that facility
(severa hundred thousand to over a million) during spring migration, and the fatality studies
suggest a very small number result in collisions (Erickson et al. 2004). A similar pattern was
observed for the nearby Nine Canyon facility (Cooper and Mabee 2001; Erickson et al.
2003b).

Based on this information, the mortality rate for passerines is estimated at O to 2 individuals
per turbine per year. These rates would be inclusive of any migration. The rates are also
relatively low compared to all sources of avian mortality and are statistically not significant.

The site data continue to support the conclusion that the Pine Tree project site (where
turbines would be located) does not serve as a major pathway or stopover area for migrating
birds. In addition, the few instances in which relatively large numbers of migrating passerine
birds have been killed in wind developments have been apparently due to a combination of
poor weather and lights reflecting off of alow cloud ceiling. The proposed wind turbines are
to be located in the western end of Jawbone Canyon, some 10 miles from the mouth of the
canyon, near SR-14. Anecdota information from at least one Draft EIR/EA commenter and
an unpublished report indicate that the localized spring migration in the area is from
southeast to northwest and that the migration is captured in northwest-southeast trending
canyons, such as the east portion of Jawbone Canyon. The Jawbone Canyon migration
continues in a northwesterly direction up Alphie and Hoffman canyons through the
topographic pinch point of Butterbredt Springs. This would take the localized migration well
east of the proposed project property, which encompasses northeast-southwest trending
portions of upper Jawbone Canyon. Our data show that there are no other logical reasons,
such as good habitat or adequate cover and water, for a substantial number of birds to be
loafing or resting in the proposed turbine area. LADWP, through the continuation of avian
surveys, is building upon the base of resource information that has been collected over the
past 2 years. LADWP has not dismissed the potential effects on birds and bats but has
determined that significant mortality is not likely.

The predicted rate of mortality of raptors at Pine Tree and the rate of mortality that was found
in the Tehachapi WRA were determined by Dr. Morrison to be less than significant. The
raptor population is continuous, not isolated, throughout the Tehachapi Mountains, so the few
additional potential fatalities predicted for the Pine Tree project would not be critical to the
broader population.

The Pine Tree Wind Development Project Biological Technical Report and the avian surveys
affirm that golden eagles were observed at the site and that the site is within their range. No
nest of a golden eagle was found on site in spring 2004; one pair was seen occasionaly on
the eastern edge of the site. Golden eagles, like al other raptors that would be expected at
the site, are distributed throughout the Tehachapi Mountains and Southern California. Thus,
there is no local population, which by definition would require that the birds be almost
completely isolated (for breeding/genetic purposes) from other populations.

Pine Tree Wind Development Project EA/Final EIR  2-58



2.0 LETTER COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR/EA AND RESPONSES

6.15

6.16

6.17

The observations made on July 15, 2004, were aso noted by Dr. Morrison, who attended that
field trip. The avian protocol developed for this project is responsive to the level of effort
recommended in the National Wind Coordinating Committee (NWCC) Guidance Document
(Anderson et al. 1999) and the recently released United States Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) Interim Guidelines. The NWCC Guidelines call for an initial reconnaissance
survey. The goal is to identify locations or sites that have a high probability of substantial
bird fatalities. Reconnaissance surveys are composed of several site visits, a literature
survey, analysis of unpublished data, interviews with local experts, and other information that
might be available. Assuming no significant biological issues are raised following the
reconnaissance survey, a Level 1 Survey is initiated. The Level 1 Survey is designed to
quantify the numbers, species, and activity of birds in the project area. Available avian
mortality data indicate that individual turbines are often responsible for the majority of
fatalities in a development because they are located in areas that attract birds, such as near
gullies or concentrations of prey. The survey protocol also addressed the potential for
occurrence of bats. Specific pre-construction surveys are designed to site turbines such that
minimal or no mitigation is required during facility operation. Level 2 Surveys, which
include detailed assessment of population effects due to avian fatalities, are seldom needed,
especialy if reconnaissance and Level 1 Surveys were implemented properly. Only the high
mortality rate of golden eagles at the Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area (WRA) has
resulted in aLevel 2 Study to date.

The study protocols, observations, point counts, and statistical results of the avian survey,
which included the important spring season, were presented in the Draft EIR/EA (with
specifics included in Appendix F within Appendix D). It must be emphasized that these data
are not derived from the Tehachapi WRA, Butterbredt Springs, or any other areas in the
region. They are derived from direct observations and monitoring that occurred over a 2-year
period of time at the Pine Tree project site. These study observations provide a more
accurate prediction of use by raptors and potential impacts than the single random sighting on
July 15, 2004.

As noted in the response to Comment 6.9, operation of the proposed project would result in
some bat mortality from collision with wind turbines. Given the low habitat value for bats at
the proposed project site, determined from site surveys, and the typical rates of mortality
experienced at other Western operating sites described above, it is estimated that bat
mortality would be on the low end of the observed mortality at other Western wind projects,
that is, approximately O to 2 bats per turbine per year. This level of mortality includes
potential effects on migrants. Thiswould not be considered a significant impact in relation to
the total population of the various bat species, which are numerically large.

Comment noted. The commenter is summarizing information presented in the Draft EIR/EA.

Extensive mitigation measures were included in the Draft EIR/EA to address all but one of
the impacts to native vegetation mentioned in the comment through avoidance, preservation,
or revegetation on site, or replacement of habitat at a ratio to be determined by CDFG. A
new mitigation measure to provide replacement for 1.23 acres of native grassland
permanently disturbed by the proposed project has been added to the EA/Final EIR.
LADWP is currently in negotiations with CDFG and USFWS to establish an on-site
mitigation plan with respect to native habitat enhancement and replacement. Upon approval
from the resource agencies, LADWP would implement the approved mitigation measures
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outlined in the plan. Aswith all mitigation plans, there will be an intense monitoring period
that follows (usually 3 to 5 years) to ensure the restoration plan achieves the extent of growth
and cover specified in the agency’s permit authorization and has a good likelihood of
establishing permanently.

Complete avoidance of these habitats is not possible nor is it necessary due to the existence
of vegetation that is rare, threatened, or endangered. As noted in the Draft EIR/EA, the
disturbance of these habitats has been reduced to the extent possible by using existing access
roads. LADWRP is currently preparing mitigation plans with respect to native wetland
habitats. These planswill be subject to approval of and monitoring by the CDFG.

The prevention and control of runoff, erosion, and sedimentation related to the construction
and operations of the proposed project was one of the primary concerns in the development
of the project plans and the assessment of potential project impacts in the Draft EIR/EA.
Detailed grading plans at a 2-foot contour interval have been prepared for the project roads
and facility pads to minimize quantities of cut and fill necessary for the transport and
installation of project components, to ensure stabilization of drainageways, and to control and
direct runoff to minimize erosion. With the exception of the transmission line towers, none
of the project components would be located within the Pine Tree Canyon watershed.

As discussed in the Draft EIR/EA in Sections 2.0 (Description of the Proposed Project), 3.2
(Geology and Soils), and 3.3 (Hydrology and Water Quality), the drainage concept for the
project has been developed with the goal of retaining runoff flows at pre-development levels.
The objective is to eliminate and/or minimize drainage course changes and to incorporate
erosion and sedimentation control systems and devices such as rock riprap, detention basins,
revegetation, and other control devices on disturbed areas. No impervious surfaces are
proposed for the project, and permanent disturbance of the surface would only occur in those
areas that are in actual use for ongoing project maintenance and operations.

The plan provides that drainage waters would be returned to their original courses in the
same magnitude as that prior to the project. Wind turbine sites are to include detention
basins designed to reduce any peak discharge rates to pre-project values and to provide silt
capture. Incidental roadway drainage intercepted from side-slope cuts is to be returned to
natural courses at frequent intervals to reduce concentration. Areas of disturbance to the
natural ground cover for side-slopes and unused graded portions of the project are to be
replanted with native cover. Cover is to be re-established with species similar to those that
existed prior to the construction disturbance. Grading of roadways and turbine sites are to
adhere to the following design concepts.

* Rerouting of drainage to another discharge point in a different water course is to be
avoided.

» Whenever possible, grading is to be designed to evenly distribute runoff rather than
concentrate it.

* Regular use of over-side drains should be implemented to avoid longitudinal
concentration of drainage along the roadways.

» Exiting points of culverts and over-side drains are to be protected with rock riprap.

* Minor stilling basins are to be created by elevating grated inlets above flow line grade so
asto minimize silt transport and detain drainage waters.
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» Detention basins for peak flow reduction are to be used at the turbine sites when drainage
has the potential to increase runoff to any one watershed.

A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) will be developed and implemented for
the project to minimize erosion and the potential for discharge of pollutants from the site due
to clearing, grading, and other construction activities. The SWPPP will be prepared aong
with the project grading plan. The SWPPP and grading plan will be prepared in accordance
with County of Kern requirements. In addition, LADWP has committed to drainage and
erosion control standards for the project based on the Federal Highway Administration’s Best
Management Practices for Erosion and Sediment Control (FHWA FLP-94-005, 1995), which
in many instances exceeds County guidelines. Site-specific Best Management Practices
(BMPs) will be developed and implemented emphasizing the control of erosion and
sedimentation through such measures as retaining the origina vegetative cover where
possible; reducing the velocity of surface runoff and directing it away from disturbed areas,
and promptly stabilizing disturbed areas through revegetation or the use of inert materials,
such as straw mulching or erosion control matting. Silt fences and sediment barriers would
be maintained throughout construction and beyond until disturbed areas have been fully
stabilized with vegetation. Check structures, such as rock dams, hay bale check dams
(consisting of weed-free rice straw or other certified weed-free straw), dikes, and swales,
would be used where appropriate to reduce runoff velocity as well as to direct surface runoff
away from disturbed areas.

LADWRP, which would own, operate, and maintain the proposed project rather than simply
enter into purchase agreement for power produced by the project, is committed to long-term
maintenance of the roads and other graded areas in the project property. Numerous specific
mitigation measures related to the control of runoff, erosion, and sedimentation were
established for the proposed project in the Draft EIR/EA (see Sections 3.2, Geology and
Soils, and 3.3, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR/EA). With implementation of
the grading and drainage concept discussed above, including preparation of the SWPPP and
adherence to the SWPPP, County ordinances, and FHWA guidelines, the proposed project
would not result in significant adverse impacts related to erosion.

The proposed project includes adequate safeguards to protect cultural resources during
construction and operations. A Historic Properties Treatment Plan prepared for the project
will mitigate impacts to the seven archaeological sites determined eligible for nomination to
the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Cultural resources specialists who direct
the mitigation efforts will meet or exceed the Secretary of the Interior's professional
standards presented in 36 CFR Part 61. Mitigation measures are spelled out in detail in the
Historic Properties Treatment Plan, prepared to the specifications of BLM, which is the lead
agency under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. Prior to initiation of
construction activities, a discovery plan will be prepared specifying that, should any
unanticipated cultural materials be identified during construction, work activities would be
redirected elsawhere on the project until the significance of the find is evaluated by a
qualified archaeologist and an appropriate course of action is identified. The discovery plan
will also address actions to be taken in the event of the discovery of human remains,
including provisions for contacting the Native American Heritage Commission and
appropriate Tribes.
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Visual resource classifications along the Pacific Crest Trail refer to designations that may be
assigned to property adjacent to the trail by land and resource management agencies that have
jurisdiction over that property. Such classifications are typically used to establish objectives
for the management of activities located on the property to control impacts to visual
resources. Class Il generadly refers to a designation under the Visual Resource Inventory
system of BLM, which administers land through which portions of the Pecific Crest Trail
pass, approximately 2.5 miles southwest of the southwestern project property boundary and
approximately 1.5 miles west of the northwestern project property boundary. This BLM
property is located within the California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA) Plan boundaries.
As discussed in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR/EA (Visual Resources), a Visual Resource
Inventory has not yet been conducted for the BLM property within the CDCA. Based on
previous BLM Resource Management Plans that have been superseded by the CDCA Plan,
much of the BLM-administered property located in the area of the proposed project may have
been classified as Class 1. However, no facilities associated with the proposed project would
be located on BLM property within view of the Pacific Crest Trail. Furthermore, because the
trail is located along the west slope of the Sweet Ridge ridgeline as it crosses through the
BLM property near the proposed project, views to the project elements from these portions of
the trail would be effectively blocked.

As the Pacific Crest Trail passes to the east of Cache Peak and the west of the project
property, it crosses to the east side of the Sweet Ridge ridgeline and would provide
intermittent views of some project wind turbines. However, in this segment, the trail is
located entirely on private property, for which the County of Kern, which has land
management jurisdiction, has established no visua resource classifications similar to the
BLM Visua Resource Inventory system. However, the potential visual impact of the project
to the trail in this area was nonetheless assessed in the Draft EIR/EA employing County and
CEQA guiddlines for aesthetics. As discussed in the Draft EIR/EA, the trail in this area
passes relatively close to numerous existing Sky River Ranch wind turbinesin several places.
These turbines are clearly visible in the foreground distance zone from numerous locations
along the trail, including those locations from which the proposed project turbines would be
visible. Based on this context of the trail within an existing wind turbine development, it was
determined that relatively distant views of the project turbines would not generaly further
detract from the quality of the views in this area. The view of the proposed wind turbines
would also be intermittent, based on the changing conditions as the viewer moves along the
trail, primarily related to the relative locations of the viewer, the turbines, and the intervening
terrain and vegetation. Based on the distance of the proposed turbines from potential viewers
(approximately 2.5 to 5 miles), the backdrop setting of the turbines, the intervening terrain,
the intermittent nature of the view, and the trail’s relationship to existing wind turbines, the
proposed project would not exceed the County or CEQA thresholds of significance for
adverse effects to visual resources. Therefore, it was determined that the visua impacts from
the proposed project from viewpoints along this section of the Pacific Crest Trail would be
considered less than significant.

The visual simulations of the proposed wind turbines were carefully constructed to ensure an
accurate portrayal of the wind turbines as they would appear from locations along the Pacific
Crest Trail. Asdiscussed in the Draft EIR/EA, these simulations were prepared using visual
simulation software, including the precise placement of terrain features and project
components within photographs of the existing site. The simulations accurately depict the
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location, distance, scale, and appearance of the project components within the landscape
setting of the proposed project as they would be seen from the selected viewpoints.

More specifically, this process involved importing geographic information system (GIS) data
sets for the project area, including a USGS 10-meter digital elevation model (DEM) and the
Pacific Crest Trail alignment, into Virtual Nature Studio, a GlS-aware 3-D terrain modeler.
Photos taken from the trail of the proposed turbine sites were stitched together into a
panorama using PTGui (a panorama stitching software) to remove spherical distortion and
parallax error and to improve the positional accuracy of the turbines. The photos were also
color corrected and blended into a seamless image. Correlation between the site photos and
the DEM was achieved through matching of terrain features. The project turbines were
modeled using Kinetic 3D Studio Max based on drawings provided by the manufacturer.
The height of the turbines at the top of the turbine blade rotation was set at 340 feet. The
turbines were positioned within the DEM based on data point locations from the proposed
project site plans. All turbines were oriented west (i.e., facing the trail). Images were
initially rendered with the turbines and terrain model only to verify positional and scale
accuracy. The turbines were then rendered onto the panoramic photo of the existing site to
create the smulated image.

To compensate for atmospheric conditions that may tend to obscure visibility and to
conservatively simulate the appearance of the proposed project, the brightness and contrast of
the simulated image were adjusted to enhance the visbility of the proposed turbines.
Because of obvious limitations related to the field of view that can be represented distortion-
free on a two-dimensional image, the smulations do not include the existing Sky River
Ranch turbines that are located in the foreground view to the left and/or right of the simulated
image frame.

Based on the wind characteristics at the project property and the spacing requirements of the
proposed project wind turbines (Section 2.2.4 of the Draft EIR/EA discusses the proposed
spacing between turbines of 1.4 rotor diameters, which is the minimum that is technically
feasible), a further reduction in the overall project footprint would also entail a simultaneous
reduction in the number of wind turbines. To significantly lessen potential impacts of the
proposed project, the necessary reduction in the overall footprint (and the attendant reduction
in turbines) would decrease the electrical power-generating capacity substantially below the
energy production objectives of the proposed project.

As discussed in Section 3.13 (Alternatives to the Proposed Project) of the Draft EIR/EA, the
plan for the proposed project was devel oped based on a comprehensive planning process that
considered numerous factors within a broader study area than is currently reflected by the
boundaries of the project property. This study area consisted of approximately 21,500 acres,
which encompass the approximately 8,000-acre project property and include additional land
located to the southwest, south, and southeast of the property. Within the study area,
extensive surveys and data gathering were conducted to establish a framework for analysis
and decision making relative to the proposed project facility siting and construction. This
included an analysis of wind, biological, cultural, visual, and soils resources; topography; and
land use. This analysis included an investigation of approximately 125 turbine sites, which,
along with the associated road network and other project facilities, encompassed a total
footprint that extended over most of the 21,500-acre study area.
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A goa of the planning analysis was to reduce the overall footprint of the proposed project to
achieve a balance between attaining the project energy production objectives and minimizing
environmental impacts. A primary consideration in the siting of the proposed project
facilities was the avoidance or minimization of impacts to several resources and uses located
in the southwestern, southern, and southeastern portions of the broader project study area.
These included designated military aviation routes used in critical training and testing
missions; potentially significant biological resources, including raptor nesting areas and more
developed forest communities, potentially significant archaeological resources, including
habitation sites and temporary camps, steep terrain that would have entailed significant
grading to provide road access and structural pads for project facilities; and the Pacific Crest
National Scenic Trail, which traverses the far southwestern corner of the study area.

Based on avoidance of impacts to these resources and uses, the boundaries of the project
property were narrowed to their present configuration, encompassing approximately 8,000
acres located in the north-central part of the study area. Within these narrowed boundaries,
the intent of the project plan, while continuing to minimize or mitigate significant
environmental impacts, was to optimize wind energy production to achieve the project
objectives based on a cost-benefit analysis that balanced construction, operations, and
maintenance considerations with the anticipated output of each turbine. Therefore, even
within the 8,000-acre project property, the proposed plan represents a significant
consolidation of the wind turbine sites, roads, and other project facilities that make up the
overal project footprint than had originally been considered and analyzed. As mentioned
above, a further reduction in this project footprint, especially one that would substantially
lessen potential environmental impacts, would reduce power output significantly below the
project objectives relative to energy production.

The relocation of the proposed project as a means of reducing potential impacts associated
with the development at the proposed project site was discussed in Section 3.13 (Alternatives
to the Proposed Project) of the Draft EIR/EA. While many factors must be considered in the
siting of wind energy projects, a primary factor is the adequacy of the wind resource to
generate sufficient power in a cost-effective manner. As discussed in the Draft EIR/EA, the
Cdifornia Energy Commission has identified several areas of high wind resource potential in
Southern California. In addition to offshore areas around the Channel Idands, relatively
large areas have been identified in the southwestern corner of Imperial County, aong the
border with Mexico; in the Cajon Pass area in southwestern San Bernardino County; west of
the cities of Palmdale and Lancaster in northern Los Angeles County; in the San Gorgonio
Pass area near Palm Springs in Riverside County; and in the Tehachapi WRA, within which
the proposed project is located. San Gorgonio and Tehachapi are the most highly rated of
these resource areas in terms of wind energy production capability. Thisis evidenced by the
fact that virtually al wind energy development in Southern California has occurred within
these WRAS, representing approximately 2,000 GWh of annual energy output. As the
demand for renewable energy rises and as improved technologies increase the efficiency and
effectiveness of wind power generation, it is likely that additional wind energy projects may
be developed in many or all of the resource areas identified above.

An analysis to determine the capability for wind energy generation, the availability of
electrical transmission capacity, and the extent of potential environmental impacts related to
wind energy development in these various areas located throughout the Southern California
region is beyond the scope of this EIR/EA, which is project specific in nature. Such a broad
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analysis would more appropriately be accomplished in a Programmatic EIR and/or
Environmental Impact Statement conducted by a lead agency with jurisdiction over energy
and development policy at a regional or state level. Such a comprehensive analysis may
require the formation of a Joint Powers Authority consisting of numerous agencies and local
governments with an interest in wind development in Southern California.  LADWP is
proposing the Pine Tree Wind Development Project to help meet its stated goals for
renewable energy development, and the department will continue to develop renewable
energy sources of all types, potentialy including other specific wind energy projects in the
region.

However, the Draft EIR/EA did consider an aternative location in the vicinity of the
proposed project that has the potential to meet the project objectives relative to wind
resources, generation capacity, consolidated private property holdings, and proximity to
electrical transmission lines with available capacity (see Section 3.13 of the Draft EIR/EA).
It was concluded that the alternative site would not eliminate or substantially lessen any of
the impacts of the proposed project. While no other specific alternative sites were analyzed
because of the limitations described above, no site would be free of environmental impactsin
relation to the development of the proposed project. Recently proposed wind energy
developments at lower elevations in the Antelope Valley have raised concerns about visual,
recreation, and biological impacts related to the California Poppy Reserve. Likewise,
development of the proposed project at lower elevations closer to the existing LADWP Inyo-
Rinaldi transmission line adjacent to SR-14 would likely increase environmental impacts
related to visual resources, sensitive desert tortoise and Mohave ground squirrel habitat, and
critical military aviation training and testing missions.

Repowering an existing wind turbine site in the Tehachapi Pass Area was considered in
Section 3.13 (Alternatives to the Proposed Project) of the Draft EIR/EA. As mentioned by
the commenter and as discussed in the EIR/EA, the intent of this alternative would be to
reduce environmental effects associated with the construction and operations of the proposed
project by building at a site aready impacted by existing wind turbine development as
opposed to new construction in a currently undeveloped area. This repowering would entail
replacing aging, inefficient, and/or inoperable turbines with the proposed project turbines,
which would be more reliable, efficient, and productive.

As discussed in the Draft EIR/EA, the Tehachapi WRA consists of approximately 30 separate
wind turbine projects, with a total capacity of over 600 MW and an estimated annual energy
output of 1,200 GWh. Excluding the Sky River Ranch project, which is located on Sweet
Ridge to the west of the proposed project property, the Tehachapi WRA includes over 3,300
individual turbines, located primarily in the Tehachapi Pass area. The Tehachapi WRA
projects are under the ownership of approximately 12 different entities.

To implement a repowering, existing wind turbines would need to be demolished, potentially
including below-grade elements, such as foundations and electrical collection systems. The
grading of some new roads and foundation pads would also be necessary because the
proposed project turbines have different area and spacing requirements than existing turbines
in Tehachapi Pass. A new underground electrical collection system would be required.
Since limited capacity is currently available to transmit power generated in the Tehachapi
WRA, this alternative would include the construction of a new transmission line that would
connect to the existing LADWP Inyo-Rinaldi line, which runs roughly parallel to and west of
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SR-14. The exact alignment and length of this new line would be dependent on the location
of the turbine repowering site. Repowering would also include a new substation to convert
the voltage of the electrical energy generated by the wind turbines so that it could be
transmitted over the Inyo-Rinaldi line.

To accomplish a repowering and achieve the power generation objectives of the project in an
efficient and cost-effective manner, relatively consolidated property large enough to
accommodate the proposed number of turbines would be required to avoid segregating the
project into potentially widely separated areas. The existing wind energy projects in the
vicinity of Tehachapi Pass extend over a total area of approximately 20 square miles. The
proposed project property consists of approximately 12.5 square miles, and while the project
facilities themselves do not actually cover this entire area, based on the wind resource and
terrain characteristics of the site and the requirements of the proposed turbines, the overal
footprint of the project extends over the majority of the project property. Even assuming that
significantly greater efficiency in wind turbine configuration could be achieved in the
Tehachapi Pass area than at the proposed project site, a repowering project would still require
the acquisition of a large proportion of the existing wind turbine developments, potentially
under the ownership of several different entities.

Along with the acquisition of large portions of existing Tehachapi WRA wind projects,
energy contracts associated with these projects would hinder implementation of a repowering
alternative for the LADWP project. Southern California Edison currently has purchase
agreements for the power produced at nearly all the wind projects in the Tehachapi WRA.
The only exception to thisis a power purchase agreement held by San Diego Gas and Electric
for the power produced at a single recently constructed new wind project in Tehachapi Pass.
These agreements are generally long term, extending up to 30 years. While repowering of
wind energy projects could be a valid means to reduce potential project impacts, the current
power purchase agreements limit the availability of the existing wind developments for
repowering to meet LADWP's project objectives of increasing the amount of energy it
generates or acquires from renewable power sources. Because of the limitations imposed by
these contracts, the acquisition of arelatively consolidated area that would be large enough to
accommodate the proposed project is essentialy infeasible at thistime.

Development of a wind energy project similar in scope to the proposed project on private
property located north of and adjacent to the proposed project property was considered in
Section 3.13 of Draft EIR/EA (Alternatives to the Proposed Project) as a possible approach to
reducing any potential environmental impacts of the proposed project. As discussed in the
Draft EIR/EA, this dternative site has similar wind resource, real estate, and transmission
access characteristics to those found at the proposed project property. However, because this
alternative site is also similar in character to the proposed project property in terms of terrain,
soils, vegetation, wildlife, and cultural resources, potential environmental impacts related to
project construction and operations would generally be expected to be comparable to those
generated at the proposed project site. It was therefore determined that development of a
wind energy project at this alternative site would not eliminate or substantially lessen any of
the impacts associated with the proposed project.

Portions of the property located north of the proposed project have been studied in the past
for their potential for wind energy generation, but there are currently no wind energy
development projects planned for this area. However, as was discussed in Section 3.11 of the
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Draft EIR/EA (Cumulative Impacts), as the demand for renewable energy risesin California
and as improved technologies increase the efficiency and effectiveness of wind power
generation, additional wind energy projects may be developed within the Tehachapi WRA in
the future, including the property north of the proposed project. If a specific project were to
be proposed at this site in the future, further analysis would need to be conducted at that time
to evaluate the merits and the potential environmental impacts of that project.

As noted in the response to Comments 6.2 and 6.11, the Draft EIR/EA did address
cumulative impacts and concluded that (with the exception of a temporary impact to air
quality in relation to County of Kern significance thresholds) the project, when considered in
conjunction with the related projects, would not create any temporary or long-term impacts
that would be regarded as cumulatively significant. The proposed project’s direct temporary
and permanent impacts affect approximately 238 acres of habitat out of 8,000 acres within
the project property (or 21,500 acres when considering the broader project study area).
Clearly, this project does not contribute substantially to habitat fragmentation.
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santa monica bay audubon Sl)l:iftf\_/ TANIA S. BONFIGLIO

January 4, 2005

Ms Tania Bonfiglio

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
111 North Hope Street, Room 1044

Los Angeles, California 90012

Re: Comments on the Pine Tree Wind Development Project Draft Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Assessment (DEIR/EA) Issued November 9, 2004, by LADWP and BLM.

Dear Ms. Bonfiglio,

As an advocate for environmental protection, opposition to this project seems to suggest opposition to
clean, renewable energy, which is far from the case. However, TOTAL environmental costs must be
assessed versus the relatively minor contribution of 1.5% annual increase in energy production for
LADWP customers that this project may be able to supply. Further, the monetary costs of this project to
DWP customers ought to be balanced against alternatives such as a campaign for “energy conservation™
(wasteful use is obvious and rampant), or for development of a requirement for widespread installation on
new construction of solar energy units. Re-locating the project to a less sensitive area adjacent to existing
transmission lines and related facilities would be the most acceptable solution.

The real purpose of the proposed 80 wind turbines suggests they would be an energy source justification
for further housing developments projected in the Antelope Valley and Tehachapi areas. The acreage of
desert land destroyed in such developments is yet another huge, permanent loss to the environment, the
economic benefits being temporary and minimal.

(Los Angeles should promote new growth as vertical structures, preserving open space for recreation,
plants, and wildlife habitat).

Widening and cutting the many roads required for access and maintenance of this installation would
permanently impact acres of habitat. The plants, birds and animals at risk are enumerated in the EA, but
the Assessment severely understates the numbers and consequences, first, because the periods of
assessment for birds and wildlife were very limited in time, cursory at best, did not take place with view
to the migration of birds or bats, which largely happens at night and at certain periods of the year. Strike
counts did not allow for the rapid disappearance of carcasses of smaller species. The study extrapolates
data-estimates from the Tehachapi Wind Project to predict 4 raptor deaths per year in the Lone Pine Tree
Development. That may not be a valid reference considering the difference in habitat of the Lone Pine
Tree’s undeveloped area and wildlife resources, but, in any case, the kill is not tolerable, especially if one
or two of those losses were the Golden Eagle. If the nation-wide population of Golden Eagles would not
noticeably be impacted, the local population would certainly be devastated. Raptors range widely. Two
eagle nests, at least, are known within a few miles of the project. An eagle was sighted during the survey.
Red-tailed Hawks are numerous. Great-horned and other owls breeding in this zone would be at risk and
are frequent victims of strikes elsewhere. Passerines were scarcely considered but are undoubtedly
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L etter 7
Cont’d.

frequent turbine victims and very familiar to those of us who bird in the Jawbone-Butterbredt Area of
7.4 Critical Concern.
Cont'd

Besides local residents, thousands of migrating birds pass through the canyons and over ridges en-rout to
Kelso Valley, the Kern River Preserve and the Kern Plateau. They cannot be presumed to confine

75 themselves to Butterbredt Canyon where they are observed and counted. Nor is lack of nesting proximity
to turbines a valid indicator of potential bird strikes. Apparently, no consideration has been given to the
known migration of thousands of Turkey Vultures that pass over these ridges to reach the Kern Valley.

In enumerating State Endangered plants such as the Mojave Tar Plant, known to be present within the
project area, they would certainly be at risk for destruction, especially if the Jawbone Canyon access is
7.6 used. Restoring topsoil and re-vegetating would not ensure re-establishment of original flora or ground
appearance. Disturbed desert soils are notoriously slow to return to original vegetation and structure. Re-
planting could take repeated efforts over several years, which seems an unlikely scenario in this case.

Further, the use of Jawbone Canyon for access to this project is highly contrary to the public’s interests.
Enormous dust, air pollution, noise, collision hazards, traffic delays and road deconstruction would
effectively prevent would-be hikers, campers, bird watchers, motorcyclists, and residents from using this
route for a year or more after the beginning of development, with no benefit accruing to themselves,
Warning signs and flagmen would not make passage easy or feasible. This public road would essentially
be destroyed due to heavy loads and equipment passing and the necessity of widening the road. Promise
of restoration and repaving really do not mitigate the process. No part of the BLM lands should be
dedicated for this type of use. It would be a violation of the rights of the many other users for the benefit
of a single agency. Residents and recreationalists would be prevented from passing through and enjoying
this scenic canyon. Hikers on the project-adjacent backbone trail would be aware of decidedly unnatural
noises and unsuitable activity of heavy equipment on their wilderness journey.

1.7

In summary, the following alternative are recommended:
7.8

# 1 - No project

# 5 - Relocate proposed project

# 7A - Use Pine Tree Road as (sole) primary project access
# 7B - Use Sky River Ranch as primary project access.

These appear to be the feasible and only alternatives that are not objectionable on many of the grounds
mentioned above.

Thank you for considering this comment letter.

Sincerely,

MZZZESHDA Conservation Co-Chairman

4310 Ocean View Drive
Malibu, CA 90263

goldencrownking/a .com

oc: Peter Graves, BLM
Hector Villalobos, Ridgecrest, BLM
Keith Axelson, Sageland Ranch, Weldon CA
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7.1

Responsesto L etter 7
Santa Monica Bay Audubon Society, January 4, 2005

As discussed in Section 1.2 of the EIR, the proposed project is needed so that LADWP may
meet commitments to supply an increased share of its electrical generation capacity from
clean and renewable energy sources. LADWP has proposed a Renewable Portfolio Standard
(RPS) intended to increase the amount of energy it produces from renewable power sources
to 13 percent of its energy sales to retail customers by 2010 and to 20 percent by 2017. The
20 percent objective, although self-imposed by LADWP and the City of Los Angeles, is the
same as that required of investor-owned utilities under state legislated mandates. This
renewable energy commitment is intended to complement, not replace, LADWP's ongoing
commitments to energy efficiency and solar programs. Programs such as demand side
management (DSM), distributed generation (DG), repowering of in-basin generation, and
solar are complementary to the proposed project and will continue as planned whether or not
the proposed project isimplemented.

DSM programs are aimed at both a reduction in energy consumption for specific end uses
(customer energy efficiency) and load management (a shifting of load to off-peak hours). To
implement these programs, LADWP considered the unique energy use characteristics for
each end user and divided its customer base into the following four sectors. large
commercial, industrial, governmental, and residential/small business. To promote market
transformation and energy savings for commercial rate customers, LADWP established the
Commercia and Industrial energy efficiency programs, collectively known as Efficiency LA.
Partnering with area contractors, manufacturers, and customers, LADWFP's Efficiency LA
programs provide cash incentives for the replacement of older, energy-wasting equipment
with new energy efficient equipment, including heating, ventilating, and air conditioning
systems (HVAC); chillers;, and commercial lighting. The City of Los Angeles is one of
LADWP's largest commercial customers in terms of both the number of facilities and its
electrical energy consumption. As such, LADWP is focusing attention on improving the
efficiency of existing City facilities, which include incentives for lighting, HVAC, and chiller
retrofits of those facilities.

In 2002, LADWP launched a program providing consumer rebates for its residential
customers. The Residential Consumer Rebate Program provides cash incentives for
customers who purchase and install qualifying high-efficiency equipment, including air-
conditioning equipment and controls, appliances, lighting products/ceiling fans, and high-
efficiency pool pumps. The program has received wide support and has effectively promoted
energy efficiency in the residential sector with over 25,000 rebates provided to LADWP
customers. Additionally, the Residential Consumer Rebate Program has contributed to
uniform utility rebates throughout California while promoting the use of high-efficiency
equipment and appliances in the LADWP service territory.

These DSM programs are expected to result in 14 megawatts (MW) of peak demand
reduction and over 500 gigawatt-hours of energy savings over the life of the included
measures. The average costs of achieving these savings are $482 per kilowatt (kW) and
$0.013 per kW-hour over the expected life of the installed efficiency measures. Based on a
recommendation by a 2002 Controller’ s Office audit, the Total Resource Cost Test was used
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to evaluate the cost-effectiveness of these programs. The results of that test show that each
$1.00 spent on these programs yields $2.75 in societal benefits.

DG places small electric generators of various types at or near the point of demand. This
provides energy to customers with reduced losses when compared to traditional central
generation stations and distribution systems. DG systems include fuel cells, microturbines,
and other engines. Currently, DG technology is more expensive than central station
generation, but it is anticipated that costs will decline in the future. It is estimated that the
DG programs will generate energy savings of approximately 17 MW by 2005 and 70 MW by
2010.

Repowering refers to the modernization of LADWP's large gas-fired generating stations
located in the Los Angeles basin. This modernization entails the replacement of 10 aging and
inefficient conventional steam boiler generating units with combined cycle generating
systems (CCGSs), in which the exhaust heat from natural gas-fired turbines is recaptured and
used to produce steam that in turn drives a steam turbine to produce additional e ectrical
energy. The CCGSs are significantly more efficient than the traditional steam boiler
generator units, resulting in an approximate 30 percent reduction in fuel consumption per unit
of energy produced. This increased efficiency, along with modern air pollution control
systems installed as a component of the CCGSs, will in turn lead to significant reductions in
air pollutant and carbon dioxide emissions when compared to the existing generating stations.
At present, four existing in-basin generating units have been replaced with CCGSs, another
two units are currently being replaced, and the replacement of two additional unitsis in the
planning stages.

LADWFP's Solar Photovoltaic Incentive Program provides an incentive payment to LADWP
customers that purchase and install their own solar power systems. The goal of the solar
program is to support the generation of clean local renewable energy by providing incentives
for the installation of solar photovoltaic systems throughout Los Angeles and to foster a self-
sustaining solar photovoltaic industry by reducing the incentive amount over time. LADWP
also provides an additional incentive payment for systems using photovoltaic modules
manufactured in the City of Los Angeles. The goa of the Los Angeles Manufacturing Credit
is to promote local economic development through manufacturing and job creation within the
City of Los Angeles and to reduce costs through increased volume and competition.

To ensure broad and equitable distribution of incentive funds among all customer classes, the
Solar Photovoltaic Incentive Program’s available funding is allocated among small, medium,
and large customer categories. Only permanently installed systems are eligible for
incentives. Separate from the categories listed above, incentive funding is also available for
qualifying affordable housing projects. Also, customers installing solar power systems are
eligible for LADWFP's Net Energy Metering program, which allows customers whose solar
power systems generate more electricity than they use to receive an energy credit toward
future energy use.

Initiated in 2000, LADWP's Solar Photovoltaic Incentive Program is now one of the largest
programs of its kind available nationwide. The incentives offered through this program meet
or exceed other incentive programs offered by municipally- as well as investor-owned
utilities. At present, nearly 10 MW of solar energy have been added through the incentive
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program and City facility installations. LADWP has extended the Solar Photovoltaic
Incentive Program until June 2011, with atotal commitment of $150 million.

As part of LADWP' s ongoing commitment to initiatives that reduce energy use and improve
air quality, LADWP launched its Trees for a Green LA program in 2002. Trees for a Green
LA provides residential customers with knowledge to plant and care for shade trees around
their homes. Residents are eligible to receive up to seven free shade trees. By providing
natural urban shading, mature trees help reduce air conditioning use and associated costs at
homes and other building by up to 20 percent. An independent analysis of Trees for a Green
LA, conducted by the U.S. Department of Agriculture Forest Service's Center for Urban
Forest Research, shows that the annual average energy savings per tree planted will total 81
kilowatt-hours. By reducing energy use, trees directly lessen the air pollution that comes
from the generation of electricity. The analysis also indicates that, over the expected 30-year
lifespan of the first 200,000 trees planted, the program will reduce the emission of smog-
forming pollutants by more than 7,600 tons. By removing carbon dioxide from the
atmosphere and reducing carbon dioxide emissions from electricity generation, trees help
lower the rate of global warming. To date, over 28,260 shade trees have been planted
through Trees for a Green LA. In addition to the Trees for a Green LA program, LADWP
sponsors the Cool Schools program, under which over 8,260 shade trees have been planted to
date on school campusesin the City.

The relocation of the proposed project as a means of reducing potential impacts associated
with the development at the proposed project site was discussed in Section 3.13 (Alternatives
to the Proposed Project) of the Draft EIR/EA. While many factors must be considered in the
siting of wind energy projects, a primary factor is the adequacy of the wind resource to
generate sufficient power in a cost-effective manner. As discussed in the Draft EIR/EA, the
Cdifornia Energy Commission has identified several areas of high wind resource potential in
Southern California. In addition to offshore areas around the Channel Idands, relatively
large areas have been identified in the southwestern corner of Imperial County, aong the
border with Mexico; in the Cajon Pass area in southwestern San Bernardino County; west of
the cities of Palmdale and Lancaster in northern Los Angeles County; in the San Gorgonio
Pass area near Palm Springs in Riverside County; and in the Tehachapi WRA, within which
the proposed project is located. San Gorgonio and Tehachapi are the most highly rated of
these resource areas in terms of wind energy production capability. Thisis evidenced by the
fact that virtually al wind energy development in Southern California has occurred within
these WRAS, representing approximately 2,000 GWh of annual energy output. As the
demand for renewable energy rises and as improved technologies increase the efficiency and
effectiveness of wind power generation, it is likely that additional wind energy projects may
be developed in many or all of the resource areas identified above.

An analysis to determine the capability for wind energy generation, the availability of
electrical transmission capacity, and the extent of potential environmental impacts related to
wind energy development in these various areas located throughout the Southern California
region is beyond the scope of this EIR/EA, which is project specific in nature. Such a broad
analysis would more appropriately be accomplished in a Programmatic EIR and/or
Environmental Impact Statement conducted by a lead agency with jurisdiction over energy
and/or development policy at a regional or state level. Such a comprehensive analysis may
require the formation of a Joint Powers Authority consisting of humerous agencies and local
governments with an interest in wind development in Southern California.  LADWP is
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proposing the Pine Tree Wind Development Project to help meet its stated goals for
renewable energy development, and the department will continue to develop renewable
energy sources of all types, potentialy including other specific wind energy projects in the
region.

However, the Draft EIR/EA did consider an aternative location in the vicinity of the
proposed project that has the potential to meet the project objectives relative to wind
resources, generation capacity, consolidated private property holdings, and proximity to
electrical transmission lines with available capacity (see Section 3.13 of the Draft EIR/EA).
It was concluded that the alternative site would not eliminate or substantially lessen any of
the impacts of the proposed project. While no other specific aternative sites were analyzed
because of the limitations described above, no site would be free of environmental impacts in
relation to the development of the proposed project. Recently proposed wind energy
developments at lower elevations in the Antelope Valley have raised concerns about visual,
recreation, and biological impacts related to the California Poppy Reserve. Likewise,
development of the proposed project at lower elevations closer to the existing LADWP Inyo-
Rinaldi transmission line adjacent to SR-14 would likely increase environmental impacts
related to visual resources, sensitive desert tortoise and Mohave ground squirrel habitat, and
critical military aviation training and testing missions.

The proposed project would not support the energy needs for further housing development in
the Antelope Valley and Tehachapi areas, nor does LADWP possess the authority to supply
power to such development outside the Los Angeles City limits. Unlike investor-owned
electrical utilities, which may market their services for power supply to communities
throughout the state, LADWP, in accordance with the Los Angeles City Charter, is
responsible for providing a reliable supply of electrica power to residential, commercial,
government, and other customers located within the boundaries of the City of Los Angeles.
The objective of the proposed project is not to create surplus energy for the open marketplace
but to help meet the projected electrical energy demands of City of Los Angeles customers
while increasing the share of the power used by LADWP that is generated from clean and
renewabl e energy sources.

The biological studies at the proposed project site were initiated over 2 years ago, and avian
studies are continuing at present and would continue through the first year of operations. The
Pine Tree studies were approached in a manner widely accepted for complex biological
analysis, following a phased progression of study that builds a basis of general information
followed by progressively more detailed work. The methodologies, protocols, and extent of
these surveys were documented in the Draft EIR/EA in the biological resources section. To
summarize, studies were initiated in December of 2002 with a general biological habitat
assessment over (at that time) a 33-square-mile project study area. EXisting vegetation
communities were delineated, potential habitats for sensitive plants and wildlife associations
within those communities were mapped, and searches for sign of sensitive plant and wildlife
species were completed. Based on the results of the December 2002 habitat assessment, and
considering a list of sensitive species with the potential to occur within the project area
assembled through literature review, focused surveys were conducted in the spring and
summer of 2003. The characterization of wildlife usage of the site included direct
observations of avian species as well as research regarding avian species likely to occur. The
amount of time spent in the field was consistent with biological survey practice for wildlife
characterization and was accomplished by professional biologists with significant experience
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with Southern California desert and mountain habitats. Field work was supplemented with
research of published literature applicable to the region.

During these initial field visits to the site, which included the spring 2003 season, a
remarkable characteristic of the site was the lack of observed bird activity, particularly
raptors. A higher level of use by raptors typically would be expected. The biological survey
team also noted a low level of riparian and songbird activity. Relative to song birds and
riparian activity, California Department of Fish and Game wildlife biologists visiting the site
confirmed this lack of activity and commented that the riparian areas appeared to not be well
enough developed or extensive enough to be attractive to nesting riparian birds, including
sensitive species like Southwestern willow flycatcher, yellow-billed cuckoo, and least Bell's
vireo.

Under most circumstances, the relative absence of observed avian activity during spring
would lead to the conclusion that the potential for significant impact would be low. In spite
of this, and in consideration of the comments on the Notice of Preparation suggesting that
one year of avian baseline information should be collected, LADWP decided to initiate a
formal avian protocol survey. Dr. Michael Morrison, a nationally recognized avian biologist,
was retained to develop a survey protocol and conduct the studies.

The avian protocol developed for this project is responsive to the level of effort
recommended in the National Wind Coordinating Committee (NWCC) Guidance Document
(Anderson et al. 1999) and the recently released United States Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) Interim Guidelines. The NWCC Guidelines call for an initial reconnaissance
survey. The goal is to identify locations or sites that have a high probability of substantial
bird fatalities. Reconnaissance surveys are composed of several site visits, a literature
survey, analysis of unpublished data, interviews with local experts, and other information that
might be available. Assuming no significant biological issues are raised following the
reconnaissance survey, a Level 1 Survey is initiated. The Level 1 Survey is designed to
quantify the numbers, species, and activity of birds in the project area. Available avian
mortality data indicate that individual turbines are often responsible for the majority of
fatalities in a development because they are located in locations that attract birds, such as
near gullies or concentrations of prey. The survey protocol also addressed the potential for
occurrence of bats. Specific pre-construction surveys are designed to site turbines such that
minima or no mitigation is required during facility operation. Level 2 Surveys, which
include detailed assessment of population effects due to avian fatalities, are seldom needed,
especialy if reconnaissance and Level 1 Surveys were implemented properly. Only the high
mortality rate of golden eagles at the Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area (WRA) has
resulted in aLevel 2 Study to date.

The study protocols, observations, point counts, and statistical results of the avian survey,
which included the important spring season, were presented in the Draft EIR/EA (with
specifics included in Appendix F within Appendix D). It must be emphasized that these data
are not derived from Tehachapi WRA or any other areas in the region. They are derived
from direct observations and monitoring that occurred over a 2-year period of time at the
Pine Tree project site. The use of avian data from the Tehachapi WRA was done only to
provide a comparison to test the reasonableness of the Pine Tree conclusions. While there
are distinct differences between the project site and the Tehachapi WRA, there are also
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similarities that allow for such direct comparison, with qualification provided in the Pine
Tree survey report.

Based on a comparison of the use of Pine Tree by birds relative to other existing wind
developments, fatalities are predicted to be at the low end of that which is quantified
elsewhere for both raptors and songbirds. In spite of the fact that some wind developments
lie directly in areas that are known migration routes, Erickson et a. (2002) summarized the
observed and likely potential impact of wind farms on passerine and other non-raptorial
birds, including nocturnally migrating species. They found that nocturnal migrants are
estimated to comprise approximately 50 percent of the fatalities at new wind projects
(estimated range 34 to 59%) based on timing and species observed during standardized
fatality monitoring. There has been no reported large episodic mortality event (e.g., >50
passerine birds during a single night) recorded at a U.S. wind plant. Two small nocturnal
avian mortality events have been published at U.S. wind plants. Fourteen nocturnal
migrating passerines at two turbines at Buffalo Ridge (Minnesota) were killed on one night
during spring migration after a thunderstorm. At the Mountaineer Wind Energy Center, West
Virginia, 33 (47.8%) of 69 passerine fatalities occurred on one night at a few turbines
adjacent to a well-lit substation during spring migration (Kerns and Kerlinger 2004). The
data suggest that sodium vapor lamps at the substation were the primary attractant, since
fatality locations were correlated with the location of the substation, and the other turbines
away from the substation had few fatalities documented the morning after the event. After
the lights were turned off at the substation, no events occurred. Erickson et al. (2002) were
not aware of any other mortality events greater than afew birds at single or adjacent turbines
found during a single search at any U.S. wind plant.

Several studies have been published regarding extrapolated bird passage rates (McCrary et al.
1983; Mabee and Cooper 2004; Mabee and Cooper 2001; Johnson et a. 2002). We are
aware of only a few studies that have attempted to compare fatality rates to bird passage
rates. McCrary et al. (1986) estimated approximately 6,800 annual bird fatalities at the San
Gorgonio wind project in California, with an estimate of approximately 75 million migrants
passing through during fall and spring migration. McCrary et al. (1986) believed the
mortality levels were biologically insignificant. Radar studies conducted in the vicinity of
the Buffalo Ridge wind project (over 400 turbines) in Minnesota suggested that as many as
3.5 million birds may migrate over the wind development area, and fatality studies suggest
only afew hundred migrating songbirds are killed each spring. Radar studies at the Stateline
Wind Project, a large facility (454 turbines) with its northern boundary located within 1.5
miles of the Columbia River, indicate a large number of birds migrate over that facility
(severa hundred thousand to over a million) during spring migration, and the fatality studies
suggest a very small number result in collisions (Erickson et a. 2004). A similar pattern was
observed for the nearby Nine Canyon facility (Cooper and Mabee 2001; Erickson et al.
2003b).

Rappole (1995) reviewed the behavior of migrating passerine birds including activities
during stopovers. Most passerines migrate at night and rest and forage during the day. He
noted that migrating flocks would sometimes spend several days in a location before
continuing migration, while others would leave the evening of their arrival day. He thought
that differences in stopover time were likely related to the physiological condition of
individual birds, given that poor weather was not the reason for remaining at alocation. He
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also noted that habitat selection was species specific, ranging from highly selective to very
broad, and was at least partially based on abird’s energetic state.

Most studies of North American bird migration using techniques such as radar have
suggested that nocturnal migrants follow a broadfront migration pattern, flying at high
altitudes, where they are not affected by variation in surface topography (e.g., Lowery and
Newman 1966; Able 1972; Richardson 1972; Williams et a. 1977 in Williams et al. 2001).
While there is some expected mortality of nighttime migrants, numbers of fatalities for
individual species from the many fatality studies conducted in the West suggest levels
inconsequential to the affected species (Erickson et al. 2002).

As the fall 2004 and winter 2005 avian surveys continued, Dr. Morrison did not encounter
large numbers of migratory birds using the proposed project site for foraging and resting; no
large flocks of migrating raptors or passerines were observed.

In summary, the data continue to support the conclusion that the Pine Tree project site does
not serve as a major pathway or stopover area for migrating birds. The few instances in
which relatively large numbers of migrating passerine birds have been killed in wind
developments have been apparently due to a combination of poor weather and lights
reflecting off of alow cloud ceiling. The proposed wind turbines would be located in the
western end of Jawbone Canyon, some 10 miles from the mouth of the canyon, near SR-14.
Anecdotal information from at least one Draft EIR/EA commenter and an unpublished report
indicate that the localized spring migration in the area is from southeast to northwest and that
some of the migration is captured in northwest-southeast trending canyons, such as the east
portion of Jawbone Canyon. The Jawbone Canyon migration continues in a northwesterly
direction up Alphie and Hoffman canyons through the topographic pinch point of Butterbredt
Springs. This would take the localized migration well east of the proposed project property,
which encompasses northeast-southwest trending portions of upper Jawbone Canyon. Our
data based on extensive field observations show that there are no other logical reasons, such
as good habitat or adequate cover and water, for a substantial number of birds to be loafing or
resting in the proposed turbine areas.

The Pine Tree Wind Project Biological Technical Report and the avian surveys affirm that
golden eagles were observed at the site and that the site is within their range. No nest of a
golden eagle was found on site in spring 2004; one pair was seen occasionally on the eastern
edge of the site. Golden eagles, like al other raptors that would be expected at the site, are
distributed throughout the Tehachapi Mountains and Southern California. Thus, there is no
local population, which by definition would require that the birds be almost completely
isolated (for breeding/genetic purposes) from other populations. The loss of a golden eagle
would not jeopardize the species or extirpate them from the genera or local area.

Please see response to Comment 7.4 with respect to migrating birds and wind turbine
mortality. In addition, the project’s avian survey sampled raptors including turkey vultures.
Few were seen (although they do migrate through the general area to the west), and data from
numerous Western wind developments show that vultures (for not completely understood
reasons) are seldom killed by wind turbines. This includes the Tehachapi area, where
Anderson et al. (2004) found that even though the area may experience relatively high use
periodically by turkey wvultures, their fatality was low, suggesting they are not very
susceptible to collisions.
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Although the Draft EIR/EA listed numerous species within whose general range the proposed
project site is located, site-specific sensitive plant surveys were conducted by qualified
biologists at the appropriate time of year based on known growth cycles to confirm either the
presence or absence of these species. No sensitive plant populations or individuals were
observed along Jawbone Canyon Road or in the areas of the project site within the project
footprint. Many of the sensitive plant surveys were conducted in spring 2003 following
record winter rains. No sensitive plants were located within the areas of proposed
disturbance.

The Draft EIR/EA recognizes the intense use that the Jawbone Canyon Open Area can
receive from off-highway vehicle users as well as other recreation users. The level of this
use varies markedly, depending on the season, the day of the week, and holiday periods.
During the summer season and even on non-holiday weekdays in the winter season, the use
of the Open Areais generaly very light. However, during late fall, winter, and spring, many
thousands of people may visit and use the Open Area for camping and off-highway vehicle
recreation on a single holiday weekend. In Section 3.7 (Transportation), the Draft EIR/EA
identifies the conflict relative to use and safety in the Open Area during these high use
periods related to project construction vehicle traffic on Jawbone Canyon Road as it traverses
the Open Area.

The proposed project construction is expected to last approximately 10 months. The 2,100
truck trips projected for the proposed project construction represent 1,050 deliveries to the
site. Each inbound (laden) and each outbound (unladen) truck trip was counted separately for
traffic analysis purposes, resulting in a total of 2,100 one-way trips (1,050 round trips) on
Jawbone Canyon Road. Based on a conservative assumption that 80 percent of these
estimated truck trips would occur over a 6-month period (rather than being evenly distributed
over the entire 10-month construction schedule), an average of approximately 11 truck trips
per day on Jawbone Canyon Road would be expected. This would represent an average of
dlightly over one trip per hour over a 10-hour workday, with each incoming truck and each
outgoing truck representing a single trip. Since this number is an average, more or fewer
trips may actually occur in a given day or hour, but the average figure nonetheless helps
place the level of expected construction traffic on Jawbone Canyon Road in context, and, in
general, it is not likely to contribute to significant traffic delays on the road. In addition,
based on the currently projected construction schedule, many of these deliveries would occur
outside the seasonal timeframe of heaviest recreation use in the Jawbone Open Area, which
occurs from late fall to late spring. Most would also occur on days of the week when there is
little or no recreation activity in the Open Area. This traffic would be temporary in nature,
related only to the 10-month construction period of the project. The long-term operations of
the project would require approximately 10 to 12 employees and only occasiona truck
deliveries on Jawbone Canyon Road.

However, as discussed in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR/EA, even taking into account the level,
timing, and temporary nature of traffic as discussed above, the impact caused by
construction-related traffic to the recreation use in the Jawbone Canyon Open Area would be
considered significant if not mitigated. Accordingly, Mitigation Measure 7.4 of the Draft
EIR/EA requires the development of a transportation safety plan for construction traffic on
Jawbone Canyon Road. The intent of this plan is to eliminate or substantialy reduce the
potential conflicts between the construction traffic and recreation users in the Open Area.
The plan is to be developed in coordination with the Kern County Roads Department and
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BLM (including, as appropriate, Steering Committee representatives) as part of the County
road permit and BLM right-of-way grant processes. The plan would become a condition of
these permits and grants. The plan will provide rules, physical controls, and enforcement
provisions for construction traffic to minimize conflicts. However, most significantly, the
plan will establish time periods (related to the high recreation use periods of the Open Area)
during which no deliveries of equipment or materials would be allowed on Jawbone Canyon
Road and during which construction workers would be shuttled to and from the project site in
multi-passenger vehicles. As mentioned above, the transportation safety plan is to be
prepared as part of the County roads permit and BLM right-of-way grant processes.
However, Mitigation Measure 7.4 of the Draft EIR/EA has been modified to more
specifically indicate the types of provisions and limitations that will be minimally included in
the plan. Please see Section 3.0 (Changes to the Draft EIR/EA) of the EA/Final EIR for the
complete revised text of MM 7.4.

While some improvements to Jawbone Canyon Road are required (e.g., near the eastern end
of the road to improve drainage and wet weather access and where the road crosses the Los
Angeles Aqueducts), no widening of the road within the Open Areais planned. The timing
of these road improvements would avoid high recreation use periods in the Open Area
Mitigation Measure 7.3 of the Draft EIR/EA provides that Jawbone Canyon Road will be
kept in safe operating condition during the project construction period and completely
repaired at the conclusion of construction to ensure safety of travel by users. In addition,
video records of the road will be created prior to the start of construction and be made
available upon request to alow assessment of any damage to the roads from construction
traffic. Any damage will be repaired in accordance with County specifications.

Although a right-of-way grant is required to cross BLM land for project construction and
operations access, Jawbone Canyon Road is a County-maintained public road within the
entire Open Area. The Open Area consists of roughly equal portions of public (BLM) and
private land, and Jawbone Canyon Road as it crosses the Open Area is likewise equally
situated on public and private land. The proposed project is utilizing this public road, not the
Open Area itsdlf, to provide access to the project property. As discussed in Section 1.0
(Introduction) of the Draft EIR/EA, the use of Jawbone Canyon Road for project access is
consistent with BLM land management policies that promote the appropriate development of
wind energy. In accordance with the BLM’s Interim Wind Energy Development Policy
(IM2003-020), rights-of-way should be managed to encourage the development of wind
energy in acceptable areas while minimizing impacts to natural, cultural, and visual resources
on the public lands. With the implementation of the proposed transportation safety plan as a
condition of the road permits and right-of-way grants, including provisions for periods of
time during which no deliveries or individual construction worker trips would be allowed on
Jawbone Canyon Road, the potential impacts to existing recreation land use would be less
than significant and the proposed project would be consistent with both BLM land use and
wind energy development policy.

Section 15126.6 (a) of the State CEQA Guidelines provides that project alternatives should
focus on those that “would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project.” The
No Project Alternative would not attain any of the project objectives. However, an
evauation of a No Project Alternative is nonetheless required under CEQA and NEPA.
According to the CEQA Guidelines, the No Project Alternative isintended to “allow decision
makers to compare the impacts of approving the proposed project with the impacts of not

2-79 Pine Tree Wind Development Project EA/Final EIR



2.0 LETTER COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR/EA AND RESPONSES

approving the proposed project.” As discussed in Section 3.13 (Alternatives to the Proposed
Project) of the Draft EIR/EA, the No Project Alternative would obviously avoid the site-
specific impacts associated with the proposed project since no construction activities or long-
term operations would occur at the project site. However, because it would not provide any
renewable energy sources for the production of electrical power, the No Project Alternative
would result in a continued dependence on fossil fuels to generate the power that would have
been realized from the proposed wind turbines. Likewise, there would be a continuation in
the air pollutant emissions and greenhouse gases associated with the sustained use of these
fossl fuels.

The relocation of the proposed project as a means of reducing potential impacts associated
with the development at the proposed project site was also discussed in Section 3.13 of the
Draft EIR/EA. While many factors must be considered in the siting of wind energy projects,
a primary factor is the adequacy of the wind resource to generate sufficient power in a cost-
effective manner. As discussed in the Draft EIR/EA, the California Energy Commission has
identified several areas of high wind resource potential in Southern California. In addition to
offshore areas around the Channel Islands, relatively large areas have been identified in the
southwestern corner of Imperial County, along the border with Mexico; in the Caon Pass
area in southwestern San Bernardino County; west of the cities of Palmdale and Lancaster in
northern Los Angeles County; in the San Gorgonio Pass area near Palm Springs in Riverside
County; and in the Tehachapi WRA, within which the proposed project is located. San
Gorgonio and Tehachapi are the most highly rated of these resource areas in terms of wind
energy production capability. This is evidenced by the fact that virtually al wind energy
development in Southern California has occurred within these WRAS, representing
approximately 2,000 GWh of annual energy output. As the demand for renewable energy
rises and as improved technologies increase the efficiency and effectiveness of wind power
generation, it is likely that additional wind energy projects may be developed in many or all
of the resource areas identified above.

An analysis to determine the capability for wind energy generation, the availability of
electrical transmission capacity, and the extent of potential environmental impacts related to
wind energy development in these various areas located throughout the Southern California
region is beyond the scope of this EIR/EA, which is project specific in nature. Such a broad
analysis would more appropriately be accomplished in a Programmatic EIR and/or
Environmental Impact Statement conducted by a lead agency with jurisdiction over energy
and development policy at a regiona or state level. Such a comprehensive analysis may
require the formation of a Joint Powers Authority consisting of numerous agencies and local
governments with an interest in wind development in Southern California. LADWP is
proposing the Pine Tree Wind Development Project to help meet its stated goas for
renewable energy development, and the department will continue to develop renewable
energy sources of all types, potentialy including other specific wind energy projects in the
region.

Nonetheless, the Draft EIR/EA did consider an aternative location in the vicinity of the
proposed project that has the potential to meet the project objectives relative to wind
resources, generation capacity, consolidated private property holdings, and proximity to
electrical transmission lines with available capacity (Alternative 5). However, as discussed
in Section 3.13 of the EIR/EA, because this aternative site has similar terrain, vegetation,
and resources as the proposed project site, the potential environmental impacts related to
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project construction and operations would generally be expected to be comparable to those
generated by the proposed project.

As discussed in Section 3.13 of the Draft EIR/EA, Alternative 7A would cause additional
significant impacts to archaeological resources that would not be created by the proposed
project. The existing Pine Tree Canyon Road, at approximately 15 feet wide as it enters the
project property from the southeast, crosses over a relatively large site of significant
prehistoric cultural remains, including bedrock milling sites and lithic scatter, indicating a
potential habitation site or temporary camp. Because of the width and vertical alignment
required for the project access roads and the topography surrounding Pine Tree Canyon Road
in the area of these archaeological resources, substantial ground disturbance related to road
construction may occur and significant impacts to the resources might not be avoidable.
Improvements to Pine Tree Canyon Road and the use of the road by construction vehicles
would aso increase potential impacts related to the endangered desert tortoise and Mohave
ground squirrel and the disturbance of their habitat and impacts to sensitive Joshua Tree
woodland plant communities located in the lower reaches of the canyon. In addition, because
of the relative steegpness and narrowness of Pine Tree Canyon Road as it approaches the
project property when compared to Jawbone Canyon Road, Alternative 7A would require
large areas of disturbance to accommodate the vertical alignment of the road and the
associated quantities of cut and fill, resulting in additional impacts related to erosion, runoff,
and stream crossings.

Because of the impacts associated with the Pine Tree Canyon access route and because the
potential impacts related to traffic safety in the Open Area could be mitigated to a less than
significant level with the implementation of the transportation safety plan discussed above,
Alternative 7A is not considered environmentally superior to the proposed project.

As discussed in Section 3.13 of the Draft EIR/EA, Alternative 7B would also cause impacts
from project construction traffic and traffic-related noise and dust. To utilize this alternative
access route to the proposed project site, construction traffic would need to reach the Sky
River Ranch property from Highway 58 at Tehachapi Pass to the south. This would route
construction traffic through the rural residential areas located in Sand Canyon and Horse
Canyon, to the southwest of the project property, creating potentially significant conflicts. In
addition, to access the project property through Horse and Sand canyons, the route would
need to cross private property prior to reaching the Sky River Ranch wind development
property. Agreementsto allow such crossings may not be achievable.

Perhaps the most significant impact related to this route would be the substantial amount of
grading that would be required to construct access roads through the steep and rugged terrain
between Sky River Ranch and the proposed project turbine sites. This would entail a descent
of approximately 1,000 feet in elevation from Sweet Ridge to the project property, potentially
requiring large areas of habitat disturbance to accommodate the vertical alignment of the road
and the associated quantities of cut and fill. These necessary road improvements would be
considerably more extensive than those required for the Jawbone Canyon Road access to the
property, and they would, as discussed in the Draft EIR/EA, significantly increase impacts
related to erosion, runoff, and stream crossings. This area between Sky River Ranch and the
currently proposed project turbine sites was part of the broader study area for the proposed
project. However, it was avoided at least partially because of steep terrain (and the
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associated impacts of grading) and potential impacts to more developed forest plant
communities and to the Pecific Crest Trail, which generally parallels the Sky River Ranch
project.

Because of these impacts associated with the Sky River Ranch access route and because the
potential impacts related to traffic safety in the Open Area could be mitigated to a less than
significant level with the implementation of the transportation safety plan discussed above,
Alternative 7B is likewise not considered environmentally superior to the proposed project.
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Letter 8

January 7, 2005

Mr. Charles Holloway

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
111 North Hope Street, Room 1044

Los Angeles, California 90012-2694

RE: Pine Tree Wind Development Project Draft Environmental impact Report /
Environmental Assessment (State Clearinghouse No. 2004041076)

Dear Mr. Holloway:

The California Energy Commission has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report
! Environmental Assessment (EIR/EA) for the proposed Pine Tree Wind Development
Project. We offer the following comments in the areas of biological and cultural
resources.

Biological Resources

On page 3.5-25 of the Draft EIR/EA there is a summary of the draft results from the
avian studies that were done from 1996-1998 (Anderson et al.). The final report is
published and available electronically at
http://www.osti.gov/bridge/search.results.jsp?queryld=3&start=0& (Anderson et al.
Avian Monitoring and Risk Assessment at the Tehachapi Pass Wind Resource Area;
Period of Performance: October 2, 1996 - May 27, 1998. National Renewable Energy
Laboratory).

The Tehachapi Pass area covered by the study did not include the proposed project
site. Because this is a new site, we recommended in our comment letter on the Notice
of Preparation that one year of baseline monitoring of the project site should be
conducted following established protocol. The Draft EIR/EA includes baseline
monitoring from April 2004, but monitoring should continue for the whole year in order to
have information on the seasonal differences of bird use. This information can only be
gathered prior to the construction of the wind turbines.

Dr. Morrison calculates that approximately four raptors per year would be killed by the
new wind farm, based on information presented in the Tehachapi draft study (Anderson
et al.). Because the area studied did not include the proposed site and the studied wind
turbines are not comparable to the proposed wind turbines, the data presented in that
study cannot be applied to the proposed project area. One year of baseline monitoring
should be conducted instead.
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Page 3.5-32 of the Draft EIR/EA states that construction of the proposed project would
directly and permanently impact approximately 1.23 acres of native perennial grassland
considered sensitive by California Department of Fish and Game. Because the loss is
relatively small, the impact is considered less than significant and no mitigation and/or
avoidance measures are proposed in the Draft EIR/EA. If sensitive habitat is being
permanently lost, then habitat compensation should be purchased to offset the loss.
The Final EIR/EA should provide mitigation for at least 1.23 acres of native perennial
grassland.

Mitigation measures are listed on pages 3.5-40 through 3.5-43 (Section 3.5.4) of the
Draft EIR/EA. Restoration and revegetation is identified as mitigation for temporary and
permanent indirect impacts to vegetation communities and sensitive species habitat.
Desert habitats are slow to revegetate and in many cases, even after 50 or 60 years do
not restore to predisturbed levels. Habitat compensation should be purchased for all
disturbed habitat that is slow to recover.

We recommend that the Final EIR/EA require the following mitigation measures:

= use baseline bird use survey results (minimum of one year) to site wind turbines in
areas that avoid the highest bird use;

= require bird use monitoring and dead bird searches during operation to determine
the level of bird fatalities; and

= require a contingency plan to remove or re-locate turbines determined to be causing
greater than expected numbers of bird fatalities.

In the discussion of decommissioning, we recommend that the Final EIR/EA require the
removal of derelict turbines as soon as they become inoperable and include the terms
of turbine removal in the permit as part of project closure or repower requirements.

Figure 4 of Technical Appendix D shows the locations of the proposed turbines on a
topographical map; however, the scale is too small to effectively read what the
elevations are at the proposed turbine locations. We suggest that the Final EIR/EA
include a figure depicting the proposed locations of the turbines on a topographic map
at a larger scale (i.e. 1 inch=6000 feet).
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Cultural Resources

The cultural resources section of the Draft EIR/EA (page 3.8-2) discusses compliance
with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (1999).
Since the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power is the lead agency responsible
for CEQA, it would be useful to explain how the document also demonstrates
compliance with CEQA.

We agree that the proposed data recovery plan (Mitigation Measure MM 8.2) would
mitigate impacts to cultural resources at the seven sites recommended as eligible to the
National Register of Historic Resources. We suggest that the Final EIR/EA explain that
cultural resources specialists who would conduct or oversee this work would meet the
Secretary of the Interior professional standards (Code of Federal Regulations, 36 CFR
Part 61 (48 FR 44716), revised July 1, 2003). It is also appropriate to evaluate historic
resources for eligibility to the California Register of Historic Resources. CEQA requires
that findings of eligibility and mitigation be determined by the lead agency. The
requirements for inclusion on the state register differ slightly from the eligibility
requirements for the national register.

According to the Draft EIR/EA, 90 cultural resources sites were identified in the project
area, 70 of which would be avoided given the current project configuration. CEQA
states that the lead agency should make provisions for historical or unigue
archaeological resources accidentally discovered (California Code of Regulations
(CCR) section 15064.5 (f)). We recommend development of a mitigation and monitoring
plan that includes, but would not necessarily be limited to, the following measures:

= Cultural resources monitoring during ground-disturbing activities by monitors who
meet, or work under the direction of a cultural resources professional who meets,
the Secretary of the Interior standards. Monitors would ensure avoidance and
provide onsite direction to deal with new discoveries.

= Native American monitors to ensure that the Native American perspective
regarding the significance of artifacts and sites is included in any cultural
resources evaluation.

* The procedures to be followed if there is an unanticipated discovery of cultural
material.

= Because disturbance of Native American burials is likely, an agreement between
Native American tribes identified by the Native American Heritage Commission
for treatment and disposition of human remains and any associated items
pursuant to CCR section 15064.5 (d).
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To complete mitigation begun by data recovery, arrangements need to be made to

8.12 curate the artifacts and information that is recovered. Information regarding curation

(e.g., the facility selected for curation) should be included in the Final EIR/EA and in the
monitoring and mitigation plan.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR/EA. If you have any
questions regarding our comments, please contact Eric Knight, Energy Facilities Siting
Project Manager at (916) 653-1850 or email at eknight@energy.state.ca.us.

Sincerely,

i

ROGERE. JO N, Manager
Siting Office
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8.2

Responseto Letter 8
California Energy Commission, January 7, 2005

Comment noted. LADWP is aware that the report was finalized and it is now correctly cited
in the Reference section of the Draft EIR/EA (Section 5.0, see reference 5).

LADWP considered CEC’s comments on the Notice of Preparation. The biological studies at
the proposed project site were initiated over 2 years ago, and avian studies are ongoing and
will continue through the first year of operations. The Pine Tree studies were approached in
amanner widely accepted for complex biological analysis, following a phased progression of
study that builds a basis of general information followed by progressively more detailed
work. The methodologies, protocols, and extent of these surveys were documented in the
Draft EIR/EA in the biological resources section. To summarize, studies were initiated in
December of 2002 with a general biological habitat assessment over (at that time) a 33-
square-mile project study area. EXxisting vegetation communities were delineated, potential
habitats for sensitive plants and wildlife associations within those communities were mapped,
and searches for sign of sensitive plant and wildlife species were completed. Based on the
results of the December 2002 habitat assessment, and considering a list of sensitive species
with the potential to occur within the project area assembled through literature review,
focused surveys were conducted in the spring and summer of 2003. The characterization of
wildlife usage of the site included direct observations of avian species as well as research
regarding avian species likely to occur. The amount of time spent in the field was consistent
with biological survey practices for wildlife characterization and was accomplished by
professional biologists with significant experience with Southern California desert and
mountain habitats. Field work was supplemented with research of published literature
applicable to the region.

During these initial field visits to the site, which included the spring 2003 season, a
remarkable characteristic of the site was the lack of observed bird activity, particularly
raptors. A higher level of use by raptors typically would be expected. The biological survey
team also noted a low level of riparian and songbird activity. Relative to song birds and
riparian activity, California Department of Fish and Game wildlife biologists visiting the site
confirmed this lack of activity and commented that the riparian areas appeared to not be well
enough developed or extensive enough to be attractive to nesting riparian birds, including
sensitive species like Southwestern willow flycatcher, yellow-billed cuckoo, and least Bell’s
vireo.

Under most circumstances, the relative absence of observed avian activity during spring
would lead to the conclusion that the potential for significant impacts would be low. In spite
of this, and in consideration of the comments on the Notice of Preparation suggesting that
one year of avian baseline information should be collected, LADWP decided to initiate a
formal avian protocol survey. Dr. Michael Morrison, a nationally recognized avian biologist,
was retained to develop a survey protocol and conduct the studies.

The avian protocol developed for this project is responsive to the level of effort
recommended in the National Wind Coordinating Committee (NWCC) Guidance Document
(Anderson et al. 1999) and the recently released United States Fish and Wildlife Service
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8.3

(USFWS) Interim Guidelines. The NWCC Guidelines call for an initia reconnaissance
survey. The goal is to identify locations or sites that have a high probability of substantial
bird fatalities. Reconnaissance surveys are composed of several site visits, a literature
survey, analysis of unpublished data, interviews with local experts, and other information that
might be available. Assuming no significant biological issues are raised following the
reconnaissance survey, a Level 1 Survey is initiated. The Level 1 Survey is designed to
quantify the numbers, species, and activity of birds in the project area. Available avian
mortality data indicate that individual turbines are often responsible for the majority of
fatalities in a development because they are located in locations that attract birds, such as
near gullies or concentrations of prey. The survey protocol also addressed the potential for
occurrence of bats. Specific pre-construction surveys are designed to site turbines such that
minimal or no mitigation is required during facility operation. Level 2 Surveys, which
include detailed assessment of population effects due to avian fatalities, are seldom needed,
especialy if reconnaissance and Level 1 Surveys were implemented properly. Only the high
mortality rate of golden eagles at the Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area (WRA) has
resulted in aLevel 2 Study to date.

The study protocols, observations, point counts, and statistical results of the avian survey,
which included the important spring season, were presented in the Draft EIR/EA (with
specifics included in Appendix F within Appendix D). It must be emphasized that these data
are not derived from Tehachapi WRA, Butterbredt Springs, or any other areas in the region.
They are derived from direct observations and monitoring that occurred over a 2-year period
of time at the Pine Tree project site. The use of avian data from the Tehachapi WRA was
done only to provide a comparison to test the reasonableness of the Pine Tree conclusions.
While there are distinct differences between the project site and the Tehachapi WRA, there
are also similarities that allow for such direct comparison, with qualification provided in the
Pine Tree survey report. Many published papers in the scientific literature have concluded
that 3 point counts, usually of 5-10 minute duration each, will adequately quantify the species
composition and relative abundance of birds in an area during breeding. The Pine Tree
sampling protocol exceeds these standards both in terms of number of counts (5) and duration
(30 minutes each). The 30-minute duration was chosen to count raptors but is more than
adequate for songbirds. The fact that counts were conducted during the spring migration
period and failed to locate any substantial number of songbirds using the riparian area in
Jawbone Canyon (that portion within the wind turbine siting area), indicates that the area was
likely not used in 2004 for resting and foraging by large numbers of migrating songbirds.

Based on these findings, it is reasonable for LADWP to proceed with planning and approval
of the proposed project. However, protocol avian surveys continued for a fall 2004 season
and a winter 2005 season (and will continue after that as well). The fall and winter survey
reports are included at the end of Section 2.0 as Attachments A-1 and A-2, respectively, in
the EA/Fina EIR. These studies will serve to substantiate previous findings concerning
impacts, add to the overall knowledge concerning avian use in relation to southern Sierra
wind power projects, and provide one year of baseline avian monitoring plus over 3 years of
biological analysis of the project, prior to any turbines being constructed.

As noted above in response to Comment 8.2, the use of avian data from the Tehachapi WRA
was to provide a comparison to test the reasonableness of the conclusions related to the
operations of the proposed project. A valid method of predicting mortality (potential risk) at
the Pine Tree project site is to provide a relation to the most appropriate operating wind
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8.5

8.6

development. Otherwise, there is no basis on which risk can be determined. We are using
the observed occurrence of birds at the project site to relate to other nearby developments
where bird use and mortality have been measured. The baseline data for the proposed project
are not derived from the Tehachapi study but from direct observations at the project site. Itis
acknowledged that the turbine type to be placed at Pine Tree has alonger blade diameter and
will be placed on ataller tower than at any existing Tehachapi WRA site. However, recent
analyses from the Altamont Pass WRA indicates that, while there are apparently some
differences in fatality rates between turbine types, these differences are not substantial
(Smallwood and Thelander 2004). Additionally, analyses from Altamont indicate that
turbine position on the landscape has a greater impact than turbine type (Smallwood and
Neher 2004). As such, there is no indication that the different type of turbine at Pine Tree
negates making generalized estimates of potential risk based on results from the Tehachapi
study, along with field observation data from the project site.

LADWP intends to mitigate the impact to perennial grassland habitat subject to consultation
with the California Department of Fish and Game. A measure stipulating that this mitigation
be implemented has been added to the EA/Final EIR.

Comment noted. The habitat mitigation plans are being prepared and will be processed with
the appropriate resource agencies during the permit and mitigation plan review process. All
mitigation measures will be monitored for appropriate time frames subject to permit
conditions.

Relative to the suggested mitigation measures,

* One year of baseline surveys will be conducted to confirm that the turbine sites are not
located in high bird use areas. The winter surveys that represent the final season to
complete these surveys, which began in spring of 2004, are currently near completion.
Initial conclusions based on genera and protocol surveys have not identified any
substantial bird use areas at proposed turbine sites.

 LADWP plans to continue avian monitoring of the site through the construction period
and for at least the first year of operations. That would provide at least 3 years of
continuous avian monitoring and up to 5 years of biological resource investigation at the
site. Year-round monitoring beyond this period is not currently indicated based on the
data gathered to date at the site as well as the collective operating experience of the wind
industry relative to passerine migrant mortality. The number of years of forma post-
construction investigation should be contingent upon pre-construction assessments of risk
and upon the significance of impacts occurring during the first year of operation.
Because wind turbines have not been implicated in large-scale events that occur at
regular intervals extending beyond a year, there is no reason to presume that one year of
operational monitoring, coupled with 3 years of pre-operations site observations and
existing information from other wind projects, is not sufficient to determine whether a
project would have impacts different than what is portrayed in the environmental
document.

» A mitigation measure has been added that would result in operational modifications of a
turbine(s) that results in a disproportionately high avian mortality when compared to
other turbines on site.
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Recently enacted provisions of the Kern County Zoning Ordinance for the Wind Energy
(WE) Combining District establish strict guidelines regarding the maintenance and
abandonment of wind turbines. Among the provisions are terms establishing that a turbine
will be considered abandoned if it is not in operational condition for a period of 12
consecutive months and the requirement for removal of all aboveground structures associated
with any turbine deemed to be abandoned within 60 days of written notice from the County.
These provisions, as well as all provisions related to the WE Combining District, would
apply to the proposed project as part of the zone change approval required for project
implementation.

The purpose of Figure 4 in Technical Appendix D was to indicate the broad pattern of
vegetation communities across the entire approximately 21,500-acre project study area and
within the proposed project access routes. A series of five detailed maps (at 1 inch = 1600
feet, with 40-foot contour intervals) located at the end of Technical Appendix C (Hydrology
Study) clearly indicate the elevation of each turbine site.

The proposed analysis meets the criteriafor CEQA evaluation since resources were evaluated
for potential for listing under both the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) aswell as
the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR). The evaluation is discussed further
in response to Comment 8.10 bel ow.

The CEC agrees that implementation of the Historic Properties Treatment Plan prepared for
the Project will mitigate impacts to the seven archaeological sites determined eligible for
nomination to the NRHP. Cultural resources specialists who direct the mitigation efforts will
meet or exceed the Secretary of the Interior’'s professional standards presented in 36 CFR
Part 61. In addition, we note that resource eligibility determinations presented in the Cultural
Resources Technical Report and summarized in the draft environmental document have been
designed to address eligibility to both the NRHP and the CRHR. We recognize that
requirements for listing differ slightly between the national and state registers. Given this,
we followed the procedures outlined in the California Office of Historic Preservation
Technical Assistance Series No. 6 bulletin, which provides guidance for addressing
significance under the CRHR. Based on this guidance, resources were first evaluated for
eligibility under NRHP criteria. Resources found ineligible under this process were
evaluated against CRHR criteria. No resources found ineligible under NRHP criteria were
determined to meet CRHR criteria

Mitigation measures are spelled out in detail in the Historic Properties Treatment Plan,
prepared to the specifications of BLM, the lead agency under Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act. Prior to initiation of construction activities, a discovery plan will
be prepared and approved by BLM specifying that should any unanticipated cultural
materials be identified during construction, work activities would be redirected elsewhere on
the project until the significance of the find is evaluated by a qualified archaeologist and an
appropriate course of action identified. The discovery plan will aso address actions to be
taken in the event of the discovery of human remains, including provisions for contacting the
Native American Heritage Commission and appropriate Tribes.

The Historic Properties Treatment Plan will contain provisions to address discovery of
resources during construction. Native American consultation has been undertaken by BLM.
Where appropriate, Native American monitors will work closely with cultural resources
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specialists during mitigation activities. We disagree that disturbance of burials is likely,
based on comprehensive field surveys of the proposed project site. Project design and the
subsequent treatment plans have been developed with the objective of avoidance and minimal
impact. However, the project will be conducted in accordance with relevant regulations,
including CCR section 15064.5(d) if appropriate.

A curation agreement is included as an appendix to the Cultural Resources Technical Report
in the Draft EIR/EA.
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R-2508 COMPLEX SUSTAINABILITY OFFICE

Maval Air Systems Command Weapons Division

7 January 2005
Sustainability Office, Code 52F000E
575 1 Avenue, Suite 1
Point Mugu, California 93042-5049

Ms. Tania Bonfiglio

City of Los Angeles, Department of Water and Power
111 N. Hope Street, Room 1250

Los Angeles CA 90012

Dear Ms. Bonfiglio:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental
Impact Report/Environmental Assessment for the Pine Tree Wind Development
Project. This project is being proposed in the middle of several military air routes
and special use airspace known as the R-2508 Complex. Any such placement of
a project of this size will affect the utility of such routes and airspace. However,
in specific cases these impacts can be mitigated. The Pine Tree Project is one of
those cases where limiting the overall blade tip height to 400’ above ground level
and reducing the overall footprint of the project helps mitigate the impacts.
Based on this information, we do not anticipate significant mission impacts from
this project on the military operations in the area.

In general, the document adequately addresses potential impacts on
military mission in the R-2508 Complex. However, we do have some specific
comments, which are listed on the attached.

The R-2508 Complex Sustainability Office (CSO) appreciates the
continued efforts of the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power in assuring
compatible land use in this region. If the R-25608 CSO can be of any assistance
to you in the future, please contact Dwight Deakin at (661) 277-2412, Tony Parisi
at (805) 989-9209, or Ray Marler (760) 380-3035.

Sincerely

Anthony M. Parisi, PE
Complex Sustainability Officer

AIR FORCE FLIGHT TEST GENTER MAVAL AR WARFARE CENTER WEAPONS DIVISHON HMATIONAL TRAINING CENTER
EDWARDS AFB, CA 93524-1038 CHINA LAKE, CA 93555-8001 FORT IRWIN, GA 852314
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R-2508 Complex Sustainability Office L etter 9
Comments on Pine Tree DEIR/DEIS Cont’d.

Page ES-10: The Naval Weapons Station China Lake is an outdated name. Also, other military
activities are responsible for MTRs in the area. Lastly, wind turbines can cause radar interference
in addition to being obstructions to aviation navigation. We recommend changing the text to
read, “Naval Air Systems Command Weapons Division and Edwards Air Force Base, as well as
other military activities, maintain low-altitude MTRs and Special Use Airspace (SUA) that
overlay portions of the project property to conduct aviation training and testing missions.
Structures that penetrate an MTR or SUA may represent obstructions to aviation navigation.
Wind turbines also can cause radar interference that negatively impacts critical testing of aviation
systems.”

Page ES-28: The Naval Weapons Station China Lake is an outdated name. We recommend
changing the text in MMG6.3.1 to read. “During project planning and construction, LADWP shall
consult with representatives at EAFB and Naval Air Systems Command Weapons Division
(NAVAIR WD) regarding any changes, if necessary, to proposed wind turbine locations.”

Page 2-8: The Naval Weapons Station China Lake is an outdated name. Also, other military
activities are responsible for MTRS in the area. Lastly, wind turbines can cause radar interference
in addition to being obstructions to aviation navigation. We recommend changing the text to
read, “The project area is located within the Joint Service Restricted R-2508 airspace complex,
and both Edwards Air Force Base (EAFB) and Naval Air Systems Command Weapons Division
(NAVAIR WD), as well as other military activities, maintain MTRs and SUA that overlay the
vicinity of the proposed project. The military is concemned about any vertical obstructions located
within the boundaries of the MTRs and radar interference caused by wind turbines because of the
potential impact they may have on critical testing and training missions. The proposed project has
been closely coordinated with representatives from both EAFB and NAVAIR WD, and
significant constraints on turbine siting within the broader project study area have been
identified.”

Page 2-9, Figure 2-3, Siting of Project Components: We recommend that this figure include a
military airspace overlay, i.e. MTRs and SUA.

Page 3.6-3, SPECIAL USES: The Naval Weapons Station China Lake is an outdated name.
Also, other military activities are responsible for MTRs in the area. Lastly, wind turbines can
cause radar interference in addition to being obstructions to aviation navigation. We recommend
changing the text to read, “EAFB is located approximately 20 miles south of the project site and
the Naval Air Weapons Station China Lake is located approximately 35 miles northeast of the
project site. The Naval Air Systems Command Weapons Division and EAFB, as well as other
military activities, maintain MTRs and SUA that overlay the vicinity of the project property to
conduct aviation traming and testing missions. The property is within the Joint Service Restricted
R-2508 airspace complex. MTRs and SUA within the R-2508 Complex have an altitude floor of
200 feet above ground level (AGL). Structures taller than 200 feet that penetrate the MTR may
represent obstructions to aviation exercises. Wind turbines also can cause radar interference that
negatively impacts critical testing of aviation systems."

Comment:

Page 3.6-5: The project has potential impacts on military testing as well as training. We
recommend changing the text to read, “In addition, the Department of Defense R-2508 Complex
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Sustainability Office was consulted regarding military flight testing and training requirements and
9.6 potential air space conflicts associated with the proposed project.”

Cont’d
Page 3.6-6: The Naval Weapons Station China Lake is an outdated name. Also, other military
97 activities are responsible for MTRs in the area. Lastly, wind turbines can cause radar interference
) in addition to being obstructions to aviation navigation. We recommend changing the text to
read:

“The project site, including the transmission line corridor, is located in an area overlain by
military use airspace, and the FAA has designated the airspace over this region as a military
operations area. The area is within the Joint Service Restricted R-2508 airspace complex. The
designated flight paths over the project site involve numerous MTRs and SUA starting at 200 feet
AGL and increasing in height up to 10,000 feet above sea level. These MTRs and SUA are
primarily associated with testing and training conducted by EAFB NAVAIR WD and other
military activities. The total height of each turbine at the highest point of the rotor blade’s rotation
is approximately 340 feet. At this height, the wind turbines would extend into the lower
elevations of flight corridors above the site, creating a potential navigation hazard related to
MTRs. Wind turbines also can cause radar interference that negatively impacts critical testing of
aviation systems.

LADWP has consulted with both EAFB and NAVAIR WD and has developed a configuration of
wind turbines that resolves the potential for interference with military testing and training. The
military reviewed the site plan and found that the plan as currently proposed would avoid
potentially significant impacts. As long as the blade heights of the turbines remain below 400 feet
AGL, the project would not compromise the training and testing mission of the affected
installations. (See Appendix A for copy of written confirmation of project suitability from the
Department of Defense R-2508 Complex Sustainability Office.) However, this limitation places
restrictions on moving the location of proposed turbines on site or adding new turbines on the
property. The military would need to review and approve such actions to change the location of
turbines (see MM 6.3-1), and evidence of any reviews and approvals by the military for project
facilities would need to be submitted to Kern County (see MM 6.3-2). In addition, the military
requests that the transmission line be limited to 100-foot-tall towers if the towers are located
within 1 mile from the centerline of the military training corridor entry point. With these
limitations observed, no conflicts with military special use airspace would occur.

Page 3.11-3: Potential cumulative impacts on the military are not addressed. Expansion of
9.8 windfarms in this area will have an impact on military testing and training but those impacts will

be less than significant if the Red-Yellow-Green (RYG) concept that is expected to be
incorporated into the Kern County zoning ordinance is followed. We recommend that the RYG
concept be described and incorporated into the EIR/EIS.
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Responseto Letter 9
R-2508 Complex Sustainability Office, January 7, 2005

The suggested changes on page ES-10 have been incorporated by reference in the Draft
EIR/EA. Please see Section 3.0 (Changes to the Draft EIR/EA) in the EA/Final EIR.

The suggested change on page ES-28 has been incorporated by reference in the Draft
EIR/EA. Please see Section 3.0 (Changes to the Draft EIR/EA) in the EA/Final EIR.

The suggested changes on page 2-8 have been incorporated by reference in the Draft
EIR/EA. Please see Section 3.0 (Changes to the Draft EIR/EA) in the EA/Final EIR.

A map indicating the military aviation corridors and use areas (Figure 2-3A) has been
included in the EA/Fina EIR. It has been cited by reference on page 2-8 of the Draft
EIR/EA. Please see Section 3.0 (Changes to the Draft EIR/EA) in the EA/Final EIR.

The suggested changes on page 3.6-3 have been incorporated by reference in the Draft
EIR/EA. Please see Section 3.0 (Changes to the Draft EIR/EA) in the EA/Final EIR.

The suggested change on page 3.6-5 has been incorporated by reference in the Draft EIR/EA.
Please see Section 3.0 (Changes to the Draft EIR/EA) in the EA/Fina EIR.

The suggested changes on page 3.6-6 have been incorporated by reference in the Draft
EIR/EA. Please see Section 3.0 (Changes to the Draft EIR/EA) in the EA/Final EIR.

A discussion of the cumulative impacts of the proposed project within the context of the
entire Tehachapi WRA and existing and future projects has been incorporated by reference in
the Draft EIR/EA. Please see Section 3.0 (Changes to the Draft EIR/EA) in the EA/Find
EIR.
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Environment - Culture - Energy
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Willlam L. Nelson
' Prof, Consuliani

T85 Tucker Road, ¥G 434
Tehachapi, Calllornis 93561
Tel: (861) 822-7087

Januacy 7, 2005

Charles C. Holloway, Supervisor of Environmental Assessment
Ms. Tania Bonfiglio

Los Angeles Dept. of Water and Power
City of Los Angeles

111 Nerth Hope Street, Room 1044

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2607

RFE: RESPONSE TO 11-19-04 DRAFT EIR/EA
PINE TREE WIND DEVELOFMENT PROJECT

REQUEST TO EXTEND PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 45 DAYS-:
RFEQUEST TO CONDUCT TEHACHAPI-AREA PUBLYC MEETING

Dear Mr. Holloway and Ms. Bonfiglio:

Thank you for furnishing the DEIR/EA on the referenced
project, an important effort at expanding LADWP's renewable
energy portfolie, and one that it can exercise tlirect
control over.

I am hereby requesting the LADWP as the Lead Apencv
for the project and DEIR/EA, extend the public comment
and rcview period 45 days beyond the January 7, 2005
deadline. The justifications for this are three, at
minimum:

1) the scope and significance of project;

2) the initial review period extended over

three major holidays, Thanksgiving, Christmas,
and New Year's; and

3) I did not receive materials until December 9, 2004
even though I had previously been an active
commenter of record, had requested notification,
and attended briefing meetings.

I have not found the DEIR/EA responsive toe a number
of my comments at scoping stage, submitted by writing

of May 18, 2004. I believe a meeting with you would
be useful in those regards.

¥



10.3

10.4

LADWP/Holloway/Bonfiglio/Pine Tree Wind P. 2 of 2
January 7, 2005

Letter 10
COMMENTS (cont'd) Cont'd.

In addition, I am concerned that LADWP conducting
public outreach meetings for the DEIR/EA did not sufficiently
capture the record of comments, and therefore the response
to those comments will be hindered. This shortcoming can
be ameliorated by the extended public review period, ac¢ well
as conducting a public meeting on the DEIR/EA in Tehachapi.
during the next 45 days.

Lastly, as a specific comment on potential impacts to
avian species. The DEIR/EA does unot adequately characterize
avian migratory routes for the project area and its context.
The routes and dynamics need better baseline characterization
in order to more optimally manage mitigations in this respect.
In this regard it will be noted that on the DEIR/EA's p. 3.5-20,
in the section "Wildlife Corridors,” that brief paragraph is
put forth in justifying no further disclosure of wildlife
corridor study. This aspect is regarded as inadequate disclosure,

and a more dilipent approach is requisite, both for avian as
well as other species.

Thank you for this opportunity to communicate, and I look
forward to future meetings.

Sincerel

William L. Nelson
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10.1

10.2

Responseto Letter 10
William L. Nelson Consulting Practice, January 7, 2005

The request for an extension of the public review and comment period beyond the January 7,
2005, closing date was responded to in a separate letter (dated January 11, 2005, and included
as Attachment B to Section 2.2 of the EA/Final EIR). In the letter, it was discussed why the
review period would not be extended, but the commenter was encouraged to submit any
additional comments as soon as possible so that they might be included in the EA/Fina EIR.
It was indicated that any such comments would, at a minimum, be included as part of the
Administrative Record for consideration by the Water and Power Board of Commissioners at
the time the environmental document is presented for certification.

Since the commenter was not specific regarding which of his comments from the scoping
stage were inadequately addressed in the Draft EIR/EA, it is not possible to respond
specifically to this comment. However, following is a brief discussion of the various issues
presented in the commenter’s May 18, 2004, letter in response to the Draft EIR/EA Notice of
Preparation.

Need for a Program EIR

The validity of a Program-level EIR was discussed in the Draft EIR/EA in Section 3.13
(Alternatives to the Proposed Project). However, as discussed in the Draft EIR/EA and as the
commenter also noted, such an EIR would be beyond the jurisdiction of LADWP and the
scope of the proposed project-specific effort. A Programmatic EIR might involve an analysis
to determine the capability for wind energy generation, the availability of electrica
transmission capacity, and the extent of potentia environmental impacts related to wind
energy development in areas located throughout Kern County or a broader region in Southern
Cdifornia. Such a broad analysis would more appropriately be conducted by a lead agency
with jurisdiction over energy and development policy a a regiona or state level. Such a
comprehensive analysis may require the formation of a Joint Powers Authority consisting of
numerous agencies and local governments with an interest in wind development in Southern
Cdifornia. However, in accordance with Section 15051 of the State CEQA Guidelines,
LADWP is the appropriate lead agency for the project-specific Pine Tree Wind Development
EIR. LADWP is proposing the project to help meet its stated goas for renewable energy
development, and the department will continue to develop renewable energy sources of all
types, potentially including other specific wind energy projects in the region.

Military Airspace-L and Use Compatibility

Issues related to military airspace were analyzed in detail in the development of the project
plan and the Draft EIR/EA. As discussed in the EIR/EA, the project site, including the
transmission line corridor, is located in an area overlain by military use airspace, and the
FAA has designated the airspace over this region as a military operations area. The area is
within the Joint Service Restricted R-2508 airspace complex. The designated flight paths
over the project site involve numerous military training routes (MTRs) and special use
airspace (SUA) starting at 200 feet above ground level (AGL) and increasing in height up to
10,000 feet above sealevel. These MTRs and SUA are primarily associated with testing and

2-99 Pine Tree Wind Development Project EA/Final EIR



2.0 LETTER COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR/EA AND RESPONSES

training conducted by Edwards Air Force Base (EAFB), Nava Air Systems Command
Weapons Division (NAVAIR WD), and other military activities. The total height of each
turbine at the highest point of the rotor blade's rotation is approximately 340 feet. At this
height, the wind turbines would extend into the lower elevations of flight corridors above the
Site, creating a potential navigation hazard related to MTRs. Wind turbines also can cause
radar interference that negatively impacts critical testing of aviation systems.

LADWP has consulted with both EAFB and NAVAIR WD and has developed a
configuration of wind turbines that resolves the potential for interference with military testing
and training. The military reviewed the site plan and found that the plan as currently
proposed would avoid potentially significant impacts on the MTRs. As long as the blade
heights of the turbines remain below 400 feet AGL, the project would not compromise the
training and testing mission of the affected installations. (See Appendix A of the Draft
EIR/EA for copy of written confirmation of project suitability from the Department of
Defense R-2508 Complex Sustainability Office.) However, this limitation places restrictions
on moving the location of proposed turbines on site or adding new turbines on the property.
The military would need to review and approve such actions to change the location of
turbines (see MM 6.3-1 of the Draft EIR/EA), and evidence of any reviews and approvals by
the military for project facilities would need to be submitted to Kern County (see MM 6.3-2
of the Draft EIR/EA). In addition, the military requests that the transmission line be limited
to 100-foot-tall towers if the towers are located within 1 mile from the centerline of the
military training corridor entry point. With these limitations observed, no conflicts with
military SUA would occur.

The military airspace issues were also closely coordinated with Kern County Planning
Department, which has recently enacted new provisions to the zoning ordinance that establish
more definitive review requirement procedures by the appropriate military agency of the
height of proposed structures, including wind turbines. The review process followed for the
proposed project was consistent with these new provisions.

A map indicating the MTRs in the region of the proposed project has been included in the
EA/Final EIR. See Section 3.0 (Changes to the EA and Draft EIR) in the EA/Fina EIR. In
addition, the R-2508 Complex Sustainability Office has provided a comment letter based on
review of the Draft EIR/EA that reiterates that the proposed project would not create
significant mission impacts to military operations in the area.

Optimization of Output

As discussed in Section 3.13 (Alternatives to the Proposed Project) of the Draft EIR/EA, the
plan for the proposed project was devel oped based on a comprehensive planning process that
considered numerous factors within a broader study area than is currently reflected by the
boundaries of the project property. This study area consisted of approximately 21,500 acres,
which encompass the approximately 8,000-acre project property and include additional land
located to the southwest, south, and southeast of the property. Within the study area,
extensive surveys and data gathering were conducted to establish a framework for analysis
and decision making relative to the proposed project facility siting and construction. This
included an analysis of wind, biological, cultural, visual, and soils resources, topography, and
land use. This analysis included an investigation of approximately 125 turbine sites, which,
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along with the associated road network and other project facilities, encompassed a total
footprint that extended over most of the 21,500-acre study area.

A goa of the planning analysis was to reduce the overall footprint of the proposed project to
achieve a balance between attaining the project energy production objectives and minimizing
environmental impacts. A primary consideration in the siting of the proposed project
facilities was the avoidance or minimization of impacts to several resources and uses located
in the southwestern, southern, and southeastern portions of the broader project study area.
These included designated military aviation routes used in critical training and testing
missions; potentially significant biological resources, including raptor nesting areas and more
developed forest communities; potentially significant archaeological resources, including
habitation sites and temporary camps, steep terrain that would have entailed significant
grading to provide road access and structural pads for project facilities; and the Pacific Crest
National Scenic Trail, which traverses the far southwestern corner of the study area.

Based on avoidance of impacts to these resources and uses, the boundaries of the project
property were narrowed to their present configuration, encompassing approximately 8,000
acres located in the north-central part of the study area. Within these narrowed boundaries,
the intent of the project plan, while continuing to minimize or mitigate significant
environmental impacts, was to optimize wind energy production to achieve the project
objectives based on a cost-benefit analysis that balanced construction, operations, and
maintenance considerations with the anticipated output of each turbine. Therefore, even
within the 8,000-acre project property, the proposed plan represents a significant
consolidation of the wind turbine sites, roads, and other project facilities that make up the
overall project footprint than had originally been considered and anayzed.

Soil-Watershed |mpacts

The prevention and control of runoff, erosion, and sedimentation related to the construction
and operations of the proposed project was one of the primary concerns in the devel opment
of the project plans and the assessment of potential project impacts in the Draft EIR/EA.
Detailed grading plans at a 2-foot contour interval have been prepared for the project roads
and facility pads to minimize quantities of cut and fill necessary for the transport and
installation of project components, to ensure stabilization of drainageways, and to control and
direct runoff to minimize erosion.

As discussed in the Draft EIR/EA in Sections 2.0 (Description of the Proposed Project), 3.2
(Geology and Soils), and 3.3 (Hydrology and Water Quality), the drainage concept for the
project has been developed with the goal of retaining runoff flows at pre-development levels.
The objective is to eliminate and/or minimize drainage course changes and to incorporate
erosion and sedimentation control systems and devices such as rock riprap, detention basins,
revegetation, and other control devices on disturbed areas. No impervious surfaces are
proposed for the project, and permanent disturbance of the surface would only occur in those
areas that are in actual use for ongoing project maintenance and operations.

The plan provides that drainage waters would be returned to their original courses in the
same magnitude as that prior to the project. Wind turbine sites are to include detention
basins designed to reduce any peak discharge rates to pre-project values and to provide silt
capture. Incidental roadway drainage intercepted from side-slope cuts is to be returned to
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natural courses at frequent intervals to reduce concentration. Areas of disturbance to the
natural ground cover for side-slopes and unused graded portions of the project are to be
replanted with native cover. Cover is to be re-established with species similar to those that
existed prior to the construction disturbance. Grading of roadways and turbine sites is to
adhere to the following design concepts.

* Rerouting of drainage to another discharge point in a different water courseisto be
avoided.

*  Whenever possible, grading is to be designed to evenly distribute runoff rather than
concentrate it.

* Regular use of over-side drains should be implemented to avoid longitudinal
concentration of drainage along the roadways.

» Exiting points of culverts and over-side drains are to be protected with rock riprap.

» Minor stilling basins are to be created by elevating grated inlets above flow line grade so
asto minimize silt transport and detain drainage waters.

» Detention basins for peak flow reduction are to be used at the turbine sites when drainage
has the potential to increase runoff to any one watershed.

A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) will be developed and implemented for
the project to minimize erosion and the potential for discharge of pollutants from the site due
to clearing, grading, and other construction activities. The SWPPP will be prepared aong
with the project grading plan. The SWPPP and grading plan will be prepared in accordance
with County of Kern requirements. In addition, LADWP has committed to drainage and
erosion control standards for the project based on the Federal Highway Administration’s Best
Management Practices for Erosion and Sediment Control (FHWA FLP-94-005, 1995), which
in many instances exceeds County guidelines. Site-specific Best Management Practices
(BMPs) will be developed and implemented emphasizing the control of erosion and
sedimentation through such measures as retaining the origina vegetative cover where
possible; reducing the velocity of surface runoff and directing it away from disturbed areas,
and promptly stabilizing disturbed areas through revegetation or the use of inert materials,
such as straw mulching or erosion control matting. St fences and sediment barriers would
be maintained throughout construction and beyond until disturbed areas have been fully
stabilized with vegetation. Check structures, such as rock dams, hay bale check dams
(consisting of weed-free rice straw or other certified weed-free straw), dikes, and swales,
would be used where appropriate to reduce runoff velocity as well as to direct surface runoff
away from disturbed areas.

LADWRP, which would own, operate, and maintain the proposed project rather than simply
enter into purchase agreement for power produced by the project, is committed to long-term
maintenance of the roads and other graded areas in the project property. Numerous specific
mitigation measures related to the control of runoff, erosion, and sedimentation were
established for the proposed project in the Draft EIR/EA (see Sections 3.2, Geology and
Sails, and 3.3, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR/EA).

Project Alternatives

A range of aternatives to the proposed project was presented in Section 3.13 of the Draft
EIR/EA. These included:
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* Onethat proposes that no project be implemented (Alternative 1);

* Onethat considers the development of alternative energy sources to replace the project’s
power generation capacity (Alternative 2);

* Onethat considersresiting the project turbines within the project study area (Alternative
3);

» Two that consider the use of different turbines than those proposed for the project
(Alternatives 4A and 4B);

» Onethat considers relocating the project outside the current project study area
(Alternative 5);

» Onethat considers repowering of an existing wind project versus new construction
(Alternative 6);

» Threethat consider alternative routes for the project access road and transmission line
(Alternatives 7A, 7B, and 7C); and

* Onethat considers roadless construction for the project (Alternative 8).

In relation to alternatives that considered different intensities of project development, as
discussed above, the plan for the proposed project was developed based on a comprehensive
planning process that considered numerous factors within a broader 21,500-acre study area,
which originally included approximately 125 turbine sites, along with the associated road
network and other project facilities. Based on avoidance of impacts to resources and other
uses, the boundaries of the project property were narrowed to their present configuration,
encompassing approximately 8,000 acres located in the north-central part of the study area.
In this sense, the project aready reflects a reduced level of intensity of development. Based
on the wind characteristics at the project property and the spacing requirements of the
proposed project wind turbines, a further reduction in intensity that would significantly lessen
any potential impacts of the proposed project would also decrease the electrical power
generating capacity substantially below the energy production objectives of the proposed
project. Therefore such alternatives were not considered. However, two aternatives that
utilized smaller turbines than the proposed project turbines as a means of reducing project
impacts were considered in the Draft EIR/EA.

In relation to aternatives that considered other locations for the proposed project, as was
discussed in the Draft EIR/EA, there are severa areas of high wind resource potential located
throughout Southern California. As the demand for renewable energy rises and as improved
technologies increase the efficiency and effectiveness of wind power generation, it is likely
that additional wind energy projects may be developed in many or all of these resource areas,
including Kern County and Northern Los Angeles County. However, as was discussed
above, an analysis to determine the capability for wind energy generation, the availability of
electrical transmission capacity, and the extent of potential environmental impacts related to
wind energy development in this region is beyond the scope of this EIR/EA, which is project
specific in nature. As has been discussed, such a broad analysis would more appropriately be
accomplished in a Programmatic EIR and/or Environmental Impact Statement conducted by
a lead agency with jurisdiction over energy and development policy at a regiona or state
level. LADWRP is proposing the Pine Tree Wind Development Project to help meet its stated
goas for renewable energy development, and the department will continue to develop
renewable energy sources of al types, potentially including other specific wind energy
projects in the region. However, although a region-wide analysis of potential aternative
locations for the proposed project is not feasible within the scope of this EIR/EA, an

2-103 Pine Tree Wind Development Project EA/Final EIR



2.0 LETTER COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR/EA AND RESPONSES

alternative location within the vicinity of the proposed project and capable of meeting the
project objectives was considered in the Draft EIR/EA.

In relation to alternatives that consider procurement of wind-generated power from existing
non-LADWP sites, as was discussed in the Draft EIR/EA, Southern California Edison
currently has purchase agreements for the power produced at nearly all the existing wind
projects in the Tehachapi WRA. The only exception to this is a single power purchase
agreement recently entered into by San Diego Gas and Electric (SDG&E). However, to
make this SDG& E procurement possible, the construction of a new 60-megawatt (MW) wind
energy project in the Tehachapi Pass area was required. LADWP has proposed its
Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) to increase the amount of energy it produces from
renewable energy sources. Renewable resources under development or consideration by
LADWP include small hydroelectric (30 MW or less), biomass, digester gas, waste gas,
landfill gas, solar thermal, geothermal, photovoltaics, fuel cells with renewable fuels, ocean
wave technologies, wind, and other sources. The proposed wind turbine development is only
one component of the renewable energy resources program. It would represent
approximately 1.5 percent of LADWP's total electrical energy generation and about 7.5
percent of the RPS objective of 20 percent power generation from renewable resources. The
acquisition of additional renewable resources of al types, possibly including both capital
improvement projects and procurement on the open market, will be required to meet the
renewable power generation objectives established in the RPS.

In relation to alternatives that consider joint development of transmission facilities with other
entities, as discussed in the Draft EIR/EA, an objective of the proposed project is to utilize
existing transmission lines that are controlled by LADWP and have available capacity to
accommodate the power generated by the project. Using existing transmission lines with
available capacity to deliver power to the LADWP service area would avoid the significant
cost and potentially significant environmental impacts associated with the construction of
new transmission lines. Using LADWP transmission facilities would guarantee access for
the proposed project and allow the proposed wind turbines to operate at peak efficiency with
no restrictions related to insufficient transmission capacity. Accordingly, the proposed
project would tie into LADWP's existing Inyo-Rinaldi transmission line, which generaly
paralels SR-14 and has sufficient capacity to accommodate the power generated by the
project.

Growth-Inducing | mpacts

As discussed in the Draft EIR/EA, the generation capacity from the proposed project is
needed to help meet the future electrical energy demands of the LADWP service area, which
has grown at a steady, moderate pace since the early 1990s. According to the LADWP
Integrated Resource Plan, annual growth in demand in Los Angeles is expected to average
about 1.5 percent, or an average of about 80 MW per year, over the next 16 years. It is
estimated that between the years 2004 and 2010, the net peak demand for electricity in the
city will grow by 450 MW, or approximately 7.5 percent (from 5,920 MW to 6,370 MW).
The proposed project would provide a wind energy electrical generation facility with an
annua generating capacity of approximately 330 gigawatt hours, enough to provide power
for approximately 56,000 homes annually. Based on wind characteristics at the project site,
periods of peak generation for the proposed project are expected to coincide with periods of
peak demand for electricity in Southern California, during the summer months. Generation
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10.3

of electricity from the proposed project would produce no air pollutant emissions and would
offset the need to provide an equivalent quantity of power through combustion of fossil fuels.

Cumulative Impacts

The proposed project would supply electrical power to residential, commercial, government,
and other customers located within the LADWP service area. It would not be used to
facilitate the artificial movement of water in any manner, including the delivery of water to
LADWP water storage or transmission facilities outside the Los Angeles City boundaries.

Community Benefits

The EIR/EA for the proposed project has been prepared to address potential effects to the
environment that may be caused by the project. Issues related to community benefits from
the proposed project are generaly a consideration beyond the scope of the EIR/EA, unless
such benefits provide mitigation related to a potentially significant impact of the project.
Various mitigation measures have been proposed throughout the document to eliminate
significant impacts or reduce them to a less than significant level, and compensation and/or
measures that do not address specific environmental impacts are not gpplicable under CEQA
or NEPA.

Data-Sharing

As a component of its on going O&M at the proposed project site, LADWP would continue
to monitor issues and factors such as wind characteristics, erosion control and maintenance,
and avian and bat mortality related to the project operations. This information would be
recorded and made available to interested parties to establish guidelines for the future
development of wind energy projects to help balance the need for additional renewable
energy sources with the values of sensitive resources in the Tehachapi region and in other
wind resource areas.

The project presentation meetings held in Ridgecrest on December 8, 2004, and Mojave on
December 9, 2004, were neither a requirement under CEQA or NEPA nor were they formal
public hearings held by a public decision-making body regarding a determination about the
Draft EIR/EA or an approva of the project itself. Consistent with CEQA’s intent to
encourage public involvement and provide meaningful public disclosure, the meetings were
held to offer a presentation of the proposed project during the Draft EIR/EA public review
period to assist interested agencies, organizations, and individuals. Because of the nature and
purpose of these meetings, no formal testimony was taken, athough the meetings were open
to comment by the attendees, and an open exchange of information was an objective of the
meetings. Although no formal testimony was received or recorded, notes summarizing the
comments, questions, and concerns of the attendees were taken. All those in attendance at
the meetings, especialy those who offered comment, were strongly encouraged to submit
their concerns in writing as a formal response to the Draft EIR/EA by the close of the review
period. Accordingly, numerous comment letters, from those in attendance as well as other
agencies, organizations, and individuals, were received in response to the Draft EIR/EA.
These written comments accurately and in detail reflect the oral comments and input that
were received at the Ridgecrest and Mojave public meetings.
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The biological studies at the Pine Tree site were initiated over 2 years ago, and the avian
studies are ongoing and would continue through the first year of operations. The Pine Tree
studies were approached in a manner widely accepted for complex biological analysis,
following a phased progression of study that builds a basis of general information followed
by progressively more detailed work. The methodologies, protocols, and extent of these
surveys were documented in the Draft EIR/EA in the biological resources section. To
summarize, studies were initiated in December of 2002 with a genera biological habitat
assessment over (at that time) a 33-square-mile project study area. EXisting vegetation
communities were delineated, potential habitats for sensitive plants and wildlife associations
within those communities were mapped, and searches for sign of sensitive plant and wildlife
species were completed. Based on the results of the December 2002 habitat assessment, and
considering a list of sensitive species with the potential to occur within the project area
assembled through literature review, focused surveys were conducted in the spring and
summer of 2003. The characterization of wildlife usage of the site included direct
observations of avian species as well as research regarding avian species likely to occur. The
amount of time spent in the field was consistent with biological survey practice for wildlife
characterization and was accomplished by professional biologists with significant experience
with Southern California desert and mountain habitats. Field work was supplemented with
research of published literature applicable to the region.

During these initial field visits to the site, which included the spring 2003 season, a
remarkable characteristic of the site was the lack of observed bird activity, particularly
raptors. A higher level of use by raptors typically would be expected. The biological survey
team also noted a low level of riparian and songbird activity. Relative to song birds and
riparian activity, California Department of Fish and Game wildlife biologists visiting the site
confirmed this lack of activity and commented that the riparian areas appeared to not be well
enough developed or extensive enough to be attractive to nesting riparian birds, including
sensitive species like Southwestern willow flycatcher, yellow-billed cuckoo, and least Bell’s
vireo.

Under most circumstances, the relative absence of observed avian activity during spring
would lead to the conclusion that the potential for significant impact would be low. In spite
of this, and in consideration of the comments on the Notice of Preparation suggesting that
one year of avian baseline information should be collected, LADWP decided to initiate a
formal avian protocol survey. Dr. Michael Morrison, a nationally recognized avian biologist,
was retained to develop a survey protocol and conduct the studies.

The avian protocol developed for this project is responsive to the level of effort
recommended in the National Wind Coordinating Committee (NWCC) Guidance Document
(Anderson et al. 1999) and the recently released United States Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) Interim Guidelines. The NWCC Guidelines call for an initial reconnaissance
survey. The goal is to identify locations or sites that have a high probability of substantial
bird fatalities. Reconnaissance surveys are composed of several site visits, a literature
survey, analysis of unpublished data, interviews with local experts, and other information that
might be available. Assuming no significant biological issues are raised following the
reconnaissance survey, a Level 1 Survey is initiated. The Level 1 Survey is designed to
quantify the numbers, species, and activity of birds in the project area. Available avian
mortality data indicate that individual turbines are often responsible for the majority of
fatalities in a development because they are located in locations that attract birds, such as
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near gullies or concentrations of prey. The survey protocol also addressed the potential for
occurrence of bats. Specific pre-construction surveys are designed to site turbines such that
minimal or no mitigation is required during facility operation. Level 2 Surveys, which
include detailed assessment of population effects due to avian fatalities, are seldom needed,
especialy if reconnaissance and Level 1 Surveys were implemented properly. Only the high
mortality rate of golden eagles at the Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area (WRA) has
resulted in aLevel 2 Study to date.

The study protocols, observations, point counts, and statistical results of the avian survey,
which included the important spring season, were presented in the Draft EIR/EA (with
specifics included in Appendix F within Appendix D). It must be emphasized that these data
are derived from direct observations and monitoring that occurred over a 2-year period of
time at the Pine Tree project site.

Based on a comparison of the use of the Pine Tree project site by birds relative to other
existing wind developments, fatalities are predicted to be at the low end of that quantified
elsewhere for both raptors and songhbirds. In spite of the fact that some wind developments lie
directly in areas that are known migration routes, Erickson et a. (2002) summarized the
observed and likely potential impact of wind farms on passerine and other non-raptorial
birds, including nocturnally migrating species. They found that nocturnal migrants are
estimated to comprise approximately 50 percent of the fatalities at new wind projects
(estimated range 34 to 59%), based on timing and species observed during standardized
fatality monitoring. There has been no reported large episodic mortality event (e.g., >50
passerine birds during a single night) recorded at a U.S. wind plant. Two small nocturnal
avian mortality events have been published at U.S. wind plants. Fourteen nocturnal
migrating passerines at two turbines at Buffalo Ridge (Minn.) were killed on one night during
spring migration after a thunderstorm. At the Mountaineer Wind Energy Center, West
Virginia, 33 (47.8%) of 69 passerine fatalities occurred on one night at a few turbines
adjacent to a well lit substation during spring migration (Kerns and Kerlinger 2004). The
data suggest that sodium vapor lamps at the substation were the primary attractant, since
fatality locations were correlated with the location of the substation, and the other turbines
away from the substation had few fatalities documented the morning after the event. After
the lights were turned off at the substation, no events occurred. Erickson et al. (2002) were
not aware of any other mortality events greater than a few birds at single or adjacent turbines
found during a single search at any U.S. wind plant.

Several studies have been published regarding extrapolated bird passage rates (McCrary et al.
1983; Mabee and Cooper 2004; Mabee and Cooper 2001; Johnson et a. 2002). We are
aware of only a few studies that have attempted to compare fatality rates to bird passage
rates. McCrary et al. (1986) estimated approximately 6,800 annual bird fatalities at the San
Gorgonio wind project in California, with an estimate of approximately 75 million migrants
passing through during fall and spring migration. McCrary et a. (1986) believed the
mortality levels were biologically insignificant. Radar studies conducted in the vicinity of
the Buffalo Ridge wind project (over 400 turbines) in Minnesota suggested that as many as
3.5 million birds may migrate over the wind development area, and fatality studies suggest
only afew hundred migrating songbirds are killed each spring. Radar studies at the Stateline
Wind Project, a large facility (454 turbines) with its northern boundary located within 1.5
miles of the Columbia River, indicate a large number of birds migrate over that facility
(severa hundred thousand to over a million) during spring migration, and the fatality studies
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suggest a very small number result in collisions (Erickson et al. 2004). A similar pattern was
observed for the nearby Nine Canyon facility (Cooper and Mabee 2001; Erickson et a.
2003b).

Rappole (1995) reviewed the behavior of migrating passerine birds including activities
during stopovers. Most passerines migrate at night and rest and forage during the day. He
noted that migrating flocks would sometimes spend several days in a location before
continuing migration, while others would leave the evening of their arrival day. He thought
that differences in stopover time were likely related to the physiological condition of
individual birds, given that poor weather was not the reason for remaining at a location. He
also noted that habitat selection was species specific, ranging from highly selective to very
broad, and was at least partially based on abird’s energetic state.

As the fall 2004 and winter 2005 avian surveys continued, Dr. Morrison did not encounter
large numbers of migratory birds using the proposed project site for foraging and resting; no
large flocks of migrating raptors were observed. Most studies of North American bird
migration using techniques such as radar have suggested that nocturnal migrants follow a
broadfront migration pattern, flying at high altitudes, where they are not affected by variation
in surface topography (e.g., Lowery and Newman 1966; Able 1972; Richardson 1972;
Williams et a. 1977 in Williams et al. 2001). While there is some expected mortality of
nighttime migrants, numbers of fatalities for individual species from the many fatality studies
conducted in the West suggest levels inconsequential to the affected species (Erickson et al.
2002).

In summary, the data continue to support the conclusion that the Pine Tree project site does
not serve as a major pathway or stopover area for migrating birds. In addition, the few
instances in which relatively large numbers of migrating passerine birds have been killed in
wind developments have been apparently due to a combination of poor weather and lights
reflecting off of a low cloud ceiling. The proposed wind turbines would be located in the
western end of Jawbone Canyon, some 10 miles from the mouth of the canyon, near SR-14.
Anecdotal information from at least one Draft EIR/EA commenter and an unpublished report
indicate that the localized spring migration in the area is from southeast to northwest and that
some of the migration is captured in northwest-southeast trending canyons, such as the east
portion of Jawbone Canyon. The Jawbone Canyon migration continues in a northwesterly
direction up Alphie and Hoffman Canyons through the topographic pinch point of
Butterbredt Springs. This would take the localized migration well east of the proposed
project property, which encompasses northeast-southwest trending portions of upper Jawbone
Canyon. Our data based on extensive field observations show that there are no other logical
reasons, such as good habitat or adequate cover and water, for a substantial number of birds
to be loafing or resting in the proposed turbine areas.

Relative to wildlife corridors, the professional biologists who conducted the project wildlife
surveys did not observe wildlife movements that were confined to particular corridors in or
through the site. Some wildlife occurrence is habitat specific, but the characteristic of
wildlife movement corridors was not observed. As noted in the Draft EIR/EA, the site
contains abundant and contiguous open habitat, thus wildlife can move essentially freely
throughout the site. The roadways, structures, and limited fencing to be developed in the
context of the greater project property would not significantly inhibit or confine wildlife
movement.
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Letter 11

January 7, 2005 BURE AU Eﬁﬁﬁﬁ?ﬂn GEMEWT
2005 JAN 10 Mk 35
Mr. Peter Graves e nESGURCE AREA
?&?ﬁfhﬁ?ﬂdﬁﬁmm RIDGECASEECREST CA-
Ridgecrest, California 93555

Re: Comments on Draft EIR/EA for the Pine Tree Wind Development Project

Dear Mr. Graves,

In general, [ support the project and recognize the importance of its impact on how our
energy needs will be met in the future. | also support the right-of-way being sought by the
LADWP for the transmission line in Pine Canyon.

Although I did supply input into the initial draft, I now support Alternative 7B as an
alternate access route for the primary project access.

1. Sections 3,6 fail to identify nomerous impacts on recreation. Environmental impacts

will be felt as others seek to recreate to avoid the projected 2100 construction truck trips

on the Jawbone Canyon Road. At first I thought that by having these truck trips occur in
daylight hours and not on weekend that less impact would occur on the users. However,
with the numbers of projected trips, it will have significant impact.

This road is a corridor along a rugged mountainous area that provides access to OHV
users. The misplaced OHV users will move to Kelso Valley, the Rand, El Paso and Red

Mountain and make more of an impact in these areas, Adeguate mitigation measures
must be developed to address this issue.

2. This project will also impact the Jawbone Visitor Center. The Visitors Center is
expected to play a role during the construction process by interfacing with the public.
However, the Jawbone Visitor Center and staff receive their pay from pgrants from the
OHV Trust Fund. The OHV users would be horrified to find out that they are expected to
pay the cost for this. This cost is clearly LADWP's responsibility.

3. Section 3.6.3 identifies impact 6.4 regarding conflicts with the CDCA Plan, however,
no corresponding mitigation measure is offered in Section 3.6.4. The BLM’s
management objective for Class [ area in the mouth of Jawbone Canyon is to enhance
opportunities for OHV recreation, not to enhance opportunities for development.
Adequate mitigation measures must be developed to address this conflict.

4. Jawbone Canyon Road is Eastern Kern County’s access point for users such as

camping, picnicking, hiking, mineral collectors, etc. All their activities will be curtailed
during this time.




Letter 11
Cont’d.

In conclusion, I don’t believe that the mitigation measures contained in MM 7.4 are
11.6 | consistent with the existing recreational use patterns. The project fails to consider the

safety of children riding OHV’s with 2100 truck trips. The older and more experienced
riders will be further away from the construction site, not the children. Alternative 7B
using Sky Ranch as the primary project area will not impact biological, cultural and
recreational use patterns and is already being used to serve the wind industry and has
precedent.

Sincerely,

Sophia Anne Merk

2062 S Mike’s Trail Road
Ridgecrest, California 93555
760-375-3181
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11.2

Responseto Letter 11
Sophia Anne Merk, January 7, 2005

Comment noted.

The Draft EIR/EA recognizes the intense use that the Jawbone Canyon Open Area can
receive from off-highway vehicle users as well as other recreation users. The level of this
use varies markedly, depending on the season, the day of the week, and holiday periods.
During the summer season and even on non-holiday weekdays in the winter season, the use
of the Open Areais generally very light. However, during late fall, winter, and spring, many
thousands of people may visit and use the Open Area for camping and off-highway vehicle
recreation on a single holiday weekend. In Section 3.7 (Transportation), the Draft EIR/EA
identifies the conflict relative to use and safety in the Open Area during these high use
periods related to project construction vehicle traffic on Jawbone Canyon Road as it traverses
the Open Area.

The 2,100 truck trips projected for the proposed project construction represent 1,050
deliveries to the site. Each inbound (laden) and each outbound (unladen) truck trip was
counted separately for traffic analysis purposes, resulting in a total of 2,100 one-way trips
(1,050 round trips) on Jawbone Canyon Road. Based on a conservative assumption that 80
percent of these estimated truck trips would occur over a 6-month period (rather than being
evenly distributed over the entire 10-month construction schedule), an average of
approximately 11 trucks trips per day on Jawbone Canyon Road would be expected. This
would represent an average of dlightly over one trip per hour over a 10-hour workday, with
each incoming truck and each outgoing truck representing a single trip.  Since this number is
an average, more or fewer trips may actually occur in a given day or hour, but the average
figure nonetheless helps place the level of expected construction traffic on Jawbone Canyon
Road in context. In addition, based on the currently projected construction schedule, many of
these deliveries would occur outside the seasonal timeframe of heaviest recreation use in the
Jawbone Open Area, which occurs from late fall to late spring. Most would also occur on
days of the week when there is little or no recreation activity in the Open Area. This traffic
would be temporary in nature, related only to the 10-month construction period of the project.
The long-term operations of the project would require approximately 10 to 12 employees and
only occasional truck deliveries on Jawbone Canyon Road.

However, as discussed in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR/EA, even taking into account the level,
timing, and temporary nature of traffic as discussed above, the impact caused by construction
related traffic to the recreation use in the Jawbone Canyon Open Area would be considered
significant if not mitigated. Accordingly, Mitigation Measure 7.4 of the Draft EIR/EA
requires the development of a transportation safety plan for construction traffic on Jawbone
Canyon Road. The intent of this plan is to eliminate or substantially reduce the potential
conflicts between the construction traffic and recreation users in the Open Area. The planis
to be developed in coordination with the Kern County Roads Department and BLM
(including, as appropriate, Steering Committee representatives) as part of the County road
permit and BLM right-of-way grant processes. The plan would become a condition of these
permits and grants. The plan will provide rules, physical controls, and enforcement
provisions for construction traffic to minimize conflicts. However, most significantly, the
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plan will establish time periods (related to the high recreation use periods of the Open Area)
during which no deliveries of equipment or materials would be allowed on Jawbone Canyon
Road. Among the closure times would be periods associated with the Veterans Day,
Thanksgiving, Christmas, New Y ears, Martin Luther King Day, Presidents Day, Easter, and
Memorial Day holidays. With at least four weeks notification to LADWP, BLM may aso
prohibit construction deliveries on additional sanctioned event weekends in the Jawbone
Canyon Open Area. In addition, on weekends and holiday periods during the high-use
recreation season in the Jawbone Canyon Open Area (late fall to late spring), construction
workers shall be prohibited from travel in individua vehicles on Jawbone Canyon Road and
shall be shuttled to and from the project site in multi-person vehicles beginning on the day
preceding the weekend or holiday. This limitation on the use of vehicles does not include
conducting limited critical activities associated with minimal security and safety monitoring
and construction management. This provision of the transportation safety plan would
essentially eliminate construction traffic impacts during the times of greatest potential
conflict with recreation usersin the Open Area.

As mentioned above, the transportation safety plan is to be prepared as part of the County
roads permit and BLM right-of-way grant processes. However, Mitigation Measure 7.4 of
the Draft EIR/EA has been modified to more specifically indicate the types of provisions and
limitations that will be minimally included in the plan. Please see Section 3.0 (Changes to
the Draft EIR/EA) of the EA/Final EIR for the complete revised text of MM 7.4.

The commenter’s point that the potential conflicts caused by the project construction-related
traffic might force recreation users to seek locations other than Jawbone Canyon, thereby
increasing the use of and impacts on other recreation areas in the region, is acknowledged.
However, with the implementation of the proposed transportation safety plan as a condition
of the road permits and right-of-way grants, including provisions for periods of time during
which no deliveries or individual construction worker trips would be allowed on Jawbone
Canyon Road, the use and safety conflicts would be reduced to a less than significant level,
minimizing the displacement of Open Area users to other surrounding recreation areas.

A new mitigation measure has been added to the EA/Final EIR that requires LADWP to
provide funding to support an additional staff member at the Jawbone Visitors Center during
the project construction period to mitigate the impact to the Center staff and budget caused
by project construction-related traffic. In addition, the mitigation measure provides for the
funding of a BLM ranger position during high recreation use periods in the Open Area to
help enforce traffic controls and prevent or resolve disputes. These positions would be
funded subject to a Memorandum of Agreement between LADWP and BLM. Please see
Section 3.0 (Changes to the Draft EIR/EA) in the EA/Fina EIR for the language of this new
mitigation measure. With the implementation of this mitigation measure, the impact to the
staff and budget of the Jawbone Visitors Center would be less than significant.

Although a right-of-way grant is required to cross BLM land for project construction and
operations access, Jawbone Canyon Road is a County-maintained public road within the
entire Open Area. The Open Area consists of roughly equal portions of public (BLM) and
private land, and Jawbone Canyon Road as it crosses the Open Area is likewise equally
situated on public and private land. The proposed project is utilizing this public road, not the
Open Area itself, to provide access to the project property. Nonetheless, the commenter’s
point that the BLM’s management objective within the California Desert Conservation Area
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(CDCA) Plan for the Open Area is to enhance off-road recreation opportunities is
acknowledged. However, as discussed in Section 1.0 (Introduction) of the Draft EIR/EA, the
use of Jawbone Canyon Road for project access is aso consistent with broader BLM land
management policies that promote the appropriate development of wind energy. In
accordance with BLM’s Interim Wind Energy Development Policy (IM2003-020), rights-of-
way should be managed to encourage the development of wind energy in acceptable areas
while minimizing impacts to natural, cultural, and visual resources on the public lands. With
the implementation of the proposed transportation safety plan as a condition of the road
permits and right-of-way grants, including provisions for periods of time during which no
deliveries or individual construction worker trips would be allowed on Jawbone Canyon
Road, the potential impacts to existing recreation land use would be less than significant and
the proposed project would be consistent with both the BLM CDCA Plan and Wind Energy
Development Policy.

The commenter’s point that Jawbone Canyon is used for recreation opportunities other than
off-highway vehicle use is acknowledged. However, the general low intensity of these other
uses should minimize potential for conflicts resulting from project construction-related
traffic. In addition, with the implementation of the proposed transportation safety plan as a
condition of the road permits and right-of-way grants, including provisions that establish
strict rules and procedures for travel on the road for the purpose of project access, the use and
safety conflicts with recreation users would be reduced to aless than significant level.

As discussed in Section 3.13 (Alternatives to the Proposed Project) of the Draft EIR/EA,
Alternative 7B would also cause impacts from project construction traffic and traffic-related
noise and dust. To utilize this aternative access route to the proposed project site,
construction traffic would need to reach the Sky River Ranch property from Highway 58 at
Tehachapi Pass to the south. This would route construction traffic through the rura
residential areas located in Sand Canyon and Horse Canyon, to the southwest of the project
property, creating potentially significant conflicts. In addition, to access the project property
through Horse and Sand canyons, the route would need to cross private property prior to
reaching the Sky River Ranch wind development property. Agreements to alow such
crossings may not be achievable, and while this route is currently used as access for the Sky
River Ranch project, this is for generally very low-level operational traffic similar to that
which would be required for the proposed project after construction was completed.

However, perhaps the most significant impact related to this route would be the substantial
amount of grading that would be required to construct access roads through the steep and
rugged terrain between Sky River Ranch and the proposed project turbine sites. This would
entail a descent of approximately 1,000 feet in elevation from Sweet Ridge to the project
property, potentially requiring large areas of habitat disturbance to accommodate the vertical
alignment of the road and the associated quantities of cut and fill. These necessary road
improvements would be considerably more extensive than those required for the Jawbone
Canyon Road access to the property, and they would, as discussed in the Draft EIR/EA,
significantly increase impacts related to erosion, runoff, and stream crossings. This area
between Sky River Ranch and the currently proposed project turbine sites was part of the
broader study area for the proposed project. However, it was avoided at least partially
because of steep terrain (and the associated impacts of grading) and potential impacts to more
developed forest plant communities and to the Pacific Crest Trail, which generally parallels
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the Sky River Ranch project and is itself an important recreation use in the vicinity of the
proposed project.

Because of these impacts associated with the Sky River Ranch access route and because the
potential impacts related to traffic safety in the Open Area could be mitigated to a less than
significant level with the implementation of the transportation safety plan discussed above,
Alternative 7B is not considered environmentally superior to the proposed project.
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Letter 12

JAN 14 2005
January 7, 2005 TANIA S. BONFIGLIO

Ms. Tania Bonfiglio

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power
111 N. Hope Street, Room 1044

Los Angeles, Ca 90012

Regarding: the Pine Tree Wind Development Project
Dear Ms. Bonfiglio:

[ am writing in response to the Draft Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Assessment of the above project.

I am familiar with the impacted area and know its incredible diversity, both
in plant and animal life, plus it is a known major corridor for bird
migrations.

Sensitive species of both flora and fauna will be impacted adversely,
some totally destroyed. Because our weather patterns are changing
there is little change of recovery.

Dr. Morrison states that the impact of dead birds is minimal. I strongly
object and disagree. There are several wind turbine projects in
Tehachapi and if everyone Kills “only 4 Red Tail Hawks” itis a
significant amount.

This applies to all birds, not just the raptors.

The area is also Condor territory, loss of one condor is tragic loss.

The erosion downstream on steep slopes and mountain sides has historically
been a huge impact on the environment. Silting in canyons and devastating
non-mitigated gullies have caused devastation every time wind energy
has been building access roads, pads and maintenance roads in the past.
I have visited sites where the gullies are so huge a truck would disappear in
them. Some downhill erosion wiped out entire plant communities.

The only Wind Energy Plant thus far having done mitigation and maintained
a higher standard of land stewardship is Oak Creek Energy in Tehachapi.
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Letter 12
Cont’d.

I suggest that the “green energy” begins acting like one.

Here are my suggestions:

7
3

o v

Avoid the areas of concentrated vegetations listed as rare, threatened
or endangered.

Avoid impacting any of the wetland communities.

Do not build any turbines in the path of migration or shut down the
turbines during migration as they do in Gibraltar in Spain. (After the
turbines nearly wiped out all the migrating birds on that route!)
Study the cumulative impact of bird, raptor and bat kill from all wind
energy industry combined in the Tehachapi mountains.

Minimize the building of all roads.

. Build the roads that are necessary according to new grading

guidelines. (See Oak Creek Energy Roads.)

. Employ an independent erosion expert like the Tehachapi Resource

Conservation District to assist in planning, mitigation as well in the
process of re vegetation and continued monitoring sensitive sites and
the project in general. Funds for this will have to come from the
benefactor/owner of the Pine Tree Project.

. Consider re-powering some of the existing Tehachapi wind power

facilities. It certainly will be a “greener” approach than impacting yet
whole environments.

I am looking forward to your response to my concerns.

Cordially,

oy Y~

Solveig A. Thompson
29200 Woodview Court
Tehachapi, Ca 93561
661-821-5567 x 223
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Responseto Letter 12
Solveig A. Thompson, January 7, 2005

Although the Draft EIR/EA listed numerous species within whose general range the proposed
project site is located, site-specific sensitive plant surveys were conducted by qualified
biologists at the appropriate time of year based on known growth cycles to confirm either the
presence or absence of these species. No sensitive plant populations or individuas were
observed in the areas of the project site within the project footprint. Many of the sensitive
plant surveys were conducted in spring 2003 following record winter rains. No sensitive
plants were located within the areas of proposed disturbance. There has not been a sensitive
animal species or population identified within the project site that would be destroyed by the
project; mitigation for the impacts that do occur are provided. All potentially significant
impacts have been addressed, with proposed impact avoidance, minimization, or mitigation
measures developed through discussions between LADWP and the pertinent resource
agencies. All mitigation measures will be approved by these resource agencies, will provide
adequate compensation for impacts to sensitive biological resources, and will be enforced
through permit conditions that have the force of law.

The predicted rate of mortality of raptors at Pine Tree and the rate of mortality that was found
in the Tehachapi WRA were determined by Dr. Morrison to be less than significant. The
raptor population is continuous throughout the Tehachapi Mountains, so the few additional
potential fatalities predicted for the Pine Tree project would not be critical to the population,
or even adversely affect the population. There is no local population, which by definition
would require that the birds be almost completely isolated (for breeding/genetic purposes)
from other populations.

Similarly, based on a comparison of the use of the Pine Tree project site by birds relative to
other existing wind developments, fatalities are predicted to be at the low end of that which is
quantified elsawhere for both raptors and songbirds. The mortality rate for passerines is
estimated at O to 2 individuals per turbine per year. These rates would be inclusive of any
migration. The rates are also relatively low compared to all sources of avian mortality and
are statistically not significant in relation to the total species population.

The site data continue to support the conclusion that the Pine Tree project site (where
turbines would be located) does not serve as a major pathway or stopover area for migrating
birds. LADWP, through its continuation of avian studies, is building upon the base of
resource information that it has collected over the past 2 years. LADWP has not dismissed
the potential effects on birds but has determined that significant mortality is not likely.

As documented in the Biological Technical Report, written as a supporting document to the
Draft EIR/EA and included as Appendix D, the California condor does not occupy any
portion of the site. Further, the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) has stated
that the condor currently ranges on the west slope of the Tehachapi Mountains and not on the
east slope where the project site is located. Therefore, no California condor territories occur
within the study area, and no impact to the condor would occur from the proposed project.
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12.4

12.5

12.6

12.7

Comment noted. Please see responses to Comments 12.9, 12.10, and 12.11.

All plants designated as rare, threatened, or endangered are avoided by the proposed project
plan. All other sensitive plants and vegetation communities, including wetlands, have been
avoided to the extent feasible through careful project design. The potential project impacts
would be mitigated through the measures proposed and through the approved mitigation
ratios and requirements set forth by the resource agencies in permits required to implement
the project.

Complete avoidance of wetland habitats is not possible, but as noted in the Draft EIR/EA, the
disturbance of these habitats has been reduced to the extent possible by using existing access
roads and minimizing crossing of other stream channels. LADWP is currently preparing
mitigation plans with respect to natural wetland habitats. These plans will be subject to the
approval of and monitoring by CDFG.

As mentioned above, based on a comparison of the use of the Pine Tree project site by birds
relative to other existing wind developments, fatalities are predicted to be at the low end of
that quantified elsewhere for both raptors and songbirds. Even so, the occurrence of
migration would not mean that significant mortality would occur since some wind
developments lie directly in areas that are known migration routes. Erickson et a. (2002)
summarized the observed and likely potential impact of wind farms on passerine and other
non-raptorial birds, including nocturnally migrating species. They found that nocturnal
migrants are estimated to comprise approximately 50 percent of the fatalities at new wind
projects (estimated range 34 to 59%) based on timing and species observed during
standardized fatality monitoring. There has been no reported large episodic mortality event
(e.g., >50 passerine birds during a single night) recorded at a U.S. wind plant. Two small
nocturnal avian mortality events have been published at U.S. wind plants. Fourteen nocturnal
migrating passerines at two turbines at Buffalo Ridge (Minnesota) were killed on one night
during spring migration after athunderstorm. At the Mountaineer Wind Energy Center, West
Virginia, 33 (47.8%) of 69 passerine fatalities occurred on one night at a few turbines
adjacent to a well-lit substation during spring migration (Kerns and Kerlinger 2004). The
data suggest that sodium vapor lamps at the substation were the primary attractant, since
fatality locations were correlated with the location of the substation, and the other turbines
away from the substation had few fatalities documented the morning after the event. After
the lights were turned off at the substation, no events occurred. Erickson et al. (2002) were
not aware of any other mortality events greater than afew birds at single or adjacent turbines
found during a single search at any U.S. wind plant.

Several studies have been published regarding extrapolated bird passage rates (McCrary et al.
1983; Mabee and Cooper 2004; Mabee and Cooper 2001; Johnson et a. 2002). We are
aware of only a few studies that have attempted to compare fatality rates to bird passage
rates. McCrary et al. (1986) estimated approximately 6,800 annual bird fatalities at the San
Gorgonio wind project in California, with an estimate of approximately 75 million migrants
passing through during fall and spring migration. McCrary et al. (1986) believed the
mortality levels were biologically insignificant. Radar studies conducted in the vicinity of
the Buffalo Ridge wind project (over 400 turbines) in Minnesota suggested that as many as
3.5 million birds may migrate over the wind development area, and fatality studies suggest
only afew hundred migrating songbirds are killed each spring. Radar studies at the Stateline
Wind Project, a large facility (454 turbines) with its northern boundary located within 1.5
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miles of the Columbia River, indicate a large number of birds migrate over that facility
(severa hundred thousand to over a million) during spring migration, and the fatality studies
suggest a very small number result in collisions (Erickson et al. 2004). A similar pattern was
observed for the nearby Nine Canyon facility (Cooper and Mabee 2001; Erickson et a.
2003b).

As the fall 2004 and winter 2005 avian surveys continued, Dr. Morrison did not encounter
large numbers of migratory birds using Pine Tree for foraging and resting; no large flocks of
migrating raptors or passerines were observed.

The data continue to support the conclusion that Pine Tree does not serve as a maor pathway
or stopover area for migrating birds. The few instances in which relatively large numbers of
migrating passerine birds have been killed in wind devel opments have been apparently due to
a combination of poor weather and lights reflecting off of alow cloud ceiling. The proposed
wind turbines are to be located in the western end of Jawbone Canyon, some 10 miles from
the mouth of the canyon near SR-14. Anecdotal information from at least one EIR
commenter and at least one unpublished report indicate that the localized spring migration in
the area is from southeast to northwest and that some of the migration is captured in
northwest-southeast trending canyons, such as the east portion of Jawbone Canyon. The
Jawbone Canyon migration continues in a northwesterly direction up Alphie and Hoffman
canyons through the topographic pinch point of Butterbredt Springs. This would take the
localized migration well east of the proposed project property, which encompasses northeast-
southwest trending portions of upper Jawbone Canyon. Our data show that there are no other
logical reasons, such as good habitat or adequate cover and water, for a substantial number of
birds to be loafing or resting in the proposed turbine areas. A mitigation measure has been
added to the EA/Final EIR that would provide for operational modifications of a turbine(s)
that results in a disproportionately high avian mortality when compared to other turbines on
site (see MM 5.14-2 in Section 3, Changes to the Draft EIR/EA).

Cumulative impacts were addressed consistent with the requirements of CEQA and NEPA.
Accordingly, cumulative impacts are those impacts on the environment that may result from
the incremental effects of the proposed project when they are added to the effects from other
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects. As required under CEQA and
NEPA, Section 3.11 of the Draft EIR/EA, as revised in the EA/Final EIR (see Section 3.0,
Changes to the EA and Draft EIR, in the EA/Fina EIR), provides a discussion of the
potential cumulative impacts of the proposed project. The CEQA Guidelines require that a
cumulative impacts analysis identifies related projects in the area of the proposed project,
summarizes the expected environmental effects of those related projects, and analyzes the
cumulative impacts of the proposed and related projects. The Draft EIR/EA considered both
temporary cumulative impacts, associated with the construction activities of the proposed and
related projects in the area, and long-term cumulative impacts, associated with the permanent
effects and continued operations of the proposed and related projects.

As discussed in Section 3.11 of the Draft EIR/EA, because of the nature, scale, location,
and/or schedule of related projects that may be under construction in the general area at the
same time as the proposed project construction, it was determined that the project, when
considered in conjunction with the related projects, would not generally create any temporary
individually significant impacts that would be regarded as cumulatively significant. The only
exception to this, as discussed in the Draft EIR/EA, is a temporary but unavoidable
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12.9

12.10

12.11

significant impact to air quality during the construction phase of the project related to
significance thresholds for air pollutant emissions recently enacted by the County of Kern.
Because of the location of the proposed project in relation to other wind energy developments
in the Tehachapi WRA, the level of impact created by the proposed project relative to the
WRA, and the implementation of zoning guidelines that establish requirements for future
wind energy development in Kern County, it was determined that the project, when
considered in the context of the entire WRA, would not create any long-term individually
significant or significant impacts that would be regarded as cumulatively significant.

Specific to avian impacts, the results of Anderson, et al. (2004) relative to the Tehachapi
WRA were summarized and considered in quantifying avian risk at the project site. The
avian mortality at Tehachapi was considerably less than that observed at many other Western
wind resource areas. The Pine Tree project is predicted to add comparatively few additional
bird or bat mortalities given the relatively small number of turbines added. As such, there
would not be a substantial cumulative impact. The determination of cumulative impact is
one of biological magnitude, not mere addition, especially of generally small numbers.

The roads and other graded and cleared areas that are planned for the proposed project are
those that are minimally required for the delivery and installation of project components.
Once the final wind turbine siting was established within the 8,000-acre project property
(narrowed significantly from the original 21,500-acre project study area), the length of roads
necessary for the project was reduced by nearly 4 miles during refinement of the project plan.
As noted in the Draft EIR/EA, an extensive network of roads currently exists on the project
property, and, to the extent possible, the project plan utilizes these existing roads. Although
some improvements and/or widening would be required, approximately two-thirds of the
roads proposed for the project follow existing road alignments, helping to minimize the
construction of new roads.

Detailed grading plans at a 2-foot contour interval have been prepared for the project roads
and facility pads to minimize quantities of cut and fill necessary for the transport and
installation of project components, to ensure stabilization of drainageways, and to control and
direct runoff to minimize erosion. These plans have been developed in accordance with
County of Kern grading requirements. The entire project will also be subject to the drainage
and erosion control standards contained in the Federa Highway Administration’s Best
Management Practices for Erosion and Sediment Control (FHWA FLP-94-005, 1995), which
exceed County guidelines in many instances. LADWP has committed to adherence to the
FHWA standards even though this is not a requirement for the non-federal lands involved in
the proposed project.

The prevention and control of runoff, erosion, and sedimentation related to the construction
and operations of the proposed project was one of the primary concerns in the devel opment
of the project plans and the assessment of potential project impacts in the Draft EIR/EA. As
discussed in the Draft EIR/EA in Sections 2.0 (Description of the Proposed Project), 3.2
(Geology and Soils), and 3.3 (Hydrology and Water Quality), the drainage concept for the
project has been developed with the goal of retaining runoff flows at pre-development levels.
The objective is to eliminate and/or minimize drainage course changes and to incorporate
erosion and sedimentation control systems and devices such as rock riprap, detention basins,
revegetation, and other control devices on disturbed areas. No impervious surfaces are
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proposed for the project, and permanent disturbance of the surface would only occur in those
areas that are in actual use for ongoing project maintenance and operations.

The plan provides that drainage waters would be returned to their original courses in the
same magnitude as that prior to the project. Wind turbine sites are to include detention
basins designed to reduce any peak discharge rates to pre-project values and to provide silt
capture. Incidental roadway drainage intercepted from side-slope cuts is to be returned to
natural courses at frequent intervals to reduce concentration. Areas of disturbance to the
natural ground cover for side-slopes and unused graded portions of the project are to be
replanted with native cover. Cover is to be re-established with species similar to those that
existed prior to the construction disturbance. Grading of roadways and turbine sites are to
adhere to the following design concepts.

* Rerouting of drainage to another discharge point in a different water course is to be
avoided.

» Whenever possible, grading is to be designed to evenly distribute runoff rather than
concentrate it.

* Regular use of over-side drains should be implemented to avoid longitudinal
concentration of drainage along the roadways.

» Exiting points of culverts and over-side drains are to be protected with rock riprap.

* Minor stilling basins are to be created by elevating grated inlets above flow line grade so
asto minimize silt transport and detain drainage waters.

» Detention basins for peak flow reduction are to be used at the turbine sites when drainage
has the potential to increase runoff to any one watershed.

A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) will be developed and implemented for
the project to minimize erosion and the potential for discharge of pollutants from the site due
to clearing, grading, and other construction activities. The SWPPP will be prepared aong
with the project grading plan. Site-specific Best Management Practices (BMPs) will be
developed and implemented emphasizing the control of erosion and sedimentation through
such measures as retaining the original vegetative cover where possible; reducing the velocity
of surface runoff and directing it away from disturbed areas, and promptly stabilizing
disturbed areas through revegetation or the use of inert materials, such as straw mulching or
erosion control matting. Silt fences and sediment barriers would be maintained throughout
construction and beyond until disturbed areas have been fully stabilized with vegetation.
Check structures, such as rock dams, hay bale check dams (consisting of weed-free rice straw
or other certified weed-free straw), dikes, and swales, would be used where appropriate to
reduce runoff velocity as well asto direct surface runoff away from disturbed areas.

LADWRP, which would own, operate, and maintain the proposed project rather than simply
enter into purchase agreement for power produced by the project, is committed to long-term
maintenance of the roads and other graded areas in the project property. Numerous specific
mitigation measures related to the control of runoff, erosion, and sedimentation were
established for the proposed project in the Draft EIR/EA (see Sections 3.2, Geology and
Sails, and 3.3, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR/EA).

Based on this grading and drainage concept, including adherence to the SWPPP, County
ordinances, FHWA guidelines, and the project mitigation measures, an independent erosion
control expert is not required for the planning of the proposed project. However, LADWP
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would accept any information regarding erosion control in the project region that the
Tehachapi Resource Conservation District would provide.

Repowering an existing wind turbine site in the Tehachapi Pass Area was considered in
Section 3.13 (Alternatives to the Proposed Project) of the Draft EIR/EA. As mentioned by
the commenter and as discussed in the EIR/EA, the intent of this alternative would be to
reduce environmental effects associated with the construction and operations of the proposed
project by building at a site already impacted by existing wind turbine development as
opposed to new construction in a currently undeveloped area. This repowering would entail
replacing aging, inefficient, and/or inoperable turbines with the proposed project turbines,
which would be more reliable, efficient, and productive.

As discussed in the Draft EIR/EA, the Tehachapi WRA consists of approximately 30 separate
wind turbine projects, with atotal capacity of over 600 MW and an estimated annual energy
output of 1,200 GWh. Excluding the Sky River Ranch project, which is located on Sweet
Ridge to the west of the proposed project property, the Tehachapi WRA includes over 3,300
individual turbines, located primarily in the Tehachapi Pass area. The Tehachapi WRA
projects are under the ownership of approximately 12 different entities.

To implement a repowering, existing wind turbines would need to be demolished, potentially
including below-grade elements, such as foundations and electrical collection systems. The
grading of some new roads and foundations pads would also be necessary because the
proposed project turbines have different area and spacing requirements than existing turbines
in Tehachapi Pass. A new underground electrical collection system would be required.
Since limited capacity is currently available to transmit power generated in the Tehachapi
WRA, this aternative would include the construction of a new transmission line that would
connect to the existing LADWP Inyo-Rinaldi line, which runs roughly parallel to and west of
SR-14. The exact alignment and length of this new line would be dependent on the location
of the turbine repowering site. Repowering would also include a new substation to convert
the voltage of the electrical energy generated by the wind turbines so that it could be
transmitted over the Inyo-Rinaldi line.

To accomplish a repowering and achieve the power generation objectives of the project in an
efficient and cost-effective manner, relatively consolidated property large enough to
accommodate the proposed number of turbines would be required to avoid segregating the
project into potentially widely separated areas. The existing wind energy projects in the
vicinity of Tehachapi Pass extend over a total area of approximately 20 square miles. The
proposed project property consists of approximately 12.5 square miles, and while the project
facilities themselves do not actually cover this entire area, based on the wind resource and
terrain characteristics of the site and the requirements of the proposed turbines, the overal
footprint of the project extends over the majority of the project property. Even assuming that
significantly greater efficiency in wind turbine configuration could be achieved in the
Tehachapi Pass area than at the proposed project site, a repowering project would still require
the acquisition of a large proportion of the existing wind turbine developments, potentially
under the ownership of severa different entities.

Along with the acquisition of large portions of existing Tehachapi WRA wind projects,
energy contracts associated with these projects would hinder implementation of a repowering
alternative for the LADWP project. Southern California Edison currently has purchase
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agreements for the power produced at nearly all the wind projects in the Tehachapi WRA.
The only exception to thisis a power purchase agreement held by San Diego Gas and Electric
for the power produced at a single recently constructed new wind project in the Tehachapi
Pass. These agreements are generally long-term, extending up to 30 years. While
repowering of wind energy projects could be a valid means to reduce potential project
impacts, the current power purchase agreements limit the availability of the existing wind
developments for repowering to meet LADWP's project objectives of increasing the amount
of energy it generates or acquires from renewable power sources. Because of the limitations
imposed by these contracts, the acquisition of a relatively consolidated area that would be
large enough to accommodate the proposed project is essentially infeasible at this time.
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Letter 13

January 6, 2005

Mr. Peter Graves

Bureau of Land Management
300 S. Richmond Road
Ridgecrest, CA 93555

omments on Drafi

Dear Mr. Graves,

Kindly consider my comments below on the Draft Environmental [mpact
Report/Environmental Assessment (DEIR/EA) for the Pine Tree Wind
Development Project. They focus primarily on the unsuitability of the Jawbone

Canyon Road for construction traffic, and how the Draft EIR/EA failed to
adequarely identify and mitigate the effects on the recreation community.

In general, I support the project and recognize the importance of its impact on
how our energy needs will be met in the near future. [ appreciate that this project
will result in no road or trail closures and that access to public lands will not be
affected. I'm satisfied that the project's location will affect the viewshied only
minimally, a difficult but well mitigated tradeoff for the benefits of renewable energy.
[ also support the right-of-way being sought by the LADWP for the transmission
line in Pine Canyon.

| do strongly object to the use of Jawbone Canyon Road for project construction
traffic as put forth in the DEIR/EA for the reasons below. Instead, [ wholeheartedly
support Alternative 7B, the use of Sky River Ranch as an alternate access route for
primary project access.

A. Sections 3.6 Fails to [dentity Numerous Impacts on Recreation

1. Contrary to the DEIR/EA and the CEQA Initial Study, the project will
indeed increase the use of other existing recreational lands such thar substantial
physical deterioration of public lands would occur or be accelerated. Environmental
impacts will be felt as users seek other areas to recreate to avoid the projected 2100
construction truck trips on the Jawbone Canyon Road.

The DEIR/EA does not note that the road is actually a corridor along which
users congregate, and within which much of the actual OHV activities occur.
Whereas the outlying portions of the OHV area consist of rugged, mountainous
trails, within the canyon corridor are the campsites, gathering spots, and childrens'
riding areas.
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Campers and RV'ers will seek other locations to avoid the noise and dust generated by heavy
equipment hauling trucks. Those with children will not want them riding in the commonly used,
family-oriented areas along both sides of Jawbone Canyon Road out of concerns for their safety.
Many users will move to other areas to get away from the large construction vehicles, areas ourtside
the OHV area boundaries.

Disbursing significant numbers of OHV users into surrounding public lands will yield negative
impacts to areas already stressed by OHV use, such as Kelso Valley, the Rand, El Paso and Red
mountains, and areas in and around the communities of Randsburg and Red Mountain. Users who
are not familiar with the rules of limited use areas will behave as if they were in the OHV area and
cause unnecessary harm to environmentally sensitive areas and neighboring communities by driving
off established routes. This would result in considerable and undesirable management issues for the
Ridgecrest Field Office, whose resources are already stretched too thin.

These consequences are foreseeable, yet unidentified and unmitigated in this DEIR/EA.

2. Also conrtrary o the DEIR/EA and the CEQA Initial Study, the project does involve a
recreational facility: the Jawbone Visitors Center. Ignored in the DEIR/EA and the CEQA Initial
Study are the impacts that will be felt on this facility, although the project clearly relies on it to

play a role during the construction process.

The Visitors Center will become the main focal point for interfacing with the public and
minimizing on-the-ground conflicts with users. However, the Visitors Center has a limited staff
and budgert, and instead relies upon several volunteers and grants from the California Off-Highway
Motor Vehicle Division's OHV Trust Fund.

Already the Visitors Center receives up to several hundred guests in a day, and that number can
be expected to increase as project construction begins. It is not appropriate for the project to be

subsidized by the OHV Trust Fund, but the DEIR/EA fails to identify this problem or offer

mitigation for this foreseeable consequence.

3. Although the Impact Analysis of Section 3.6.3 identifies Impact 6.4 regarding conflicts with
the CDCA Plan management objecrtives, no corresponding mitigation measure is offered in Section
3.6.4

The BLM's management objective for the Class I area in the mouth of Jawbone Canyon is to
enhance opportunities for OHV recreation, not to enhance opportunities for development.
Because this area involves almost half of the right-of-way grant being sought by the project,
adequate mitigation measures must be developed to address this admitted conflict.

4. Lastly, the DEIR/EA and the CEQA Initial Study ignore the importance of Jawbone Canyon
Road to the greater recreation community, instead focusing solely on OHV use.
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Jawbone Canyon Road is more than just an OHV area. Rather, the road is arguably Eastern
Kern County's most important access point for outdoor recreational activities of many kinds,
including rock hounding, hunting, hiking, sight seeing, wildlife watching, picnicing, day-touring,
history enthusiasm, and even landscape painting by artists. Such users may have to curtail cheir
activities during the construction period or seek other destinations.

Such impacts on these recreational activities were not analyzed and, therefore, remain
unmitigated.

I believe that the suggested mitigation measures conrained MM 7.4 are paltry and will be
ineffective. However, [ don't believe that all of the impacts of using Jawbone Canyon Road for
construction traffic CAN be adequately mitigated, as this use is simply inconsistent with existing
recreational use patterns.

[ ' c 1 ifv Ec ic 1 t on Local Business

Section 3.10.3 states that no businesses would be temporarily displaced as a result of
construction activities associated with the project. However, should the OHV area experience
lower than usual use levels during this time, the historic and important Jawbone Store would suffer

considerable financial harm as a result.

The DEIR/EA needs to consider this impact and, if necessary, offer measures to mitigate against
the financial displacement of the Jawbone Store.

D. Section 3.10 Fai ;

As described in the DEIR/EA, this Executive Order requires the identification and assessment
of safety risks that may disproportionately affect children. However, the project fails to specifically
consider the risks of co-mingling the large number of children riding OHV's with 2,100 truck trips
during construction.

It is the older, more experienced OHV users that utilize the mountainous trails in the outlying
areas of the OHV area, away from the truck traffic. Within the Jawbone Canyon corridor,
however, is where younger, less experienced OHV users generally ride. Children riding OHV's
follow unpredictable patterns and often dart out into the roadway without waming and without
looking. The safety risks posed by large equipment hauling trucks on Jawbone Canyon Road is
disproportionately higher for children OHV users than other users and, therefore, must be
specifically mitigated.
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Fortunately, the DEIR/EA offers two alternatives for the project access route. Alternative 7A,
using Pine Tree Canyon Road as primary project access, describes well the enormous difficulties in
mitigating the serious impacts on biological and cultural resources of this remote and rather pristine
canyon.

Alternative 7B, using Sky River Ranch as primary project access, however, does not impact
sensitive biological and cultural resources, nor would such use dangerously impact well-established
recreational use patterns.

1 do not believe that the impacts of construction traffic over Highway 58 and tumning on to
Sand Canyon and/or Horse Canyon roads would be any more difficult to mitigate than via Highway
14 and the urnoff at Jawbone Canyon Road.

Road work that would be necessary to improve this route for construction traffic is similar to
that required by the Jawbone Canyon Road alternative, which would also create mitigable impacts
related to erosion, runoff, and stream crossings.

I also do not believe that the challenges of interfacing with local residents are as difficult to
mitigate as would be contending with OHV and other recreation traffic. Although the DEIR/EA is
silent on how many residents Alternative 7B, consider that the entire Census Track 60.04, which
covers approximately 600 square miles including the Sand Canyon and Horse Canyon residents, has
a population of only 1,302. Even if all of Census Track 60.04 residents were affected, this number is
still less than the number of people that will be impacted by the use of Jawbone Canyon Road for
project access.

Traffic patterns in these tiny communities are predictable whereas OHV traffic in an open area
is random, inexplicable, and sometimes even careless, particularly when the use of alcohol is
involved. Furthermore, many residents are working rather than at home during the daytime,
thereby reducing the impact of project traffic on these communities.

Lastly, the route suggested in Alternative 7B is already being used to serve the wind industry,
and the use of this route is established and with precedent. I'm certain thar objections raised by Sky
Ranch can be resolved, as they typically are among the several cooperative wind projects in the
Tehachapi Pass area.

Conclusion

Therefore, | conclude by offering my qualified support for the Pine Tree Wind Development
Project, dependent upon the adoption of Alternative 7B, using Sky River Ranch rather than
Jawbone Canyon Road for primary project access. | urge project planners to avoid the uncertain
and problematic difficulties associated with co-mingling heavy truck traffic and OHV users and
other recreationists within the Jawbone Canyon corridor, and instead choose a route more
appropriate for the project's construction traffic, such as that in Alternative 7B.
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I'd like to offer my thanks to the project proponents for their outstanding public outreach during
this project.

Randy Banis
Editor, DeathValley.com
Access Representative, Ridgecrest Steering Committee

cc:  Tanya Bonfiglio, Los Angeles DWP-
Hector Villalobos, Ridgecrest Field Office Manager, BLM
Ed Waldheim, President, Friends of Jawbone
Robert Strub, Chairman, BLM Ridgecrest Steering Committee
Ron Schiller, Recreation Representative, BLM Desert District Advisory Committee




2.0 LETTER COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR/EA AND RESPONSES

13.1

13.2

Responseto Letter 13
Randy Banis, January 6, 2005

Comment noted. See response to Comment 13.9.

The Draft EIR/EA recognizes the intense use that the Jawbone Canyon Open Area can
receive from off-highway vehicle users as well as other recreation users during certain
periods. The level of this use varies markedly, depending on the season, the day of the week,
and holiday periods. During the summer season and even on non-holiday weekdays in the
winter season, the use of the Open Area is generally very light. However, during late fall,
winter, and spring, many thousands of people may visit and use the Open Area for camping
and off-highway vehicle recreation on a single holiday weekend. In Section 3.7
(Transportation), the Draft EIR/EA identifies the conflict relative to use and safety in the
Open Area during these high use periods related to project construction vehicle traffic on
Jawbone Canyon Road as it traverses the Open Area.

The 2,100 truck trips projected for the proposed project construction represent 1,050
deliveries to the site. Each inbound (laden) and each outbound (unladen) truck trip was
counted separately for traffic analysis purposes, resulting in a total of 2,100 one-way trips
(2,050 round trips) on Jawbone Canyon Road. Based on a conservative assumption that 80
percent of these estimated truck trips would occur over a6-month period (rather than being
evenly distributed over the entire 10-month construction schedule), an average of
approximately 11 trucks trips per day on Jawbone Canyon Road would be expected. This
would represent an average of dightly over one trip per hour over a 10-hour workday, with
each incoming truck and each outgoing truck representing asingle trip. Since this number is
an average, more or fewer trips may actually occur in a given day or hour, but the average
figure nonetheless helps place the level of expected construction traffic on Jawbone Canyon
Road in context. In addition, based on the currently projected construction schedule, many of
these deliveries would occur outside the seasonal timeframe of heaviest recreation use in the
Jawbone Open Area, which occurs from late fall to late spring. Most would also occur on
days of the week when there is little or no recreation activity in the Open Area. This traffic
would be temporary in nature, related only to the 10-month construction period of the project.
The long-term operations of the project would require approximately 10 to 12 employees and
only occasional truck deliveries on Jawbone Canyon Road.

However, as discussed in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR/EA, even taking into account the level,
timing, and temporary nature of traffic as discussed above, the impact caused by
construction-related traffic to the recreation use in the Jawbone Canyon Open Area would be
considered significant if not mitigated. Accordingly, Mitigation Measure 7.4 of the Draft
EIR/EA requires the development of a transportation safety plan for construction traffic on
Jawbone Canyon Road. The intent of this plan is to eliminate or substantialy reduce the
potential conflicts between the construction traffic and recreation users in the Open Area.
The plan is to be developed in coordination with the Kern County Roads Department and
BLM (including, as appropriate, Steering Committee representatives) as part of the County
road permit and BLM right-of-way grant processes. The plan would become a condition of
these permits and grants. The plan will provide rules, physical controls, and enforcement
provisions for construction traffic to minimize conflicts. However, most significantly, the

Pine Tree Wind Development Project EA/Final EIR  2-130



2.0 LETTER COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR/EA AND RESPONSES

13.3

13.4

plan will establish time periods (related to the high recreation use periods of the Open Area)
during which no deliveries of equipment or materials would be allowed on Jawbone Canyon
Road. Among the closure times would be periods associated with the Veterans Day,
Thanksgiving, Christmas, New Y ears, Martin Luther King Day, Presidents Day, Easter, and
Memoria Day holidays. With at least four weeks notification to LADWP, BLM may also
prohibit construction deliveries on additional sanctioned event weekends in the Jawbone
Canyon Open Area. In addition, on weekends and holiday periods during the high-use
recreation season in the Jawbone Canyon Open Area (late fall to late spring), construction
workers shall be prohibited from travel in individua vehicles on Jawbone Canyon Road and
shall be shuttled to and from the project site in multi-person vehicles beginning on the day
preceding the weekend or holiday. This limitation on the use of vehicles does not include
conducting limited critical activities associated with minimal security and safety monitoring
and construction management. This provision of the transportation safety plan would
essentially eliminate construction traffic impacts during the times of greatest potential
conflict with recreation usersin the Open Area.

As mentioned above, the transportation safety plan is to be prepared as part of the County
roads permit and BLM right-of-way grant processes. However, Mitigation Measure 7.4 of
the Draft EIR/EA has been modified to more specifically indicate the types of provisions and
limitations that will be minimally included in the plan. Please see Section 3.0 (Changes to
the Draft EIR/EA) of the EA/Final EIR for the complete revised text of MM 7.4.

The commenter’s point that the potential conflicts caused by the project construction-related
traffic might force recreation users to seek locations other than Jawbone Canyon, thereby
increasing the use of and impacts on other recreation areas in the region, is acknowledged.
However, with the implementation of the proposed transportation safety plan as a condition
of the road permits and right-of-way grants, including provisions for periods of time during
which no deliveries or individual construction worker trips would be allowed on Jawbone
Canyon Road, the use and safety conflicts would be reduced to a less than significant level,
minimizing the displacement of Open Area users to other surrounding recreation areas.

A new mitigation measure has been added to the EA/Final EIR that requires LADWP to
provide funding to support an additional staff member at the Jawbone Visitors Center during
the project construction period to mitigate the impact to the Center staff and budget caused
by project construction related traffic. In addition, the mitigation measure provides for the
funding of a BLM ranger position during high recreation use periods in the Open Area to
help enforce traffic controls and prevent or resolve disputes. These positions would be
funded subject to a Memorandum of Agreement between LADWP and BLM. Please see
Section 3.0 (Changes to the Draft EIR/EA) in the EA/Fina EIR for the language of this new
mitigation measure. With the implementation of this mitigation measure, the impact to the
staff and budget of the Jawbone Visitors Center would be less than significant.

Although a right-of-way grant is required to cross BLM land for project construction and
operations access, Jawbone Canyon Road is a County-maintained public road within the
entire Open Area. The Open Area consists of roughly equal portions of public (BLM) and
private land, and Jawbone Canyon Road as it crosses the Open Area is likewise equally
situated on public and private land. The proposed project is utilizing this public road, not the
Open Area itself, to provide access to the project property. Nonetheless, the commenter’s
point that the BLM’s management objective within the California Desert Conservation Area
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13.6

(CDCA) Plan for the Open Area is to enhance off-road recreation opportunities is
acknowledged. However, as discussed in Section 1.0 (Introduction) of the Draft EIR/EA, the
use of Jawbone Canyon Road for project access is also consistent with broader BLM land
management policies that promote the appropriate development of wind energy. In
accordance with the BLM’ s Interim Wind Energy Development Policy (1M 2003-020), rights-
of-way should be managed to encourage the development of wind energy in acceptable areas
while minimizing impacts to natural, cultural, and visual resources on the public lands. With
the implementation of the proposed transportation safety plan as a condition of the road
permits and right-of-way grants, including provisions for periods of time during which no
deliveries or individual construction worker trips would be allowed on Jawbone Canyon
Road, the potential impacts to existing recreation land use would be less than significant and
the proposed project would be consistent with both the BLM CDCA Plan and Wind Energy
Development Policy.

The commenter’s point that Jawbone Canyon is used for recreation opportunities other than
off-highway vehicle use is acknowledged. However, the general low intensity of these other
uses should minimize potential for conflicts resulting from project construction-related
traffic. In addition, with the implementation of the proposed transportation safety plan as a
condition of the road permits and right-of-way grants, including provisions that establish
strict rules and procedures for travel on the road for the purpose of project access, the use and
safety conflicts with recreation users would be reduced to a less than significant level.

The primary element of MM 7.4 is the requirement to develop a transportation safety plan to
mitigate the potential safety conflicts related to project construction traffic in the Jawbone
Open Area. The specific components listed in the measure in the Draft EIR/EA are examples
of the types of elements that would be included in the plan, but they are not meant to be all-
inclusive. As discussed above in the response to Comment 13.2, the intent of this plan isto
eliminate or substantially reduce the potential conflicts between the construction traffic and
recreation usersin the Open Area. As discussed above, it would include specific measures to
minimize conflicts, including establishment of time periods (related to the high recreation use
periods of the Open Area) during which no deliverires of equipment or materials would be
allowed on Jawbone Canyon Road. Among the closure times would be periods associated
with the Veterans Day, Thanksgiving, Christmas, New Years, Martin Luther King Day,
Presidents Day, Easter, and Memorial Day holidays. With at least four weeks notification to
LADWP, BLM may also prohibit construction deliveries on additional sanctioned event
weekends in the Jawbone Canyon Open Area. In addition, on weekends and holiday periods
during the high-use recreation season in the Jawbone Canyon Open Area (late fall to late
spring), construction workers shall be prohibited from travel in individual vehicles on
Jawbone Canyon Road and shall be shuttled to and from the project site in multi-person
vehicles beginning on the day preceding the weekend or holiday. This limitation on the use
of vehicles does not include conducting limited critical activities associated with minimal
security and safety monitoring and construction management. This provision of the
transportation safety plan would essentially eliminate construction traffic impacts during the
times of greatest potential conflict with recreation users in the Open Area.

The transportation safety plan is to be prepared as part of the County road permit and BLM
right-of-way grant processes. However, MM 7.4 of the Draft EIR/EA has been modified to
more specificaly indicate the types of provisions and limitations that will be minimaly
included in the transportation safety plan. Please see Section 3.0 (Changes to the Draft
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13.7

13.8

139

EIR/EA) of the EA/Fina EIR for the complete revised text of MM 7.4. With the
implementation of the proposed transportation safety plan as a condition of the road permits
and right-of-way grants, including provisions for periods of time during which no deliveries
or individual construction worker trips would be allowed on Jawbone Canyon Road, the
potential impacts to existing recreation use in the Open Areawould be less than significant.

With the implementation of the transportation safety plan as described above, the Jawbone
Canyon Open Area should not experience significant reductions in use related to project
construction. Therefore, the Jawbone Store would not be adversely affected. Furthermore,
with a daily influx of workers to the project site, the Jawbone Store may actually experience
an increase of business during those periods when recreation use of the Open Area would
typically be low.

Specificaly, Executive Order 13045 calls for the identification and assessment of
environmental health risks and safety risks that may disproportionately affect children.
“Environmental health risks and safety risks,” in the context of the Executive Order, “mean
risks to health or to safety that are attributable to products or substances that the child is
likely to come in contact with or ingest (such as the air we breath, the food we eat, the water
we drink or use for recreation, the soil we live on, and the products we use or are exposed
to).” In this sense, Executive Order 13045 does not apply to potential safety conflicts that
may arise from project construction-related traffic on Jawbone Canyon Road.

Nonetheless, as discussed in the Draft EIR/EA, there is a potential safety hazard from
construction-related traffic in relation to the recreation use of the Jawbone Canyon Open
Area. However, with the implementation of the proposed transportation safety plan as a
condition of the road permits and right-of-way grants, including provisions for periods of
time during which no deliveries or individual construction worker trips would be allowed on
Jawbone Canyon Road, the potential impacts related to traffic safety in the Open Area would
be less than significant.

Weighing the significance of potential impacts created by construction-related traffic to the
rural residential areas of Horse Canyon and Sand Canyon against the impacts to recreation
use in the Jawbone Canyon Open Area is arguable. While it is true that fewer individuals
permanently reside in these rural areas than may be found in the Open Area on a single busy
holiday weekend, residents would be present throughout the construction period.
Conversely, the Open Area experiences significant periods of relatively light use, especially
in the summer season and even on weekdays in the fal and winter, during which times
impacts from construction traffic to recreation would be minimal. In addition, as discussed in
Section 3.13 (Alternatives to the Proposed Project) of the Draft EIR/EA, to access the project
property through Horse and Sand canyons, the route would need to cross private property
prior to reaching the Sky River Ranch wind development property. Agreements to allow
such crossings may not be achievable, and while this route is currently used as access for the
Sky River Ranch project, thisis for generally very low-level operational traffic similar to that
which would be required for the proposed project after construction was completed.

However, while agreements to use Sky River Ranch property itself may well be achievable,
perhaps the most significant impact related to this route would be the substantial amount of
grading that would be required to construct access roads through the steep and rugged terrain
between Sky River Ranch and the proposed project turbine sites. This would entail a descent
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of approximately 1,000 feet in elevation from Sweet Ridge to the project property, potentially
requiring large areas of habitat disturbance to accommodate the vertical alignment of the road
and the associated quantities of cut and fill. These necessary road improvements would be
considerably more extensive than those required for the Jawbone Canyon Road access to the
property, and they would, as discussed in the Draft EIR/EA, significantly increase impacts
related to erosion, runoff, and stream crossings. This area between Sky River Ranch and the
currently proposed project turbine sites was part of the broader study area for the proposed
project. However, it was avoided at least partially because of steep terrain (and the
associated impacts of grading) and potential impacts to more developed forest plant
communities and to the Pecific Crest Trail, which generally parallels the Sky River Ranch
project and isitself an important recreation use in the vicinity of the proposed project.

Because of these impacts associated with the Sky River Ranch access route and because the
potential impacts related to traffic safety in the Open Area could be mitigated to aless than
significant level with the implementation of the transportation safety plan discussed above,
Alternative 7B is not considered environmentally superior to the proposed project.

13.10 Comment noted.
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Charles Holloway
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Development of 80, 1.5-megawatt {MW) wind turbine generators, several meteorological towers, an
underground and overhead electical collection systsm, a substation, a 8-mile-long, 230 kilovolt (KV)
transmission line to connect with the regional electrical grid, an operations and maintenance (O&M)
building, as weli as access roads.

Lead Agency Contact

Name
Agency
Phone
email
Address
City

Charles Holloway

Los Angeles County Dept of Water and Power
{213) 367-0285 Fax
111 North Hope Street, Room 1044

Los Angeles Sfate CA  Zip 90012-2694

Project Location

County

City

Region

Cross Streels
Parcel No.
Township

Kem
Mojave, Tehachapi, California City

Jawbone Canyon Road / SR 14

308, Range 35E, Section 34,35 Base MDBM

Proximity to:

Highways
Airports
Railways
Waterways
Schools
Land Use

14

Matural Reserve and Agriculture / Estate, 20-acre min. / Extensive Agriculture and Extensive
Agriculture ! Steep Slope

Projact Issues

Agsthetic/Visual: Agricultural Land; Alr Quality; Archaeclogic-Historic; Cumulative Effects;
Drainage/Absarption; Economica/Jobs; Flood Plain/Flooding: Forest Land/Fire Hazard;
Geologic/Seismic; Growth Inducing; Landuse; Noise; Public Services; Septic System; Soil
Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Traffic/Circulation; Vegetation; Water Quality; Water Supply:
Wetland/Riparian; Wildlifa

Reviewing
Agencies

Resources Agency; Regional Water Quality Control Bd., Region 5 (Fresno); Department of Parks and
Recreation: Native Amarican Heritage Commission; Public Utilities Commission; Office of Historic
Preservation; Department of Forestry and Fire Protection; Department of Fish and Game, Region 4:
Depariment of Water Resources; Department of Conservation; California Energy Commission; :
California Highway Patrol; Caltrans, District 9; Caltrans, Division of Aeronautics

Date Received

1172272004 Start of Review 11/22/2004 End of Review 01/05/2005

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency.




2.0 LETTER COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR/EA AND RESPONSES

Responseto Letter 14
State Clearinghouse and Planning Units, January 6, 2005

No responses required.
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Letter 15

February 18, 2005

Mr. Charles C. Holloway _

Supervisor of Environmental Assessment

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power .

111 N. Hope Street, Room 1044 , ¥
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Pine Tree Wind Development
Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment

Dear Mr. Holloway:

The Center for Energy Efficiency and Renewable Technologies (CEERT), a nonprofit
coalition of the leading environmental groups and renewable energy providers,
respectfully requests the opportunity to submit this letter into the public record of the
Pine Tree Wind Development Draft Environmental Impact Report and Environmental
Assessment (EIR/EA), SCH#2004041 076, BLM#CA-650-2005-13.

The proposed Pine Tree Wind Development project (Pine Tree) is significant to the City
of Los Angeles, the Southern California region and the State of California. Pine Tree
Wind Development is the largest wind energy system proposed in the Westem United
States since passage of California’s landmark Renewable Energy Portfolio Standard
(RPS) mandate (SB 1078), which required the City of Los Angeles to implement its own
RPS. Pine Tree is Los Angeles’ first renewable energy project since it established its
City RPS policy in 2004. It is also Los Angeles’ first major commitment to procure
renewable energy in the utility's history. . ;

LA ’'s commitment to develop Pine Tree signals consumers, renewable energy -
developers and decision-makers that Los Angeles is leading the implementation of the
RPS. Moreover, Pine Tree is an excellent project model for a municipal utility--to
engage private, experienced developers to build and transfer ownership to the City of a
large wind project that provides reliable, cost-effective and environmentally-preferable
energy to City ratepayers. -

Bringing Pine Tree online in an environmentally-responsible manner will bring several
majors benefits: it will provide enough cleart, renewable energy to power over 120,000
homes, it will displace significant levels of smog and air pollutants that would otherwise
be generated with fossil resources, and it will create many high-wage jobs for the
region. Lastly, Pine Tree will be an asset owned by the people and City of Los Angeles.

Center for Energy Efficiency and Renewable Technologies

1100 11th Street, Suite 311 Sacramento, California 95814 () 918/442.7785 @ 9146/447-2940 email: mfnﬂm-ort.nrg Web site: www.cleanpower.
: r.org




15.2

L etter 15
Cont.

Pine Tree involves the construction of 80 wind turbines, several towers, a substation, a
transmission line and switching station, access roads, outlying buildings and other
related equipment. The EIR/EA shows that LADWP, BLM and EDAW conducted a
thorough evaluation of the impacts of this large project, including biological and cultural
resources. We appreciate that the surveys'were conducted to follow or exceed the
protocols called for by the National Wind Coordinating Committee and the United States
Fish and Wildlife Service Interim Guidelines. '

In order to ensure the results of your avian studiés are consistent with your expectations
and to be a responsible member of the community, primarily as it relates o its natural
resources, we encourage LADWP to continue to evaluate the evaluation of the avian
impacts for the first year of operations.

CEERT looks- forward to the timely and efficient progress of this EIR/EA and the
development of the Pine Tree project in @ manner that satisfies the public interest, in
order to provide Los Angeles with clean, relie_lble wind energy. :
Please contact us with any questions. Thank you.

Sincerely,

J . White
Executive Director
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Responseto Letter 15
Center for Energy Efficiency and Renewable Technologies, February 18, 2005

15.1 Comments noted.

15.2 Two new mitigation measures have been added to the EA/Final EIR stipulating that baseline
avian monitoring shall be conducted for the first year of operations (see MM 5.14-1 and 5.14-
2).
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PINE TREE AVIAN ASSESSMENT—FALL 2004

Prepared by:
Michael L. Morrison
13 December 2004

Fall wildlife surveys were conducted to assist with ongoing assessment of the use by birds of the
proposed Pine Tree Wind Development Project. Although these surveys concentrated on birds,
other animal species were also recorded. The avian protocol developed for this project is
responsive to the level of effort recommended in the National Wind Coordinating Committee
(NWCC) Guidance Document (Anderson et al. 1999) and the recently released United States
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Interim Guidelines. The goal of thiswork isto survey site
conditions relative to avian use (Morrison 1998).

Methods

The goal of fall surveyswas to quantify the species composition and relative abundance of birds
in the project area, including those migrating through. The result will provide a better
understanding of the bird community that moves through the project area during fall migration.
The 10 observation stations established and monitored in spring 2004 were sampled. These
observation stations were used primarily for quantifying the occurrence and abundance of
raptors, athough the presence of other birds was recorded. Following the protocol used during
spring, birds were observed at each point for 30 minutes. The observer then drove to the next
scheduled point, but recorded any bird species observed during the transit between points.
Additionally, the observer walked a transect that ran through the main riparian corridor in
Jawbone Canyon, beginning at the abandoned ranch buildings location and continuing for about
2 miles downstream. These data thus identify the raptor and songbird communities during fall
migration. One complete survey of observation points and riparian transects was completed
every approximately ten days from mid-September through the end of November. Surveys were
conducted throughout all parts of the day (morning, mid-day, and late afternoon/early evening)
to capture any temporal variation in bird activity.

Results and Discussion

Raptors

The highest abundance of raptors was observed between the end of October and end of
November, with a peak in mid-November (Table 1). A pair of golden eagles was seen on two
dates near the east end of the project area. Red-tailed hawks were observed on all except one
sampling date: single individuals were usually observed, although two to three individuals were
seen towards the end of the sampling period. Accipters—sharp-shinned hawk and Cooper’s
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hawk—were seen primarily in riparian vegetation along Jawbone Canyon and in juniper
woodland. Northern harriers and rough-legged hawks were present but infrequently observed.

Erickson et a (2002) summarized raptor use data from numerous active or proposed wind
developments. They standardized raptor use data by the number of birds observed in a 20-minute
observation period (observation periods across studies usually range between 5 and 30 minutes).
In native landscapes and for all raptor species and vultures combined, they reported a mean use
rate of 0.426 birds/20 minutes. Converting the use rate observed in this study (Table 1) to a 20-
minute observation period resultsin arate of 0.21 birds. For comparison, the use rate for raptors
and vultures observed at Altamont Pass WRA was 2.424; most use rates at other active or
proposed wind developments were less than 0.5. Rates of use at Tehachapi Pass WRA averaged
0.36 across the three sub-areas analyzed (range = 0.06-0.725). Thus, raptor and vulture use at
Pine Tree was approximately 50% lower than the average use found at other active or proposed
developments, approximately 40% lower than the average at Tehachapi WRA, and
approximately 90% lower than that observed at Altamont Pass WRA.

Migratory Birds

No large movements or concentrations of non-raptorial birds (e.g., songbirds, quail) were
observed in the project area. The most frequently observed songbirds were mixed flocked of
white-crowned sparrows and golden-crowned sparrows, which were seen throughout the project
areaduring fall. Additionally, large (approximately 50 individuals) flocks of California quail
were frequently observed throughout the project areain grassland and shrubland. No information
was gathered on the movement of birds at night. However, observations conducted during the
day did not identify any large numbers of migratory species (e.g., warblers, vireos, sparrows)
that appeared to be using the project areafor foraging or loafing (i.e., as a daytime stopover
location during migration).

Anderson et a. (2004) noted that the majority of vegetation at the Tehachapi WRA is annual and
perennial grasslands or grassland with shrub or sub-shrub components. They found that ground
dwelling resident bird species used these habitats for forage and nesting, whereas migratory
species used it for foraging habitat while passing through the area on their migration to summer
and/or winter areas. Both diurnal and nocturnal resident and migrant species were present in the
Tehachapi WRA. Anderson et al. (2004) found that passerine abundance was highest during fall
and lowest during summer with similar values for spring and winter. Of the 75 fatalities found on
search plots the most commonly found avian group was “other birds’ (40.0%, mostly
unidentified birds) followed by raptors (34.7%), passerines (20.0%), and corvids (5.3%).
Passerine species with the most fatalities were the western meadowlark (6), horned lark (3),
European starling (3), white-crowned sparrow (2), and dark-eyed junco (2). Other passerine
fatalities consisted of one each of the chipping sparrow, Brewer's blackbird, hermit thrush, rock
wren, yellow-rumped warbler, loggerhead shrike and unidentified sparrow in addition to four
unidentified passerine fatalities. “ Other birds’ comprised 46 (36.3%) of the fatalities. Other bird
species with fatalities included the rock dove (11), mourning dove (6), red-shafted flicker (3),
greater roadrunner (2), chukar (2), and California quail (2). Thus, Anderson et al. (2004) did not
find any substantial mortality of passerines, and only afew individuals of migratory species were
killed during their study.
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Erickson et a. (2002) summarized the observed and likely potential impact of wind farms on
passerine and other non-raptoria birds, including nocturnally migrating species. They found that
nocturnal migrants are estimated to comprise approximately 50% of the fatalities at new wind
projects (estimated range 34 to 59%) based on timing and species. Some nighttime surveys using
radar equipment have been conducted at wind plants and results have been compared to
fatalities. Radar studies at Buffalo Ridge indicated that as many as 3.5 million birds per year may
migrate over the wind development area. Fourteen nocturnal migrating passerines at two turbines
at Buffalo Ridge (Minn.) were killed during spring migration. At the Mountaineer Wind Energy
Center, West Virginia, 33 (47.8%) of 69 passerine fatalities occurred on one night during spring
migration (Kerns and Kerlinger 2004). Kerns and Kerlinger (2004) attributed this fatality event
to nocturnally migrating being attracted to a light on a building reflecting off of fog. Erickson et
a. (2002) were not aware of any other mortality events greater than afew birds at single or
adjacent turbines found during a single search at any U.S. wind plant.

Three seasons of nocturnal radar surveys at the Stateline (Ore/Wash) and Vansycle wind plants
(Ore) indicated moderate passage rates compared to other studies, with about 90% of the radar
targets (flocks of birds) estimated flying above the turbine blades. Low passerine mortality was
observed at the Vansycle Ridge wind plant, with afew likely nocturnal migrant fatalities
observed. The last season of radar data was gathered concurrently with the recent Stateline
mortality data, providing some evidence that mortality relative to passage ratesis very low. The
low avian mortality due to wind turbines compared with communication towers can probably be
attributed to the fact that the majority of wind turbines currently range from 200-400 feet (60-
133 m) in height, whereas television and radio communication towers are generally much taller.
Many of the existing communication towers are guyed structures, whereas nearly all of the
newer generation wind turbines are unguyed structures. While there have been numerous single
fatality events recorded at communication structures that document several hundred avian
fatalities in one night, there have been only two events reported, both reasonably small, at U.S.
wind generation facilities (Erickson et a. 2002, Anderson et a. 2004).

During fall 2004 | did not encounter large numbers of migratory birds using Pine Tree for
foraging and resting; no large flocks of migrating raptors were observed. Anderson et al. (2004)
noted that little is known about nocturnal and migratory bird movements through the Tehachapi
area except that turkey vultures migrate through the area by the thousands each year. They

found, however, that turkey vultures had low fatality, and relatively high use, suggesting they are
not very susceptible to collisions.

Rappole (1995) reviewed the behavior of migrating passerine birds including activities during
stopovers. Most passerines migrate at night and rest and forage during the day. He noted that
migrating flocks would sometimes spend several days in alocation before continuing migration,
while others would leave the evening of their arrival day. He thought that differencesin stopover
time were likely related to the physiological condition of individual birds, given that poor
weather was not the reason for remaining at a location. He also noted that habitat selection was
species specific, ranging from highly selective to very broad, and was at least partially based on a
bird’ s energetic state.
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Thus, the importance of habitat at Pine Tree to migrating birds will likely vary depending on the
physiological condition of birds that pass through the area. A bird’s physiological state will be,
in part, based on the environmental conditions (e.g., weather, food availability) encountered prior
to reaching Pine Tree. As such, the number of birds using Pine Tree during migration will vary
based on both on-site and off-site conditions that will vary temporally and spatially.

In summary, it does not appear that Pine Tree serves as a major pathway or stopover area for
migrating birds. The few instances in which relatively large numbers of migrating passerine birds
have been killed in wind developments have been apparently due to a combination of poor
weather and lights reflecting off of alow cloud ceiling. The results of the fall avian survey
corroborate the conclusion that, with the implementation of mitigation measures as described in
the EIR/EA, the proposed project would not create biologically significant impacts to avian
resources.
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PINE TREE AVIAN SAMPLING—Fall 2004

Observations
Species observed during Fall 2004 sampling at Pine Tree.

Uplands:

Sharp-shinned hawk: see results

Cooper’s hawk: see results

Rough-legged hawk: see results

Red-tailed hawk: see results

Golden eagle: see results

Northern harrier: see results

Loggerhead shrike: a few scattered around site

California quail: numerous large coveys throughout

Spotted towhee: present in riparian thicket

White-crowned towhee: scattered throughout site in mixed flocks with GCSP
Golden-crowned sparrow: scattered throughout site in mixed flocks with WCSP
Scrub jay: throughout

Mountain chickadee: a few in junipers

Common raven: scattered throughout site but not in high numbers or large flocks
Western kingbird: scattered individuals throughout

Lark sparrow: a few seen on east end site

Chukar: a few small groups seen throughout

Mourning dove: small groups throughout

Dark-eyed junco: small flocks throughout

Rock wren: throughout in uplands

Oak titmouse: scattered in oaks

Brown towhee: throughout

Northern flicker: in riparian

Northern mockingbird: 1 seen near eastern gate

House finch: a few scattered flocks

Crissal thrasher: Not positive ID given brief sighting but ~75% positive
Bewick’s wren: scattered throughout in riparian

Mountain bluebird: small flock in glassland

Western meadowlark: small flocks throughout

Chukar: A few seen

Riparian transect:

Brewer's blackbird: a few

House finch: flock

Brown towhee: scattered throughout
Yellow-rumped warbler: a few in cottonwood
Say's phoebe: a few present

California quail: a few

Ruby-crowned kinglet: a few at ranch
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Song sparrow: a few seen

House wren: a few seen

Bishtit: flock downstream from ranch

Bewick’s wren: present

Black phoebe: a few present

Northern flicker: a few seen at Ranch

Scrub jay: a few seen

White-crowned sparrow: scattered throughout with GCSP
Golden-crowned sparrow: scattered throughout with WCSP

Other:

Rabbits: very few seen

Bear tracks: fresh in road at GE gate up canyon

Gopher snake: on road basking

Mule deer: a few seen at upper end of site

White-tailed antelope ground squirrel: Only a few individuals seen
California ground squirrel: some active near Observation Point 34A
Coyote: adult seen near old ranch buildings

Table 1. Count of raptors observed at Observation Points, Pine Tree, Fall 2004.

27-Sep  3-Oct  11-Oct 18-Oct 29-Oct 8-Nov 16-Nov 30-Nov Mean

Sharp-shinned hawk 1 1 2 0.5
Cooper's hawk 1 1 0.25
Red-tailed hawk 1 1 1 1 1 3 2 1.25
Rough-legged hawk 1 1 0.25
Golden eagle 2 2 0.25
Northern harrier 1 1 1 0.38
American kestrel 0
Total count 3 1 1 1 5 2 7 5

Index (no./point) 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.5 0.2 0.7 0.5 0.31
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PINE TREE AVIAN ASSESSMENT—WINTER 2004-2005

Prepared by:
Michael L. Morrison
9 March 2005

Winter wildlife surveys were conducted to assist with ongoing assessment of the use by birds of
the proposed Pine Tree Wind Development Project. Although these surveys concentrated on
birds, other animal species were aso recorded. The avian protocol developed for this project is
responsive to the level of effort recommended in the National Wind Coordinating Committee
(NWCC) Guidance Document (Anderson et al. 1999) and the recently released United States
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Interim Guidelines. The goal of thiswork isto survey site
conditions relative to avian use (Morrison 1998).

Methods

The goal of winter surveys was to quantify the species composition and relative abundance of
birdsin the project area. The result will provide a better understanding of the bird community
that uses the project area during winter.

An attempt was made to monitor the 10 observation stations that were established and monitored
in spring 2004. These observation stations were used primarily for quantifying the occurrence
and abundance of raptors, athough the presence of other birds was recorded. Following the
protocol used during spring, birds were observed at each point for 30 minutes. The observer then
drove to the next scheduled point, but recorded any bird species observed during the transit
between points. Because of unusually heavy rainfall throughout the winter sampling period,
however, accessto all parts of the project area were restricted because of impassable roads. Thus,
visiting all 10 observations points, especially those at the higher elevation, was logistically
infeasible. However, all parts of the project area were scanned from alternative observations
points attained by hiking to ensure that no concentrations of raptors was missed.

Additionally, the observer walked a transect that ran through the main riparian corridor in
Jawbone Canyon, beginning at the abandoned ranch buildings location and continuing for about
2 miles downstream. Access was usually possible to this riparian transect. These data thus
identify the raptor and songbird communities during winter. The project area was visited about
every approximately 14 days from mid-December through early March 2005. Surveys were
conducted throughout all parts of the day (morning, mid-day, and late afternoon/early evening)
to capture any temporal variation in bird activity.
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Results and Discussion

A description of each sampling visit and resulting specieslist isgiven in Appendix 1. A
summary of the species observed during winter 2004-2005 is given in Appendix 2. The
following is a summary and discussion of observations made in winter 2004-2005.

Raptors

The highest abundance of raptors was observed in late January, and no trend in abundance was
evident (Table 1). Rather, the variation in total raptor count—between one and five per visit—
was due primarily to a changing occurrence of red-tailed hawks. Single individuals of red-tailed
hawks were observed on three sampling dates, whereas four individuals were seen on two
sampling dates (Table 1). These birds were usually observed flying across (directional) a portion
of the study area rather than concentrating activity in one location. Additionally, some of the
observations were of birds perched on rock ridges along the edge of the project area.

Table 1. Count of raptors observed at Observation Points, Pine Tree, Winter 2004-2005.

22-Dec 2-Jan 17-Jan 30-Jan 14-Feb 8-Mar Mean

Prairie falcon 1 1 0.33
Sharp-shinned hawk 1 1 0.33
Cooper's hawk 1 0.17
Red-tailed hawk 1 4 1 4 2 1 2.17
Golden eagle 1 0.17
American kestrel 1 0.17
Total count 3 5 1 5 2 2 3

Index (no./point) 0.3 0.5 0.1 0.5 0.2 0.2 0.3

No golden eagles were observed after later December in the project area. A prairie falcon was
observed in the same location in late December and early January, but was absent thereafter.
Single sharp-shinned hawks were observed in late January and early March and asingle
Cooper’s hawk was seen in early March. An American kestrel was observed on the project area
in early March (an American kestrel was seen on occasion outside of the project ared), and great
horned owls were observed on several occasions in Jawbone Canyon and in upland juniper.

Erickson et a (2002; see also 2001) summarized raptor use data from numerous active or
proposed wind developments. They standardized raptor use data by the number of birds observed
in a 20-minute observation period (observation periods across studies usually range between 5
and 30 minutes). In native landscapes and for all raptor species and vultures combined, they
reported a mean use rate of 0.426 birds/20 minutes. Converting the use rate observed in this
study (Table 1) to a 20-minute observation period resultsin arate of 0.20 birds per 20 minutes of
observation. For comparison, the use rate for raptors and vultures observed at Altamont Pass
WRA was 2.424; most use rates at other active or proposed wind developments were less than
0.5. Rates of use at Tehachapi Pass WRA averaged 0.36 across the three sub-areas analyzed
(range = 0.06-0.725). Thus, raptor use at Pine Tree was approximately 50% lower than the
average use found at other active or proposed developments, approximately 40% lower than the
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average at Tehachapi WRA, and approximately 90% lower than that observed at Altamont Pass
WRA.

Other Birds

No substantial concentrations of non-raptorial birds (e.g., songbirds, quail) were observed in the
project area during winter. The most frequently encountered birds throughout the winter were
large flocks (approximately 30-50 individuals) of California quail and flocks (approximately 10-
20 individuals) of dark-eyed juncos, which were scattered throughout the project area. Small,
mixed flocks of white-crowned sparrows and golden-crowned sparrows were seen throughout
the winter but declined in occurrence and size as the winter sampling progressed. Small to
moderate (approximately 20-30) sized flocks of western meadowlarks were seen early in winter,
but only afew individuals were seen throughout the project areain mid-to late winter. Only a
few individuals of other species were observed during winter.

Resident birds and early migrants into the project area began singing in early March, indicating
that breeding was commencing. For example, great roadrunner, mountain quail, California quail,
lark sparrow, green-tailed towhee, western meadowlark, northern mockingbird, Bewick’s wren,
and afew other species were singing on the 8 March sampling visit (although singing was not
intense).

Anderson et a. (2004) noted found that passerine abundance was highest during fall and lowest
during summer with similar values for spring and winter at Tehachapi Pass WRA. Of the 75
fatalities found on search plots the most commonly found avian group was “ other birds’ (40.0%,
mostly unidentified birds) followed by raptors (34.7%), passerines (20.0%), and corvids (5.3%).
Passerine species with the most fatalities were the western meadowlark (6), horned lark (3),
European starling (3), white-crowned sparrow (2), and dark-eyed junco (2). Other passerine
fatalities consisted of one each of the chipping sparrow, Brewer's blackbird, hermit thrush, rock
wren, yellow-rumped warbler, loggerhead shrike, and unidentified sparrow in addition to four
unidentified passerine fatalities. “Other birds’ comprised 46 (36.3%) of the fatalities. Other bird
species with fatalities included the rock dove (11), mourning dove (6), red-shafted flicker (3),
greater roadrunner (2), chukar (2), and California quail (2). Thus, Anderson et a. (2004) did not
find any substantial kills of passerines. It is interesting to note, however, that several of the
species that Anderson et al. recovered as fatalities—meadowlark, white-crowned sparrow, and
junco—were the most commonly observed bird at Pine Tree during winter. Thus, it appears that
the observations made at Tehachapi Pass WRA should serve as a good predictor of the condition,
and potential fatalities, at Pine Tree.

In summary, it does not appear that Pine Tree serves as a major wintering area for raptors or
other bird groups. Some species, such as the prairie falcon, appeared to spend a brief period of
time in the project area and then depart. Other species, such as the red-tailed hawk, appeared to
be both resident and transitory in the area in low numbersin winter. It also appeared that the
abundance of certain species, such as meadowlarks and sparrows, declined as winter progressed.
The results of the winter avian survey corroborate the conclusion that, with the implementation
of mitigation measures as described in the EIR/EA, the proposed project would not create
biologically significant impacts to avian resources.
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Appendix 1
PINE TREE AVIAN SAMPLING—Winter 2004-2005

Observations
Species observed during Winter 2004-2005 sampling at Pine Tree.

Uplands:

Prairie falcon: see results

American kestrel: see results

Sharp-shinned hawk: see results

Red-tailed hawk: see results

Golden eagle: see results

Great horned owl: see results

California quail: numerous large coveys throughout

Western meadowlark: small flocks throughout

Scrub jay: throughout

Dark-eyed junco: small to moderate sized flocks throughout
Common raven: scattered throughout site but only a few present
White-crowned towhee: scattered throughout site in mixed flocks with GCSP
Golden-crowned sparrow: scattered throughout site in mixed flocks with WCSP
Rock wren: throughout in uplands

Oak titmouse: scattered in oaks

Mountain chickadee: a few in oaks and junipers

Spotted towhee: present in riparian thicket

Northern flicker: scattered throughout site in low numbers
Phainopepla: one male seen in oaks (17 Jan); pair seen in March
Crissal thrasher: seen/heard edge of riparian

Ruby-crowned kinglet: scattered individuals

Hairy woodpecker: a few along edge of riparian

Brown towhee: scattered throughout

Say’s phoebe: a few seen

Bewick’s wren: throughout

House finch: occasionally seen

Mountain quail: occasional call

Loggerhead shrike: rare

Bushtit: flocks seen on occasion

Common raven: only scattered individuals

Western bluebird: observed in March only (last count)
Green-tailed towhee: a few seen late winter only (March)

Lark sparrow: a few seen/singing late winter only (March)
Greater roadrunner: started calling in March throughout

Lesser goldfinch: rarely seen in winter

Northern mockingbird: scattered throughout in junipers
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Riparian:

Sharp-shinned hawk: see results

Cooper’s hawk: see results

Brown towhee: scattered throughout

California quail: a few; often near ranch

White-crowned sparrow: scattered throughout with GCSP but few in number
Golden-crowned sparrow: scattered throughout with WCSP but few in number
Spotted towhee: a few present

Song sparrow: a few seen

House finch: only a few individuals

Bewick’s wren: present

Dark-eyed junco: always present in small numbers

Northern mockingbird: a few individuals

Scrub jay: a few seen

Hairy woodpecker: a few in cottonwood

Nuttall's woodpecker: male seen on one occasion

Ladder-backed woodpecker: seen on occasion in cottonwood
Ruby-crowned kinglet: a few throughout riparian

Oak titmouse: a few in oaks

Crissal thrasher: seen and heard

Northern flicker: scattered throughout riparian

European starling: flock of 10-25 always near ranch buildings
American robin: a few observed

Bushtit: a flock seen on occasion

Great horned owl: seen on one occasion in cottonwood near ranch
Black phoebe: rarely seen

Killdeer: rarely seen

Other:

Mountain lion: tracks along road about 100 m below ranch

Coyote: tracks seen throughout project area

California ground squirrel: seen on occasion but most activity near Observation
Point 34A; became active throughout early March

Rabbits: very few seen; active in March

Chipmunk: mostly inactive; one heard (no species identification) 17 Jan.

Deer tracks: few seen but present throughout winter

White-tailed antelope ground squirrel: not active in winter

Black bear: tracks seen near GE gate in early March only
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Appendix 2
PINE TREE AVIAN SAMPLING
Fall 2004 and Winter 2004-2005

27 SEPTEMBER 2004

Clear, light wind (increasing into morning), warming into high 80s F

Drove site to survey for raptors; visited at or near all established observation points.
Also walked through riparian area at and below Sky River Ranch.

Observations

Loggerhead shrike: a few scattered around site

California quail: numerous large coveys throughout

Spotted towhee: present in riparian thicket

White-crowned towhee: scattered throughout site in mixed flocks with GCSP
Golden-crowned sparrow: scattered throughout site in mixed flocks with WCSP
Scrub jay: throughout

Mountain chickadee: a few in junipers

Common raven: scattered throughout site but not in high numbers or large flocks
Western kingbird: scattered individuals throughout

Lark sparrow: a few seen on east end site

Chukar: a few small groups seen throughout

Mourning dove: small groups throughout

Dark-eyed junco: a few seen

Cooper's hawk: Female carrying quail; in juniper ~400 m south of Turbine site 2-5
Red-tailed hawk: Adult (female?) soaring ~500 m south of Turbine site 13-6

Rock wren: a few throughout

Northern harrier: Adult foraging over grassland ~400 m southwest of Turbine site 34-4.
In area ~10 min and then left over hills to the west.

Riparian transect:

Brewer's blackbird: a few

House finch: flock

Brown towhee: scattered throughout
Yellow-rumped warbler: a few in cottonwood
Say's phoebe: one present

Ground squirrels: very few seen throughout site; only a few antelope ground squirrels,
no California's observed active. No rabbits observed (some fresh scat seen, however)
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3 OCTOBER 2004

Clear, light wind (increasing into afternoon), warming into mid 70s F

Drove site to survey for raptors; visited at or near all established observation points.
Also walked through riparian area at and below Sky Ranch.

Observations

Meadowlark: flock of ~35 seen ~25 m high @ 35-B1 going north
Rough-legged hawk: soaring/perched on ridge @ 3-2 and in area (grassland) to west.
Scrub jay: flocking in groups of 3-10

Common raven: small groups (2-4) throughout site; no large groups
Oak titmouse: scattered in oaks (Wilderness Ranch)

California quail: large flocks now present (up to 30 birds)

Western kingbird: a few in eastern areas

White-crowned sparrow: a few around with GCSP

Golden-crowned sparrow: a few around with WCSP

Brown towhee

Northern flicker: in riparian at Sky Ranch

Ground squirrels: none seen

Rabbits: One cottontail seen east end
Bear tracks: fresh in road at GE gate up canyon (as before)

11 OCTOBER 2004

Clear, light wind to moderate (increasing into afternoon), warming into mid 70s F

Drove site to survey for raptors; visited at or near all established observation points.
Also walked through riparian area at and below Sky River Ranch.

Observations

California quail: a few coveys seen

White-crowned sparrow: a few small flocks mixed with GCSP

Golden-crowned sparrow: a few individuals in mixed flocks with WCSP

Scrub jay: a few throughout

Common raven: a few scattered throughout site, especially near northwest cliffs
Western kingbird: scattered individuals throughout

Mourning dove: one small group seen

Dark-eyed junco: a few small flocks seen

Red-tailed hawk: Adult soared over ridge; seen briefly ~300 m northwest of Turbine
site 13-6

Western kingbird: one seen

Riparian transect:
Brewer's blackbird: a few scattered
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House finch: a few small flocks and individuals, especially around buildings
Brown towhee: scattered throughout in low numbers
Yellow-rumped warbler: a few seen/heard in cottonwood and willow

Ground squirrels: no California ground squirrels observed active. Only one rabbit seen.
18 OCTOBER 2004

Clear, light wind with scattered clouds with some mist; cool (~60sF). Rained previous 24
hours but no flooding (ground saturated but no standing water)

Drove site to survey for raptors; visited at or near established observation points on
eastern half of area (higher elevations shrouded in clouds). Also walked through riparian
area at and below Sky River Ranch.

Observations
Dark-eyed junco: small flock seen
Brown towhee: a few present in scrub throughout site (seem more active than
before)
Red-tailed hawk: soaring low over ridge (~50-200 m) ~200 m west of Turbine site 1-10
(for ~5 min).
Common raven: a few individuals or 2-3 seen primarily near ridges
Northern mockingbird: 1 seen near eastern gate

Riparian transect:

Yellow-rumped warbler: 1 heard below ranch
House finch: group of ~8 at ranch

Brown towhee: present in scrub

California quail: few seen this visit

Other
Gopher snake: on road basking

29 OCTOBER 2004

Partly cloudy, light wind, ~45 F and warming. Heavy rain previous 48 hours with
moderate road flooding and scattered snow on highest ridges. Drove and walked
sampling points.

Observations

California quail: large flocks throughout

House finch: a few scattered flocks

Scrub jay: singles and small flocks throughout

White-crowned sparrow: flocks with GCSP throughout
Golden-crowned sparrow: individuals with WCSP flocks

Northern harrier: Adult (male) low across ridge at turbine site 35-3
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Crissal thrasher: Not positive ID given brief sighting but ~75% positive

Bewick’s wren: scattered throughout in riparian

Rock wren: throughout along ridges

Mountain bluebird: small flock (~4) in glassland

Red-tailed hawk: Adult soaring over turbine site 2-1

Sharp-shinned hawk: Adult (female) crossing road ~50 m north of turbine
site 3-8

Northern flicker: a few seen, including a flock of 3

Brown towhee: scattered individuals and pairs throughout

Western meadowlark: small flocks throughout

Golden eagle: Adult soaring high (~300-500 ft) near observation point 12A; moved off

to southeast.

Loggerhead shrike: individuals scattered throughout

Chukar: A few seen

Riparian transect

Ruby-crowned kinglet: 1-2 at ranch

Song sparrow: a few seen

Brown towhee: several present

House wren: one seen

Bishtit: flock downstream from ranch
Yellow-rumped warbler: flock of ~6 downstream

Other

Mule deer: buck seen near turbine site 3-5

Mule deer: herd of 3 females seen on road near turbine site 14-4
Rabbits/hares: None seen active today

White-tailed antelope ground squirrel: Only a few individuals seen

8 NOVEMBER 2004
Partly cloudy, moderate wind, ~45 F and warming. Light rain previous 48 hours; storm
expected later today. Drove and walked sampling points including riparian transects.

Observations

California quail: a few large flocks present, especially along Jawbone Canyon
House finch: a few individuals around Sky River Ranch

Scrub jay: singles and small flocks throughout

White-crowned sparrow: flocks with GCSP throughout

Golden-crowned sparrow: individuals with WCSP flocks

Northern harrier: Adult (male) low across ridge ~300 m north of turbine site 35-3
Rock wren: scattered throughout

Red-tailed hawk: Adult soaring over turbine site 1-17 and moving off to the southwest
Northern flicker: one seen at Ranch

Raven: A few individuals and pairs seen (not a lot of activity)

Brown towhee: scattered individuals and pairs throughout

Winter Avian Report Page 10



Western meadowlark: small flocks throughout
Loggerhead shrike: only 1 individual seen (near east entrance

Riparian transect

Song sparrow: a few seen/heard

Brown towhee: several present

Yellow-rumped warbler: 2-3 individuals present at Ranch
Bewick’s wren: present

Black phoebe: 1 present downstream

Other

Mule deer: numerous tracks seen near turbine site 1-15
Rabbits/hares: None seen active today

White-tailed antelope ground squirrel: Only 1 individual seen

16 NOVEMBER 2004
High overcast, calm to light wind; ~55 F. Drove and walked sampling points including
riparian transects.

Observations

California quail: a few small flocks seen throughout

House finch: a few individuals around Sky River Ranch

Scrub jay: singles and small flocks throughout

White-crowned sparrow: a few small flocks with GCSP throughout
Golden-crowned sparrow: a few individuals with WCSP flocks

Rock wren: scattered throughout

Cooper’s hawk: Apparent adult female soaring briefly over turbine location 14-1
Raven: A few individuals and pairs seen (not a lot of activity)

Red-tailed hawk: Adult soaring near turbine site 13-6 and to the south
Rough-legged hawk: Soaring low and then stooped above a RTHA (see next) perched
in a dead pine. The RLHA flew from the direction of turbine location 2-4.
Red-tailed hawk: Perched on a dead pine ~300 m south of turbine location 3-8.
Sharp-shinned hawk: Adult female soaring low over sampling point 2A.
Sharp-shinned hawk: Adult male flying low over grassland ridge ~200 m south of
turbine location 34-6.

Red-tailed hawk: Soaring low ~300 m southeast of turbine location 1-17.

Brown towhee: scattered individuals and pairs throughout

Loggerhead shrike: only 1 individual seen (just outside east entrance)
Dark-eyed junco: a few small flocks across site

Mountain bluebird: 1 seen

Mountain chickadee: a few heard calling

Riparian transect
Song sparrow: a few seen/heard
Northern flicker: one seen in riparian ~75 m below Ranch
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Brown towhee: several present
Bewick’s wren: present
Black phoebe: 1 present at Ranch

Other
Rabbits/hares: None seen active today
White-tailed antelope ground squirrel: None seen

30 NOVEMBER 2004
Partial high overcast, calm to light wind; ~40 F. Drove and walked sampling points
including riparian transects.

Observations

California quail: several large (~50+) flocks seen

Scrub jay: a few birds seen

White-crowned sparrow: a few small flocks with GCSP throughout
Golden-crowned sparrow: a few individuals with WCSP flocks

Rock wren: one heard

Raven: Very few seen

Bewick’s wren: a few heard

Red-tailed hawk: Adult soaring ~75-100 m high along ridge at turbine location 3-7 and
3-8

Northern flicker: a few individuals and pairs seen

Red-tailed hawk: Soaring ~100 m high over turbine location 35-7
Brown towhee: scattered individuals and pairs throughout

Dark-eyed junco: a few small flocks across site

Golden eagle: A pair soaring high (~300 m) over turbine location 35-B4.

Riparian transect

Northern flicker: one seen in riparian at Ranch

Brown towhee: several present

Bewick’s wren: present

Cooper’s hawk: Adult female perched in cottonwood in Jawbone Canyon ~0.5 mile
below Ranch.

Scrub jay: one seen

White-crowned sparrow: scattered throughout riparian with GCSP

Other

California ground squirrel: 3-4 active along road south of Observation Point 34A
Coyote: adult seen near Ranch

Rabbits/hares: None seen active today

White-tailed antelope ground squirrel: None seen
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22 December 2004 (first winter sampling period)
Partial high overcast, light to moderate wind; ~40-45 F. Drove and walked sampling
points including riparian transects.

Observations

California quail: large flocks (50+) throughout

Western meadowlark: flock of 15 seen

Scrub jay: singles and pairs throughout

Dark-eyed junco: flocks of 10-20 throughout

Common raven: very few seen; only 3-4 all day

Prairie falcon: adult sitting on pole ~450 m south of observation point 34A (or 300 m
sw of turbine site 34-6). Flew when GOEA flew over

Golden eagle: flew low (25 m high) heading east down canyon over perched PRFA.
This is the location that is heavily grazed and with many ground squirrel burrows
(squirrels active)

Red-tailed hawk: adult flew (30 m high) 40 m south of observation point 14A and
perched in pine 50 m south of turbine site 14-4

White-crowned sparrow/golden-crowned sparrow: a few small mixed flocks; much less
numerous than previous visits

Rock wren: a few seen in uplands

Oak titmouse: seen in oaks in small group (2-3)

Mountain chickadee: in association with titmice (1 nearby)

Riparian transect

Brown towhee: scattered

California quail: small flock

White-crowned sparrow/golden-crowned sparrow: a few only
Spotted towhee: a few heard

Song sparrow: seen

House finch: only 1-2 seen

Bewick’s wren: several

Dark-eyed junco: several flocks

Northern mockingbird: 2 singing

Scrub jay: scattered

Hairy woodpecker: 1 foraging in cottonwood
Ruby-crowned kinglet: several seen/heard

Other

Mountain lion tracks: seen about 100 m below Sky River Ranch along road
Coyote tracks: seen along road at GE gate to upper area of site

Ground squirrel: California’s active (see above), Antelope’s not seen
Rabbits: none seen

2 January 2005
Mostly cloudy, calm early. Increasing and lowering clouds by afternoon with storm
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approaching and wind increasing. Heavy rain and snow during past week with flooding.
Snow on ground (~30% cover) at 4500 feet. Weather turning cold and windy with a bit of
rain so left site; did cover all locations. ~35-40 F.

Observations

California qualil: flocks (25+) throughout

Western meadowlark: 1 individual seen

Scrub jay: singles and pairs throughout

Dark-eyed junco: flocks of 10-20 throughout

Common raven: only 1 seen

Rock wren: 1 heard

Red-tailed hawk: on rock spire ~500 m SSW of turbine location 13-6

Red-tailed hawk: Adult on the large boulder ~150 m W of road split at E end of
Airplane Flat; ~600 m S of turbine location 14-4 (RTHA above also present so different
birds)

Red-tailed hawk: Adult perched in foothill pine ~400 m W of turbine location 3-4
Rufous-sided towhee: a few seen

Prairie falcon: adult sitting on gate post at road split at E end of laydown area ~400 m
W of turbine location 34-6 (and ~400 m SW of observation point 34A). Flew E over hill
towards location of PRFA seen on 22 December

White-crowned sparrow/golden-crowned sparrow: a few small mixed flocks; seem more
abundant than previous visit

Northern flicker: scattered individuals

Riparian transect (water running in creek)

Red-tailed hawk: Immature (first year?) perched in cottonwood ~30 m below ranch
Oak titmouse: seen in oaks in small group (2-3)

Brown towhee: scattered

California quail: small flock

White-crowned sparrow/golden-crowned sparrow: a few only
Spotted towhee: 2 seen

Bewick’s wren: 1 heard

Dark-eyed junco: several flocks

Crissal thrasher: seen and heard

Scrub jay: scattered

Northern flicker: 2 seen

Other
No mammals seen active

17 January 2005
Partly cloudy, light wind. Warming into 60s; nice day. Heavy rain last week with flooding;
no snow on ground. Some roads washed out but was able to tour most of site.

Observations
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[American kestrel: seen along road ~1 mile east of entry gate; not on site]
California quail: only a few flocks (25+) seen

Western meadowlark: a few seen

Scrub jay: singles and pairs throughout; groups of 5-6 in oaks

Dark-eyed junco: a few flocks of 10-20 throughout

Common raven: more seen today than previous visit, but still only 4-5 total
Phainopepla: one male seen in oaks

Bewick’s wren: heard throughout

Ruby-crowned kinglet: scattered throughout

Hairy woodpecker: a few heard along riparian

Red-tailed hawk: on rock spire ~600 m W of turbine location 12-7 (and Observation
point 12A)

Say’s phoebe: one seen above GE gate

Brown towhee: scattered throughout

Northern flicker: scattered individuals

Oak titmouse: seen in oaks in small group (2-3)

White-crowned sparrow/golden-crowned sparrow: a few only

Crissal thrasher: seen and heard

Riparian transect (water running in creek); little activity (visited twice)
Brown towhee: a few scattered

California quail: one small flock

White-crowned sparrow/golden-crowned sparrow: a few individuals
Spotted towhee: 1 seen

Bewick’'s wren: 2 heard

Dark-eyed junco: a small flock

Scrub jay: scattered

Northern flicker: 1 seen

Other

Rabbit (cottontail) tracks: a few above GE gate

Coyote tracks: a few along roads

Deer tracks: on road above GE gate

Chipmunk: one heard in juniper above GE gate (not seen)

30 January 2005
Clear, light breeze increasing during the day; warming from ~32 to 55F. Jawbone creek
running (few inches deep).

Common raven: a few around; total of ~5 seen

White-crowned sparrow/golden-crowned sparrow: only a few small flocks
Scrub jay: active throughout

Oak titmouse: seem more active than earlier; upland near riparian
Crissal thrasher: seen/heard

Dark-eyed junco: numerous flocks throughout
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California quail: flocks of 30+ throughout, but especially along riparian edge
Sharp-shinned hawk (female): along road in junipers 300 m south of Jawbone site
entry gate, and thus ~1600 m from nearest turbine location (1-1).

Red-tailed hawk: 1 on rock point ~600 m NE of turbine location 1-17.

Red-tailed hawk: 2 apparent adults on rock face ~1000 m NW of turbine location 34-1
(or ~1300 m NW of observation point 34A). This is the prominent rock face between
Pine Tree and Tehachapi WRA. Also ~2 ravens flying along the face.

Red-tailed hawk: flying low over ridge between turbine location 13-3 and 13-4 and then
to east and north out of sight. This ~400 m S from observation point 13A.

Riparian, Ranch up and down stream
Dark-eyed junco: large flocks

Oak titmouse: in cottonwood and juniper
Scrub jay: several

California quail: several flocks present in shrubs
Brown towhee: present throughout
Spotted towhee: several seen/heard
Bewick’s wren: several heard

Song sparrow: a few

Northern flicker: a few heard

European starling: flock of 10-15 at Ranch
American robin: 1-2 heard

Bushtit: flock of ~10 seen

Other

Deer tracks: 2 sets above ranch

Coyote tracks: a few seen

Rabbits and squirrels: no activity; very few rabbit tracks anywhere

14 February 2005
Clear, calm; warming from ~40 to 65F. Jawbone creek running (few inches deep).
Heavy rain last 48 hours.

Common raven: a few present; total of only ~3 seen

White-crowned sparrow/golden-crowned sparrow: only a few small flocks

Scrub jay: active throughout

Oak titmouse: not very active today; a few heard

Say’s phoebe: 2 seen

Dark-eyed junco: numerous flocks throughout

California quail: flocks of 30+ throughout; much calling early

Red-tailed hawk: An adult flew west to east over turbine location 14-2 (or ~300 m N of
observation point 14A) at ~300 m altitude; disappeared from view heading east.
Red-tailed hawk: Flying along bottom of canyon to the NW of turbine string 35 (parallel
35-6 to 35-3 then lost from sight); about ~300 m NW of string [average of ~500 m SE of
Observation Point 35A]
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Riparian, Ranch up and down stream

Dark-eyed junco: large flocks

Oak titmouse: in cottonwood and juniper

Scrub jay: several

California quail: several flocks present in shrubs; numerous at Ranch
Brown towhee: present throughout

Spotted towhee: several seen/heard

Bewick’s wren: several heard

House finch: scattered pairs

Song sparrow: a few

Northern flicker: a few heard

Great Horned Owl: Adult (probably male) ~50 m below Ranch [~400 m SE of
observation point 2A]

European starling: flock of ~10 at Ranch

Other
Coyote tracks: a few seen
Rabbits and squirrels: no activity; very few rabbit tracks anywhere

8 March 2005
Clear, calm, warming (~45-65 F). Area greening up; many flowers. Cottonwood
beginning to leave out. Roads above GE gate not passable; hiked

Mountain quail: now calling in upland

California quail: large flocks (20-50) throughout
Loggerhead shrike: one seen near entry gate only
Bushtit: a few flocks seen

Scrub jay: throughout

Common raven: only a few seen

Western bluebird: single flock of ~8

Killdeer: one heard

Dark-eyed junco: scattered small flocks throughout
Greater roadrunner: now calling throughout
Northern mockingbird: a few singing

House finch: singing throughout

Scrub jay: scattered throughout

Brown towhee: throughout

Bewick’s wren: many singing

Phainopepla: a pair seen in juniper

Western meadowlark: a few present and singing
Red-tailed hawk: Adult flying by Observation Point 14A heading to south
Great horned owl: Adult (likely male) sitting in juniper along road ~300 m south of
Observation Point 14A

Common raven: only a few seen
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Lesser goldfinch: a few heard

Lark sparrow: a few males singing throughout

Spotted towhee: a few singing

American kestrel: ~300 m south of Observation Point 3A

Riparian

Ladder-backed woodpecker: male in cottonwood at ranch

Nuttall's woodpecker: male in cottonwood near ranch

European starling: flock of ~25 at ranch

Bewick’s wren: singing

House finch: flock of ~20 near ranch

Brown towhee: a few around

Sharp-shinned hawk: flew low over cottonwoods at ranch heading downstream
Black phoebe: one calling

Oak titmouse: a few singing

Northern flicker: a few seen/heard

Cooper’s hawk: male sitting briefly in cottonwood ~500 m below ranch

Other

Chorus frogs calling

California ground squirrels now active throughout
Bear tracks below GE gate

A few deer tracks

Many coyote tracks throughout

Rabbits now more active; jackrabbits observed

Winter Avian Report
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Department of Water and Power ( j the City of LLos Angeles
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SID C. STOLPER, ¥ice presiglenr
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SILVIA SAUCEDOD

BARBARA E. MOSCHOS, Secrerary

January 11, 2005

Mr. William L. Nelson
Consulting Practice

785 Tucker Road, #G-424
Tehachapi, CA 93561

Dear Mr. Nelson:

The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power is in receipt of your January 7, 2005
comment letter on the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Assessment
(EIR/EA) for the proposed Pine Tree Wind Development Project. Your letter included a
request that we extend the public comment period an additional 45 days and during that
period conduct an additional Tehachapi-area public meeting.

Notices of Availability (of the EIR/EA) were mailed on November 18, 2004, notifying the
public that the public review and comment period of the Draft EIR/EA extended from
November 22, 2004 to January 7, 2005, for a total of 47 days, which is beyond the
minimums required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Although public meetings were not required
under CEQA or NEPA, we also conducted two public meetings to present the EIR/EA to
the public.

Our records indicate that you were mailed a Notice of Availability of the EIR/EA and
notification of the public meetings on November 19, 2004, at the above address. Notice
of the document's availability and the scheduled public hearings was also published in
the Tehachapi News on November 24, 2004 and again on December 1, 2004 (as well
as in several other newspapers). Copies of the EIR/EA were available at the Tehachapi
branch library and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Ridgecrest field office. The
EIR/EA was also posted on the LADWP and BLM websites.

As mentioned earlier, two public meetings were held during the public review and
comment period to present the project EIR/EA. At the request of BLM, a public meeting
was held on December 8, 2004, in Ridgecrest, and the second meeting was held on
December 9, 2004, in Mojave. The decision to hold the second meeting in Mojave and
not Tehachapi was to accommodate any interested parties traveling from the cities of
Rosamond, Lancaster, Los Angeles, California City, and other areas between Mojave
and Ridgecrest. Mojave appeared to be the most centrally located for all residents in the
vicinity, including Tehachapi residents.

Water and Power Conservation ...a way of life

111 North Hope Strect, Los Angeles, California 90012-2607  Mailing address: Box 51111, Los Angeles 90051-5700

Telephone. (213) 367-4211 Cable address: DEWAPOLA @
it ] s i myEd] i




Mr. William L. Nelson
Page 2
January 11, 2005

We have received several comment letters from other respondents on or before the
January 7, 2005 deadline. There were no other requests for an extension of the review
period or for additional public meetings.

In light of these events and because of schedule considerations, LADWP does not
intend to formally extend the public review and comment period for the Pine Tree
project or schedule another public meeting. However, | am responding to your request
now so that if you would like to submit additional comments, we will endeavor to
consider your comments and include them in the final document. At a minimum, they
will be included as part of the Administrative Record for consideration by the Board of
Water and Power Commissioners at the time the environmental document is presented
for certification. Ve encourage you to submit any such comments as soon as possible.

We are in the process of evaluating all of the comments we have received and we will
formally respond to them, including the comments contained in your January 7, 2005,
letter.

If you have any questions or would like to-discuss this matter further, please contact me
at (213) 367-0285.

Sincerely,

Harde K;VM

Charles C. Holloway
Supervisor of Environmental Assessment

CCH:gc




SECTION 3.0 CHANGES TO THE DRAFT EIR/EA

3.1 INTRODUCTION

The text revisions and modifications included in this section have resulted from the comments on the
Draft EIR/EA received from agencies, groups, and individuals during the 45-day review period. In
some instances, recommendations and questions raised in the comments have necessitated revisions
to the Draft EIR/EA text. Where appropriate, the response to comments (Section 2.2 of the EA/Fina
EIR) directs readers to a specific page or pages in the Draft EIR/EA. Changes made to the Draft
EIR/EA text in response to comments are indicated in strikeout (deletion) and underlined (additions)
text. The errata pages/exhibit(s), starting in Section 3.2, reflect these changes and modifications to
the Draft EIR/EA.

It should be noted that the exhibit modifications are not shown with strikeout or highlighted text.
The updated exhibits have been included in this section with a February 2005 date. The changes to
the original text, which consist of completeness or accuracy edits, are being corrected at this time
through errataas well. The changes to the Draft EIR/EA as they relate to issues contained within this
section do not affect the overall conclusions of the environmental document relative to significance
of impact.

3.2 ERRATA PAGES/EXHIBIT(S)
The last paragraph beginning on page ES-9 of the Draft EIR/EA isrevised as follows:

A segment of the Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail is located on private property approximately 1
to 2 miles west of the western boundary of the project property. The Jawbone Canyon access road to
the project passes through the Jawbone Canyon Open Area, designated off-highway vehicle use area
managed by the BLM. Naval Air Systems Command Weapons Division (NAVAIR WD) Naval
Weapons—Station—China—Lake-and Edwards Air Force Base (EAFB), as well as other military
activities, beth-maintain low-altitude MTRs and Special Use Airspace (SUA) that overlay portions of
the project property to conduct aviation training and testing missions. Structures talter-than-200-feet
that penetrate an MTR or SUA may represent obstructions to aviation navigation._Wind turbines also
can cause radar interference that negatively impacts critical testing of aviation systems.

Mitigation Measure MM 2.5-3 in Table ES-1 on page ES 16 of the Draft EIR/EA isrevised as follows:

MM 2.5-3: To mitigate the potential adverse effects of erosion, the LADWP shall prepare and
implement an Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan and SWPPP. The plan shall include BMPs
identified in reference documents, including BMPs for construction of wind power projects on BLM
lands, BMPs for Erosion and Sediment Control (FHWA FLP 94-005), Kern County Grading
requirements, and measures provided in MM 2.5-1 and 2.5-2 above. In addition, the following shall
be used as a guide to develop these plans.

» Restore disturbed areas to pre-construction contours to the extent feasible.
» Salvage, store, and use the highest quality soil for revegetation.
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» Discourage noxious weed competition and control noxious weeds through physical or chemical
removal and prevention (chemical removal on BLM lands requires specific authorization from
BLM). In particular, efforts to prevent yellow starthistle from inhabiting the site shall include
use of weed-free native seed mixes and prevention of noxious weeds from entering the site via
vehicular sources. For instance, implement Trackclean or other method of vehicle cleaning for
vehicles coming and going from the site. Earth-moving equipment shall be cleaned prior to
transport to the project site. Weed-free rice straw or other certified weed-free straw shall be used
for al hay employed for erosion control.

* Leavedrainage gapsin topsoil and spoil pilesto accommodate surface water runoff.

» Cease topsoil-stripping activities during significantly wet weather.

» For areas that require permanent erosion control structures, stepped footings or retaining walls
designed to preserve the natural landforms should be used.

* Usebales and/or silt fencing as appropriate.

» Before seeding disturbed soils, work the topsoil to reduce compaction caused by construction
vehicle traffic.

* Following completion of each zone of construction, weed-free mulch shal be applied to

dlsturbed areas W|th|n 10 daysin order to reduce the potential for short-term erosion.

' 3 ft-exposed-Erosion control measures shall be
mQI ented durlng the rainy season in areas dlsturbed by construction activity.

» Establish provisions for construction operations during foul weather.

» Filter fences and catch basins shall be used to intercept sediment before it reaches stream
channels.

» Spoil sites shall be located such that they do not drain directly towards a natural spring. At spoils
sites draining toward a surface water feature, catch basins shall be constructed to intercept
sediment before it reaches the feature. Spoil sites shall be graded and revegetated to reduce the
potential for erosion.

»  Sediment control measures shall be in place prior to the onset of the rainy season and shall be
monitored and maintained in good working condition until disturbed areas have been revegetated.

Mitigation Measure MM 5.1 in Table ES-1 on page ES-19 of the Draft EIR/EA is added as follows:

MM 5.1: LADWP will mitigate the impact on perennia grassland by eguivalent replacement,
restoration, or compensation, subject to consultation with California Department of Fish and Game.

Mitigation Measure MM 5.4-4 in Table ES-1 on page ES-21 of the Draft EIR/EA isrevised as follows:

MM 5.4-4: BMPs shall be employed to prevent further loss of habitat resulting from erosion caused
by project-related impacts (i.e., grading or clearing for new roads).—AH-detected-erosion-shall-be

remedied-withintwo-days-of discovery Corrective action for erosion problems shall be taken within
seven days after the problem is detected.

Mitigation Measure MM 5.12 in Table ES-1 on page ES-26 of the Draft EIR/EA isrevised as follows:

MM 5.12: BMPs shall be employed to prevent further loss of habitat due to erosion caused by
project-related impacts (i.e., grading or clearing for new roads).—AH-detected—erosion—shall-be
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remedied-withintwo-days-of discovery Corrective action for erosion problems shall be taken within
seven days after the problem is detected.

Mitigation Measure MM 5.14-1 in Table ES-1 on page ES-26 of the Draft EIR/EA is revised as
follows:

MM 5.14-1: To ensure that the predicted rates of raptor mortality due to collisons with wind
turbines remain low and insignificant, avian and bat mortality associated with the proposed project
shall be monitored. A qualified ornithologist will conduct bird mortality monitoring at the project
site for one year following the first delivery of power. The species, number, location and distance
from turbine, availability of raptor prey species, and apparent cause of bird and bat mortalities would
be noted. All results will be provided to the Wildlife Response and Reporting System (WRRS)
database and to California Department of Fish and Game. The monitoring will follow standardized
quidelines outlined by the National Wind Coordinating Committee (Anderson et al. 1999). LADWP
will maintain a record in accordance with USFWS guidance of avian injury and mortality that is
observed on the project site during operations for the life of the project.

Mitigation Measure MM 5.14-2 in Table ES'1 on page ES-27 of the Draft EIR/EA is added as
follows and the remaining MM 5.14 measures are renumber ed:

MM 5.14-2: After one year of post-construction monitoring data has been obtained, LADWP shall
review project operations to determine if any specific turbine(s) is responsible for disproportionately
high levels of avian mortalities compared to other turbines on site. If so, LADWP shall implement
operational modifications of the turbine(s) and conduct further study in consultation with CDFG or
USFWS to evaluate the effectiveness of the modifications.

Mitigation Measure MM 6.3-1 in Table ES'1 on page ES-28 of the Draft EIR/EA is revised as
follows:

MM 6.3-1: All turbines are limited to a height not to exceed 400 feet above ground level. During
project planning and construction, LADWP shall consult with representatives at EAFB and NAVAIR
WD NWSCL-regarding any changes, if necessary, to proposed wind turbine locations.

Mitigation Measure MM 7.4 in Table ES-1 on page ES-30 of the Draft EIR/EA is revised as follows:

MM 7.4-1: LADWP will consult with BLM and the Kern County Roads Department to develop a
transportation safety plan for construction traffic transiting the Jawbone Canyon Open Area. The plan
will primarily address construction traffic but will also address operations traffic._ The plan will
become a condition of the County road permits and the BLM right-of-way grants. The plan will

include, a a minimum, the following specific components:
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» Transporters shall follow Kern County regulations for the transportation of oversized and

overweight loads on all county roads, including the 6 miles of Jawbone Canyon Road that would
be utilized for access to the project. These regulations include provisions for time of day, pilot
cars, law enforcement escorts, speed limits, flaggers, and warning lights.

« During project construction, delivery of eguipment and materials shall be prohibited on Jawbone
Canyon Road on the following holiday periods.

- Veterans Day, from 12 pm on the preceding Thursday to the following Monday

- Thanksgiving, from 12 pm on the preceding Wednesday to the following Monday

- Christmas and New Years, from 12 pm on the Friday preceding Christmas to the Tuesday
following New Y ears

- Martin Luther King Day, from 12 pm on the preceding Friday to the following Tuesday

- Presidents Day, from 12 pm on the preceding Friday to the following Tuesday

- Easter, from 12 pm on the preceding Friday to the following Monday

- Memoria Day, from 12 pm on the preceding Friday to the following Tuesday

With at least four weeks notification to LADWP, BLM may also prohibit construction deliveries
on additional sanctioned event weekends in the Jawbone Canyon Open Area.

=  On weekends and holiday periods during the high-use recreation season in the Jawbone Canyon
Open Area (late fall to late spring), construction workers shall be prohibited from travel in
individual vehicles on Jawbone Canyon Road and shall be shuttled to and from the project site in
multi-person vehicles beginning on the day preceding the weekend or holiday. This limitation on
the use of vehicles does not include conducting limited critical activities associated with minimal
security and safety monitoring and construction management.

» During the high-use recreation season in the Jawbone Canyon Open Area (late fall to late spring),
the delivery of large loads on Jawbone Canyon Road shall be avoided to the extent practicable on
weekends (in addition to those weekends during which project deliveries shall be prohibited). In
addition, the transportation safety plan shall include time of day limitations during which no
project-related traffic, except limited critical activities associated with minima security and
safety monitoring and construction management, shall be alowed on Jawbone Canyon Road.
Transportation permits for oversized and overweight loads on County-maintained portions of
Jawbone Canyon Road on high-use weekends shall be issued at the direction of the Kern County
Roads Department.

 No construction activity related to road improvements on Jawbone Canyon Road shall be
conducted during high-use recreation periods in the Jawbone Canyon Open Area.  All road
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improvements shall be completed in a manner and according to a schedule that provides
uninterrupted access on Jawbone Canyon Road during high-use recreation periods in the
Jawbone Canyon Open Area. |If a temporary closure of the County-maintained portions of
Jawbone Canyon Road is alowed, it shall be in accordance with Kern County Roads Department
policies and standards.

« A training program regarding the rules and regulations for project-related travel shal be
conducted with all project transporters and drivers. The program shall address such issues as
speed limits, pilot vehicle requirements, and warnings regarding potential safety conflicts with
recreation use in the Jawbone Canyon Open Area. All drivers shall be strictly monitored to
ensure compliance with rules and regulations, and consequences (e.g., revocation of permission
to deliver or drive for the project) shal be applied to individuals and/or the project for
noncompliance. Enforcement measures shall be defined in the transportation safety plan.

» Traffic signs shall be provided to control traffic and ensure safety along Jawbone Canyon Road
and at designated crossings of the road within the Jawbone Canyon Open Area. These signs shall
adhere to the Federal Highway Administration Manua on Uniform Traffic Control devices and
shall include regulatory signs (e.q., stop, speed limits, vield), warning signs (e.g., OHV road
crossings), and construction signs (e.g., temporary lane closures, flaggers). All signs shall be
mai ntained throughout the project construction.

» Project representatives shall continue to consult with the Friends of Jawbone, other recreation
groups, the BLM, and Kern County Roads Department regarding concerns related to project
construction traffic on Jawbone Canyon Road. LADWP shall notify the OHV groups, the BLM,
and the County Roads Department of the date and anticipated duration of construction deliveries
on Jawbone Canyon Road.

 Aninformation kiosk shall be erected near Jawbone Station to provide current information about
the project (including, if available, delivery schedules for Jawbone Canyon Road) to Jawbone
Canyon Open Area users. A brochure describing the project and its construction shall be
produced and made available for distribution at the Jawbone Station.

A copy of the transportation safety plan shall be posted at the information kiosk and made available
at the Jawbone Station.

MM 7.4-2. LADWP shall provide funding to support an additional staff position at the Jawbone
Visitors Center during the project construction phase. This staff member will serve as an interface
with the public to respond to questions and provide information regarding the project construction
and the related traffic issues. In addition, LADWP shall provide funding to support a BLM ranger
position during periods of high recreation use in the Jawbone Canyon Open Area during the project
construction phase. This ranger will help enforce traffic controls on Jawbone Canyon Road within
the Open Area and assist in preventing or resolving disputes that arise from potential conflicts
between recreation users and the use of the road for construction access. The funding for the two
positions shall be established through a Memorandum of Agreement between LADWP and BLM.
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The second paragraph on page 2-8 of the Draft EIR/EA isrevised as follows:

The project area is located within the Joint Service Restricted R-2508 airspace complex, and both
Edwards Air Force Base (EAFB) and Naval Air Systems Command Weapons Division (NAVAIR
WD), Naval-Weapens-Station-China-Lake(NWSCL)-as well as other military activities, maintain
MTRs and Special Use Airspace (SUA) that overlay everfly-the vicinity of the proposed project
(Figure 2-3A). The military is concerned about any vertical obstructions located within the
boundaries of the MTRs and radar interference caused by wind turbines because of the potential
impact they may have on critical testing and training missions. The proposed project has been
closely coordinated with representatives from both EAFB and_NAVAIR WD-NWSCL, and
significant MFR-related-constraints on turbine siting within the broader project study area have been
identified. Among other considerations, the proposed turbine sites were selected considering these
airspace constraints. (See Appendix A for copy of written confirmation of project suitability from
the Department of Defense R-2508 Complex Sustainability Office.)

The third paragraph on page 2-20 of the Draft EIR/EA isrevised as follows:

The drainage concept for the wind turbine site has been developed with the goal of retaining runoff
flows at pre-development levels (See Section 3.3, Hydrology and Water Quality). Wind turbine sites
are to include detention basins designed to reduce any peak discharge rates to pre-project values and
to provide silt capture. Incidental roadway drainage intercepted from side-slope cutsis to be returned
to natural courses at frequent intervals to reduce concentration. Grading of roadways will be
performed in such afashion as to distribute drainage back to its original courses. The use of berming
and rock riprap will be necessary to minimize erosion. On both the upstream and downstream
portions of the drainage crossings, riprap would be placed within the drainage up to the point where
it meets the natural channel slope and grade (this concept is illustrated in a series of crossing designs
included in Appendix C, Hydrology Study). Grading of roadways and turbine sitesis to adhere to the
following design concepts.

Mitigation Measure MM 2.5-3 on page 3.2-16 of the Draft EIR/EA isrevised as follows:

MM 2.5-3: To mitigate the potential adverse effects of erosion, the LADWP shall prepare and
implement an Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan and SWPPP. The plan shall include BMPs
identified in reference documents, including BMPs for construction of wind power projects on BLM
lands, BMPs for Erosion and Sediment Control (FHWA FLP 94-005), Kern County Grading
requirements, and measures provided in MM 2.5-1 and 2.5-2 above. In addition, the following shall
be used as a guide to develop these plans.

» Restore disturbed areas to pre-construction contours to the extent feasible.

» Salvage, store, and use the highest quality soil for revegetation.

» Discourage noxious weed competition and control noxious weeds through physical or chemical
removal and prevention (chemical removal on BLM lands requires specific authorization from
BLM). In particular, efforts to prevent yellow starthistle from inhabiting the site shall include
use of weed-free native seed mixes and prevention of noxious weeds from entering the site via
vehicular sources. For instance, implement Trackclean or other method of vehicle cleaning for
vehicles coming and going from the site. Earth-moving equipment shall be cleaned prior to
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transport to the project site. Weed-free rice straw or other certified weed-free straw shall be used
for al hay employed for erosion control.

* Leavedrainage gapsin topsoil and spoil pilesto accommodate surface water runoff.

» Cease topsoil-stripping activities during significantly wet weather.

» For aress that require permanent erosion control structures, stepped footings or retaining walls
designed to preserve the natural landforms should be used.

* Usebales and/or silt fencing as appropriate.

» Before seeding disturbed soils, work the topsoil to reduce compaction caused by construction
vehicle traffic.

* Following completion of each zone of construction, weed-free mulch shal be applied to
disturbed areas within 10 days in order to reduce the potential for short-term erosion.

»  Soils—etherthan—acecessroads—shall-not-be-left-exposed-Erosion control measures shall be
implemented during the rainy season in areas disturbed by construction activity.

» Establish provisions for construction operations during foul weather.

» Filter fences and catch basins shall be used to intercept sediment before it reaches stream
channels.

» Spoil sites shall be located such that they do not drain directly towards a natural spring. At spoils
sites draining toward a surface water feature, catch basins shall be constructed to intercept
sediment before it reaches the feature. Spoil sites shall be graded and revegetated to reduce the
potential for erosion.

»  Sediment control measures shall be in place prior to the onset of the rainy season and shall be
monitored and maintained in good working condition until disturbed areas have been revegetated.

The last paragraph on page 3.3-3 of the Draft EIR/EA isrevised as follows:

Hydrology calculations were performed in accordance with the Kern County Subdivision Standards
and Hydrology Manual. The design parameters for local roadway crossings of drainageways would
be the 10-year event (10 percent chance), known as the intermediate storm design discharge. The
design parameters for arteria roadways owned and operated by the County of Kern would be the
100-year event (1 percent chance), known as the capital storm design discharge. These criteria for
the county road would only apply if any changes to the existing water courses or road surface profile
would be required to facilitate the project. Few improvements are proposed in the paved (County-
controlled) areas of Jawbone Canyon Road. In the event culverts are needed in Jawbone Canyon
Road, they will be designed to pass the 1 percent chance event with overtopping not to exceed that
specified by the County Standards._ Culverts within the County-maintained portion of Jawbone
Canyon Road shall be installed under an encroachment permit issued by the Kern County Roads

Department.

The last paragraph on page 3.5-32 of the Draft EIR/EA is revised as follows:

The habitat impacts would occur primarily as a result of road construction activities. The area of
impact is relatively small, and comparable areas of perennial grassland occur elsewhere in the
approximately 8,000-acre project property that would not be affected by prOJect actlvmes This
impact is considered adverse-but less than significant; :
are-heeded since LADWP will provide replacement, restoratlon or compensetlon for the acreage
lost.
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Mitigation Measure MM 5.1 on page 3.5-40 of the Draft EIR/EA is added as follows:

MM 5.1: LADWP will mitigate the impact on perennial grassland by eguivalent replacement,
restoration, or compensation, subject to consultation with California Department of Fish and Game.

Mitigation Measure MM 5.4-4 on page 3.5-41 of the Draft EIR/EA isrevised as follows:

MM 5.4-4: BMPs shall be employed to prevent further loss of habitat resulting from erosion caused
by project-related impacts (i.e., grading or clearing for new roads).—AH-detected-erosion-shall-be

remedied-withintwo-days-of discovery Corrective action for erosion problems shall be taken within
seven days after the problem is detected.

Mitigation Measure MM 5.12 on page 3.5-43 of the Draft EIR/EA isrevised as follows:

MM 5.12: BMPs shall be employed to prevent further loss of habitat due to erosion caused by
project-related impacts (i.e., grading or clearing for new roads).—AH-detected—erosion—shall-be

remedied-withintwo-days-of discovery Corrective action for erosion problems shall be taken within
seven days after the problem is detected.

Mitigation Measure MM 5.14-1 on page 3.5-43 of the Draft EIR/EA isrevised as follows:

MM 5.14-1: To ensure that the predicted rates of raptor mortality due to collisons with wind
turbines remain low and insignificant, avian and bat mortality associated with the proposed project
shall be monitored. A gqualified ornithologist will conduct bird mortality monitoring at the project
site for one year following the first delivery of power. The species, number, location and distance
from turbine, availability of raptor prey species, and apparent cause of bird and bat mortalities would
be noted. All results will be provided to the Wildlife Response and Reporting System (WRRS)
database and to California Department of Fish and Game. The monitoring will follow standardized
quidelines outlined by the National Wind Coordinating Committee (Anderson et a. 1999). LADWP
will maintain a record in accordance with USFWS guidance of avian injury and mortality that is
observed on the project site during operations for the life of the project.

Mitigation Measure MM 5.14-2 on page 3.5-43 of the Draft EIR/EA is added as follows and the
remaining MM 5.14 measures are renumber ed:

MM 5.14-2: After one year of post-construction monitoring data has been obtained, LADWP shall
review project operations to determine if any specific turbine(s) is responsible for disproportionately
high levels of avian mortalities compared to other turbines on site. If so, LADWP shall implement
operational modifications of the turbine(s) and conduct further study in consultation with CDFG or
USFWS to evaluate the effectiveness of the modifications.
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Thefirst full paragraph on page 3.6-3 of the Draft EIR/EA is revised as follows:

EAFB is located approximately 20 miles south of the project site and Naval Weapons Station China
Lake (NWSCL) is located approximately 35 miles northeast of the project site. NAVAIR WD
NWSCL-and EAFB, as well as other military activities, beth-maintain low-altitude MTRs and SUA
that overlay portions of the project property to conduct aviation training and testing missions. The
property is within the Joint Service Restricted R-2508 airspace complex. MTRs and SUA within the
R-2508 Complex have an atitude floor of 200 feet above ground level (AGL). Structurestaller than
200 feet that penetrate the MTRs may represent obstructions to aviation exercises._ Wind Turbines
also can cause radar interference that negatively impacts critical testing of aviation systems.

Thefirst full paragraph on page 3.6-5 of the Draft EIR/EA is revised as follows:

LADWRP, as CEQA lead agency, and BLM, as NEPA lead agency, have worked closely to identify
and evaluate issues affecting the federal review and permitting of the project, including right-of-way
grants and CDCA Plan conformance. In addition, the Department of Defense R-2508 Complex
Sustainability Office was consulted regarding military flight testing and training requirements and
potential air space conflicts associated with the proposed project.

The paragraphs below “ Impact 6.3” on page 3.6-6 of the Draft EIR/EA are revised as follows:

The project site, including the transmission line corridor, is located in an area overlain by military
use airspace, and the FAA has designated the airspace over this region as a military operations area.
The area is within the Joint Service Restricted R-2508 airspace complex. The designated flight paths
over the project site involve numerous MTRs and SUA starting at 200 feet AGL and increasing in
height up to 10,000 feet above sealevel. These MTRs and SUA are primarily associated with testing
and training conducted by at EAFB, NAVAIR WD, and other military activitiesNWSCL. The total
height of each turbine at the highest point of the rotor blade’'s rotation is approximately 340 feet. At
this height, the wind turbines would extend into the lower elevations of flight corridors above the
Site, creating a potential navigation hazard related to MTRs._ Wind turbines also can cause radar
interference that negatively impacts critical testing of aviation systems.

LADWP has consulted with both EAFB and NAVAIR WD-NWSCL and has developed a
configuration of wind turbines that resolves the potentia for interference with military testing and
training-the MFRs. The military reviewed the site plan and found that the plan as currently proposed
would avoid potentially significant impacts on the MTRs. As long as the blade heights of the
turbines remain below 400 feet AGL, the project would not compromise the training and testing
mission of the affected installations. (See Appendix A for copy of written confirmation of project
suitability from the Department of Defense R-2508 Complex Sustainability Office)) However, this
limitation places restrictions on moving the location of proposed turbines on site or adding new
turbines on the property. The military would need to review and approve such actions to change the
location of turbines (see MM 6.3-1), and evidence of any reviews and approvals by the military for
project facilities would need to be submitted to Kern County (see MM 6.3-2). In addition, the
military requests that the transmission line be limited to 100-foot-tall towers if the towers are located
within 1 mile from the centerline of the military training corridor entry point. With these limitations
observed, no conflicts with military SUA-special-use-airspace would occur.
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Mitigation Measure MM 7.4 on page 3.7-8 of the Draft EIR/EA is revised as follows:

MM 7.4-1: LADWP will consult with BLM and the Kern County Roads Department to develop a
transportation safety plan for construction traffic transiting the Jawbone Canyon Open Area. The plan
will primarily address construction traffic but will also address operations traffic._ The plan will
become a condition of the County road permits and the BLM right-of-way grants. The plan will
include, a a minimum, the following specific components:

* Transporters shall follow Kern County regulations for the transportation of oversized and

overweight loads on all county roads, including the 6 miles of Jawbone Canyon Road that would
be utilized for access to the project. These regulations include provisions for time of day, pilot
cars, law enforcement escorts, speed limits, flaggers, and warning lights.

« During project construction, delivery of eguipment and materials shall be prohibited on Jawbone
Canyon Road on the following holiday periods.

- Veterans Day, from 12 pm on the preceding Thursday to the following Monday

- Thanksgiving, from 12 pm on the preceding Wednesday to the following Monday

- Christmas and New Years, from 12 pm on the Friday preceding Christmas to the Tuesday
following New Y ears

- Martin Luther King Day, from 12 pm on the preceding Friday to the following Tuesday

- Presidents Day, from 12 pm on the preceding Friday to the following Tuesday

- Easter, from 12 pm on the preceding Friday to the following Monday

- Memoria Day, from 12 pm on the preceding Friday to the following Tuesday

With at least four weeks notification to LADWP, BLM may also prohibit construction deliveries
on additional sanctioned event weekends in the Jawbone Canyon Open Area.

=  On weekends and holiday periods during the high-use recreation season in the Jawbone Canyon
Open Area (late fall to late spring), construction workers shall be prohibited from travel in
individual vehicles on Jawbone Canyon Road and shall be shuttled to and from the project site in
multi-person vehicles beginning on the day preceding the weekend or holiday. This limitation on
the use of vehicles does not include conducting limited critical activities associated with minimal
security and safety monitoring and construction management.
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During the high-use recreation season in the Jawbone Canyon Open Area (late fall to late spring),
the delivery of large loads on Jawbone Canyon Road shall be avoided to the extent practicable on
weekends (in addition to those weekends during which project deliveries shall be prohibited). In
addition, the transportation safety plan shal include time of day limitations during which no
project-related traffic, except limited critical activities associated with minima security and
safety monitoring and construction management, shall be alowed on Jawbone Canyon Road.
Transportation permits for oversized and overweight loads on County-maintained portions of
Jawbone Canyon Road on high-use weekends shall be issued at the direction of the Kern County
Roads Department.

No construction activity related to road improvements on Jawbone Canyon Road shall be
conducted during high-use recreation periods in the Jawbone Canyon Open Area. All road
improvements shall be completed in a manner and according to a schedule that provides
uninterrupted access on Jawbone Canyon Road during high-use recreation periods in the
Jawbone Canyon Open Area. |If a temporary closure of the County-maintained portions of
Jawbone Canyon Road is allowed, it shall be in accordance with Kern County Roads Department
policies and standards.

A training program regarding the rules and regulations for project-related travel shall be
conducted with all project transporters and drivers. The program shall address such issues as
speed limits, pilot vehicle requirements, and warnings regarding potential safety conflicts with
recreation use in the Jawbone Canyon Open Area. All drivers shall be strictly monitored to
ensure compliance with rules and regulations, and consequences (e.g., revocation of permission
to deliver or drive for the project) shal be applied to individuals and/or the project for
noncompliance. Enforcement measures shall be defined in the transportation safety plan.

Traffic signs shall be provided to control traffic and ensure safety along Jawbone Canyon Road
and at designated crossings of the road within the Jawbone Canyon Open Area. These signs shall
adhere to the Federal Highway Administration Manua on Uniform Traffic Control devices and
shall include regulatory signs (e.q., stop, speed limits, yield), warning signs (e.qg., OHV road
crossings), and construction signs (e.q., temporary lane closures, flaggers). All signs shall be
mai ntained throughout the project construction.

Project representatives shall continue to consult with the Friends of Jawbone, other recreation
groups, the BLM, and Kern County Roads Department regarding concerns related to project
construction traffic on Jawbone Canyon Road. LADWP shall notify the OHV groups, the BLM,
and the County Roads Department of the date and anticipated duration of construction deliveries
on Jawbone Canyon Road.

An information kiosk shall be erected near Jawbone Station to provide current information about
the project (including, if available, delivery schedules for Jawbone Canyon Road) to Jawbone
Canyon Open Area users. A brochure describing the project and its construction shall be
produced and made available for distribution at the Jawbone Station.

A copy of the transportation safety plan shall be posted at the information kiosk and made
available at the Jawbone Station.

MM 7.4-2: LADWP shdl provide funding to support an additional staff position at the Jawbone

Visitors Center during the project construction phase. This staff member will serve as an interface
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with the public to respond to questions and provide information regarding the project construction
and the related traffic issues. In addition, LADWP shall provide funding to support a BLM ranger
position during periods of high recreation use in the Jawbone Canyon Open Area during the project
construction phase. This ranger will help enforce traffic controls on Jawbone Canyon Road within
the Open Area and assist in preventing or resolving disputes that arise from potential conflicts
between recreation users and the use of the road for construction access. The funding for the two
positions shall be established through a Memorandum of Agreement between LADWP and BLM.

The fifth paragraph on page 3.11-3 of the Draft EIR/EA isrevised as follows:

While the operation of the proposed project, with the application of appropriate mitigation measures
as specified in this EIR/EA, would not result in long-term environmental impacts that are
individually significant, the incremental effect of these impacts must be evaluated to determine if
they contribute to long-term impacts that may be cumulatively significant when considered in the
context of the entire Tehachapi WRA, including both existing and planned wind energy projects.
Such cumulative impacts would result from the collective effects from the operation of numerous
individual wind projects located throughout the WRA. Impacts of particular concern to which the
proposed project could make an incremental contribution to a cumulatively significant impact are
those that may occur to visual resources, and-avian wildlife, and military training and testing
activitiesrelated to SUA.

The following paragraphs are inserted after the second full paragraph on page 3-11.4:

Cumulatively significant impacts to military aviation training and testing activities related to SUA
could result from the combined effects of existing wind energy facilities and the continued
development of future wind energy facilities within the boundaries of the Joint Service Restricted R-
2508 airspace complex. |ncompatible development and uses on property that lies outside the boundaries
of military instalations but contributes in some fashion to the fulfillment of the installation’s training
and/or testing mission has become a significant issue in locations that were previously unconstrained by
such encroachment. Use of the R-2508 airspace complex for military training and testing has been
modified and/or curtailed in response to such encroachment, but this has limited the options for aviation
operations within the airspace. Based on current development patterns, including the proposed project,
further encroachment by wind energy projects into the R-2508 airspace may severely affect the ability of the
install ations that share the airspace to conduct their missions.

However, recently enacted provisions of the Kern County Zoning Ordinance (Section 19.08.160,
Height of Structures) provide that “the maximum permitted height of any portion of a structure, or
any appurtenances thereof, in any zoning district including the WE combining district under a
military low level flight route or corridor or any part of the R-2508 complex . . . shall be two hundred
(200) feet unless the military authority responsible for operations in that flight area provides the
county with written concurrence that the height of the proposed structure would create no significant
military mission impacts.” The ordinance furthermore states that, “In any zoning district including the
WE combining district under a military low-level flight route or corridor or any part of the R-2508
complex . . ., building permit applicants shall give notice, using an approved form, to military
authorities designated by the building official prior to permit issuance for proposed structures and
appurtenances thereof exceeding one hundred (100) feet but not exceeding two hundred (200) feet.”
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Revisions to this section of the zoning ordinance have recently been enacted by the County. These
revisions establish more definitive review requirement procedures by the appropriate military agency
of the height of proposed structures, including wind turbines, throughout the County based on
designated sectors that relate to patterns of military aviation activity (the so-called red-yellow-green
[RY G] concept, after the color designation of these sectors). Based on input from the Department of
Defense R-2508 Complex Sustainability Office, the cumulative impacts to military aviation training
and testing activities from the proposed project, when considered in the context of the entire
Tehachapi WRA and in conjunction with existing and future projects, would be considered less than
significant with the enactment of the RY G guidelines.

The second full paragraph on page 3.13-5 of the Draft EIR/EA isrevised as follows:

As discussed in the project description, the proposed project is located within the Joint Service
Restricted R-2508 airspace complex, and both EAFB and NWSCLENAVIAR WD, as well as other
military activities, maintain numerous MTRs and SUA that overlay the vicinity. During the planning
process related to resource assessment and turbine siting, the proposed project was closely
coordinated with-EAFB-and-NWSCL _the Department of Defense R-2508 Complex Sustainability
Office. Large portions of the project study area were eliminated from further consideration for
turbine siting because of potentialy significant impacts to critical military training and testing
missions. Based on determinations by-EAFB—and-NWSCL _the R-2508 Complex Sustainability
Office, the proposed project turbines could not be sited within the broader study area beyond the
boundaries of the currently proposed project property. Under provisions of the Kern County zoning
ordinance related to the height of structures, the WE zoning designation required for the wind turbine
development will not be granted beneath-Special-Use-airspace SUA unless project approval has been
given by the military indicating that the development is compatible with aviation training and testing
missions. Therefore, the resiting of the proposed wind turbines to other locations within the broader
study areais not feasible.

Thefirst full paragraph on page 3.13-9 of the Draft EIR/EA isrevised as follows:

However, because this alternative site has similar terrain, vegetation, and resources as the proposed
project site, potential environmental impacts related to project construction and operations would
generally be expected to be comparable to those generated by the proposed project. Since the
transmission line would be relocated to Jawbone Canyon, all impacts in Pine Tree Canyon would be
eliminated; however, additional impacts related to the line would be expected in Jawbone Canyon.
Depending on actual turbine siting, Alternative 5 may create additional impacts that would not be
created by the proposed project. Some project components may be located relatively close to a
publicly accessible road (Jawbone Canyon Road, to the north), which may increase the visual
impacts caused by project components. Turbines in the Jawbene/Butterbredt-alternative site may
also be located relatively close to the Bendire's Thrasher Conservation Area identified in the CDAC
Plan WMP amendment (located north of Jawbone Canyon Road), which may increase impacts to
avian species.
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The following additional references were cited and/or consulted in preparation of Section 2.0 of the
EA/Final EIR and are added to the reference section of the Draft EIR/EA (Section 5.0).

Erickson, W.P., G.D. Johnson, M.D. Strickland, and K. Kronner. 2000. Avian and bat mortality
associated with the Vansycle Wind Project, Umatilla County, Oregon: 1999 study year.
Technical Report prepared by WEST, Inc. for Umatilla County Department of Resource
Services and Development, Pendleton, Oregon. 21pp.

Erickson, W.P., J. Jeffrey, K. Kronner, and K. Bay. 2004 Stateline Wind Project Wildlife
Monitoring Final Report, July 2001 — December 2003. Technical report submitted to
FPL Energy, the Oregon Energy Facility Siting Council, and the Stateline Technical
Advisory Committee.

Erickson, W.P., B. Gritski, and K. Kronner, 2003b. Nine Canyon Wind Power Project Avian and
Bat Monitoring Report, September 2002 — August 2003. Technical report submitted to
Energy Northwest and the Nine Canyon Technical Advisory Committee.

Gruver, J.C. 2002. Assessment of bat community structure and roosting habitat preferences for
the hoary bat (Lasiurus cinereus) near Foote Creek Rim, Wyoming. M.S. Thesis,
University of Wyoming, Laramie. 149pp.

Johnson, G.D., M. Perlik, W.P. Erickson, M.D. Strickland, D.A. Shepherd, and P. Sutherland, Jr.
2003a. Bat interactions with wind turbines at the Buffalo Ridge, Minnesota Wind
Resource Area. Electric Power Research Institute, Concord, Calif.

Johnson, G.D., W.P. Erickson, and J. White. 2003b. Avian and bat mortality at the Klondike,
Oregon Phase | Wind Plant. Technical report prepared for Northwestern Wind Power by
WEST, Inc.

Mabee, T.J. and B.A. Cooper. 2001. Nocturna bird migration at the Nine Canyon Wind Energy
Project, Spring 2001. Technical report prepared for WEST, Inc. and Energy Northwest
by ABR Inc, Forest Grove, OR. 11 pp.

Ralph, C.J.,, JR. Sauer, and S. Droege (editors). 1995. Monitoring bird populations by point
counts. Pacific Southwest Research Station, General Technical Report PSW-GTR-
149.

Ralph, C.J, and JM. Scott. 1981. Estimating the numbers of terrestrial birds. Studies in
Avian Biology No. 6.

Sutherland, W.J. 1996. Ecological census techniques. a handbook. Cambridge University
Press, Cambridge, U.K.

Young, D.P. J., W.P. Erickson, R.E. Good, M.D. Strickland, and G.D. Johnson. 2003. Avian
and bat mortality associated with the initial phase of the Foote Creek Rim Windpower
Project, Carbon County, Wyoming: November 1998 - June 2002. Technica Report
prepared by WEST, Inc. for Pacificorp, Inc., SeaWest Windpower, Inc. and Bureau of
Land Management. 35 pp.
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APPENDIX A
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (MMRP)

Pine Tree Wind Development Project
Environmental Assessment /
Final Environmental Impact Report
(SCH#2004041076)
(BLM#CA-650-2005-13)

Introduction

This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) has been prepared pursuant to State
of California Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, which requires adoption of a MMRP for
projects in which the Lead Agency has required changes or adopted mitigation to avoid
significant environmental effects. The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP)
is the lead agency for the proposed Pine Tree Wind Development Project and, therefore,
responsible for administrating and implementing the MMRP. The decision-makers must define
specific reporting and/or monitoring requirements to be enforced during project implementation
prior to final approval of the proposed project. The primary purpose of the MMRP is to ensure
that the mitigation measures identified in the Pine Tree Wind Development Environmental
Assessment/Final Environmental Impact Report (EA/Final EIR) are implemented to reduce or
avoid identified environmental effects.

The purpose of discussing the MMRP in the EA/Final EIR is to appropriately assign the
mitigation responsibilities for implementing the Pine Tree Wind Development Project. The
mitigation measures listed in the MMRP are required by law or regulation and will be adopted by
the LADWP Board of Water and Power Commissioners as a condition of the primary project
approval. Certain elements of the project will be adopted or approved by others, including the
federal Bureau of Land Management (BLM) (right-of-way grants), Kern County (zone change,
grading and building permits), California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) (Fish and Game
Code Permits under Section 1602 and 2081), and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
(Biological Opinion under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act).

Mitigation is defined by both the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) — Section 15370
and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) as a measure that:

= Avoidsthe impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action
=  Minimizesimpacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation
= Rectifies the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted environment

= Reduces or eliminates the impact over time by preservation and maintenance activities during
the life of the project

= Compensates for the impacts by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments
Mitigation measures provided in this MMRP were initialy identified in Section 3, Affected

Environment, Environmental Impacts, and Mitigation, of the Draft EIR/EA, as feasible and
effective in mitigating project-related environmental impacts. As a result of comments received



during public review of the Draft EIR/EA, severa of the measures have been revised and several
measures have been added.

Basis for the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program

The legal basis for the development and implementation of the MMRP lies within both CEQA
(including the California Public Resources Code) and NEPA. Sections 21002 and 21002.1 of the
California Public Resources Code state:

» Public agencies are not to approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or
feasible mitigation measures available that would substantially lessen the significant
environmental effects of such projects; and

= Each public agency shall mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the environment of
projectsthat it carries out or approves whenever it is feasible to do so.

Section 21081.6 of the California Public Resources Code further requires that the public agency
shall adopt areporting or monitoring program for the changes made to the project or conditions of
project approval, adopted to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment. The
reporting or monitoring program shall be designed to ensure compliance with mitigation
measures during project implementation. The monitoring program must be adopted when a
public agency makes its findings under CEQA so that the program can be made a condition of
project approval in order to mitigate significant effects on the environment.

NEPA 40 CFR Sections 1502.14f requires:

= Agencies shall include appropriate mitigation measures not already included in the proposed
action or alternatives.

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program Procedures

The MMRP for the proposed project will be in place through all phases of the project, including
design, prior to construction, construction, and operations. LADWP shal have primary
responsibility for administrating the MMRP activities of staff, consultants, or contractors.
However, County of Kern, BLM, and California Department of Fish and Game also monitor
various elements of the project within their regulatory purview. LADWP has the responsibility of
ensuring that monitoring is documented through periodic reports and that deficiencies are
promptly corrected. LADWFP's development partner, Wind Turbine Prometheus, LLC, has
specific responsihilities for project construction that are substantiated through contract agreement.
However, this MMRP gives LADWP the primary responsibility for documenting the monitoring
of mitigation measures. LADWP's designated environmental monitor will track and document
compliance with mitigation measures, note any problems that may result, and take appropriate
action to remedy problems. Specific responsibilities of LADWP include:

= Coordination of al mitigation monitoring activities.

= Management of the preparation, approval, and filing of monitoring or permit compliance
reports.

= Maintenance of records concerning the status of all approved mitigation measures.

= Quality control assurance of field monitoring personnel.



= Coordination with other agencies regarding compliance with mitigation or permit
requirements.

» Reviewing and recommending acceptance and certification of implementation
documentation.

= Acting as a contact for interested parties or surrounding property owners who wish to register
complaints, observations of unsafe conditions, or environmenta violations, verifying any
such circumstances and developing any necessary corrective actions.

Resolution of Noncompliance Complaints

Any person or agency may file a complaint about noncompliance with the mitigation measures
that were adopted as part of the approval process for the Pine Tree Wind Development Project.
The complaint shall be directed to LADWP (111 N. Hope Street, Room 1044, Los Angeles, CA
90012), the BLM Ridgecrest Field Office (300 South Richmond Road, Ridgecrest, CA 93555),
and/or the Kern County Planning Department (2700 “M” Street, Suite 100, Bakersfield, CA
93301-2370) in written form providing detailed information on the purported violation.
Additionally, complaints can be made to BLM at Jawbone Station. LADWP, BLM, and Kern
County will jointly or separately investigate any complaints filed to determine the validity of the
complaint. If noncompliance with a mitigation measure is verified, LADWP shall take the
necessary action(s) to remedy the violation. The complaint shall receive written confirmation
indicating the results of the investigation or the final corrective action that was implemented in
response to the specific noncompliance issue.

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan Matrix

The MMRP is organized in a matrix format. The first column identifies the mitigation measure
number. The second column identifies the mitigation measures. The third column, entitled
“Time Frame for Implementation,” refers to when monitoring will occur. The timing for
implementing mitigation measures and the definition of the approval process has been provided
to assist staff from LADWP, BLM, and the County of Kern to plan for monitoring activities. The
fourth column, entitled “Responsible Monitoring Agency,” refers to the agency responsible for
ensuring that the mitigation measure is implemented. The fifth column, entitled “Verification of
Compliance” has subcolumns for Initials, Date, and Remarks. This last column will be used by
the lead agency to document the person who verified the implementation of the mitigation
measure, the date on which this verification occurred, and any other notable remarks.



MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
SCH # 2004041076 / BL M#CA-650-2005-13

PINE TREE WIND DEVELOPMENT PROJECT

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Time Framefor Responsible Verification of Compliance
No. Mitigation Measure | mplementation Monitoring
Agency Initials | Date Remarks
Geology and Soils
2.1 To mitigate the exposure of people and Prior to Approval LADWP
structures to potential strong ground motion: | of Final Design
* All habitable structures shall include
engineered design and earthquake-
resistant construction to increase safety | Prior to Issuance Kern County
of persons occupying the buildings. of Building
* A qualified professional engineer will Permits
design the wind turbine structures,
including foundations, constructed on
the site.
e The minimum seismic design will
comply with the Kern County Building
Code, Chapter 17, and applicable
California Building Codes.
2.2 Any damage to the unpaved roads During LADWP
caused by exposure to liquefaction of Construction
underlying alluvium shall be repaired
after the event. For the transmission line,
mitigation shall consider densifying the
soil in place with vibroreplacement (stone | During Operation LADWP

columns), compaction grouting, use of
deeper than normal foundations, and/or
other recommendations of the
engineering geologist. Any damage
caused to the power lines by liquefaction
of underlying alluvium shall be repaired
after the event.
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Time Frame for Responsible Verification of Compliance
No. Mitigation Measure I mplementation Monitoring
Agenc -
gency Initials | Date Remarks
2.3 To mitigate the impacts associated with Prior to Approval LADWP

slope stability, landslides, and rock falls,
geotechnical evaluations shall be performed
to evaluate slope stability and provide
recommendations for project construction.
Specific recommendations for remedial
actions shall be made and could include any
of the following:

A qualified engineering geologist shall
provide design recommendations to
reduce potential for slope failure and to
ensure proper placement and design of
facilities, foundations, and remediation
of unstable ground.

Grading will be conducted pursuant to
Kern County Grading Codes, Chapter
17.28, and BMPs.

No project structures or grading shall
occur in areas where potential for
severe hazard exists that cannot be
mitigated with engineering.

Measures to stabilize slopes shall
consider retaining walls, soil nails,
geofabric stabilized earth, wire retention
devices, berms to deflect debris, and
buttress fills. The construction manager
shall implement the plans, and an
engineering geologist shall certify that
slopes have been properly stabilized.
At project abandonment, the project
owner or successors will ensure
ongoing stability. All fill slopes shall be
engineered to provide long-term stability
(drainage, reseeding, etc.).

To mitigate the potential soll
corrosiveness impacts, appropriate

of Final Design

Prior to Issuance
of Grading Permit

Kern County
Engineering and
Survey Services
Department
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No.

Mitigation Measure

Time Frame for
I mplementation

Responsible
Monitoring
Agency

Verification of Compliance

Initials

Date

Remarks

concrete mix design shall be used to
resist against sulfate attack, and
appropriate cathodic protection or
encapsulation of steel shall be
employed.

* Wind turbine sites where slopes exceed
4:1 will require specific consultation and
approval by the Kern County
Engineering and Survey Services
Department, with site-specific mitigation
measures implemented.

2.4

The impacts associated with blasting are
mitigated through compliance with local and
state laws and by preparing and complying
with a blasting plan approved by Kern
County Planning Department, in
consultation with Kern County Engineering
and Survey Services Department, Kern
County Fire Department, and Kern County
Air Pollution Control District (KCAPCD).
The blasting plan shall include the following
essential elements:

» The contractor performing blasting at
the site shall comply with applicable
regulations and standards established
by the regulatory agencies, codes, and
professional societies including the rules
and regulations for storage,
transportation, delivery, and use of
explosives.

» Blasting operations shall be conducted
SO as to prevent impact on special
status plant and wildlife species and
migratory birds.

* Whenever blasting operations are in
progress, explosives shall be stored,

Plan to be
prepared prior to
approval of Final
Design

Plan approved
prior to Issuance
of Grading Permit

LADWP

Kern County
Engineering and
Survey Services
Department
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No.

Mitigation Measure

Time Frame for
I mplementation

Responsible
Monitoring
Agency

Verification of Compliance

Initials

Date

Remarks

handled, and used as provided by law,
including safety and health regulations
for construction.

» The contractor shall ensure that flyrock,
air blast, and ground vibration are
controlled so as not to affect the known
archaeological and historical sites prior
to data recovery.

2.5-1

Measures shall be incorporated into the
design of the project to minimize erosion
and sedimentation. Turbine generator pads
and roads should be graded to divert flow
away from natural slopes and toward
permanent culverts and swales leading to
natural drainage courses. Depending on
the slope, energy dissipaters and/or
detention basins may be needed at the end
of the culverts or swales. Road design shall
consider opportunities to provide sheet flow
drainage from surfaces where erosion can
be avoided. Where roads cross streams,
the crossing should be made at right angles
to the stream to the extent possible, and
engineered measures such as flow
dissipaters, adequately sized culverts, and
sediment traps shall be used to minimize
erosion.

Prior to Approval
of Final Design

Prior to Issuance
of Grading
Permits

LADWP

Kern County
Engineering and
Survey Services
Department

2.5-2

The following measures shall be
implemented throughout construction to
minimize the impacts of erosion to an
acceptable level:

» Areas where ground disturbance will
need to occur shall be identified in
advance of construction and limited to
only those areas approved by LADWP.

During
Construction

During
Construction

LADWP

Kern County
Engineering and
Survey Services
Department
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*  All construction vehicles shall be
confined to the designated access
routes, roads, and staging areas.

»  Site disturbance shall be limited to the
minimum necessary to complete
construction activities.

» Consider crushing vegetation rather
than blading in construction laydown
areas.

* Inform all supervisory construction
personnel of environmental concerns,
permit conditions, and final rehabilitation
specifications.

» Significantly weak soils may be
stabilized with granular base with
possible geotextile underlayment.

*  Where the soil is too wet such that ruts
occur, restrict access to area or avoid
by rerouting vehicles if possible.

During
Construction

BLM on BLM
Property

2.5-3

To mitigate the potential adverse effects of
erosion, the LADWP shall prepare and
implement an Erosion and Sedimentation
Control Plan and SWPPP. The plan shall
include BMPs identified in reference
documents, including BMPs for construction
of wind power projects on BLM lands, BMPs
for Erosion and Sediment Control (FHWA
FLP 94-005), Kern County Grading
requirements, and measures provided in
MM 2.5-1 and 2.5-2 above. In addition, the
following shall be used as a guide to
develop these plans.

* Restore disturbed areas to pre-
construction contours to the extent
feasible.

» Salvage, store, and use the highest

Prior to Approval
of Grading

Prior to Issuance
of Grading Permit

Prior to Issuance
of Right-of-Way
Grants

LADWP

Kern County

BLM

A-8




No.

Mitigation Measure

Time Frame for
I mplementation

Responsible
Monitoring
Agency

Verification of Compliance

Initials

Date

Remarks

quality soil for revegetation.

Discourage noxious weed competition
and control noxious weeds through
physical or chemical removal and
prevention (chemical removal on BLM
lands requires specific authorization
from BLM). In particular, efforts to
prevent yellow starthistle from inhabiting
the site shall include use of weed-free
native seed mixes and prevention of
noxious weeds from entering the site via
vehicular sources. For instance,
implement Trackclean or other method
of vehicle cleaning for vehicles coming
and going from the site. Earth-moving
equipment shall be cleaned prior to
transport to the project site. Weed-free
rice straw or other certified weed-free
straw shall be used for all hay employed
for erosion control.

Leave drainage gaps in topsoil and spoil
piles to accommodate surface water
runoff.

Cease topsoil-stripping activities during
significantly wet weather.

For areas that require permanent
erosion control structures, stepped
footings or retaining walls designed to
preserve the natural landforms should
be used.

Use bales and/or silt fencing as
appropriate.

Before seeding disturbed soils, work the
topsoil to reduce compaction caused by
construction vehicle traffic.

Following completion of each zone of
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construction, weed-free mulch shall be
applied to disturbed areas within ten
days in order to reduce the potential for
short-term erosion.

»  Erosion control measures shall be
implemented during the rainy season in
areas disturbed by construction activity.

» Establish provisions for construction
operations during foul weather.

» Filter fences and catch basins shall be
used to intercept sediment before it
reaches stream channels.

*  Spoil sites shall be located such that they
do not drain directly towards a natural
spring. At spoils sites draining toward a
surface water feature, catch basins shall
be constructed to intercept sediment
before it reaches the feature. Spoil sites
shall be graded and revegetated to
reduce the potential for erosion.

»  Sediment control measures shall be in
place prior to the onset of the rainy
season and shall be monitored and
maintained in good working condition until
disturbed areas have been revegetated.

2.6

To mitigate potential long-term impacts of
soil erosion and sedimentation, the project
site access roads, turbine sites, and other
structures and areas will be regularly
monitored for erosion, sedimentation, and to
ensure that drainage control features are in
good working order. Drainage and erosion
control devices will be repaired prior to start
of each rainy season. Revegetated areas
shall be monitored for a period of time as
specified in the erosion control plan.

During the Project | LADWP /
Construction Kern County

Seasonally during | LADWP

Project Operation
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Hydrology and Groundwater

3.1 All required approvals and permits, including | Prior to Kern County
drainage plan approval, shall be obtained Construction Engineering and
from the Kern County Engineering and Survey Services
Survey Services Department prior to Department
construction. For coordination purposes,
materials, studies, and responses from the
CDFG and the BLM regarding permitting of
crossings or watercourses within the project
limits shall be provided to the Kern County
Engineering and Survey Services
Department.

Air Quality
4.1-1 To mitigate fugitive dust and PMyq Prior to Approval Kern County

emissions, all construction operations will
be conducted in accordance with KCAPCD
Rule 402, either the 2004 Final Draft
version or a subsequently approved
version, including use of an approved dust
control plan. The dust control plan, to be
approved by KCAPCD, shall incorporate
the appropriate Reasonably Available
Control Measures (RACMS) to minimize
fugitive dust emissions. The dust control
plan shall consider and/or incorporate the
use of chemical dust suppressants,
application of water, use of wind screens,
speed controls on dirt roads, and other
applicable methods as provided in Rule
402. Additionally, a method to prevent mud
and dirt tracked out onto paved roads shall
be provided for the Pine Tree and Jawbone
canyons construction area egress points.

of Dust Control
Plan

During
Construction

LADWP
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Relative to ROC and NO, emissions, the
most effective emissions reductions from
diesel engines is a new technology using
exhaust gas recirculation (EGR). Emission
reductions with EGR are on the order of 40
percent for NO, and 90 percent for ROC.
Other new technologies include exhaust
catalysts, which provide 20 percent NOx
reduction and no ROC reduction. These
technologies have been developed in
response to USEPA regulations issued in
2002, requiring manufacturers to provide the
cleaner engines beginning in 2004. While
some EGR and catalyst equipment is
available, it would not be reasonable to
require complete use of the newer
equipment in the near term. Therefore, MM
4.1-2 and 4.1-3 given below are
incorporated into this EIR/EA.

4.1-2

At least 10 percent of the diesel engine-
driven construction equipment on site will be
equipped with EGR or low NO, exhaust
catalytic equipment. This measure is not
mandatory if it is demonstrated that this
guantity of newer technology equipment
would be unavailable for the expected
construction window (July 2005 to May
2006).

During LADWP

Construction

4.1-3

Use of aqueous diesel fuels in diesel-driven
construction and long-haul equipment could
reduce construction NO, emission by up to
14 percent. Aqueous diesel fuel will be
used in all project diesel engine-driven
construction equipment if it is commercially
available in the project area.

During LADWP

Construction
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Biological Resources
5.1 LADWP will mitigate the impact on perennial | During LADWP

grassland by equivalent replacement, Construction
restoration, or compensation, subject to
consultation with California Department of CDFG Concurrence
Fish and Game.

5.2-1 Mitigation requirements for temporary direct | Prior to Approval LADWP
impacts to wetland communities are of Streambed CDFG
generally met by restoring the wetland Alteration
habitats in-place. Thus, restoration of 17.37 | Agreement
acres of wetland habitat in-place will be
required to mitigate project-related impacts.
Mitigation requirements for permanent direct LADWP
impacts to wetland communities (1.96 During and after
acres) are to be met by a combination of Construction
wetland creation, restoration, or
enhancement. A mitigation site shall be
preserved at a suitable area near the impact
area. Mitigation requirements for
permanent impacts to wetlands resulting
from project-related construction shall be
provided at a ratio acceptable to CDFG and
shall be finalized as part of a Streambed
Alteration Agreement with CDFG.

5.2-2 Mitigation requirements for permanent direct | Prior to Approval LADWP
impacts to ephemeral drainages will require of Streambed CDFG
habitat creation, enhancement or restoration, | Alteration
and preservation at a location approved by Agreement
CDFG and other relevant regulatory LADWP
agencies. Mitigation compensation During
requirements for these impacts shall be Construction

finalized as part of a Streambed Alteration
Agreement with CDFG.
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53-1

Mitigation requirements for permanent direct
impacts to Joshua tree woodland (1.11
acres) and individual Joshua trees will be
satisfied through either avoidance, salvage,
or replacement of the existing habitat or
trees at a ratio to be determined through
discussions with CDFG and other relevant
regulatory agencies. In addition, these
agencies shall approve where the mitigation
is to occur and whether preservation or
restoration is the preferred method to
mitigate for project impacts.

During and after
Construction

LADWP

Concurrence by
CDFG

Concurrence by
BLM

5.3-2

The construction crews and contractors
shall be responsible for working around all
shrubs and trees within the construction
zone to the extent feasible. Particular
avoidance shall be applied to Joshua trees
and riparian trees (i.e., cottonwoods and
willows). Shrubs and trees shall be flagged
by a qualified botanist or arborist to indicate
top priority for avoidance.

During
Construction

LADWP

5.4-1

The construction crew and any contractor(s)
shall be informed of the biological
constraints of the project through a
contractor education program presented by
a project biologist. The construction crews
and contractor(s) shall be responsible for
unauthorized impacts from construction
activities to sensitive biological resources
that are outside the areas ultimately
approved for impacts by the County of Kern
and resource agencies.

Prior to and during
Construction

Prior to and during
Construction

LADWP

Kern County

5.4-2

The anticipated impact zones, including
staging areas, equipment access, and

Prior to
Construction

LADWP
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disposal or temporary spoils areas, shall be
delineated with stakes and flagging prior to
construction to avoid impacts to natural
resources where possible. Construction-
related activities outside of the impact zone
shall be avoided.

5.4-3

Spoils shall be stockpiled in disturbed areas
or other designated areas. Stockpile areas
shall be marked to define the limits where
stockpiling may occur. Topsoil shall be
segregated from the other stockpiled
material and shall be reapplied as the
topsoil layer to assist revegetation.

During
Construction

LADWP

5.4-4

BMPs shall be employed to prevent further
loss of habitat resulting from erosion caused
by project-related impacts (i.e., grading or
clearing for new roads). Corrective action
for erosion problems shall be taken within
seven days after the problem is detected.

During
Construction

LADWP

Kern County

5.4-5

Fueling of equipment shall take place within
designated construction areas or other
approved parking areas and not within or
adjacent to drainages or native habitats.
Contractor equipment shall be checked for
leaks prior to operation and repaired as
necessary.

During
Construction

LADWP

5.4-6

Mitigation of potential permanent indirect
impacts to vegetation communities will be
achieved by applying an approved native seed
mix in the bare areas after construction is
complete to minimize the potential for exotic
species introductions. The native seed mix
shall be approved by CDFG and BLM and shall
be dispersed in the fall, prior to winter rains.

After Construction
— In the fall, prior
to winter rains

After Construction
— In the fall, prior
to winter rains

LADWP

BLM on BLM land
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55

To mitigate for the potential permanent and
temporary direct impacts on vegetation
communities that could occur from changes
in the project construction footprint, the
following protocol will be implemented.

1. The construction manager and owner’s
representative (or design engineer) will
assess the variance needed to complete
the construction task.

2. The owner’s representative will review
the location and potential resources
affected by variance.

3. Should conditions dictate, a qualified
environmental monitor would be called to
evaluate impacts and monitor
construction activity.

4. Conditions warranting evaluation and
observation by an environmental
monitor include construction that is (a)
within desert tortoise and Mohave
ground squirrel habitat areas, (b) in a
riparian community, streambed, or other
sensitive communities such as Joshua
tree or oak woodland, (c) within 50 feet
of a known archaeological or historical
site, and (d) more than 50 feet from the
previously surveyed or staked area.

5. A report of the construction deviations
shall be provided to the LADWP prior to
the completion of construction for use in
making any necessary adjustments to
mitigation ratios, habitat compensation,
and other mitigation requirements.

During
Construction

LADWP

Concurrence by
CDFG

5.7-1

Mitigation requirements for temporary direct
impacts to desert tortoise habitat are

During
Construction

LADWP
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generally met by restoring the habitat in-
place and through on-site monitoring of
ground disturbance activities in all areas
with the potential to support the species.
Mitigation requirements for permanent direct
impacts to habitats occupied or presumed to
be occupied by the desert tortoise are met
by conservation of in-kind habitat of equal or
greater value than that impacted at the site
at a ratio determined through consultation
with USFWS and CDFG. Funding (as
approved by USFWS and CDFG) for the
long-term management of the preserved
habitat shall also be provided.

5.7-2

Mitigation requirements to avoid or minimize
permanent direct impacts to the desert
tortoise would include on-site monitoring of
ground disturbance activities in desert
tortoise habitat areas. A qualified biologist
with extensive knowledge and experience
with desert tortoise and who has a valid
handling permit shall monitor ground
disturbance activities. Because active
tortoise burrows would be avoided to the
extent feasible through project design
features, the monitoring biologist would only
handle a desert tortoise if a tortoise or an
active burrow were discovered within the
impact area. In this situation, the tortoise
would be removed from the burrow and
placed into an existing burrow outside of the
area of impact. If no existing burrows are
located, the monitoring biologist would
construct a new burrow and place the
tortoise inside. The monitoring biologist's
duties shall include:

Prior to
Construction

During
Construction

LADWP

LADWP
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* Implementation of a preconstruction
contractor education program;

» Pre-construction tortoise clearance
surveys within the impact area;

* Relocation of any desert tortoise located
within the impact area to a location 100
feet from the impact area;

* Burrow construction, if needed; and

» Preparation of construction monitoring
and desert tortoise relocation reports.

During construction activities, monthly and
final compliance reports shall be provided to
USFWS, CDFG, and other relevant
regulatory agencies documenting the
effectiveness of mitigation measures and
the level of take associated with this project.

Compliance reports
sent to USFWS and
CDFG

5.7-3

Mitigation requirements for permanent
indirect impacts to the desert tortoise
resulting from habitat fragmentation shall
include the implementation of a contractor
education program, on-site signage, and
speed limit restrictions along the access
roads in the Pine Tree area. No berms shall
be placed along dirt roads to ensure that
tortoises are able to move between habitat
fragments.

Prior to and during
Construction

LADWP

5.7-4

New and existing roads that are planned for
either construction or widening shall not
extend beyond the planned impact area. All
vehicles passing or turning around shall do
so within the planned impact area or in
previously disturbed areas. Where new
access is required outside of existing roads
or the construction zone, the route shall be

Prior to Approval
of Final Design

Prior to and during
Construction

Kern County

LADWP
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clearly marked (i.e., flagged and/or staked)
prior to the onset of construction.

5.8

Indirect impacts from vehicle strikes are
minimized by employee education on the
proper procedures upon encountering desert
tortoises on roads, by maintaining safe speed
limits on access/patrol roads, and by
prohibiting travel off the established roadways.

Prior to and during
Construction

LADWP

5.10-1

Mitigation requirements for temporary direct
impacts to Mohave ground squirrel habitat
are generally met by restoring the habitat in-
place and through on-site monitoring of
ground disturbance activities in all areas
with the potential to support the species.
Mitigation requirements for permanent
impacts to this species shall be met by
conservation of in-kind habitat of equal or
greater value than that impacted at a
location and ratio approved by CDFG.
Funding for the long-term management of
the land preserved would also be provided
as part of the mitigation measure.

During
Construction

LADWP

5.10-2

Mitigation requirements to avoid or minimize
permanent direct impacts to the Mohave
ground squirrel shall include on-site
monitoring of ground disturbance activities
by a qualified biologist in all areas with the
potential to support the Mohave ground
squirrel. During construction activities,
monthly and final compliance reports shall
be provided to CDFG and other relevant
regulatory agencies documenting the
effectiveness of mitigation measures and
the level of take associated with this project.

During
Construction

LADWP
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5.11 Indirect impacts from vehicle strikes are Prior to and during | LADWP
minimized by employee education on the Construction
proper procedures for operating vehicles on
the site, including using proper vigilance to
avoid wildlife, maintaining safe speed limits
on access/patrol roads, and by prohibiting
travel off the established roadways.
5.12 BMPs shall be employed to prevent further During LADWP
loss of habitat due to erosion caused by Construction
project-related impacts (i.e., grading or
clearing for new roads). Corrective action
for erosion problems shall be taken within During Kern County
seven days after the problem is detected. Construction
5.14-1 | To ensure that the predicted rates of raptor During Project LADWP

mortality due to collisions with wind turbines
remain low and insignificant, avian and bat
mortality associated with the proposed project
shall be monitored. A qualified ornithologist
would conduct bird mortality monitoring at the
project site for one year following the first
delivery of power. The species, number,
location and distance from turbine, availability
of raptor prey species, and apparent cause of
bird and bat mortalities would be noted. All
results would be provided to the Wildlife
Response and Reporting System (WRRS)
database and to California Department of Fish
and Game. The monitoring would follow
standardized guidelines outlined by the
National Wind Coordinating Committee
(Anderson et al. 1999). LADWP will maintain
a record in accordance with USFWS guidance
of avian injury and mortality that is observed
on the project site during operations for the life
of the project.

Operation

CDFG Concurrence

USFWS
Concurrence
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5.14-2

After one year of post-construction
monitoring data has been obtained, LADWP
shall review project operations to determine
if any specific turbine(s) is responsible for
disproportionately high levels of avian
mortalities compared to other turbines on
site. If so, LADWP shall implement
operational modifications of the turbine(s)
and conduct further study in consultation
with California Department of Fish and
Game and/or US Fish and Wildlife Service
to evaluate the effectiveness of the
modifications.

After First Year of
Operations

LADWP

CDFG Concurrence

USFWS
Concurrence

5.14-3

LADWP will report, by telephone, injuries or
mortalities of species listed in Table 3.5-3 as
endangered or threatened (and any species
listed in the future) to USFWS or CDFG
within 24 hours following observation.

During the Project
Operation

LADWP

5.14-4

If lighting is used for aircraft safety
purposes, lights should be placed when
practicable on meteorological towers, or
lights should be placed on towers with the
least potential to attract birds, but consistent
with FAA lighting requirements.

During
Construction

LADWP

5.15

The proposed project includes design
features to protect birds from electrocution,
including perch guards, adequate
separation of conductors, line insulators,
and monopole towers.

Prior to Approval
of Final Design

LADWP

5.16

To avoid or minimize impacts to birds
covered under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act
and/or Bald Eagle Protection Act, project-
related construction activities shall not be
conducted within 500 feet of an active nest.

Prior to and during
Construction

LADWP
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A preconstruction nest survey shall be
performed to ensure that raptors have not
inhabited the site.

Land Use and Recreation

6.2-1

During construction, the existing cattle
guards shall be maintained and new cattle
guards provided if none exist at entry gates
on Jawbone Canyon Road to prevent
livestock from entering the Jawbone Canyon
Open Area. A staffed security station would
be located at the Jawbone Canyon access
road gate during times of project
construction.

During
Construction

LADWP

6.3-1

All turbines are limited to a height not to
exceed 400 feet above ground level. During
project planning and construction, LADWP
shall consult with representatives at EAFB and
NAVAIR WD regarding any changes, if
necessary, to proposed wind turbine locations.

Prior to Approval
of Final Design

LADWP

6.3-2

Prior to issuance of any permits, including
grading, a letter shall be submitted to the Kern
County Planning Department from all military
authorities responsible for operations in the R-
2508 airspace complex that provides written
concurrence that the height of the proposed
structures would create no significant impacts
to military mission. The project shall comply
with all provisions of Kern County Ordinance
G-7130, if still in effect, and if not in effect, any
other ordinances regarding structures under
military low-level flight routes, and all
provisions of the Zoning Ordinance that apply
to the siting and height of wind turbines.

Prior to Issuance
of Any Permits
(including grading)

Kern County
Planning
Department
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Transportation

7.2 To mitigate potential safety impacts caused | Prior to Issuance Kern County
by haul truck movements onto and off of of Encroachment
Jawbone Canyon and Pine Tree Canyon Permits
roads, the following measures are
proposed:
«  The contractor shall apply for Prior to LADWP
encroachment permits with Caltrans and | Construction
County of Kern and post warning signs
in state and local road rights-of-way
(State Route 14 and Jawbone Canyon During LADWP
Road) Construction
«  The contractor shall discuss
construction plans for truck movements
with State and County transportation
officials prior to the start of construction.
« The contractor shall apply for installation
of appropriate Caltrans warning sighage
for Jawbone and Pine Tree
intersections. This could include
Caltrans Warning Sign SW-40 Truck
Crossing and/or Warning Sign SC-5
Special Event Ahead pursuant to State
Highway Design Guidelines.
« Asrequired by state or local
transportation departments, traffic
control flaggers, pilot cars, and signage
warning of construction activity shall be
employed.
7.3 While the project is under construction, the | During Kern County
condition of Jawbone Canyon Road shall be | Construction
monitored and the roadway shall be kept in
a safe operating condition using generally
accepted methods of maintenance. At the
conclusion of construction, repair of damage | During LADWP
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to the roadway shall be completed to the | Construction
satisfaction of the Kern County Roads
Department.
7.4-1 LADWP will consult with BLM and the Kern Prior to LADWP

County Roads Department to develop a Construction
transportation safety plan for construction
traffic transiting the Jawbone Canyon Open
Area. The plan will primarily address Prior to BLM
construction traffic but will also address Construction
operations traffic. The plan will become a
condition of the County road permits and the
BLM right-of-way grants. The plan will Prior to Kern County Roads
include, at minimum, the following specific Construction Department
components:
» Transporters shall follow Kern County

regulations for the transportation of During LADWP

oversized and overweight loads on all Construction

county roads, including the 6 miles of

Jawbone Canyon Road that would be

utilized for access to the project. These | During BLM

regulations include provisions for time of | Construction

day, pilot cars, law enforcement escorts,

speed limits, flaggers, and warning

lights. During Kern County Roads
» During project construction, delivery of Construction Department

equipment and materials shall be

prohibited on Jawbone Canyon Road on

the following holiday periods.

- Veterans Day, from 12 pm on the
preceding Thursday to the following
Monday

- Thanksgiving, from 12 pm on the
preceding Wednesday to the
following Monday

- Christmas and New Years, from 12
pm on the Friday preceding
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Christmas to the Tuesday following
New Years
- Martin Luther King Day, from 12 pm
on the preceding Friday to the
following Tuesday
- Presidents Day, from 12 pm on the
preceding Friday to the following
Tuesday
- Easter, from 12 pm on the
preceding Friday to the following
Monday
- Memorial Day, from 12 pm on the
preceding Friday to the following
Tuesday
With at least four weeks notification to
LADWP, BLM may also prohibit
construction deliveries on additional
sanctioned event weekends in the
Jawbone Canyon Open Area.
On weekends and holiday periods
during the high-use recreation season in
the Jawbone Canyon Open Area (late
fall to late spring), construction workers
shall be prohibited from travel in
individual vehicles on Jawbone Canyon
Road and shall be shuttled to and from
the project site in multi-person vehicles
beginning on the day preceding the
weekend or holiday. This limitation on
the use of vehicles does not include
conducting limited critical activities
associated with minimal security and
safety monitoring and construction
management.
During the high-use recreation season
in the Jawbone Canyon Open Area (late
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fall to late spring), the delivery of large
loads on Jawbone Canyon Road shall
be avoided to the extent practicable on
weekends (in addition to those
weekends during which project
deliveries shall be prohibited). In
addition, the transportation safety plan
shall include time of day limitations
during which no project-related traffic,
except limited critical activities
associated with minimal security and
safety monitoring and construction
management, shall be allowed on
Jawbone Canyon Road. Transportation
permits for oversized and overweight
loads on County-maintained portions of
Jawbone Canyon Road on high-use
weekends shall be issued at the
direction of the Kern County Roads
Department.

No construction activity related to road
improvements on Jawbone Canyon
Road shall be conducted during high-
use recreation periods in the Jawbone
Canyon Open Area. All road
improvements shall be completed in a
manner and according to a schedule
that provides uninterrupted access on
Jawbone Canyon Road during high-use
recreation periods in the Jawbone
Canyon Open Area. If a temporary
closure of the County-maintained
portions of Jawbone Canyon Road is
allowed, it shall be in accordance with
Kern County Roads Department policies
and standards.
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A training program regarding the rules
and regulations for project-related travel
shall be conducted with all project
transporters and drivers. The program
shall address such issues as speed
limits, pilot vehicle requirements, and
warnings regarding potential safety
conflicts with recreation use in the
Jawbone Canyon Open Area. All
drivers shall be strictly monitored to
ensure compliance with rules and
regulations, and consequences (e.g.,
revocation of permission to deliver or
drive for the project) shall be applied to
individuals and/or the project for
noncompliance. Enforcement measures
shall be defined in the transportation
safety plan.

Traffic signs shall be provided to control
traffic and ensure safety along Jawbone
Canyon Road and at designated
crossings of the road within the
Jawbone Canyon Open Area. These
signs shall adhere to the Federal
Highway Administration Manual on
Uniform Traffic Control devices and
shall include regulatory signs (e.g., stop,
speed limits, yield), warning signs (e.qg.,
OHV road crossings), and construction
signs (e.g., temporary lane closures,
flaggers). All signs shall be maintained
throughout the project construction.
Project representatives shall continue to
consult with the Friends of Jawbone,
other recreation groups, the BLM, and
Kern County Roads Department
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Mitigation Measure

Time Frame for
I mplementation

Responsible
Monitoring
Agency

Verification of Compliance

Initials

Date

Remarks

regarding concerns related to project
construction traffic on Jawbone Canyon
Road. LADWP shall notify the OHV
groups, the BLM, and the Kern County
Roads Department of the date and
anticipated duration of construction
deliveries on Jawbone Canyon Road.

* Aninformation kiosk shall be erected
near Jawbone Station to provide current
information about the project (including,
if available, delivery schedules for
Jawbone Canyon Road) to Jawbone
Canyon Open Area users. A brochure
describing the project and its
construction shall be produced and
made available for distribution at the
Jawbone Station.

* A copy of the transportation safety plan
shall be posted at the information kiosk
and made available at the Jawbone
Station.

7.4-2

LADWP shall provide funding to support an
additional staff position at the Jawbone
Visitors Center during the project
construction phase. This staff member will
serve as an interface with the public to
respond to questions and provide
information regarding the project
construction and the related traffic issues.
In addition, LADWP shall provide funding to
support a BLM ranger position during
periods of high recreation use in the
Jawbone Canyon Open Area during the
project construction phase. This ranger will
help enforce traffic controls on Jawbone
Canyon Road within the Open Area and

During
Construction

During
Construction

LADWP

BLM
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Mitigation Measure
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I mplementation
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Verification of Compliance

Initials

Date Remarks

assist in preventing or resolving disputes
that arise from potential conflicts between
recreation users and the use of the road for
construction access. The funding for the
two positions shall be established through a
Memorandum of Agreement between
LADWP and BLM.

Cultural Resources

8.2

Mitigation for the seven identified sites
affected by project construction involves
preparing and implementing a data recovery
program that includes further investigations
at each of the seven sites. The
recommendations for each site are
described in detail in the Cultural Resources
Report (see Table 4-1 of Appendix F) and in
Table 3.8-4 of the Draft EIR.

The treatment strategy developed for the
data recovery program incorporates a
flexible program of surface reconnaissance,
surface collection, surface transect units,
controlled excavation, and laboratory
studies to ensure the recovery of sufficient
data before the site is affected by project
activities.

Prior to and during | LADWP

Construction

BLM
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BLM STEERING COMMITTEE

Joanne Barbee

Rand Mining District Communities
P. O. Box 65

Johannesburg, CA 93528

Stan & Jeanie Haye
SierraClub

230 Larkspur
Ridgecrest, CA 93555

Tom Beene

Chamber of Commerce
1919 Autumn Way
Ridgecrest, CA 93555

Don McKernan
Equestrian Riders
1543 E. Bowman
Ridgecrest, CA 93555

Commanding Officer/NAWS
Code 8G0000D/John O’ Gara
1 Administration Circle

China Lake, CA 93555-6001

Lee Sutton

Kerncrest Audubon Society
231 S Lilac St

Ridgecrest, CA 93555

HelenaMoore

Rand Mining District Communities
P. O. Box 201

Johannesburg. CA 93528

Randy Banis
44404 16" Street West, Suite #204
Lancaster, CA 93534-2839

NOA and EIR —Certified Mail
NOA Letter Only

Mary Grimsley

Gear Grinders

1012 N. SierraView
Ridgecrest, CA 93555

Tom Budlong
3216 Mandeville Canyon Rd.
Los Angeles, CA 90049

Bill Maddux

Gear Grinders

2029 S. Downs
Ridgecrest, CA 93555

Commanding Officer/NAWS
Code 8235E0D/Robin Hoffman
1 Administration Circle

China Lake, CA 93555-6001

Larry Boyer

Quail Unlimited

P. O. Box 718
Inyokern, CA 93527

Robert Strub

Searles Lake Valley Comm. Council
P. O. Box 36

Trona, CA 93562

Lloyd Brubaker

Kerncrest Audubon Society
235 E. Kendall Ave.
Ridgecrest, CA 93555

David Matthews
717 Kevin Ct.
Ridgecrest, CA 93555
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Michad J. Connor, Ph. D.

Desert Tortoise Preserve Committee
4067 Mission inn Ave.

Riverside, CA 92501

John Hunter

Hunter Ranch

P. O. Box 26
Olancha, CA 93549

Mark Faull

Mojave Sector, Calif. State Parks
43779 15" Street W.

Lancaster, CA 93534-4754

Michael Dorame

5" Dist. Supv., Inyo County
1564 Indian Springs Dr.
Lone Pine, CA 93545-9749

Ron Schiller

High Desert Multiple Use Coalition
P. O. Box 1167

Ridgecrest, CA 93555

Roger Di Paolo

Small Mining

9204 Blackbird Ave.

Fountain Valley, CA 92708-6404

Chris Eckert

C. R. Briggs Corp.
P. O. Box 668
Trona, CA 93592

Sam Merk
2062 Mike' s Trail Road
Ridgecrest, CA 93555



BLM STEERING COMMITTEE
(Continued)

Paul Condon
P. O. Box 53
Johannesburg, CA 93558

{ERN COUNTY

Kern County Roads Dept.
Attn: Craig Pope

2700 “M” Street, Suite 400
Bakersfield, CA 93301

Kem County Sheriffs Department
1771 Highway 58
Mojave, CA 93501

Kem County Sheriffs Department
1350 Norris Rd.
Bakersfield, CA 93308

Attn: Jon McQuiston
Supervisor-First District

Kern County Board of Supervisors
1115 Truxton Ave,, Suite 501
Bakersfield, CA 93301

Kern County Engineering and Survey
Services Department

Floodplain Management

2700 “M” Street, Suite 570
Bakersfield, CA 93301-2370

Kern County Waste Management
Department/Solid

2700 M Street, Suite 450
Bakersfield, CA 93301

Gary Luckeroth
3105 Tardito Lane
Rosamond, CA 93560

Kern County Resource Management Agency
Attn: David Price I11, Director

2700 “M” Street, Suite 350

Bakersfield, CA 93301

Kern County Planning Dept.
Attn: Jim Ellis. Division Chief
2700 “M” Street, Suite 100
Bakersfield, CA 93301

Eastern Kern Resource
Conservation District
Attn: Donna

P.O. Box 626
Inyokern, CA 93527

Assemblyman-Kevin McCarthy
4900 California Avenue

Suite 140A

Bakersfield, CA 93309

Kern County Air Pollution Control District
Thomas E. Paxson, P.E.

2700 “M” Street, Suite 302

Bakersfield, CA 93301-2370
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Ed Waldheim
CORVA

3550 Foothill Blvd.
Glendale, CA 91214

Kern County Planning Dept.
Attn: Ted James, Director
2700 “M” Street, Suite 100
Bakersfield, CA 93301

Kern County Planning Dept.
Attn: Lorelei Oviatt, AICP
2700 “M” Street, Suite 100
Bakersfield, CA 93301

Kern County Fire Department
5642 Victor Street
Bakersfield, CA 93307

($25.00 Fee)

County Clerk

Ann K. Bar nett

1115 Truxtun Ave.
Bakersfield, CA 93301-4639

Kern County — Community Developme
2700 M Street, Suite 250
Bakersfield, CA 93301



JATIVE AMERICAN CONTACTS

Harold Williams
P.O. Box 147
Cdliente, CA 93518

Ron Wermuth
P.O. Box 168
Kernville, CA 93238

Phil Wyman
P.O. Box 665
Tehachapi, CA 93581

2ITY OF TEHACHAPI

Ed Grimes
City Council - City of Tehachapi
115 South Robinson Street

Tehachapi, CA 93561-1722

Philip A. Smith

Mayor Pro-Tem - City of Tehachapi
115 South Robinson Street
Tehachapi, CA 93561-1722

City of Tehachapi

Jeanette Kelley

115 S. Robinson Street
Tehachapi, CA 92561-1722

Charlie Cook
32835 Santiago Road
Acton, CA 93510

Monte Greene
713 Brentwood
Tehachapi, CA 93561

LindaVernon

City Council - City of Tehachapi
115 South Robinson Street
Tehachapi, CA 93561-1722

Deborah Hand

City Council - City of Tehachapi
115 South Robinson Street
Tehachapi, CA 93561-1722

Tehachapi Branch Library
450 West F Street
Tehachapi, CA 93561
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David & Kate Robinson
P.O. Box 20849
Bakersfield, CA 93390

Luther Girado
41875 Hampton Road
Caliente, CA 93518

MarinaB. Ted

Mayor - City of Tehachapi
115 South Robinson Street
Tehachapi, CA 93561-1722

City of Tehachapi

Dave James

Community Development Director
115 S. Robinson Street
Tehachapi, CA 92561-1722



2ITY OF CALIFORNIA CITY

Janning Department

ack Stewart, Planning Director
1000 Hacienda Blvd.
>adifornia City, CA 93515

2ITY OF RIDGECREST

~ommunity Devel opment

ames McRea, Community & Economic
Yevelopment Director

00 W. Cdlifornia Ave.

didgecrest, CA 93555

2ITY OF MOJAVE (Kern County
~ommunity)

Attn: Don Maben
Supervisor-Second District

Kern County Board of Supervisors
1115 Truxton Ave., Fifth Floor
Bakersfield, CA 93301

Mojave Town Council
C/o Bill Deavers

P. 0. Box 999
Mojave, CA 93502

2ITY OF LOSANGELES

City of Los Angeles City of Los Angeles

Department of Water and Power Department of Water and Power
Attn: Charles Holloway Mojave Field Station

111 North Hope Street, Room 1044 17031 Highway 14

Los Angeles, CA 90012 Mojave, CA 93502
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COUNTY OF LOSANGELES

.A County Clerk (2 copies)
2400 Imperial Hwy.
Jorwalk, CA 90650

562) 462-2060

i25.00 Fee

-EDERAL AGENCIES

Hector Villalobos

Field Office Manager

Bureau of Land Management
300 S. Richmond Rd.
Ridgecrest, CA 93555

U.S EPA

Region 9: The Pecific Southwest
Attn: David Tomsovic

75 Hawthorne Street, Mail CMD-2
San Francisco, CA 94105

Attn: William Shelton 11
Director of Operations

412th OSS/ICA

Bldg. 1200

235 S. Hightline Road
Edwards AFB, CA 93524-6460

U.S. Department of Agriculture
Natural Resource Conservation Service
Attn: Jae Lee

202 S. Green Street

Tehachapi, CA 93561

L ee Otteni (WO-350)

Bureau of Land Management
1235 La Plata Hwy, Suite A
Farmington, NM 87401

Department of Regional Planning
320 West Temple Street, Room 1390
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Al Stein (CA-610)

Bureau of Land Management
22835 Calle San Juan delos Lagos
Moreno Valley, CA 92553

U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Ventura Fish and Wildlife Office
2493 Portola Road, Suite B
Ventura, CA 93003

Edwards Air Force Base

Attn: Dwight Deacon

L ogistic Management Specialist
AFFTC/XRX Bldg. 0001, Rm. 110
#1 South Rosamond Blvd.
Edwards AFB, CA 93524-1036

U. S. Forest Service
Sequoia National Forest
900 West Grand Ave.
Porterville, CA 93357

Duane Marti (CA-930)
Bureau of Land Management
2800 Cottage Way, Suite W-1
Sacramento, CA 95825-1886
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U. S. Forest Service

Los Padres National Forest
6755 Hollister Ave., Suite 150
Goleta, CA 93117

Natural Resources Conservation Servic
US Dept. of Agriculture

5000 California Ave., Suite 100
Bakersfield, CA 93309-0711

Anthony M. Parisi, PE
Head, Sustainability Office
NAVAIR Range Department
575 1" Avenue, Suite 1
Point Magu, CA 93042

China Lake Naval Air Weapons Center
Commanding Officer Code (832120D)
Real Estate

[Mail Stop 4003]

China Lake, CA 93555-6108



sTATE AGENCIES

State Clearinghouse
1400 Tenth Street
Room 222
Sacramento, CA 95814

Cdlifornia Highway Patrol
Planning and Analysis Division
P.O. Box 942898

Sacramento, CA 94298-0001

Regional Water Quality Control Board
Lahontan Region

Victorville Office (6V)

15428 Civic Drive, Suite 100
Victorville, CA 92392

NTERESTED GROUPS

Sierra Club/Kern-K eaweah Chapter
Arthur Unger

2815 LaCresta

Bakersfield, CA 93305

Anthony Chessick
21331 Golden Hills Blvd., Apt. C
Tehachapi, CA 93561

Attn: Bob Brown

Tehachapi Resource Conservation District
202 S. Green St.

Tehachapi, CA 93561

Sacred Sites International Foundation
Attn: Nancy and Leonard Becker
1442A Walnut St. #330

Berkeley, CA 94709

California Energy Commission
1516 Ninth Street, Room 200
Sacramento, CA 95814-5512

California Department of Fish and Game
Attn: Annette Tenneboe

Southern Sierra Region

1234 E. Shaw Ave.

Fresno, CA 93710

Cadltrans District 9
Attn: Katie Walton
500 South Main Street
Bishop, CA 93514

Eric Wesselman

Regional Representative

Oakland/Bay Area Office, Sierra Club
827 Broadway #310

Osakland, CA 94607-4034

Martin Schlageter

Energy Program Director
Coadlition for Clean Air

523 W. 6th Street, 10th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90014

Wind N’ Sea Power
Attn: Jon Powers
P.O. Box 604
Tehachapi, CA 93581
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Public Utilities Commission Headquart
505 Van Ness Ave.
San Francisco, CA 94102-3298

Department of Water Resources
Division of Planning and Local Assista
San Joaquin District

3374 East Shields Avenue

Fresno, CA 93726-6913

Friends of Jawbone
P.O. Box 1902
Cantil, CA 93519

Carol Barrett

Sand Creek Ranch

P. O. Box 554
Tehachapi, CA 93581

Johanna Zetterberg

Conservation Program Coordinator
Angeles Chapter, Sierra Club

3435 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 320
Los Angeles, CA 90010-1904



NTERESTED INDIVIDUALS (from
~ommunity Meetings list)

Beverly & Raymond Billingsley

21832 Ferncuko
Tehachapi, CA 93561

Paul Barber
P.O. Box 912
Mojave, CA 93502

Jerome Warner
P. O. Box 403
Tehachapi, CA 93581

Bill Johnson
12089 Lopez Canyon #405
San Fernando, CA 91342

John Meily
16018 “L” Street
Mojave, CA 93501

Vanessa Damron
30553 Jasmine Valley Dr.
Canyon Country, CA 91351

George & Helen Gongaware
17934 Pinon Crest Lane
Tehachapi, CA 93561

Ronnie Melton
807 Oakwood St.
Tehachapi, CA 93561

Evelyn Eccleston
P. O. Box 842
Tehachapi, CA 93581

Richard Ledwidge
P. 0. Box 411
Mojave, CA 93501

Brent Scheibel
P. O. Box 1138
Tehachapi, CA 93581

JoAnn Ward
26623 May Way
Santa Clarita, CA 91321

Stella Tyson
P. O. Box 998
Mojave, CA 93501

Yvonne Martin
15946 “K” Street
Mojave, CA 93501

Robert Nevins
30300 Lower Valley Rd.
Tehachapi, CA 93561

Bill Melton
1013 Cypress Way
Tehachapi, CA 93561
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Phillip & Suky Crandall
P. O. Box 1106
Tehachapi, CA 93581

Solveig Thompson
29200 Woodview Court
Tehachapi, CA 93561

Sean Roberts
P. O. Box 872
Mojave, CA 93502

Michele Behren & Patty Gardner

15874 Sierra Highway
Mojave, CA 93501

Cheryl L. Wilson
P. O. Box 727
Mojave, CA 93502

Bette Dan€l
15821 “K” St.
Mojave, CA 93501

Sandy Hare
19808 Meadows Road
Tehachapi, CA 93561

Jackie Comford
21515 Redview Dr.
Santa Clarita, CA 91321



Tonya Rutan
14329 Rutan
Mojave, CA 93501

Ed Benson
3132 Milton Dr.
Mojave, CA 93502

Margaret Grams
P. O. Box 306
Trona, CA 93592

James McKay
17171 Indian Creek Rd.
Cadliente, CA 93518

John R. Jackson
701 Pauley Street
Tehachapi, CA 93561-2036

George Baland
700 Regency Ct.
Ridgecrest, CA 93555

Joe Fontaine
P.O. Box 307
Tehachapi, CA 93581

Jm Kenney
200 E. Radar
Ridgecrest, CA 93555

Wade & Kathrine Parkman
21816 Ferncuko
Tehachapi, CA 93561

Jan Lawson
305N. Traci Lane
Ridgecrest, CA 93555

John E. & William & Roger White
P. O. Box 666
Mojave, CA 93502

Tom Norton
P. O. Box 2721
Cdlifornia City, CA 93504

Ms. IdaM. Benton
10908 Bloemfontein Court
Tehachapi, CA 93561-8109

Lori Maute
P.O. Box 172
Mojave, CA 93502

Harold Bullard
25101 Maverick Court
Tehachapi, CA 93561

Antonio & Ruby Luna
531 Las Colinas Street
Tehachapi, CA 93561-2541

David Beaumont
1240 Eston Street
Camarillo, CA 93010

Keith Axelson
P. O. Box 967
Weldon, CA 93283

B-8

Bill Richardson
16701 Kodi St.
Mojave, CA 93502

Bob Rudnick
P. O. Box 240
Onyx, CA 93255

Shirley Woodard
18650 Thompson Cyn.
Caliente, CA 93518

Robert Nevins
30300 Lower Valley Road
Tehachapi, CA 93561

Larry & Irene Lane
P.O.Box 2
Inyokern, CA 93257

Eleanor Westman
8105 Stagecoach Lane
Mojave, CA 93501

Cynthia Waldman
Robert Dewar

11600 Bonanza Drive
Tehachapi, CA 93561

Milford H. Bell
22301 Pine Canyon Road
Tehachapi, CA 93561

Bob Williams
P.O. Box 717
Mojave, CA 93502-0717



Mrs. Lois Callaghan
10908 Bloemfontein
Tehachapi, CA 93561

Linda White) KWEA
P.O. Box 277
Tehachapi, CA 93581

Jon C. Lantz
11300 Cameron Road
Mojave, CA 93501

ChrisKelly

Rand Communities Water District
P. O. Box 198

Randsburg, CA 93554

Hal Romanocuitz
29760 Pinedale Drive
Tehachapi, CA 93561

Joe Kitchens

Quail Unlimited

501 S. Sorrel
Ridgecrest, CA 93555

Bud Bell
22301 Pine Canyon Road
Tehachapi, CA 93561

Phil Rudnick
301 Fairway Drive
Bakersfield, CA 93309

Jeff Ghilardi
13000 Jameson Road
Tehachapi, CA 93561

Marge Balfour
P. O. Box 851
Red Mountain, CA 93558

Paul Gipe
606 Hillcrest Drive
Bakersfield, CA 93305

Sam Merk
2062 Mike' s Trail Road
Ridgecrest, CA 93555

Clair Moors
P. 0. Box 11
Inyokern, CA 93527

Gene Holloway
21301 Country Club
Tehachapi, CA 93561

Sam Sherman
9201 Swesetwater Road
Tehachapi, CA 93561

City of Ridgecrest
Planning Dept.

Lois Landrum

100 W. California Ave.
Ridgecrest, CA 93555

Will Nelson
785 Tucker Road #G-424
Tehachapi, CA 93561

Bob Rudnick

9663 Santa Monica Blvd., #686

Beverly Hills, CA 90210
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Paul Bastion
17171 Indian Creek Rd.
Cdliente, CA 93518

Nancy Nies
606 Hillcrest Drive
Bakersfield, CA 93305

Nancy Baker
P.O. Box 542
Tehachapi, CA 93561

Tom Mulvihill

Indian Wells Valley Water Dist.
P. O. Box 1329

Ridgecrest, CA 93555

Paul Payne

People for the USA
Drawer H

Lone Pine, CA 93545

Damer Sherman
9201 Sweetwater Road
Tehachapi, CA 93561

Sierra Club/K ern-K eaweah Chapter
Geor gette Theotig

P.O.Box 38

Tehachapi, CA 93561

Marion Hornn
22400 Fargo Way
Tehachapi, CA 93561

Jon Powers
P.O. Box 604
Tehachapi, CA 93581



PROPERTY OWNERS

Susan Hansen
20973 Quail Canyon Drive
Mojave, CA 93501

Jill Cynthia & Robin L. Felburg
100 Mason Street
Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Tony and Maria Dahdouh
P.O. Box 2523
Canoga Park, CA 91396

Timothy B. Touve
21 Cdlle Coturno

Rancho Santa Margarita, CA 92688

Patrick Tye
110 E. Evergreen Drive
Kalispell, MT 59901

William F. Felburg
P.O. Box 3912
Palos Verdes, CA 90274

Taylor Property

Nicole Radoumis

24045 Philiprimm St.

Woodland Hills, CA 91367-4051

William F. Felburg
2725 West 25th Street #53
San Pedro, CA 90732

Robert A. & William F. Felburg
3050 Johnson Avenue
CostaMesa, CA 92626

Hulen
15536 Tetley Street
Hacienda Heights, CA 91745

Nhiem & Ly-Huong P. Tong
11902 Eberle Street
Cerritos, CA 90703

Nicholas P. Casella
P.O. Box 639
Paradise, CA 95967
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Homer Hansen |11
P.O. Box 288
Mojave, CA 93502

Sunyal. Felburg
2725 West 25th Street #53
San Pedro, CA 90732

Martin Eskenasy
2701 Forrester Drive
Los Angeles, CA 90064

GE Wind Energy LLC
1300 Jameson Road
Tehachapi, CA 93561

William K. Klint
1122 San Luis Rey Drive
Glendale, CA 91208

Rigsby
1542 Alcala Place
San Diego, CA 92111
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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
FOR THE COUNTY OF KERN

Gt Tmge)

Number

B e e e ——— —

DECLARATION
OF PUBLICATION

(20155 C.C.P)

State of California, County of Kern, ss:

Declarant says:

That at all times herein mentioned daclarant is and was a
cilizan of the Uniled States, over the age of twenty-one years,
and not a party to nor intarested in the within matter; that
declarant is the principal clerk of the printer and publisher of
THE DAILY INDEPENDENT, a newspaper of general circula-
tion printed and published daily in the City of Ridgecrest, Indi-
an Wells Judicial District, County of Karn, State of California,
which newspaper has been adjudged a newspaper of general
circulation by the said Superior Court by order made and
renewed July B, 1852, in Civil Proceeding Mo. 58584 of said
Court; that the instrument of which the annexad Is a printed
copy has been published in each regular and like issue of said

nawspapar (and not any supplement tharaol) on the following
dates, to-wit:

sy - vl (-30-04  [A-1-0y
I Q4 -0l IR ~1-04 Ji- 8 ~ou
1= 2 -cy 204 /39 204
I A8-04 IA-3 -~

' I2-8 ~o¢

| declare under penalty of perjury that the foregeoing is true
and correct,

EXECUTED ON. C»a.g ades?. L. %

AR Y......, a1 Ridgecrest Califonia.

socrant oL lasnae M1 e

(Space ham'dsm clean and rerew- 1y

The City of Los
Angeles Depariment
of Water and Power
and the Depariment of
Interior, Bureau of
Land Management
(BLM) have prepared a
Draft Environmental
| m p a ¢ 1
Repor/Environmental
Assessment (EIR/EA)
for the proposed Ping
Trea . Wind
Dovelopment  Project
located in the southem
Sierra Mevada
Mountains  in  Kemn
County, CA.

The proposed project
involves the construc-
thon ot 80, 1.5-megawat
wind lurbine genera-
tors, an elecirical collec-
tion system, and appur-
tenant facililies. The
project is being under-
iaken 1o increasa the
amount of electrical
power that is produced

able energy Ssources
and 1 halp meat overall
damand for elecirical
power in the Southam
California Ared.
Commants on tha Draft
EH'E-_FL musi be submil-

5:00 pam. on January 7,
2005,

Piease addrass all com-
menis to aither: Ms.
Tania Bonfigho, Los
Angeles Department of
Water and Power, 111
M. Hope Street, Room
1044, Los Angeles, CA
90012, or Mr. Peter
Graves, Bureau of Land
Management, 300 S.
Richmond * Fioad,
Ridgecrast, CA 93555,

Comments also may b

faxed 1o Ms, Bonfiglio at
(213) 367-4710 or M.

|

Graves at (760) 384-

following
addresseaes
hittpufwrww._fadwp.comil

adwp.fcmm’hdwpﬂl}ﬂ! :

€.jsp and
http:fwwe ca.bim gwm
dgecrast (posting on
BLM website will occur
in sarly Dacember}.

Copies of the Draft
EIR/EA are also avail
able for review at the
BLM Flldgam-ﬂ Fiald
Offica ~ (300 8.
Richmond Foad In
Ridgecrest, GA) and the
Tehachapi . Branch
Library (450 Wast F
Siraal in Tehachapl,
CA). In addition, two
public meetings will be
held to discuss the pro-
ject. Tha first meeting
wil be held on
Decembar 8, 2004 from
£:00 p.m. to 8:00 pm.
at tha Ker McGee
Community Camtar (100
W. Caliloria Avenue in
Ridgecrest, CA), and
the sacond meeting will
hlhﬂdunﬂammﬂ
2004 from 6:00 pm. 1o

B:00 p.m. at the Mojave

Vaterans
.“55530 0" Sireat in

Mojave, CA).
{(11/24,11/2511/28.11/2
u 1211,12/2,12/3,12/5,1

1'2.!3 12/9,12/9,

Building '







LA City Clerk Affidavit of Publication
20U N, Spring ot., #224

: | =g
Los Angeles, CA 90012 _
assi vertisin
Classified Advertis
State of California,( .
,  County of Los Angeles =
Terry Foldenauer . of said
County and State being duly sworn, says:
That he is and at all times herein mentioned was a
citizen of the United States, aver 21 years of age, and not
a party to nor interested in the above entitled maitter; that
he is a principal clerk of the printers and publishers of the
LOS ANGELES TIMES a newspaper printed and
published daily in the said Los Angeles County; that the
Legal Notice ko oyttt B o ey
in the above entitled matter of which the annexed is a : Em:mﬂ_ HWWIM
printed copy, was published in said newspaper i magement have Wﬂ: Mlﬁ
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Since 1938

AFFIDAVIT OF PUBLICATION
County of Kern
State of California

Barbara Schultheiss

1 county, being duly sworn says that he or she is over
¢ of eighteen (18) years; that he or she is associated

e publication of The Mojave Desert News, an

-ated weekly newspaper printed, published, and

ted in the said County and State.

10tice, of which the annexed is a true printed copy,
publlshed in the above-named newspaper on the

following dates to wit:

E}ﬁm {15580 0" Street in Mojave,

iblished in the'Mojave Desert
wve Movernber 25 and-December
2004 ? ;

November 25

December 2

I declare under penalty of perjury (under the laws of the
State of California) that the above is a true and correct copy

o itehiin







Affidavit
Of

Publication

County of Kern
State of California

I, Donna Williams

Of said county, being duly sworn, says he or she is over
the age of eighteen years; that he or she is associated wit
the publication of The News Review, an adjudicated
weekly newspaper printed, published and circulated in
the said county and state, the notice, of which the
annexed is a true copy, was published in the above
named newspaper on the following dates, to wit:

11/24, 12/1, 2004

2/10/05

SIGNATURE: /40‘?#:?&-_4_5 .Q/ 2tlbenrn g,

and received no later than 5:00,

Depanment of Water and Im“'l
111'N. Hope Streal, Room. 1044, |
Los Angelds, CA S0012; or Mr'







PROOF OF PUBLICATION

(2015.5 C.CP)

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, }
sS.

County of Kern

I, the undersigned, am a citizen of the United States
and a resident of the County aforesaid; | am over the
age of eighteen years, and not a party to or interested
in the above entitled matter. | am the chief clerk/publisher
of The Tehachapl News, a newspaper of general
circulation, printed and published weekly in the City of
Tehachapi, County of Kern, and which newspaper has
been adjudged a newspaper of general circulation by
the Superior Court of the County of Kern; that the
nolice, of which the annexed is a printed copy, has
been published in regular and entire issue of said

newspaper and not in any supplement of thereof on the

following dates, to wit:

”\‘LL“| \'L]. =~ IDUL]

| certify (or declare) under the penalty of perjury that the

foregoing is true and correct.

D&L;ﬂ~§E£Lﬂ;\

(Signature)

Executed on J)&/"\QM l i

2004

at Tehachapi, California.

The TEHACHAPI NEWS
F.O. Box 1840 Phone 822-6828
TEHACHAPI, CALIFORNIA 93581
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