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1. Introduction 
 
This document contains a list of the agencies and persons that submitted comments on the Alta Mesa 
Wind Project Environmental Assessment/Initial Study (EA/IS) (see Table 1) and the County’s responses 
to comments received (see Table 2). In Table 2, the specific comments have been excerpted from the 
letter and are presented as “Comment” with each response directly following as “Response.” Copies of 
the actual letters and emails submitted to the County are attached to this document (see Attachment 
A). 
 

Table 1:  Commenters on the Alta Mesa Wind Project EA/IS   
Name Page Number  
ORGANIZATIONS  
ADAMS BROADWELL JOSEPH & CARDOZO, on behalf of Citizens for Responsible 
Wind Energy, including Riverside County residents and California Unions for Reliable 
Energy (“CURE”) 

A-1  

California Wind Energy Association A-237  
Desert Tortoise Council A-239  
Metropolitan Water District A-242  
Pacific Crest Trail Association A-273  
Sierra Club A-278  
PUBLIC  
Carrera, Isaac A-281  
King, Wayne A-282  
Lee, Bong A-284  
Mansell, Eva A-285  
Scott, Alan A-287  
Starks, Les and Vogelsang, Jeri A-289  
Vang, Lenin A-291  
APPLICANT  
AM Wind Repower LLC (Alta Mesa), a subsidiary of Brookfield Renewable Energy A-292  
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Table 2:  Alta Mesa EA-IS Responses to Comments 
Commenter  Comment Response 

ORGANIZATIONS 
ADAMS BROADWELL 
JOSEPH & CARDOZO, 
on behalf of Citizens for 
Responsible Wind Energy, 
including Riverside County 
residents and California 
Unions for Reliable 
Energy (“CURE”) 
 

CURE-1:  General Comment:  EIR should be prepared 
instead of an MND. Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Riverside County 

(County) must prepare an Initial Study (IS) for the proposed Project to determine 
if any significant adverse effects on the environment would result from project 
implementation. The Environmental Assessment/IS (EA/IS) prepared by the 
County uses the significance criteria outlined in Appendix G of the CEQA 
Guidelines. If the EA/IS for the project indicates that a significant adverse impact 
could occur, the County would be required to prepare an Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR). 

According to Article 6 (Negative Declaration Process) and Section 15070 
(Decision to Prepare a Negative Declaration or Mitigated Negative Declaration) 
of the CEQA Guidelines, a public agency shall prepare or have prepared a 
proposed negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration for a project 
subject to CEQA when: 

(a)  The initial study shows that there is no substantial evidence, in light of the 
whole record before the agency, that the project may have a significant 
effect on the environment, or 

(b)  The initial study identified potentially significant effects, but: 
(1)  Revisions in the project plans or proposals made by or agreed to by the 

applicant before a proposed mitigated negative declaration and initial 
study are released for public review would avoid the effects or mitigate 
the effects to a point where clearly no significant effects would occur, 
and 

(2)  There is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before the 
agency, that the project as revised may have a significant effect on the 
environment. 

Based on the analysis in the EA/IS, and AM Wind Report LLC’s agreement to the 
mitigation measures incorporated therein, it has been determined that all project-
related environmental impacts would be less than significant or reduced to a less 
than significant level with the incorporation of feasible mitigation measures. 
Therefore, adoption of a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) will satisfy the 
requirements of CEQA. The mitigation measures included in this EA/IS are 
designed to reduce or eliminate the potentially significant environmental impacts 
described in the Initial Study. Where a measure described in this document has 
been previously incorporated into the project, either as a specific project design 
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Table 2:  Alta Mesa EA-IS Responses to Comments 
Commenter  Comment Response 

feature or as an Applicant-Proposed Measure, this is noted in the discussion. 
Mitigation measures are structured in accordance with the criteria in Section 
15370 of the CEQA Guidelines. 
 
For the proposed Project, the Draft EA/IS demonstrates that all project-related 
environmental impacts would be less than significant or reduced to a less than 
significant level with the incorporation of feasible mitigation measures (see Section 
V, Environmental Issues Assessment). As such, no EIR is required. 

CURE-2A:  Piecemealing (starting on Page 4).  Here, the 
Project is immediately adjacent to the Mesa Wind Repower 
Project (“Mesa Wind”), also proposed by the Applicant. Both 
the Project and Mesa Wind would share a main access road 
and construction yard, located with the Mesa Wind right-of-
way.24 Both this Project and Mesa Wind are being considered 
and approved within a year. As such, the Project and Mesa 
Wind are clearly related to each other and are a coordinated 
endeavor. The County is currently undergoing internal review 
and preparing a CEQA document for approvals associated 
Mesa Wind while this DEA/IS is available for public review.25 
The whole of the action, for CEQA purposes, includes the 
decommissioning of existing turbines on both BLM and County 
land and the construction, operation, and decommissioning of 
the new turbines on BLM and County land, regardless whether 
this Project and Mesa Wind 
could be implemented independently. 
 
 

The comment is incorrect.  The proposed Project is separate and independent 
from the Mesa Wind Repower Project, as it has been since their original 
permitting and operation.  Moreover, the EA/IS fully analyzes the cumulative 
effects of both repower projects being constructed and operated.  Accordingly, 
the EA/IS’s analysis does not constitute improper piecemealing under CEQA.   
 
Mesa Wind is an existing stand-alone 30 megawatt wind project that is located 
on 401 acres of Bureau of Land Management (BLM)-administered public land 
and has been operating under right-of-way (ROW) grants from the BLM since 
1983.  The facility consists of its own wind turbines (460), interconnection lines 
and Mesa Wind substation, which ultimately feeds into SCE’s Panaero 
substation.  Mesa Wind was developed by Panaero in 1983 and was acquired 
by the applicant in 2013 from Western Wind.  The Mesa Wind Repower Project 
required BLM-approval of a ROW grant amendment to repower the existing 
facility with 8 new wind turbines.  BLM analyzed the potential environmental 
impacts of the Mesa Wind Repower Project in a detailed Environmental 
Assessment, which included the analysis of the proposed Project in its 
cumulative analysis and on September 30, 2020, BLM found that there were no 
significant impacts, and approved the Mesa Wind Project Repower.   
 
Alta Mesa is an existing stand-alone 27 megawatt wind project that is located 
on 640 acres of private land in the County and has been operating since 1989.  
The facility is a separate and distinct facility from Mesa Wind Power project, 
consisting of its own wind turbines (159), interconnection lines and Alta Mesa 
Wind substation, which ultimately feeds into SCE’s switchyard (within a 
different switching station than the Mesa Wind Power project).  The project was 
developed in 1989 and purchased by the applicant from Alta Mesa 640 LLC.  
The proposed Project requires County approval of a Commercial WECS Permit 
Variance to repower the existing facility with 7 new wind turbines.   
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The local area is comprised of numerous wind farms and wind farm repower 
projects located within the San Gorgonio Pass Wind Energy Policy Area and 
Wind Resource Zone.  (See e.g., the EA/IS cumulative projects list.)  And while 
the proposed Project is located adjacent to the Mesa Wind Repower project, it 
neither presumes nor requires completion of the Mesa Wind Repower project in 
order to operate; it uses separate infrastructure facilities on separate property 
located in a different jurisdiction to produce its own wind energy that is then 
purchased and distributed pursuant to a project-specific power purchase 
agreement.   

The shared use of a temporary construction yard and existing access road 
does not render the proposed Project and Mesa Wind Project Repower a single 
project under CEQA.  The proposed Project would modify and use the access 
road and temporary construction yard, even if the Mesa Wind Repower Project 
did not go forward.  The owners of the Alta Mesa facilities have always secured 
separate ROW Grants with BLM for the main access road. As such, while the 
existing access road and temporary construction yard are to be utilized by the 
proposed Alta Mesa Wind Project, it is an implausible stretch to suggest that 
this somehow renders the proposed Project a consequence of the Mesa Wind 
Project Repower.  Moreover, consistent with CEQA requirements, the EA/IS 
fully describes the shared used of these facilities in Section 1, Project 
Information and as shown on Figures 2 and 3, and analyzes the environmental 
impacts associated with the construction and shared use of these facilities in 
Section V, Environmental Issues Assessment.   

Further, while separate and distinct projects, the EA/IS addresses the 
comment’s stated concern by including the Mesa Wind Project Repower in its 
cumulative projects list (see EA/IS Section V, Table 7) and fully analyzes the 
collective impacts of both projects, including, but not limited to: 
- Aesthetics (page 107 and Appendix A Figures 10a -10c [cumulative visual
simulations]),
- Air quality (pages 29-31,107 [Tables 3 and 4 calculate construction emissions
for both repower projects (Mesa and Alta Mesa), which collectively do not
exceed thresholds set by the SCAQMD or the federal general conformity di
minimis levels, with implementation of mitigation],
- Biological resources (pages 108 [compliance with the CVMSHCP and
implementation of mitigation measures like the Bird and Bat Conservation
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Commenter  Comment Response 

Strategy ensure Project would not contribute considerably to any existing 
cumulative impacts],  
- Noise (page 109 [given distances greater than 3,000 feet from receptors, the 
Alta and Mesa Wind projects would not likely create a cumulative noise impact 
at the receptors and other impact areas]).    
 
Finally, with respect to cumulative impacts, the overlapping or concurrent 
construction timeline of the two projects resulting in the shared use of these 
facilities minimizes total ground disturbance, traffic, and temporary impacts on 
environmental resources, as described in the EA/IS.    

CURE-2B:  Piecemealing.  This piecemealing of the Project 
along jurisdictional lines causes the DEA/IS to underestimate 
the scope of potential impacts, particularly to special-status 
species that cannot distinguish between County and BLM 
land.26 Ms. Owens explains that the piecemealing results in 
the DEA/IS improperly reducing the likelihood of species being 
present on site and the impacts to those species, and limits the 
effectiveness of discussed mitigation measures.27 Thus, the 
piecemealing of the Project results in the DEA/IS misinforming 
the public and decisionmakers as to the true impacts of the 
whole action before them and will have real world harms to 
protected resources. 

The comment generally asserts that the purported piecemealing of the Project 
improperly reduces the likelihood of species being present on site and the 
impacts to those species, and limits the effectiveness of discussed mitigation 
measures. The comment; however, does not substantiate its argument that 
there are project-specific or cumulative impacts or otherwise explains or 
demonstrates how the EA/IS analysis and mitigation is otherwise deficient.  
 
Wildlife may be affected by land uses, regardless of jurisdictional boundaries. 
This is true not only for adjacent land uses, but throughout their geographic 
ranges. CEQA takes this into account in its requirement for an analysis of 
cumulative impacts. The separate Mesa Wind Project Repower is properly 
included in the analysis of cumulative impacts, including potential cumulative 
impacts to biological resources.  The EA/IS accurately describes Alta Mesa’s 
project-specific impacts to special-status wildlife under Impact b of the 
Biological Resources analysis.  All special-status wildlife potentially occurring 
on the Alta Mesa site are assessed for their occurrence probability in the BRTR 
(EA/IS Appendix C) and potential impacts are identified and described for those 
species that may be present (at any time of year for any reason such as 
foraging, migration, nesting, etc.). For clarification, the analysis of cumulative 
risk to birds and bats has been edited to note potential cumulative risk of the 
two projects to individual birds or bats.      
 
Additionally, consistent with CEQA requirements, the EA/IS addresses those 
potential impacts in the cumulative context, including the adjacent Mesa Wind 
Project Repower, under Biological Resources in the Cumulative Analysis (see 
Mandatory Findings of Significance section). The comment asserts that these 
cumulative impacts affect the stated likelihood that species could occur on the 
site, could be impacted by the project, or limit the effectiveness of proposed 
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mitigation. Nothing in the comment’s speculations explain how these 
cumulative impacts could affect the Alta Mesa Wind Project’s biological 
resource impacts or mitigation. Cumulative impacts of land use projects to 
special-status wildlife in the Coachella Valley area are mitigated through 
participation in the Coachella Valley Multiple-Species Habitat Conservation 
Plan (CVMSHCP) and the proposed Project has been found consistent with the 
CVMSHCP by the Coachella Valley Conservation Commission (see EA/IS 
Appendix E), as described in the EA/IS. Separately, for birds or bats that may 
be at risk of collision with WTGs, the project does not have a considerable 
contribution to any cumulative impacts. The EA/IS accurately informs the public 
and decision makers of the expected biological resource impacts, in both the 
project-specific and cumulative contexts.  
 

CURE-3:  Decommmissioning (Page 6). Further, the DEA/IS 
excludes the impacts from removal of old turbines on the site 
from calculation of criteria pollutants.28 The presumed 
justification is that these actions are proceeding under existing 
permits.29 This is insufficient under CEQA. These permits 
were secured only months ago and are clearly related to, and 
necessary for, the Project to proceed. The County must 
withdraw this DEA/IS and prepare an EIR that properly 
considers the whole of the action, as required by CEQA. 

The comment asserts that the EA/IS improperly omits quantifying air emissions 
associated with removal of the existing turbines on site as part of the Project’s 
construction emissions. The construction, operation, and decommissioning of 
the original Alta Mesa Wind Project was previously permitted by Riverside 
County under Commercial Wind Energy Conversion System (WECS) Permit 
Nos. 71 through 71R9.  The decommissioning of the 159 original turbines is 
occurring under these permits, and thus, it is appropriate to exclude this activity 
from the proposed Project’s construction emissions.  The EA/IS has been 
revised to clarify that decommissioning of original facilities is occurring under 
WECS Permit Nos 71 through 71R9 and not just the recent demolition and 
hazardous material permits issued by Riverside County as interpreted by the 
commenter. 

CURE-4:  Environmental Setting (Starting on Page 7).  In 
several areas, the DEA/IS deducts impacts from the older 
turbines on the Project site, despite the County’s issuance of 
permits to remove these turbines two months prior to the 
issuance of the DEA/IS. Because it is highly likely that the 
turbines on the site are already undergoing removal, given that 
County records show that the Applicant wanted to begin work 
immediately and the permits were issued two months ago, the 
County lacks substantial evidence to support the inclusion of 
the older turbines as if they exist and/or are operating in the 
existing environmental setting.37 Further, decommissioning of 
the old turbines will occur without approval of the new turbines 
analyzed in the DEA/IS, meaning the decision before the 

The comment contends that the existing turbines on the Project site should not 
be included as part of the existing environmental baseline because their future 
anticipated decommissioning was previously permitted and will occur without 
approval of the Project.  The comment is incorrect.  Under CEQA activities 
occurring at a project site around the time CEQA review commences may be 
treated as a component of the existing conditions baseline.   (See CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15125(a)(1), [“generally, the lead agency should describe 
physical environmental conditions as they exist at the time the notice of 
preparation is published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the time 
environmental analysis is commenced, from both a local and regional 
perspective”].)  Here, the Notice of Availability was accepted by State 
Clearinghouse on December 24, 2020 for 30-day review purposes to obtain 
comments on the Draft EA/IS, at which time the original 157 turbines were 
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County is to permit seven new turbines or have the site remain 
undeveloped. In cases like this Project, it is appropriate for the 
County to describe the existing environmental setting to 
account for the removal of the existing turbines.38 By not doing 
so, the DEA/IS is misleading when it deducts impacts from the 
old turbines from the new turbines and masks the true impacts 
of the Project. Substantial evidence demonstrates that the 
factual circumstances of this Project support not including the 
old turbines in the existing environmental setting for the 
DEA/IS because doing so misinforms the public and 
decisionmakers about the true impacts of the Project. 

onsite. The comment cites to Neighbors for Smart Rail v. Exposition Metro Line 
Construction Authority (2013 57 Cal.4th,439), which is inapposite.  Neighbors 
for Smart Rail held that, while lead agencies have the discretion to “omit an 
analysis of the project’s significant impacts on existing environmental 
conditions and substitute a baseline consisting of environmental conditions 
projected to exist in the future, the agency must justify its decision by showing 
an existing conditions analysis would be misleading or without informational 
value.”  Here, the EA/IS analyzes the proposed Project against existing and not 
future environmental conditions.  Accordingly, assuming operation of the 
existing turbines as part of the existing baseline conditions complies with 
CEQA and is appropriate.   

CURE-5:  Affected Botanical Environmental (Pages 7-8). 
The DEA/IS found that protected triple ribbed milk-vetch was 
located nearby the Project site and that there was suitable 
habitat for the Project on the site, but ultimately claimed that 
the possibility of triple ribbed milk-vetch occurring on site as 
low because no plants were found onsite.39 Ms. Owens 
explains that the 
presence of suitable habitat on site and nearby plants of a 
species normally would indicate that there is a high likelihood 
of a plant to be present.40 Further, while the DEA/IS claims 
that surveys complied with California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife (“CDFW”) guidelines, Ms. Owens notes that the 
DEA/IS did not include sufficient information to verify how 
surveys were conducted.41 Data from botanical surveys was 
lumped together with data from desert tortoise surveys in such 
a way that it is not possible to determine which surveys for 
what species were conducted 
at what times.42 As such, the County lacks substantial 
evidence to support its claims that no triple ribbed milk-vetch 
occurs on the Project site and that the likelihood of the species 
being found is low. Instead, Ms. Owens’ provides substantial 
evidence in the form of expert opinion that the likelihood of the 
species being present on the site is high. 

The comment asserts that there is a high likelihood that the triple milk-vetch is 
present on the Project site. This comment lacks support and misstates the 
analysis in the EA/IS. The EA/IS and BRTR describe that the triple ribbed milk-
vetch is covered under the CVMSHCP, and there is no CVMSHCP-modeled 
habitat on the site. Further, the triple-ribbed milk-vetch was not located during 
full-coverage field surveys conducted by Aspen Environmental Group and 
Leatherman Bioconsulting in May 2019 (see Appendix C, Biological Resources 
Technical Report [BRTR]). While potentially suitable habitat is present, there is 
a low potential for occurrence in the study area due to negative results of the 
comprehensive field surveys.  Please also refer to Response to Comment 
CURE-44.  
  
The methods, dates, and results of the field surveys are described in the BRTR 
attached to the EA/IS (see Appendix C). The commenter disregards or 
misinterprets the habitat assessment and field survey results presented in the 
BRTR. Nonetheless, the entire proposed Project footprint was surveyed in the 
field by qualified biologists who conducted 100-percent coverage surveys for 
special-status plants and animals in the appropriate season, consistent with the 
CDFW guidelines. All biologists participating in the field surveys are deeply 
experienced in regional flora and fauna, including desert tortoise and special-
status plants. The field data are presented separately (not lumped) in the 
BRTR, including complete lists of all plant and animal species observed, as 
well as detailed lists of observations of special-status wildlife or their sign, and 
extensive observation-based evaluation of the occurrence probability of each 
special-status species. The comment asserts that the attachment (Owens) 
provides substantial evidence in the form of expert opinion that the likelihood of 
occurrence is high. Yet the attachment presents no evidence whatsoever, 
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except to selectively repeat information from the EA/IS and BRTR out of 
context. The attachment’s author (Owens) apparently has not surveyed the site 
and has no expertise with on-site conditions. Thus, the comment’s assertion of 
a “high” likelihood of occurrence is unsupported and contrary to the substantial 
evidence in the EA/IS and BRTR, Moreover, the EA/IS describes that, as a 
covered species under the CVMSHCP, any potential impacts would be covered 
through the USFWS authorization and offset through regional habitat 
conservation and management, supported in part through the Project 
applicant’s participation in the MSHCP, as required by Riverside County. 

CURE-6:  Affected Environment for Special-Status Species 
(pages 9-10).  The DEA/IS made assertions regarding the 
abundance of species that could 
use the Project site based on databases, literature review, and 
surveys for plants and desert tortoise.43 Ms. Owens explains 
that these desktop efforts are insufficient to adequately 
describe the potential for special-status species to be present 
on site. For example, no surveys were conducted for any 
invertebrates, birds, bats, or reptiles other than desert 
tortoise.44 Further, the DEA/IS based many species’ potential 
to occur on the site based on its likelihood of nesting or 
roosting, which ignored species who would use the site for 
other activities, such as foraging, 
migrating, or any other behavior.45 By doing so, the affected 
environment for special-status species is incomplete and 
underestimates the potential for species to occur onsite and be 
affected by the Project. 
 
Ms. Owens notes that the focused surveys for botanicals and 
desert tortoise would not be sufficient to describe the usage of 
the site by other special-status species because by definition, 
those surveys are focused on only one species at a time.46 
Ms. Owens describes how these surveys were absolutely 
insufficient to determine the use of the site by bats since they 
were conducted during the day.47 These surveys are 
insufficient to establish a baseline for species other than desert 
tortoise.  
 

The BRTR (EA/IS Appendix C) evaluates probability of occurrence for every 
special-status species potentially occurring on the site based on the 
combination of on-site evaluation of habitat, on-site observations of plants and 
animals throughout 100 percent of the site, habitat requirements, and 
geographic range for each species. Contrary to the third sentence in the 
comment, the evaluations are not based on desktop analysis alone. 
Specialized or focused surveys for invertebrates, birds, bats, or reptiles (other 
than desert tortoise) are not necessary to properly characterize the site and 
evaluate impacts under CEQA.  
 
The analysis recognizes that some special-status wildlife may occur only at 
certain times of year or may not be observed for other reasons (daily or 
seasonal activity) yet the analysis fully acknowledges occurrence probability 
and potential impacts to for those species, as detailed in the BRTR. Evaluation 
of each species occurrence is based on applicable behavior and ecology. 
Where nesting, roosting, or foraging habitats are distinctly different, then those 
difference are taken into account. For migratory species, seasonal occurrence 
is taken into account. The occurrence likelihood as presented is accurate for 
each species and appropriately informs the public and decisionmakers of the 
proposed Project’s affected environment. The comment asserts that the BRTR 
is “incomplete and underestimates the potential for species to occur,” yet it 
provides no data to the contrary, nor does it identify occurrence probabilities in 
BRTR (Table 3) that should be revised.  
 
The commenter claims incorrectly that the desert tortoise and botanical field 
surveys are insufficient to evaluate usage by other species. Again, and contrary 
to the comment, occurrence likelihood and usage is based on the combination 
of on-site conditions documented in the field, as well as natural history, habitat 
needs, and geographic range for each species. Night-time surveys for bats 
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Further, Ms. Owens explains that the desktop review of 
databases relied on in the DEA/IS are inadequate to establish 
the existing environmental setting for special-status species. 
The DEA/IS often relies on the California Natural Diversity 
Database (“CNDDB”) to predict likelihood of species to occur 
on the Project site. The CNDDB, at best, represents the bare 
minimum of which species may be found on the Project site 
and does not inform a user about the populations, movements, 
and breeding status of special-status species that may be 
present.48 Many species’ observations are not included in the 
CNDDB and bird foraging or flyover is not included at all.49 
The CNDDB is only voluntarily reported and cannot be relied 
on as a comprehensive evidence as to which species could be 
present on the Project site.50 Omission of a species in the 
CNDDB is not evidence that a species is not present on site.51 
However, the DEA/IS erroneously treats omission as such.52 
In sum, the DEA/IS fails to properly establish the existing 
environmental setting with substantial evidence because it 
relied on limited surveys for only a few species and desktop 
review of inadequate databases. 

were not conducted; nonetheless, the BRTR provides an accurate assessment 
of occurrence probability for each special-status bat species of the vicinity, 
based on these same factors. Biological surveys were designed and conducted 
expressly to describe baseline conditions and support the analysis required by 
CEQA. For special-status plants and animals, occurrence likelihood (i.e., 
baseline) is identified in Table 3 of the BRTR, as evaluated by field surveys, 
habitat conditions, and geographic distribution of each species. Regarding 
bats, the BRTR and EA/IS provide sufficient information to evaluate potential 
impacts, recognizing that bats may fly over the site but that significant roosting 
and foraging areas that may support large numbers of bats are not present. 
The commenter believes the field surveys were insufficient, yet gives no 
indication how further field work would usefully inform the CEQA analysis.  
 
Contrary to the comment, the EA/IS does not treat absence of CNDDB species 
records as evidence the species is absent from the site, and nothing in the 
EA/IS or BRTR makes that claim. The comment correctly notes limitations of 
the CNDDB data (e.g., bird flyover); therefore, all special-status species of the 
area whose habitat may be present on the site are evaluated in the BRTR. 
Additionally, again contrary to the comment, evaluation of each species likely 
occurrence is not based on a desktop analysis alone, but on habitat conditions 
as documented by field surveys. The comment again selectively repeats 
information out of context, but nothing in the comment supports its assertion 
that the BRTR baseline data are less than substantial evidence. The field work, 
literature review, and professional interpretation presented in the BRTR all are 
substantial evidence in support of the EA/IS baseline conditions.   

CURE-7:  Special-Status Species were Omitted and 
Underestimated (pages 10-11). Contrary to the misinformed 
assertions in the DEA/IS, Ms. Owens provides substantial 
evidence of numerous special-status species that have been 
identified on site or nearby the site, many of which are routinely 
impacted by wind energy projects.53 These species were 
omitted by the DEA/IS or listed as not likely to be present on 
the site, despite these sightings.54 Ms. Owens highlights 
yellow breasted chat, vermillion flycatcher, and summer 
tanager, which the DEA/IS considered absent because there 
was no riparian vegetation on site.55 Ms. Owens explains that 
this was in error because while these species need riparian 
habitat to breed, these species do not require riparian habitat 

The comment provides an extensive list of special-status wildlife considered by 
the commenter to be potentially affected by the proposed Project, falsely 
claiming they were not addressed or improperly addressed. To the contrary, 
with three exceptions, every one of these species is addressed in the BRTR, as 
specified below. Note also that the CEQA guidelines require evaluation of 
potentially significant impacts for special-status species as those identified “in 
local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department 
of Fish and Wildlife or U. S. Wildlife Service” (see impact b under Vegetation 
and Wildlife of the EA/IS). The comment cites multiple species due to agency 
designations such as “watch list” and status ranks by private conservation 
organizations, including Western Bat Working Group, which need not be 
addressed under CEQA.   
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for other activities, like foraging, and that they were identified 
less than two miles away from the Project site.56 Many 
specialstatus species were erroneously listed as having a low 
propensity to occur on site because they were not observed, 
despite the DEA/IS describing suitable habitat on site and 
observations of those species found nearby, which would 
normally indicate a high likelihood to occur.57 Thus, the 
County lacks substantial evidence to support its claims that 
many species are not likely to be present on the Project site.58 
Rather, substantial evidence demonstrates that more special-
status species are likely to use the site than disclosed in the 
DEA/IS.59 The DEA/IS must be withdrawn and the County 
must prepare an EIR with an accurately established 
environmental setting supported by substantial evidence. 

Exceptions (not addressed in BRTR or EA/IS): 
• Mojave fringe-toed lizard - The proposed Project site is far outside its 

geographic range (east of the Coachella Valley, about 40 miles 
distant) and no suitable habitat (desert dunes and sandfields) is 
present. Please see the following web site: 
http://www.californiaherps.com/lizards/pages/u.scoparia.html There is 
no potential for occurrence or impact. 

• Cactus wren - The common and widespread desert cactus wren is 
not a sensitive species. The coastal California population (“San 
Diego cactus wren”), found well west of the proposed Project site, is 
the only recognized sensitive population. The site is far outside its 
geographic range and no suitable habitat is present. There is no 
potential for occurrence or impact. Please see the USFWS web site: 
https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp0/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B08Y 

• California mountain lion - not a special-status species. It is protected 
from hunting; no mountain lion hunting is proposed.  

 
Species expressly covered by the BRTR in Table 2, Table 3, and/or in text 
sections 3.2 or 3.3 with conclusive evaluations of their occurrence likelihood, 
based on habitat and geographic range as specifically stated in the BRTR, and 
including seasonal or behavioral occurrence as applicable: 

• Vermillion flycatcher 
• Yellow-breasted chat 
• Purple martin 
• Los Angeles pocket mouse 
• Summer tanager 
• S grasshopper mouse 
• Silvery legless lizard 
• Red diamond rattlesnake 
• San Diego (=Blainville’s or coast) horned lizard 
• Mojave (Aggasiz’s) desert tortoise 
• White-faced ibis 
• Golden eagle 
• Bald eagle 
• Osprey 
• Merlin 
• Swainson’s hawk 
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• Ferruginous hawk 
• Northern harrier 
• Sharp-shinned hawk 
• Cooper’s hawk 
• Prairie falcon 
• Burrowing owl 
• Long-eared owl 
• Costa’s hummingbird 
• Vaux’s swift  
• Horned lark 
• Loggerhead shrike 
• California gnatcatcher 
• Black-tailed gnatcatcher 
• LeConte’s thrasher 
• Southwestern willow flycatcher 
• Least Bell’s vireo 
• Yellow warbler 
• Rufous-crowned sparrow 
• Lawrence’s goldfinch 
• Pallid San Diego pocket mouse 
• Calif leaf-nosed bat 
• Western mastiff bat 
• Pocketed free-tailed bat 
• Big free-tailed bat 
• Pallid bat 
• Townsend’s big-eared bat 
• Spotted bat 
• Western red bat 
• Western yellow bat 
• Fringed myotis 
• Long-eared myotis 
• Yuma myotis 
• Cave myotis 
• Desert kit fox 
• American badger 
• Nelson’s bighorn sheep 
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Species are addressed in the BRTR and/or the EA/IS under the discussion of 
bird migration in the San Gorgonio Pass, and in the EA/IS regarding potential 
collision with WTGs. The EA/IS properly concludes that birds and bats are at 
risk of collision with the WTGs as described in potential impacts to listed birds, 
cross-referenced in the discussion of special-status birds (all migratory birds 
have special legal status under state and federal stature) and bats, and nesting 
or migratory birds (see Impact d regarding wildlife movement). The list below 
indicates all species listed in the comment’s attachment (Owens) that are 
addressed in the BRTR and EA/IS by way of the discussions of migratory birds, 
and in the discussion of impacts to birds and bats in the EA/IS.  These potential 
impacts apply to all birds and bats including those in the list below.  The 
comment offers no information to contradict the BRTR and EA/IS analysis.  

• Brant 
• Redhead 
• Common loon 
• American white pelican 
• California brown pelican 
• Double-crested cormorant 
• California gull 
• Caspian tern 
• Turkey vulture 
• Red-tailed hawk 
• Red-shouldered hawk 
• White-tailed kite 
• American kestrel 
• Barn owl 
• Great horned owl 
• Western screech owl 
• Allen’s hummingbird 
• Nuttall’s woodpecker 
• Lewis’s woodpecker 
• Olive-sided flycatcher 
• Oak titmouse 
• Bendire’s thrasher 
• Black-chinned sparrow 
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• Bell’s sage sparrow 
• Oregon vesper sparrow 
• Yellow-headed blackbird 
• Long-legged myotis 
• Big brown bat 
• Western small-footed myotis 
• Little brown myotis 
• Silver-haired bat  
• Hoary bat (not sensitive; ranked as “apparently secure” by CDFW 

https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=109406&inline) 
 
Regarding birds nesting in riparian habitat (yellow breasted chat, vermillion 
flycatcher, and summer tanager), the nearest possible breeding habitat for 
these birds is about a mile away from the proposed Project site (Owens 
comments; see EA/IS Riparian Birds, under Biological Resources impact b). 
While they may forage occasionally in upland habitat, the proposed Project site 
itself is far too distant to be part of any nesting or foraging territory. 
Nonetheless, any potential occurrence or impact to these species is included in 
the BRTR and/or the EA/IS under the discussion of bird migration in the San 
Gorgonio Pass, and in the EA/IS regarding potential collision with WTGs. With 
mitigation identified in the EA/IS, potential impacts to all birds (including all 
birds identified by the comment’s attachment) would be less than significant. 
 
The commenter disagrees that many of these species have a “low” probability 
of occurrence, based apparently on a selective interpretation of the BRTR and 
disregarding the on-site field work described in the BRTR. Again, the 
commenter and its consultant evidently have not surveyed the site, and their 
opinion is not supported by substantial evidence.    
 
Contrary to the comment, the BRTR provides the requisite substantial evidence 
to support the EA/IS analysis of potential impacts to biological resources under 
impact b. The comment provides no substantial evidence to the contrary.  
 
Regarding the recommendation to prepare an EIR, please refer to the 
response to Response to Comment CURE-1 above. 

 
SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE, AIR QUALITY (starting Page 11).   
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CURE-8:  1) Criteria Pollutant Emissions are 
Underestimated (pages 14-15).  
 
SWAPE determines that the Project’s CalEEMod files contain 
numerous 
unsubstantiated changes or changes that conflict with the 
DEA/IS that have the overall effect of underestimating total 
Project emissions.82 CalEEMod provides default emissions 
calculations for activities associated with a project and 
requires changes from default values to be justified.83 
Without doing so, the County cannot rely on the CalEEMod 
as substantial evidence to support its conclusions regarding 
air quality impacts. 

Emissions modeling with the CalEEMod software normally requires input files 
to be tailored for Project-specific circumstances. Wind energy project 
construction and operational activities do not precisely match any of the typical 
activities associated with CalEEMod’s default land use development subtypes. 
CalEEMod default land use types are typically defined in terms of building 
square-footage and high numbers of employees. In contrast, a wind energy 
project does not involve substantial new building space construction or a large 
permanent operational workforce. Thus, user-entered data are necessary to 
tailor the model for this Project.  
 
Using CalEEMod requires Project-specific configuration for the calculation of 
for short-term construction-phase emissions, and all changes from default 
values are listed in the “User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data” portion 
of the CalEEMod reports. The user-entered data reflect the Project Application 
Materials submitted to the County and the NEPA process Plan of Development. 

CURE-9:  a.The CalEEMod Contains Unsubstantiated 
Changes in 
Construction Phase Lengths 

 
The DEA/IS described Project pre-construction of three 
months, construction of new turbines of one year, and 
restoration of disturbance nine months.84 However, the 
CalEEMod increases all of these times, overestimating the 
time that Project construction would occur.85 The CalEEMod 
lacks justification for thisdeviation from the DEA/IS.86 SWAPE 
explains that this has the effect of underestimating total Project 
emissions by drawing out the time by which pollutant 
emissions would occur, lessening their severity.87 The County 
lacks substantial evidence to support these changes. 

Construction emissions modeling uses the CalEEMod software, tailored for this 
Project with sufficient duration of activity to conservatively account for 
development of the Project in the County and also development of the adjacent 
Mesa Wind repowering project that is situated on BLM lands. By accounting for 
development of both projects, the duration of construction activity appropriately 
includes 12 months for Alta Mesa with an additional 3 months to allow for 
activity on BLM lands. By modeling 15 months (or 330 days at 22 workdays per 
month) the duration of Project construction has not been overestimated in 
CalEEMod. 
 
The comment is incorrect that a longer duration of construction activity in the 
model ”underestimates” total Project emissions.  The EA/IS describes  
CalEEMod results for the Maximum Daily Emissions; the daily maximum 
emissions rates are not averaged over the duration of activity, and thus, are not 
reduced by an increase in construction time. Because the peak-days of 
emissions are reported in Table 3 and Table 4, the severity of the emissions 
rates is accurately reported. 

CURE-10:  b. The CalEEMod Contains Unsubstantiated 
Reductions in Off-Road Equipment 
 
SWAPE finds that the CalEEMod files manually reduce the 
amount of offroad equipment used for Project construction.88 

The fleet of off-road equipment modeled for the Project is appropriate and the 
comment does not submit substantial evidence to the contrary.  Construction 
emissions modeling with the CalEEMod software was tailored from the 
“Manufacturing” land use default characteristic. However, because new 
“Manufacturing” facilities would normally involve developing a new interior 



Responses to Comments 
ALTA MESA WIND PROJECT EA-IS  

 

Table 2:  Alta Mesa EA-IS Responses to Comments 
Commenter  Comment Response 

SWAPE further finds that the DEA/IS did not adequately 
describe the construction equipment that would be used and 
that the CalEEMod did not include adequate justification that 
explains the departure from default values.89 Thus, the County 
lacks substantial evidence to support these changes. 

building space, the default construction fleet does not precisely match the types 
of equipment necessary for the Project. Input files were tailored for this Project 
to include cranes, forklifts, and other unique equipment necessary to reflect the 
fleet of off-road equipment within the Project Description for each phase of 
activity. The count or number of pieces of equipment in each phase is listed in 
the “User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data” portion of the CalEEMod 
reports; and details on the fleet are itemized in the CalEEMod input files that 
were provided to the commenter. 

CURE-11:  c. The CalEEMod Contains Unsubstantiated 
Changes in 
Road Types for Construction and Operation 
 
SWAPE finds that the CalEEMod files include changes in 
values for road 
type, decreasing the length of unpaved roads that would be 
utilized for Project construction and operation.90 The 
CalEEMod assumes that 98 percent of travel would be on 
paved roads, without any justification or explanation.91 The 
result is an underestimation of emissions from fugitive dust.92 
The County must either explain or correct these errors in an 
EIR for the Project. 

The comment asserts that the CalEEMod input for road type improperly 
assumes 98 percent of travel would be on paved roads, which results in an 
underestimate of fugitive dust emissions. The modeled road-type is 
appropriate, and the comment does not submit substantial evidence to the 
contrary. 
 
The hauling trip lengths entered into CalEEMod for the Project are substantially 
longer than the default, as shown in the “User Entered Comments & Non-
Default Data” portion of the CalEEMod reports.  The user-entered data show 
hauling trip lengths set for this Project to 60 or 140 miles, depending on the 
type of haul truck trip. This increase in trip lengths relative to the default 
requires a decrease in Project-specific unpaved road fraction because roughly 
the final mile would occur on unpaved surfaces. Accordingly, because nearly all 
of miles traveled within each trip would occur on the paved roads and highways 
of the region, the portion of travel on unpaved roads is accurately modeled. 

CURE-12:  d. The CalEEMod Omits Waste Generation 
 
The DEA/IS notes that the Project will generate waste during 
construction.93 However, the CalEEMod files were manually 
reduced to zero tons per year.94 This change is 
unsubstantiated and conflicts with the DEA/IS and cannot be 
relied on by the County. 

The comment asserts that using a non-default solid waste generation rate is 
not appropriate for this Project. The modeled solid-waste generation input is 
appropriate, and the comment does not submit substantial evidence to the 
contrary. The emissions estimates include heavy-duty hauling truck trips to 
account for the handling and transport of construction-and-demolition type 
debris during the construction phase. Construction-and-demolition debris has 
little degradable organic content and is not comparable to municipal solid 
waste. 
 
The ‘solid waste’ emissions estimating component within CalEEMod may be 
used for estimating GHG from new municipal solid waste streams during the 
operational life of a land use development. The long-term operation and 
maintenance activity for this Project would not be substantially different from 
the baseline conditions. Accordingly, the Project would not create emissions as 
a result of a new ‘solid waste’ stream. 



Responses to Comments 
ALTA MESA WIND PROJECT EA-IS  

 

Table 2:  Alta Mesa EA-IS Responses to Comments 
Commenter  Comment Response 

CURE-13:  e. The CalEEMod Omits Water Use 
 
The DEA/IS states that the Project will need 7,300 gallons of 
water annually to operate.95 Similar to waste generation, the 
CalEEMod reduces the Project’s anticipated water use to zero 
gallons per year.96 This conflicting and unsubstantiated 
change cannot be relied on by the County. 

The comment asserts that a non-default “indoor water use” rate is not 
appropriate for this Project. The modeled “indoor water use” rate is appropriate, 
and the comment does not submit substantial evidence to the contrary. The 
water detail component within CalEEMod may be used for estimating GHG 
from land use developments that create a new indoor water use and trigger a 
demand for new water supply and wastewater treatment services. This Project 
would use an on-site well for water supply and an on-site septic system and 
thus does not create emissions as a result of a new indoor water use.  Further, 
no increase in operational staff will be required and therefore, no increase in 
water use over baseline conditions. 

CURE-14:  f. The CalEEMod Contains Unsubstantiated 
Reductions in Vendor Trips 
 
The DEA/IS states that the Project would require 
approximately thirty daily 
truck deliveries during construction.97 Despite this, the 
CalEEMod reduces daily vendor trips to only ten per day.98 
This underestimates vendor trips by twenty trips per day, 
underestimating the Project’s air pollutant emissions.99 The 
County cannot rely on the results of the CalEEMod where it 
conflicts with the DEA/IS. 

The comment asserts that non-default vendor trip numbers were input to 
CalEEMod and that vendor trip numbers are underestimated. This is incorrect 
because CalEEMod inputs were tailored for this Project to reflect non-default 
hauling trip numbers. The emissions estimates reflect the overall total truck 
deliveries through a combination of ‘vendor’ and ‘hauling’ trips.  
The number of hauling trips entered into CalEEMod for the Project are 
substantially greater than the default, as shown in the “User Entered 
Comments & Non-Default Data” portion of the CalEEMod reports. The 
emissions estimates reflect vendor trips at up to 10 per day plus hauling trips. 
During “Installing new WTGs” the hauling trips are modeled at 7,960 trips over 
330 days, for 24 per day in addition to the vendor trips. Furthermore, the model 
also includes an additional 500 hauling trips over the same duration for 
“Delivering new WTGs components.” Because the model includes at least 
34 trips per day for vendor and hauling purposes, the daily truck deliveries are 
conservatively and accurately modeled. 

CURE-15:  g. The CalEEMod Contains Unsubstantiated 
Reductions in Vehicle Trip Rates 
 
The CalEEMod reduces the operational vehicle trip rates. 
SWAPE finds that there was no explanation or justification for 
these changes within the CalEEMod files or DEA/IS, 
whatsoever.100 These impacts may be underestimated, 
without justification to support them, and cannot be relied on by 
the County.101 

The comment asserts that non-default vehicle trip generation rates assumed in 
CalEEMod and associated emissions may be underestimated.  The modeled 
operational vehicle trip rate is appropriate for this Project and the comment 
does not submit substantial evidence to the contrary. The Project would 
generate minimal daily traffic volumes during its operational life due to routine 
maintenance (as shown in the Project Description and Transportation impacts) 
and no increase in operational staff would be required. Because the emissions 
estimates reflect an average of 65 daily trips, the operational vehicle trips are 
conservatively and accurately modeled. 

CURE-16:  h. The CalEEMod Incorrectly Applies 
Construction-Related Mitigation Measures 
 

The comment is concerned about mitigation for construction emissions of dust. 
The emissions estimates reflect mitigation of dust at the level of effectiveness 
specified in SCAQMD rules and CEQA guideline documents, as described in 
the “User Entered Comments & Non-Default Data” portion of the CalEEMod 
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The County incorrectly applied Mitigation Measure AQ-1 into 
the Project’s 
CalEEMod. Mitigation Measure AQ-1 proposes a fugitive dust 
plan, which lacks concrete requirements that the Applicant 
would be required to take.102 The DEA/IS suggests, but does 
not require, that the Applicant could require soil stabilizers, 
apply water, or limit speeds to 15 miles per hour.103 The 
CalEEMod for the mitigated Project includes both the use of 
soil stabilization and water application without mandating 
them.104 SWAPE also explains that the South Coast Air 
Quality Management District Rule 403 gives projects the option 
of either watering unpaved 
roads three times a day, watering unpaved roads once a day 
and limiting vehicle speeds to 15 miles per hour, or applying a 
soil stabilizer.105 SWAPE finds that the County included 
mitigation in its modelling of potentially significant air quality 
impacts beyond Mitigation Measure AQ-1 or Rule 403, without 
actually requiring that level of mitigation in the measures 
themselves.106 This misrepresents the amount of Project 
emissions after mitigation; therefore, the County lacks 
substantial evidence that the Project’s impacts after mitigation 
will be less than significant. 

reports. Limiting vehicle speeds would be optional and not mandatory (modeled 
as “WaterUnpavedRoadVehicleSpeed = 40 mph), as shown in the CalEEMod 
reports and the CalEEMod input files that were provided to the commenter. The 
emissions estimate thus reflect a level of mitigation that would become 
enforceable through compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403 and MM-AQ-1.  
Compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403 has been added to MM AQ-1. 

CURE-17:  2. Project Air Quality Impacts are Potentially 
Significant (page 17) 
 
SWAPE provides a recalculation of the Project’s construction 
and operational emissions of criteria pollutants, correcting the 
numerous errors and unsupported or contradictory changes in 
the County’s CalEEMod and found that Project impacts are 
potentially more significant than disclosed in the DEA/IS and 
would require further mitigation.107 SWAPE finds through 
corrected modelling that NOx, PM2.5, and PM10 emissions for 
both the Project’s construction and operation are higher than 
the County’s thresholds of significance in the DEA/IS.  
 
SWAPE’s updated model is only for the construction and 
operation of the seven new turbines on County land. As noted 
above, the County must also consider the decommissioning of 

The comment recalculates the Project’s construction and operational air 
emissions and claims that Project impacts are potentially more significant than 
reported in the EA/IS and would require further mitigation.  The comment’s 
recalculation of Project air emissions is unsupported, as described above.  
Accordingly, the comment’s assertion that additional mitigation is required is 
incorrect.  The EA/IS’s calculation of the Project air emissions is supported by 
substantial evidence and no further mitigation is required.   
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old turbines on County land and the repower activities on BLM 
land as the whole of the action before it, as required by State 
law. Given that the impacts from just this portion of the Project 
are potentially significant, the entirety of the Project would also 
likely result in potentially significant air quality impacts. These 
impacts must be properly disclosed, analyzed, and mitigated in 
an EIR for the Project. 
CURE-18:  3. Feasible Mitigation Measures are Available to 
Further Reduce the Project’s Potentially Significant 
Impacts (page 18) 
 
SWAPE provides a robust list of feasible mitigation measures 
that the 
County must require of the Applicant in order to further reduce 
Project 
emissions.108 These include measures from the Northeast 
Diesel Collaborative to reduce emission associated with diesel 
engines and measures suggested by the Sacramento 
Metropolitan Air Quality Management District to reduce 
exhaust emissions.109 The County must withdraw the DEA/IS 
and require these measures to further reduce Project impacts 
and disclose the analysis and require mitigation in an EIR for 
the Project. 

No additional mitigation measures are necessary or required under CEQA. The 
EA/IS demonstrates with substantial evidence that maximum daily emissions 
would not exceed thresholds set by the SCAQMD with implementation of the 
proposed Mitigation Measures (see EA/IS Table 4). 

SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
(starting page 18) 

 

CURE-19:  1. The County Underestimates Collision Risk to 
Birds and Bats (pages 18-19) 
 
The DEA/IS underestimates the total area whereby birds and 
bats would be placed at risk. As noted above, the County 
leaves out the eleven turbines that are on BLM that are part of 
the whole of the action before it.111 Also, as mentioned above, 
the DEA/IS impermissibly deducts the rotor-swept area as if 
the rotors are still operating and in place from the rotor-swept 
area of the new turbines, but in other respects assumes that 
the existing rotors are no longer in place. 
 

The comment incorrectly contends that the proposed Project includes WTGs 
located outside the Project site, on BLM lands; rather this analysis is included 
in the EA/IS Cumulative Analysis (see Mandatory Findings of Significance 
section). Cumulative impacts of land use projects to special-status wildlife in 
the Coachella Valley area are mitigated through participation in the Coachella 
Valley Multiple-Species Habitat Conservation Plan (CVMSHCP), as described 
in the EA/IS. Separately, for birds or bats that may be at risk of collision with 
WTGs, the repower project’s small increase in rotor swept area (3.6%) does 
not have a considerable contribution to any cumulative impacts. Please refer to 
Response to Comment CURE-2B above regarding the commenter’s 
misunderstanding of the “piecemealing” issue.  
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Additionally, Ms. Owens notes that the new turbines must be 
considered an entirely new impact because the new turbines 
are a different impact.112 The new turbines are much larger 
and pose a different risk to birds and bats than the older 
turbines.113 The DEA/IS’ simplistic analysis fails to capture the 
nuance associated with wind repower projects.114 For 
example, the taller turbines will reach altitudes that eleven 
percent of migratory birds fly at that the old turbines would not 
affect.115 Based on flight patterns through the San Gorgonio 
Pass, this represents 210 million migratory birds that could be 
potentially impacted by the Project throughout the Project’s 
lifetime that are omitted from the DEA/IS’ analysis.116 The 
DEA/IS fails as an informational document by failing to disclose 
the totality of potential impacts from collision with the new 
turbine blades. It must disclose the true extent of potential bird 
and bat mortality in an EIR for the Project. 

The EA/IS properly addresses the baseline condition as consisting of 159 
existing wind turbines, as authorized by the County under the existing 
Commercial WECS permit (see Response to Comment CURE-3 above).  
 
The comment’s suggestion that the new turbines should be considered an 
entirely new impact is ambiguous and without support.  Under CEQA, it is 
appropriate to analyze the Project against conditions as they exist at the time 
environmental analysis is commenced. Accordingly, it was appropriate to 
consider the elimination of the 159 existing wind turbines in analyzing the 
overall impact of the Project.  Please also see Response to Comment CURE-4 
above.  Moreover, contrary to the comment’s assertion, the EA/IS does analyze 
the potential impact of taller turbines.   
 
The comment purports to estimate the total number of birds that may fly 
through the proposed Project’s rotor swept area, by incorrectly assuming that 
all birds migrating through the San Gorgonio Pass would actually fly through 
the Project site itself. In fact, the San Gorgonio Pass is about 22 miles-wide 
from peak to peak, and only a small proportion of the migrating birds would 
pass over the turbines on the proposed Project site. Additionally, the increased 
or decreased risk to any bird or bat species is related not just to differing 
turbine number and configuration but to the species’ local and seasonal 
activity, abundance, and any differences in visual perception of the proposed 
repower WTGs compared with the legacy turbines, and resultant flight behavior 
such as avoidance around the WTGs. The EA/IS properly analyzes and 
discloses the proposed Project’s potential impacts to birds and bats, and 
provides sufficient basis for the decision makers to take account of the impacts. 
Please also see clarification added to the EA/IS under Summary of Impacts to 
T&E Birds, addressing turbine height as well as other factors that may affect 
risk (the text is also cross-referenced and incorporated throughout, regarding 
impacts to all birds and bats). 

CURE-20:  2. The County Fails to Analyze Potentially 
Significant Project Impacts to Many Special-Status 
Species (page 19-20) 
 
As explained above, the County does not analyze impacts to 
many specialstatus species because it wrongly concludes that 
those species will not be impacted by the Project. In other 
instances, the DEA/IS simply claims, falsely, that repower 

Please see Response to Comment CURE-7 above to the commenter’s 
incorrect contention that the BRTR and EA/IS omit special-status species from 
the analysis. Please also refer to the Response to Comment CURE-19 above 
regarding hazards of WTG repower projects, such as turbine height.  
 
Potential impacts to Swainson’s hawk and golden eagle are properly disclosed 
in the EA/IS; neither species is dismissed. The EA/IS indicates that both 
species have a high likelihood of occurring at the site during nesting, wintering, 
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projects are too new for the County to determine Project 
impacts.117 Ms. Owens finds that the DEA/IS also wrongly 
characterizes the behavior of species so as to minimize their 
risk of collision with the turbines. Ms. Owens explains that it is 
well-documented that tall turbines pose unique, measurable 
risks to birds and 
bats.118 Ms. Owens provides expert opinion that the County’s 
defeated assertion that impacts cannot be evaluated is 
incorrect and is not the proper rigor for the analysis that CEQA 
requires.119 Studies from other wind projects demonstrate that 
high flying raptors, such as Swainson’s hawk and golden eagle 
have increased collision risk from the taller reach of modern 
turbines.120 For example, the DEA/IS dismisses the likelihood 
of Swainson’s hawk interacting with the turbines because it will 
migrate over the site.121 However, Ms. Owens provides expert 
evidence from 
direct observation that Swainson’s hawk often forage along 
migratory routes, including in environments like the Project 
site.122 Despite this, the DEA/IS lacks any discussion of local 
raptor populations.123 
 
Like birds, it is well-documented that taller wind turbines 
present an 
increased risk of mortality from collision to bats.124 The 
County does recognize that special-status bats are present 
and will be impacted by the Project but fails to describe their 
activity onsite and fails to draw a conclusion regarding the 
potential for impacts to bats.125 No effort is made to calculate 
the potential collision risk to these species. 
 
Any conclusions in the DEA/IS regarding impacts to special-
status bird and 
bat species lacks substantial evidence and are unsupported 
because the County fails to actually analyze collision risk. 
Rather, evidence demonstrates that the Project will have an 
increased impact from collisions to birds and bats, particularly 
those that fly over 200 feet in altitude. These are potentially 
significant impacts that must be properly discussed in an EIR 

or migratory season (as appropriate for each bird) and describes potential 
impacts including WTG collision in the Summary of Impacts to T&E Birds 
(cross-referenced to address others, including golden eagle). Contrary to the 
comment, nothing in the analysis mischaracterizes bird behavior. Regarding 
the relative risk of taller WTGs, please refer to Response to Comment CURE-
19.  Again, the EA/IS properly analyses and discloses the proposed Project’s 
potential impacts to birds and bats and provides sufficient basis for the decision 
makers to take account of the impacts.  
 
Regarding special-status bats, potential turbine collision is acknowledged 
accurately addressed in the EA/IS by reference to the discussion of potential 
impacts to listed threatened and endangered birds. Potential for special-status 
bat occurrence on the site is addressed in the BRTR, including potential activity 
(see BRTR Table 3). No high-value foraging habitat (e.g., open water) is 
present and no likely bat roosting sites are present. Please refer to the more 
detailed discussion in Responses to Comments CURE-6 and -7.   
 
The comment incorrectly asserts that the EA/IS and supporting BRTR are not 
“substantial evidence.” Collision risk is properly and adequately evaluated and 
disclosed in the analysis. In the absence of a methodology for calculating risk, 
no such calculation is provided. While the repower WTGs may present 
somewhat different hazards to some birds as compared with baseline 
conditions, the best available interpretation, based on total rotor swept area, is 
that net hazard to all birds is unchanged. Note that USFWS and CDFW use 
total rotor swept area in their consideration of avian impacts. 
  
Regarding the recommendation to prepare an EIR, please refer to Response to 
Comment CURE-1 above. 
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for the Project that includes collision risk by species, supported 
by substantial evidence. 
CURE-21:  3. The County Fails to Properly Analyze 
Cumulative Impacts to Biological Resources (pages 20-21) 

The County fails to include an analysis of cumulative impacts 
to biological 
resources and instead states that compliance for all projects 
within the region with the Coachella Valley Multi Species 
Habitat Conservation Plan (“CVMSHCP”) is sufficient to ensure 
that cumulative impacts are addressed.126 Ms. Owens finds 
that this is unsatisfactory to meet the requirements of 
mitigation under CEQA. 

First, the CVMSHCP is designed to meet the requirements of 
the 
Endangered Species Act through finding lands that can be 
conserved and managed as habitat.127 The CVMSHCP does 
not proscribe mitigation measures to lessen impacts from 
projects in the region, it only seeks to offset them.128 Further, 
courts have recently held that merely conserving land to offset 
impacts does not count as mitigation under CEQA because it 
only prevents impacts from future projects, not the project at 
hand, provided that more is not done to convert land that would 
not be habitat into habitat.129 Second, the effects of the 
CVMSHCP are still undefined, 
so its success cannot be measured.130 Third, the CVMSHCP 
only covers certain species, and not all species that could be 
impacted by the Project.131 Thus, compliance from projects 
with the CVMSHCP does not constitute substantial evidence 
that Project impacts are not cumulatively considerable. 

Further, assertions in the DEA/IS that mortality to birds and 
bats from wind 
turbines cannot be ascertained is false. Projects throughout the 
County include requirements to monitor and report mortality to 
the County.132 Potential cumulative impacts from wind 
turbines can and have been predicted for the Altamont Pass 

The comment is incorrect and fails to produce substantial evidence of 
significant impacts. The CVMSHCP is explicitly a habitat conservation plan. It 
was designed not only to meet the requirements of state and federal ESAs, but 
to conserve habitats for the broad biodiversity of the Coachella Valley region as 
described on the Plan’s home page and in further detail in the documents 
linked therein. [https://www.cvmshcp.org/ ]. The Plan identifies and protects 
dozens of covered species (please refer to EA/IS Appendix C, BRTR Table 3). 
The commenter wrongly asserts that the MSHCP “only seeks to offset” 
impacts. The CVMSHCP includes many conservation and management 
measures and specifically requires multiple measures for permitted projects. 
Please refer to the CVMSHCP itself which may be found at the link above.  

Regardless of this misunderstanding, the comment claims that offsetting 
impacts is not mitigation. In fact, CEQA defines mitigation specifically to include 
five strategies, including compensation (CEQA Guidelines Section 15370: 
“Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or 
environments, including through permanent protection of such resources 
in the form of conservation easements.”).   

The comment wrongly claims that “the effects of the CVMSHCP are still 
undefined.” In fact, the CVMSHCP reports annually to its participants and 
permitting agency on all aspects of its implementation including habitat 
acquisition and management. All relevant documents may be found at the web 
like above.  

Finally, the comment misunderstands the measure of a project’s potential 
contribution to cumulative impacts. Regardless, whether or not there is a 
significant cumulative impact for most species (there is not), the proposed 
Project itself would not have a considerable contribution to any cumulative 
impacts for species and habitats, as the EA/IS states. Please also refer to 
Response to Comment CURE-65 below.

The comment claims once again that the EA/IS incorrectly assesses impacts to 
birds and bats, citing the Owens attachment which in turn cites a comment 
from Smallwood regarding the separate Mesa Wind Project Repower. 
Comparing the proposed Project site to the Altamont Pass wind projects is 
entirely inappropriate. Smallwood never clarified how he purported to 
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Wind Resource Area and Ms. Owens includes an estimate for 
avian mortality rates guided by those numbers that were 
provided for Mesa Wind.133 

Ms. Owens provides evidence that wind turbines are producing 
populationlevel impacts to special-status species like 
Swainson’s hawk and golden eagle.134 The DEA/IS does not 
discuss these impacts or explain how the Project does not 
cumulatively contribute to these declines. The DEA/IS fails to 
include a proper disclosure and analysis of cumulative impacts 
for the Project, failing in its role as an informational document. 
The County lacks substantial evidence to demonstrate that 
Project impacts are not cumulatively significant. A proper 
analysis must be included in an EIR for the Project. 

extrapolate data from Altamont to the Mesa Wind Project Repower and 
therefore it is impossible to evaluate their validity. The comment falsely claims 
availability of an analytical method that simply does not exist.  Please also 
refer to Response to Comment CURE-57 below.

Last, the comment falsely claims that its own attachment (Owens) “provides 
evidence” of population level impacts to golden eagle and Swainson’s hawk. In 
fact, the attachment simply states that “[w]hether or not wind energy has 
population-level consequences for wildlife species is a critical issue…” with no 
evidence whatsoever (Owens p 30).  

In conclusion, the Alta Mesa Wind Project will have only a 3.6 percent increase 
(EA/IS Table 5) in total rotor swept area (the only quantifiable component of 
hazard to birds and bats), so the project itself would not have a considerable 
contribution to potentially cumulative impacts to birds and bats in the region.  

CURE-22:  4. Mitigation Measure AQ-1 will Create 
Additional Impacts to Species (page 21-22) 

Mitigation Measure AQ-1 requires dust control measures 
during Project 
construction that includes watering exposed soils.135 Ms. 
Owens notes that watering of soils has attracted special-status 
lizards to construction sites, where they can be crushed by 
trucks.136 The DEA/IS is silent on this potentially significant 
impact. This potentially significant impact must be considered 
and mitigated in an EIR for this Project. 

Vehicle strikes and road watering are described as potential hazards to desert 
tortoises under “summary of impacts to threatened and endangered reptiles.” 
For clarification, the potential hazard would also apply to other ground-dwelling 
wildlife including the sensitive species, coast horned lizard.  This clarification 
has been added to EA/IS pages 36 and 41. Additionally, biological monitoring 
specified in Mitigation Measure (MM) BIO-2 and wildlife protection measures 
specified in MM BIO-5 will require pre-disturbance surveys, removal of wildlife 
from hazardous locations, and minimize potential road hazards and excess 
water. MM BIO-5 specifies 15 mph speed limits and that “[d]ust abatement will 
use the minimum amount of water on dirt roads and construction areas to meet 
safety and air quality standards.”  

5. The DEA/IS Includes Ineffective or Impermissibly
Deferred Mitigation
CURE-23:  a. Mitigation Measure BIO-1 is Ineffective 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1 proposes to relocate wildlife outside 
of the 
Project’s construction area before and during construction144 
Ms. Owens explains that avoidance, rather than relocation, is a 
more effective at reducing harm to species.145 Relocation 
often results in failure to limit impacts and harasses animals, 
resulting in further impacts that were not analyzed in the 
DEA/IS.146 The DEA/IS lacks substantial evidence to 

Contrary to the comment, relocation out of harm’s way is obviously an effective 
way to minimize wildlife mortality - removing a small animal from a work site 
would prevent the potential mortality as described in the EA/IS for desert 
tortoise and other ground-dwelling animals. Mitigation Measure BIO-1 is a 
means of minimizing wildlife mortality. CEQA specifically includes minimization 
among the strategies defines as mitigation. Additionally, CEQA requires that 
mitigation must be feasible. Avoidance, as recommended by the comment, 
would prevent construction of the Project facilities where animals are present 
and therefore would be infeasible. The claim that “substantial evidence” is 
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demonstrate that Mitigation Measure BIO-1 is effective; rather, 
substantial evidence demonstrates that it will not be. 

absent for the Mitigation Measure itself, but exists for the alternative, is simply 
false.  
 

CURE-24:  b. Mitigation Measure BIO-5 is Ineffective at 
Limiting 
Impacts to Bats 
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-5 proposes to minimize impacts to 
bats due to 
attraction to lighting, while still complying with Federal Aviation 
Administration lighting standards.147 The DEA/IS lacks 
evidence or explanation as to how these two conflicting efforts 
could both succeed, and thus lacks evidence that it will be 
effective.148 

Mitigation Measure BIO-2 is a means of minimizing potential bat mortality that 
could result from attraction to night lighting. CEQA specifically includes 
minimization among the strategies defines as mitigation. Elimination off FAA-
required lighting could avoid this hazard for bats, but would be illegal and 
therefore infeasible. The Mitigation Measure as written minimizes the potential 
impact to the greatest extent feasible.    

CURE-25:  c. Mitigation Measure BIO-12 is Ineffective 
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-12 proposes post-construction 
mortality monitoring 
for birds and bats.149 The DEA/IS does not propose to do 
anything with the information disclosed or explain how counting 
the number of dead limits impacts to species.150 The County 
lacks substantial evidence demonstrating how this mitigation 
measure is effective. 

The comment disregards Mitigation Measure BIO-13, which requires a Bird and 
Bat Conservation Strategy including a “a format and schedule for reporting 
monitoring data.” MM BIO-13 requires, among other performance standards, 
that “a format and schedule for reporting monitoring data and adaptive 
management actions to the County, USFWS, and CDFW.” Please refer to the 
Response to Comment CURE-26, below. The comment does not recommend 
alternate mitigation or any revision of the measure and no further response is 
needed.  

CURE-26:  d. Mitigation Measure BIO-13 is Impermissibly 
Deferred 
 
Mitigation Measure BIO-13 proposes to have the Applicant 
prepare a bird 
and bat conservation strategy that includes mortality levels for 
species and an adaptive management strategy to handle 
mortality over thresholds.151 This measure lacks necessary 
performance standards to ensure success. Ms. Owens 
explains that without timelines for action and public 
development of mortality thresholds, the public cannot be 
ensured of its success.152 Performance standards, in the form 
of mortality thresholds, must be included in an EIR for the 
Project. 

 Mitigation Measure BIO-13 does not defer mitigation. As required by CEQA, 
the measure includes specific performance standards, as follows:  
(1) pre-construction survey schedule and methodology to locate nesting birds, 
including burrowing owl, near planned construction activities; (2) minimization 
and avoidance measures to prevent project-related nest abandonment or other 
potential take of nesting birds; (3) passive relocation methods to be 
implemented if an active burrowing owl burrow is located near work activity 
areas; (4) pre- and post-operation monitoring protocol for bird and bat mortality; 
(5) mortality thresholds for listed or sensitive birds that will trigger adaptive 
management measures, (6) an adaptive management strategy to be 
implemented in the event mortality thresholds are exceeded, and (7) a format 
and schedule for reporting monitoring data and adaptive management actions 
to the County, USFWS, and CDFW. 
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Nonetheless, BIO-13 has been expanded to incorporate monitoring and 
reporting details, mortality thresholds, and further details of the required 
adaptive management strategy, including adaptive responses to fatalities 
documented during the monitoring. Please refer to revised text in the EA/IS.  
 
Regarding the claims regarding public involvement in the BBCS,   
mitigation plans such as this do not require a public review period. CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1)(B) states: “Formulation of mitigation 
measures shall not be deferred until some future time. The specific details of a 
mitigation measure, however, may be developed after project approval when it 
is impractical or infeasible to include those details during the project’s 
environmental review provided that the agency (1) commits itself to the 
mitigation, (2) adopts specific performance standards the mitigation will 
achieve, and (3) identifies the type(s) of potential action(s) that can feasibly 
achieve that performance standard and that will considered, analyzed, and 
potentially incorporated in the mitigation measure.” Mitigation Measure BIO-13 
requires performance standards that support decisionmakers’ needs, mitigate 
the potential impact, and disclose the planned mitigation to the public. 

 
SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE, WILDFIRE (page 24-25) 
 

 

CURE-27:  1.The County Underestimates Wildfire Risk 
 
The Project is in a very high fire hazard severity zone, and a 
wildfire has 
occurred in the region as recently as September of 2020.154 
The DEA/IS ignores the combined impacts from both the Mesa 
Wind and Alta Mesa portions of the Project. By not doing so, 
the County fails to consider the scope of activity from 
construction and operation of wind turbines that could cause a 
wildfire. As mentioned above, the County also improperly 
deducts the existing turbines from the new turbines in 
dismissing operational fire risk, despite those turbines being 
removed regardless of 
this Project. The DEA/IS should have analyzed the new 
turbines against an 
environmental setting without the old turbines. 

As noted in Section V.44, Wildfire, the “Project is located in a region with high 
wildfires risk due to the presence of dense, dry fuels, paired with a warm and 
arid climate”.  In addition, “according to the Riverside County General Plan 
Figure S-11, the Project site is within both a state and federal moderate fire 
susceptibility zone”. 
 
As previously noted, CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a)(1) provides that 
“generally, the lead agency should describe physical environmental conditions 
as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published, or if no notice of 
preparation is published, at the time environmental analysis is commenced, 
from both a local and regional perspective”.  The environmental analysis began 
in Spring 2020 at which time the original 159 turbines were onsite, as well as 
through calendar year 2020.  Likewise, the appropriate baseline setting for the 
Mesa Wind Project Repower is the 460 legacy turbines.  The Cumulative 
analysis provided in the EA/IS considers both construction and operations 
impacts.  Regarding operations, the replacement of 619 1980’s turbines with 15 
WTGs, utilizing modern technologies, would reduce the operational fire risk. 
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For construction and operations, fire prevention best management practices 
(BMPs) will be implemented as reviewed, approved, and inspected by the 
Riverside County Fire Department (RCFD) (see Mitigation Measures FIRE-1 
and FIRE-2).   

CURE-28:  2. Mitigation Measures FIRE 1 and 2 are 
Ineffective and 
Impermissibly Deferred 
 
Mitigation Measure FIRE-1 proposes that the Applicant 
prepare a 
construction fire prevention plan and Mitigation Measure FIRE-
2 proposes that the Applicant update and expand the existing 
operational fire safety plan.155 Neither of these measures 
include a performance standard to ensure success. Further, it 
is not clear that a performance standard could be achieved. 
The DEA/IS admits that there is an inherent fire risk associated 
with operation of wind turbines and notes that the area is at 
high risk for wildfires.156 The only performance standard that 
could ensure that there would be no impacts would be to 
eliminate the risk of wildfires entirely. Since this is impossible 
for wind turbines, Mitigation Measures 
FIRE 1 and 2 are necessarily ineffective. Because appropriate 
mitigation cannot be imposed on the Project to reduce impacts 
below a level of significance, these impacts should have been 
found to be significant and unavoidable. The County must 
prepare an EIR that accurately discloses the extent of these 
impacts. 

Mitigation Measures (MM) FIRE-1 requires that the Construction Fire 
Prevention Plan present the responsibilities of the Project Applicant, their 
contractor(s), and RCFD with respect to fire prevention and inspection of work 
areas, as well as fire prevention BMPs.  Further, the Plan will describe weather 
conditions when limited or no construction activities are allowed.  The Plan will 
be reviewed and approved by RCFD, who will also conduct inspections for Plan 
implementation during construction. 
 
Regarding MM FIRE-2, the existing Operational Fire Plan will be updated to 
include the regulatory vegetation clearing requirements around project facilities, 
availability of water sources, and emergency notification procedures.  MM 
FIRE-2 has also been expanded to clarify responsibilities and include annual 
reporting to Riverside County Planning and Fire Departments.  The Plan will 
also be reviewed and approved by RCFD, who will also conduct inspections for 
Plan implementation during operations. 
 
Responsibilities of the Project Applicant, their contractor(s), and RCFD with 
respect to fire prevention and inspection of work areas.  
 
By December 31 of each operational year, the applicant shall provide a report 
to Riverside County Planning and Fire that summarizes ongoing fire abatement 
measures, results of RCFD inspections, any fires onsite, and any adaptive 
measures to further minimize fire risk. 
 
With the implementation of MMs FIRE-1 and FIRE-2, the risk of wildfire will be 
less than significant under the oversight of RCFD.   

CURE-29:  SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE, VALLEY FEVER 
(page 25) 
 
The DEA/IS does not include a discussion of the potential for 
the Project to 
expose workers or other members of the public to Valley 
Fever. SWAPE explains that spores that cause Valley Fever 
are present in Riverside County and that construction workers 

The comment is concerned with health effects during construction, and the 
comment includes a copy of map that illustrates how the greatest incidence of 
reported human Valley Fever cases occur across Central California and in the 
San Joaquin Valley. Workers in Riverside County are less at risk than those 
across Central California’s counties. This Project and all construction activities 
would be subject to stringent dust control requirements (including SCAQMD 
Rule 403), and these mandatory controls would avoid exposing construction 
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are particularly at-risk during earth-moving activities associated 
with construction.157 Valley Fever spores also travel hundreds 
of miles potentially affecting public health throughout the 
region. Valley Fever is a potentially fatal disease with 
symptoms that include fatigue, fever, cough, headaches, 
breathing difficulties, rash, muscle aches, joint pain, chronic 
pneumonia, meningitis, skin lesions, and bone or joint 
infection.158 SWAPE provides substantial evidence that the 
Project may have a Valley Fever impact from dust exposure. 
SWAPE provides a list of feasible mitigation measures that 
could reduce the 
potential for Valley Fever exposure to a less-than-significant 
level.159 These include cleaning equipment of dust, 
conducting earth-moving activities downwind of workers, 
watering areas, using vehicles with closed-cabs and HEPA-
filtered air systems, worker training, and providing respirators 
to workers.160 These measures must be considered in an EIR 
for the Project that properly discloses and analyzes the 
potentially significant public health impacts from the risk of 
Valley Fever exposure. 

workers and the off-site population to substantial concentrations of dust, thus 
minimizing the potential for adverse health effects. 

CURE-30: Exhibit A, Valley Fever Potential has not been 
Evaluated 

See Response to Comment CURE-29. 

CURE-31:  Exhibit A, Unsubstantiated Input Parameters Used 
to Estimate Project Emission; Incorrect Changes to Individual 
Construction Phase Lengths 
 

See Response to Comment CURE-9. 

  

CURE-32:  Exhibit A, Unsubstantiated Reductions to Off-Road 
Construction Equipment Unit Amount 
 

See Response to Comment CURE-10. 

CURE-33:  Exhibit A, Unsubstantiated Changes to On Hauling, 
Vendor, and Worker Percent Paved Values; Unsubstantiated 
Change to the Road Percent Paved Value 
 

See Response to Comment CURE-11. 

CURE-34:  Exhibit A, Unsubstantiated Reduction to Solid 
Waste Generation Rate 
 

See Response to Comment CURE-12. 

CURE-35:  Exhibit A, Incorrect Indoor Water Use Rate 
 See Response to Comment CURE-13. 
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CURE-36:  Exhibit A, Underestimated Number of Vendor Trips 
 See Response to Comment CURE-14. 
CURE-37:  Exhibit A, Unsubstantiated Operational Vehicle Trip 
Rates 
 

See Response to Comment CURE-15. 

CURE-38:  Exhibit A, Incorrect Application of Construction-
Related Mitigation Measures 
 

See Response to Comment CURE-16. 

CURE-39:  Exhibit A, Updated Analysis Indicates a Potentially 
Significant Air Quality Impact 
 

See Response to Comment CURE-17. 

CURE-40:  Exhibit A, Feasible Mitigation Measures Available 
to Reduce Emissions 
 
 

See Response to Comment CURE-18. 

CURE-41:  Exhibit B. This letter contains my comments on the 
biological resource impact analysis for the Draft Environmental 
Assessment / Initial Study (DEA/IS) for the Alta Mesa Wind 
Project.  Alta Mesa 640 LLC is a subsidiary of Brookfield 
Renewable Energy (Applicant) who is owner of the Alta Mesa 
Wind Project (Project). They are proposing to repower the 
existing 27 megawatt (MW), 159 turbine wind project located 
roughly 11 miles northwest of the City of Palm Springs. Alta 
Mesa is an existing 27 megawatt (MW) wind project with 159 
turbines located on land zoned Wind Energy (W-E). The 
existing turbines heights range from 114 to 145 feet. The 
existing 159 turbines will be removed, and the Applicant 
proposes to construct, operate, and decommission 7 new wind 
turbine generators (WTG).  
The County project abuts an additional section of the existing 
wind farm, 401 acres of land administered by the Bureau of 
Land Management (BLM) and referred to as the Mesa Wind 
Repower Project (BLM Segment). The BLM proposes to 
remove the existing 400 plus turbines and construct, operate, 
and decommission 11 new WTGs that will generate up to 30 
MW. Local land uses include lands designated as Area of 
Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC), and federally 

The comment summarizes the author’s understanding of the project as an 
introduction to further comments.  

Note that the comment letter persistently mis-construes the “project” as though 
it consists of (1) the actual proposed Alta Mesa Wind Project analyzed in the 
EA/IS, referred to in this comment as “the County project” and (2) the Mesa Wind 
Project Repower, located on adjacent BLM lands. Please refer to the Response 
to Comment CURE-2A regarding piecemealing. This clarification is repeated as 
needed throughout responses below.  
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designated wilderness areas. The Pacific Crest Trail (PCT) 
runs north of and adjacent to the west side of the wind farm. 
CURE-42:  Exhibit B. The Biological Technical Report in the 
DEA/IS Appendix B (BTR) states, “One federally listed 
endangered plant, triple-ribbed milk-vetch, has been reported 
in Whitewater Canyon, just east of the survey area.” The BLM 
Segment states that for this species there is “potentially 
suitable habitat present but not observed; known from within 
one mile to the east”. In fact, the language used to describe the 
potential for this species to occur on site is verbatim what the 
BLM Segment states for what amounts to a different section(s) 
of the wind farm. This repetition of the BLM Segment EA 
discussion raises two important points: (1) Since the reporting 
analysis is exactly the same word for word as presented in the 
previously published final BLM EA for this wind farm that 
references an entirely different BTR with different studies, how 
can it be assured that it is inclusive of new data gathered from 
this Project site? 

The comment misconstrues the proposed Project as including a “BLM 
segment.” There is no BLM segment of the proposed Project. Also see 
Response to Comment CURE-2A. 
 
Regarding potential occurrence of triple-ribbed milk-vetch on the site, please 
refer to Response to Comment CURE-5, regarding the affected botanical 
environment.  

The commenter notes that the analysis regarding potential occurrence of triple-
ribbed milkvetch on the proposed Project site is the same for the Alta Mesa Wind 
Project as for the adjacent Mesa Wind Project Repower on BLM lands, and asks 
if the text accurately incorporates surveys conducted for the Alta Mesa Wind 
Project. By way of reply, the statement is accurate and fully incorporates the 
results of field surveys on the site.  

CURE-43: Exhibit B. (2) The DEA/IS’s repeated use of the 
BLM Segment’s EA language verbatim for its analysis and 
discussion serves to support the fact that  that the impacts to 
resources from this part of the site (i.e. Alta Mesa Wind) of the 
Project should not be separated and ignored for 
comprehensive analysis, as this DEA/IS has done, when the 
discussion of impacts and by default data informing these 
impacts if often deemed exactly the same as presented in both 
the County Project and the BLM Segment. 

The comment misconstrues the proposed Project as including a “BLM 
segment.” There is no BLM segment of the proposed Alta Mesa Wind Project.  
The comment notes the similarity of resources and analyses of two adjacent 
projects and states that the two projects (Alta Mesa and Mesa) should not “be 
separated and ignored for comprehensive analysis,” asserting that the EA/IS 
has done so.  

Given that the two project sites are on adjacent lands, it can be expected that 
biological resources would be similar on the two sites. The Biological Resources 
Technical Reports (BRTRs) and environmental analyses for the two projects 
reflect this similarity. The EA/IS also provides a cumulative analysis of the two 
projects and other relevant development projects in the region (see EA/IS Table 
7).  Please also refer to Response to Comment CURE-2A regarding 
piecemealing.    

CURE-44: Exhibit B. The BTR claims that, “Triple-ribbed milk-
vetch is found in arroyos, canyons, and hillsides between 
about 1,400 and 4,000 feet elevation. It grows in Whitewater 
Canyon just east of the AM Project site and in nearby canyons, 
hills, and mountains to the east (Baldwin et al. 2012) including 
Morongo Canyon and Mission Canyon…Triple-ribbed milk-

The comment claims it is “illogical” to say a species has a low potential to occur 
based on negative survey result and goes on to assert that the conclusion 
“must be revised” to report a “high” probability of occurrence.  
 
In fact, comprehensive field surveys are the proper means of determining 
species occurrence as a baseline for evaluating potential impacts. Please refer 
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vetch is covered under the Coachella Valley Multiple Species 
Habitat Conservation Plan…. Aspen did not locate triple-ribbed 
milk-vetch during our surveys. Habitat suitability is difficult to 
evaluate…[p]otentially suitable habitat is present but and there 
is a low potential that it may grow in the study area due to 
negative results of field surveys.” 
To say a species has a low potential to occur because they 
weren’t observed while acknowledging there are individuals 
present nearby and habitat where it can grow onsite is illogical 
and must be revised to denote the species having a high 
potential to occur. 

to the CDFW Guidelines available online here: 
https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=18959&inline 
 
As stated in the BRTR, the field surveys were conducted by qualified biologists, 
and covered 100 percent of the site during the appropriate survey season, all in 
conformance with the CDFW Guidelines. 
 
The commenter has evidently never surveyed the proposed Project site, yet 
asserts a “high” probability of occurrence for a species that was the specific 
target of comprehensive surveys with negative results. The assertion is 
unsupported, contrary to the CDFW Guidelines, contrary to the survey results, 
and plainly unreasonable. Please also refer to Response to Comment CURE-5. 

CURE-45:  Exhibit B. Also, the BTR claims that botanical 
surveys were conducted according to CDFW guidelines and 
appropriate times. However, it is not possible to confirm this 
from the minimal survey details presented. The only BTR table 
of botanical surveys shows survey dates and times (Table 1) 
where both desert tortoise surveys, and botanical surveys are 
lumped together in this one table with no identification of who 
conducted which survey when. Table 4 describes tortoise 
observations but does not assist in indicating when botanical 
surveys were conducted. Complete descriptions of each and 
every survey, with date, times, and which biologists conducted 
which type of surveys should be presented in the baseline 
discussion.  

The comment seems to misunderstand Table 1. Field surveys were conducted 
on the dates and times, by the staff indicated in the table. All biologists noted 
botanical and wildlife observations throughout every field visit. Please also refer 
to Response to Comment CURE-5. 

The comment correctly identifies Table 4 of the BRTR, which reports desert 
tortoise observations. The comment states that survey dates and methods 
should be presented in the BRTR. Field survey methods are described in Section 
2.2.1 of the BRTR. 

CURE-46: Exhibit B. B. Minimal Surveys Fail to Adequately 
Represent the Ecosystem Baseline. The DEA/IS concludes 
there will be no significant impacts to biological resources with 
mitigation, and that its analysis is based on the BTR and a 
wetland delineation. The BTR informs this determination with 
data from databases, a literature review, focused desert 
tortoise surveys, and botanical surveys. No on-site surveys of 
any kind were conducted for any invertebrates, birds, bats, or 
reptiles aside from tortoises. Without such survey data, 
essential details regarding impacts to such significant and 
diverse components of the ecosystem clearly cannot be 
adequately assessed. 

The commenter believes the field surveys were inadequate for many species. 
Please refer to Response to Comment CURE-6 regarding the affected 
environment for special-status species.  

https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID=18959&inline
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CURE-47:  Exhibit B. For instance, the DEA/IS describes 
potential for special-status species to occur based upon its 
estimation of likelihood of nesting or roosting. This is only one 
aspect of several essential types of information that inform 
baseline impact risk and level of significance. What should be 
included for all the special-status species are estimates of their 
likelihood to fly through the Rotor-Swept Area (RSA) per unit 
time, as well as information on other essential variables 
including their status and behavior during this time (e.g., if they 
are foraging, migrating, breeding; residents or migrants; what 
is known about their subpopulation status, etc.). Direct 
observations of such behavior go well beyond merely 
informative; they are an essential aspect of determining use of 
the site, and consequently significance and risk of indirect (i.e. 
loss of habitat) and direct (injury, harm, harassment) impacts 
from construction activities and new WTGs.  
 
Conducting protocol surveys for protected and rare species, 
and focused surveys for taxa (birds, reptiles, bats) is standard 
practice for impact analysis for industrial wind construction 
projects; and utilize methodologies established to detect 
species and their regional status beyond anecdotal data. A 
review of standard technical reports analyzing biological 
resource impacts for CEQA and other analyses of wind and 
other industrial development projects reveals that focused 
surveys are common and conducted literally as such, where 
the biologist  
“focuses” on the species for which the protocol has been 
designated. A focused survey avoids the need to attempt to 
observe the ground, vegetation, underground (denning and 
fossorial species) and skies all at once for any vertebrate, 
invertebrate, and plant species that may also be present at any 
given time on and near the site. The demonstrated need for 
species-intensive focus is why agencies require protocol 
surveys to be conducted for one focal species at a time, to, for 
example, accepting anecdotal sighting of birds as conclusive 
while conducting a survey for a fossorial species. By definition, 
a focused protocol survey serves the purpose of detecting 

The commenter believes the impact analysis was inadequate for many species. 
The comment comprises a lengthy narrative apparently recommending a 
separate focused survey for each special-status wildlife species known from the 
vicinity. The comment notes that focused surveys are often included in BRTRs. 
Yet it misleadingly implies, without evidence, that these surveys are normally 
conducted for many wildlife species. To the contrary, conducting separate 
focused surveys for dozens of special-status wildlife is not standard practice. The 
Alta Mesa Wind Project BRTR is consistent with standard practice, including 
focused surveys for desert tortoise, triple-ribbed milk-vetch, and burrowing owl. 
These species (1) potentially occur on the site, and (2) could reasonably be 
found during a focused survey.  

For most listed threatened or endangered species in the region, there are agency 
guidelines for focused surveys. For dozens of others there are no agency 
guidelines. For example, see the list of species provided by the same 
commenter, addressed above in Response to Comment CURE-7 regarding 
special-status species that were omitted and underestimated. There are no 
agency survey guidelines that could be applicable to the Alta Mesa Wind Project 
site for any species in that list except the surveys actually conducted for the 
project. In many cases, focused survey guidelines are directed to identifying 
species only during one aspect of its life history (usually breeding). Focused 
surveys for riparian birds at the Alta Mesa Wind Project site would be 
meaningless because no suitable breeding habitat is present. Nonetheless, as 
stated in the EA/IS, several riparian birds could fly over the site. Potential 
occurrence of these species are properly disclosed in the BRTR and potential  
impacts are properly evaluated in the EA/IS.  

More important, expanding the level of field data collection and analysis to 
develop and implement focused surveys, including their status and behavior 
during this time (e.g., if they are foraging, migrating, breeding; residents or 
migrants; what is known about their subpopulation status, etc.) to calculate the 
likelihood to fly through the Rotor-Swept Area (RSA) per unit time for the dozens 
of special-status species identified in the BRTR would expand the scope of the 
analysis beyond what is required by CEQA and far beyond standard practice. It 
is neither reasonable nor practical for a lead agency to engage in new scientific 
study and research to develop the basis level of detail sought by the commenter, 
especially given the timeframe articulated in the State CEQA Guidelines for 
preparing an EIR. (State CEQA Guidelines § 15108). 
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elusive, cryptic, rare or endangered species and requires a 
particular degree of species-specific search methodology. Not 
only is the search intensive, but concurrent detailed reporting is 
also required for certain species (like the desert tortoise) while 
in the field, reporting that is time-intensive and precludes 
adequate attention necessary for thorough detection of other 
animals (such as flying birds) at the same time.   

Please also refer to Response to Comment CURE-6 regarding the affected 
environment for special-status species. 

 

  
 

 
CURE-48:  Exhibit B. It is also assumed that all daytime 
surveys, like all surveys conducted by Aspen for the DEA/IS, 
would obviously completely preclude all but potential roost site 
data collection for all bat species.  Obviously, I do not expect 
ground-truthing field data to be scientifically exhaustive or 
deemed fully comprehensive. However, the County has 
abundant access to experienced biologists, consultants, and 
related personnel with the expertise to conduct studies in a 
timely manner prior to release of any final impact analysis that 
would contribute significantly to the knowledge necessary for 
an adequately informed baseline and resultant accurate 
mitigation analysis. The impact to bats alone from this Project 
has been seriously underestimated, contributing to a flawed 
impact analysis and concurrent mitigation proposals, and must 
be rectified in part by conducting appropriate surveys. 

The comment claims that impacts to bats are underestimated but provides no 
substantial evidence to support the assertion. Potential occurrence of all special-
status bats in the area for roosting or foraging is evaluated in the BRTR (see 
Table 3), as well as known local occurrences reported elsewhere. The BRTR 
and the EA/IS state that special-status bats may fly over the site and the EA/IS 
properly identifies WRG collision as a risk to bats. Habitat conditions on the site 
don’t support roosting or important forage areas for special-status bats. 
Additional field data would not meaningfully inform the EA/IS analysis or its 
conclusions.  The comment’s remark about “concurrent mitigation proposals” is 
unclear.  

CURE-49:  Exhibit B. Databases and Literature Review Do Not 
Replace Surveys for Baseline Analysis. The over-reliance on 
databases in lieu of relevant site surveys is inadequate. 
Review of the literature and databases are an important subset 
of regional presence/absence data, but they cannot replace 
focused or protocol surveys in terms of site-specific accuracy 
and essential detail; even sophisticated models are known to 
consistently underestimate real world presence/ absence data.  
For instance, the DEA/IS relies heavily upon the California 
Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) to make determinations 
about the potential for species to occur. However, the CNDDB 
is limited in its ability to predict species currently present at any 
given locale; instead it presents at best a conservative 
description of what may or may not be present onsite, and 

The comment correctly notes limitations of the CNDDB data (e.g., bird flyover) 
but asserts without evidence that the baseline data are over-reliant on the 
CNDDB. The BRTR preparers and EA/IS preparers are aware of these 
limitations and therefore evaluate all special-status species reported in the 
surrounding area, and disclosed that others that could fly over the site (e.g., 
during migration) even if they have not been reported. Contrary to the comment, 
the EA/IS does not treat lack of CNDDB species records as evidence the species 
is absent from the site, and nothing in the EA/IS or BRTR makes or implies as 
much. All special-status species of the area whose habitat may be present on 
the proposed Project site are evaluated in the BRTR. Additionally, again contrary 
to the comment, evaluation of each species likely occurrence is not based on a 
desktop analysis alone, but on habitat conditions as documented by field 
surveys. Nothing in the comment supports its assertion that the BRTR baseline 
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reveals little to no detail related to populations, species 
movements, breeding status, etc. Many species sightings are 
not actually reported on the public CNDDB. According to the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s (CDFW) CNDDB 
coordinator, for most birds the CNDDB maps only those 
occurrences that can be associated with “evidence of nesting.” 
Observations of flyovers or foraging are generally not mapped 
into CNDDB as an “Element Occurrence,” the standard 
mapping unit based on NatureServe natural heritage program 
methodology. CNDDB biologists also state that the database 
represents summaries of species occurrences; not individual 
detections. “Given limited resources to map submissions, the 
CNDDB tries at best to map occurrences that relate to an 
important aspect of life history (pers. comm, P. McIntyre, 
CDFW, June 6, 2015).”  
As importantly, CNDDB records are voluntarily reported and 
only exist for locations that have been surveyed to a greater 
extent than others, therefore cannot be deemed 
comprehensive at all. Absence of a species listed in the 
CNDDB records - or records from any other database or report 
- does not indicate a species is absent. Simply put, lack of 
evidence is not evidence. To reinforce this fact the CDFW 
posts a disclaimer on its CNDDB website: “We work very hard 
to keep the CNDDB [...] as current and up-to-date as possible 
given our capabilities and resources. However, we cannot and 
do not portray the CNDDB as an exhaustive and 
comprehensive inventory of all rare species and natural 
communities statewide. Field verification for the presence or 
absence of sensitive species will always be an important 
obligation of our customers.”  
I have personally observed the limitations of databases like the 
CNDDB and various habitat conservation plan lists. For 
example, prior to the construction of Ocotillo Wind, a 15,000 
acre industrial wind project in the Sonoran Desert, I spent two 
years conducting protocol raptor, avian, reptile, and other 
special-status surveys for the project EIR/EIS.12 During this 
time I was able to compile a long list of observed resident and 
migratory avian species as well as reptile and mammal 

data are less than substantial evidence.  Please also refer to Response to 
Comment CURE-47.  

The comment closes with an anecdote regarding 2 years of field surveys an 
unrelated 15,000-acre project to support the earlier point about CNDDB 
limitations. As explained above, these limitations of the CNDDB are the reason 
for identifying and evaluating potential impacts to all special-status birds and bats 
potentially flying over the site and identifying mitigation for those impacts (i.e., 
MM BIO-13), even if not reported in the CNDDB. Nonetheless, the anecdote’s 
implication that an additional 2-year field study is appropriate to document wildlife 
at the proposed Project site is unreasonable and not required under CEQA.   It 
is neither reasonable nor practical for a lead agency to engage in new scientific 
study and research to develop the basis level of detail sought by the commenter, 
especially given the timeframe articulated in the State CEQA Guidelines for 
preparing an EIR. (State CEQA Guidelines § 15108). 
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species. Upon reviewing the current CNDDB records at the 
time I noted the absence of 14 special-status species, 
including two Fully Protected (FP) species (foraging American 
peregrine falcons, and migrating greater sandhill cranes). 
 
CURE-50:  Exhibit B. Protected and other Special-status 
Species are Omitted or Underestimated. Dr. Shawn 
Smallwood, an ecologist who has conducted extensive 
research on birds, bats, and other wildlife at industrial wind 
facilities in California, wrote an assessment in June 2020 13 of 
the biological resource impact analysis for the BLM Segment 
EA for this wind farm. In doing so he noted that even despite 
some focused surveys and database searches, the BLM’s BTR 
significantly under-reported special-status species recorded to 
have occurred in the area and on the site.  Since this is the 
same wind farm as the Project, his list of species (Table 1) is 
completely relevant and included again here. The omissions in 
this Project BTR as compared to the Smallwood list are 
important in demonstrating the need for greater rigor in the 
baseline data collection and analysis that is necessary to 
inform mitigation criteria for this DEA/IS.   
 
The comment also reproduces an extensive table of special-
status species that Dr. Smallwood provided as commentary for 
the adjacent Mesa Wind Repower Project.   

The comment provides an extensive list of special-status wildlife purportedly not 
addressed sufficiently in the BRTR and EA/IS. The comment again misconstrues 
the proposed Project as including a “BLM segment.” There is no BLM segment 
of the proposed Project; see Response to Comment CURE-2A.  

Regarding the list of special-status species, please refer to the Response to 
Comment CURE-5.  

 

 

 

 

. 

CURE-51:  Exhibit B. The DEA/IS lists several special-status 
species as “not addressed”15 by the DEA/IS analysis due what 
it considers a lack of potential to occur. This list includes the 
California Species of Special Concern (SSC) yellow-breasted 
chat (Icteria virens), vermillion flycatcher (Pyrocephalus 
rubinus), and Summer tanager (Piranga rubra), all considered 
having no potential to occur due to there being “no suitable 
riparian vegetation present”. Riparian habitat is important for 
these species to breed, but not to migrate through or use as a 
stopover by individuals or pairs searching for new territory. 
This is reinforced by eBird observations of the yellow-breasted 
chat and Summer tanager (as well as other protected and 
special-status species including SSC loggerhead shrike, FP 

The comment points out that birds whose habitat may not be present on site still 
may fly over the site, citing reports from the Whitewater River, about a mile east 
of the site. Please refer to the Response to Comment CURE-5, above.  

Any potential occurrence or impact to these species is included in the BRTR 
and/or the EA/IS under the discussion of bird migration in the San Gorgonio 
Pass, and in the EA/IS regarding potential collision with WTGs.  

Contrary to the comment, the BRTR provides the requisite substantial evidence 
needed to support the EA/IS analysis of potential impacts to biological resources 
under Impact b. The comment provides no substantial evidence to the contrary. 
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Peregrine falcon, FP golden eagle) in a birding hot spot in 
Whitewater Canyon within one mile of the proposed locations 
of new WTG 3A through 7A. At a birding hotspot less than 1.7 
miles north of the wind farm, special-status species observed – 
many within the last year – include the vermillion flycatcher, 
yellow-breasted chat, and Summer tanager. Other SSC 
detected at this location - species not adequately discussed as 
having high potential to occur in the DEA/IS - include the SSC 
American white pelican, SSC yellow warbler, FP white-tailed 
kite, SSC Vaux’s swift, SSC loggerhead shrike, SSC northern 
harrier, and SSC long-eared owl, among others.17 (See 
discussion below for details on importance of correctly 
assessing scope of avian migrants and potential risk posed by 
this Project). Smallwood’s list also includes the Los Angeles 
Pocket mouse (Perognathus longimembris brevinasus) 
recorded nearby, another species “not addressed” by the 
DEA/IS. 
CURE-52:  Exhibit B. Included in the many species not 
surveyed are several special-status species deemed 
erroneously to have a “low” potential to occur because they 
were “not observed,” and yet acknowledged to have “suitable 
habitat” onsite and to have been observed near the site. With 
no surveys conducted, the conclusion that any of these 
animals have a low potential to occur because they were not 
observed is unsupported by the evidence and must be 
rectified. Among others relevant to the discussion above, the 
following species’ potential to occur must be addressed via 
surveys (i.e. for reptiles, and for resident and migrant birds) 
and discussed as part of the impact analysis and mitigation: 
Silvery legless lizard (Anniella pulchra pulchra), orange-
throated whiptail (Aspidoscelis hyperythra), California glossy 
snake (Arizona elegans occidentalis), Flat-tailed horned lizard 
((Phrynosoma mcallii), and Black swift (Cypseloides niger); I 
observed black swifts migrating through both the Sonoran 
desert and the Whitewater area when conducting raptor and 
other avian surveys between 2012 and 2016 for the Ocotillo 
Wind 

The comment seems to address primarily wildlife, but the first sentence is 
ambiguous and possibly refers to plants.  There are several special-status plants 
that were not found on the site, even though suitable habitat is present. 
Regarding all special-status species, occurrence probability as evaluated 
according to habitat conditions, local records, and the 100-percent coverage field 
surveys for special-status plants. Please refer to Response to Comment CURE-
5 above.  

Like the special-status plants, above, the BRTR’s conclusions regarding special-
status wildlife are based on a combination of field surveys, habitat evaluations, 
and local occurrence records. The comment’s assertion that the low occurrence 
probability is based only on field observations is false. Please refer to the 
Response to Comment CURE-6 above.  

Regarding silvery legless lizard, California glossy snake, orange-throated 
whiptail, please refer to BRTR Table 3. Suitable habitat for these three species 
was not observed on the site and occurrence probability is properly evaluated as 
low.  Regarding flat-tailed horned lizard, which occurs in windblown sandfields 
and surrounding bajadas and washes, again, no suitable habitat is on the site 
and species is not addressed further in the BRTR or EA/IS. Please refer to BRTR 
Table 2. The comment offers no substantial evidence to contradict the analysis; 
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energy Project EIR/EIS, and the Los Angeles Regional 
Interoperable Communications System EIR/EIS.  

instead the analysis itself is based on substantial evidence developed during 
field surveys of the site, reported in the BRTR.  

Regarding black swift, the BRTR properly reports that it has a low probability of 
occurring on the site even during migration. Clarification that it, among many 
other seasonal migrants, may briefly overfly the site or stop over on the site has 
been added to the EA/IS.   

CURE-53:  Exhibit B. To conduct current, focused taxonomic 
surveys (i.e., birds, bats, reptiles) and protocol surveys for the 
special-status species that may be present is not onerous in 
time or cost compared to the cost of failed mitigation that may 
result from an incompletely presented and analyzed baseline. 
This type of mitigation failure is avoidable by requiring the 
Applicant to provide focused, thorough surveys that are the 
backbone of comprehensive CEQA biological resource impact 
analysis. For an example of the costs of mitigation failure to 
both wildlife and humans, see the discussion below regarding 
the flat-tailed horned lizard. 

The comment makes reference to “failed mitigation” that may result from 
incomplete baseline data, referring to an anecdote described on page 32 of the 
comment letter.  

Regarding baseline conditions, please refer to Responses to Comments CURE-
5, CURE-6, CURE-7, CURE-19, CURE-20, CURE-42, and CURE-43 through 
CURE-52.   

The remarks regarding “failed mitigation” seem to be based on an unrelated 
project and a species that does not occur on the Alta Mesa Wind Project site.  

 
CURE-54:  Exhibit B. PROPOSED WGT INAPPROPRIATELY 
EXCLUDED FROM DEA/IS IMPACT ANALYSIS. The County 
presents an analysis of impacts to biological resources that is 
limited to WGT-related data collected from the segment of the 
wind farm that is located within County jurisdiction only. As a 
result, the County fails to consider the whole of the action in 
the DEA/IS by failing to consider the complete impact of new 
WTG from the Mesa Repower (BLM Segment). The WTG can 
and will impact individuals traversing the entire wind farm site 
throughout the (at least) 30-year life of the Project and need to 
be incorporated in the impact analysis. 
This omission results in several instances where the mitigation 
analysis is based on an incomplete baseline regarding direct 
and indirect impacts to wildlife. This is due to the fact that 
species that may be utilizing (foraging, breeding) and moving 
through the area (migrating, emigrating, using it as stopover) 
are subject to disturbance and increased risk of harm and 
death caused by the whole of the wind farm repowering 
project. In other words, wildlife’s exposure to increased harm 

The comment again misconstrues the proposed Alta Mesa Wind Project as 
including a “BLM segment.” There is no BLM segment of the proposed Project. 
Please refer to Responses to Comments CURE-2A and CURE-2B above, 
regarding “piecemealing.” 

Regarding sufficiency of the baseline conditions, please refer to responses to 
comments CURE-5, CURE-6, CURE-7, CURE-19, CURE-20, CURE-42, and 
CURE-43 through CURE-52.   

The comment asserts, without evidence, that risks to species are 
“underestimated” Please refer to Response to Comment CURE-2B regarding 
analysis of the proposed Alta Mesa Wind Project’s potential impacts on both a 
project--specific level and in the cumulative context, which includes the adjacent 
Mesa Wind Project Repower. For clarification, the analysis of cumulative risk to 
birds and bats has been edited to note potential cumulative risk of the two 
projects to individual birds or bats.      

The comment describes a “significant impact” to individual birds or bats that may 
be at risk from the proposed Alta Mesa Wind Project and adjacent Mesa Wind 
WTGs. While the wording in the comment says “individual species,” the risk is 
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over time does not follow invisible boundaries used for 
regulatory protocols. Therefore, a more comprehensive and 
thus accurate analysis of the significant impacts to individuals 
that may move throughout or across both jurisdictional sections 
of the wind farm should incorporate the risks imposed by the 
entire wind farm’s repowering infrastructure, which includes the 
new WGT proposed for construction on the BLM Segment of 
the site.   
The risks to individual species that the DEA/IS indicates have a 
high potential to occur is underestimated in scope, as well as 
the variability of risk, caused by different WTG in different 
micro-sites. For instance, migrating California threatened 
Swainson’s hawks, other migratory special status birds (i.e. 
Fully Protected American peregrine falcon, Fully Protected 
golden eagles), special-status foraging bats (i.e. SSC Pallid 
bat, SSC Townsend’s big-eared bat, SSC Western mastiff bat, 
SSC Western red bat) and a host of other protected species 
with high potential to visit the site must encounter, avoid, and 
otherwise maneuver an entirely newly fragmented landscape 
comprised of 499 foot high wind turbines, as opposed to 
existing turbines of a much smaller scope and design. To 
exclude the WGT to be built on the BLM Segment from impact 
analysis for birds and bats is an erroneous omission based 
upon imaginary boundaries, not science, and serves to 
drastically underestimate real world impacts. As such the 
appropriate baseline for analysis of impacts to birds and bats 
must include construction and operation of not 7 but 18 new 
WTGs throughout the site. (See further discussion regarding 
RSA impacts to birds and bats below.)  

clearly limited to individual birds or bats, not to entire species. This phrase uses 
the term “significant” outside the context of its definitions in the CEQA Guidelines 
and the biological resources analysis (for applicable significance criteria, please 
see the chart at the beginning of the Biological Resources section of the EA/IS). 
Instead, the analysis focuses properly on potential population or species-level 
impacts. The adjacency of the two projects does not affect the validity of the 
cumulative impact analysis. 

CURE-55:  Exhibit B. Impact Incidence Risk to Birds from new 
WTG is Highly Underestimated. According to DEA/IS, the wind 
farm’s old WTG will be removed followed by construction of 
new ones built that will be comprised of very different (much 
larger) size, scope, design, and material. As such the new 
turbines must be considered an entirely new impact altogether 
since the risks they pose to birds and bats are significantly 
different than those imposed by the old WTG, turbines that 

Please refer to the Response to Comment CURE-19, above.  
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purportedly will be gone one once this Project’s construction 
commences. 
The County asserts that the primary Project risk to threatened 
and endangered birds would be collision with the turbines or 
other infrastructure during operation of the Project, and that the 
San Gorgonio Pass just south of the Project area is also a 
high-use nocturnal flyway for migratory songbirds. It claims that 
about 11% of the birds from studies cited migrated at altitudes 
within what will be the rotor-swept areas (RSA) of the proposed 
turbines. 
In the DEA/IS Biological Technical Report (BTR), the authors 
(Aspen) state that the Project area’s flight corridor, the San 
Gorgonio Pass, “is a high-use nocturnal flyway for migratory 
songbirds. McCrary et al. (1983) estimated 32 million birds flew 
through the Coachella Valley during spring of 1982, and 
recorded rates of 5,000–10,000 birds per hour through the 
Valley. A large proportion of these migratory birds would have 
migrated through the San Gorgonio Pass, at the northwest 
margin of the Coachella Valley. Most of these migratory birds 
flew higher than the existing or proposed turbines, but about 11 
percent were at altitudes within the blade-swept areas of the 
proposed turbines. Special-status migratory birds reported in 
the CNDDB (including Vaux’s swift, yellow warbler, white-faced 
Ibis, and least Bell’s vireo) as well as many other common and 
special-status species may migrate over the site seasonally 
[emphasis added].” 
Based upon these numbers presented, the DEA/IS should 
conclude that 11% of 32 million is 3.52 million birds potentially 
moving through the windfarm in one spring migratory season. 
Over the thirty years of the purported life of the Project, this 
would amount to 105.6 million birds moving through the project 
with high potential to utilize altitudes at the high-risk RSA of the 
proposed turbines. Since birds migrate in fall as well as spring, 
these rates would be doubled, with over 7 million birds a year 
and over 210 million throughout the life of the Project that 
would be at significantly increased risk of injury and death from 
the proposed Project. These incredibly high numbers are not 
reflected adequately in the mitigation analysis.  
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CURE-56: Exhibit B. The DEA/IS Fails to Adequately Present 
Impacts from New WTG. The IS/ EA has incorrectly presented 
the baseline and limited its analysis to deducting the amount of 
rotor swept area between existing and new turbines for the 
impact analysis. This is inadequate for several reasons:  
An estimate of risk or mortality that is based upon merely 
subtracting RSA is an incomplete comparison and ignores 
essential variables involved. It is not just the difference in RSA 
area that is significant - and different, based upon which old 
style of WTG is being discussed as there are two models of 
different sizes. It is the new, increased height of this RSA, as 
well as aspects of micro-siting, plus individual species 
variables that contribute to mortality and increased risk of harm 
overall. Finally, as discussed above, the DEA/IS leaves out 
over half of the new WTG to be installed on the wind farm in its 
discussion of impacts to birds and bats, resulting in a flawed 
and underestimated analysis that compromises the 
effectiveness of relevant mitigation measures. 
According to the DEA/IS, within this section of the windfarm 
117 old WTG have a RSA diameter of 23 m, 42 have a 27 m 
diameter, and 7 new ones will be 117 m in diameter. The 
DEA/IS concludes that this will result in a 3.6% increase in 
RSA, though the County presents no analysis of what this 
percentage equates to, specifically, for bird and bat mortality 
estimates. It is important to note that even the estimates of the 
differences in RSA between old and new turbines has not been 
agreed upon. The BLM Segment Draft EA states that the 
project’s 11 new turbines will increase the total authorized rotor 
swept area by 55 %, whereas in the Final EA it states that the 
same number of new turbines will increase the total rotor swept 
area by an 84 % increase. And yet in the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Biological Opinion for this segment of the project, they state 
that the RSA will increase by approximately 33.18%. 
 
 

The comment claims again that baseline conditions are incorrect. Please refer 
to responses to comments CURE-5, CURE-6, CURE-7, CURE-19, CURE-20, 
CURE-42, and CURE-43 through CURE-52.   

The comment contends that the comparison of the existing rotor swept area to 
the Proposed Project’s RSA is incomplete, pointing out differences in turbine 
blade height, microsite, and differences among avian and bat species. 

The comment again misconstrues the proposed Alta Mesa Wind Project as 
including a “BLM segment.” There is no BLM segment of the Proposed Project. 
Please refer to Responses to Comments CURE-2A and CURE-2B above, 
regarding “piecemealing.” In a related statement, the comment notes various 
RSA calculations reported for the adjacent Mesa Wind Project Repower. 
However, subsequent to BLMs Decision on the 9 WTG Alternative for Mesa 
Wind, the applicant changed the turbine design resulting in a project with 8 
WTGs with rotor diameters of 117 meters (decreased from 132 meters).  The 
decrease in the number of WTGs and reduced rotor diameter resulted in a 5.8% 
increase in cumulative rotor sweep in comparison of baseline conditions, instead 
of the 55% increase cited by the commenter. To clarify, the Proposed Project 
would result in a 3.6 percent increase in RSA, as stated in the EA/IS. 
Cumulatively, both projects would result in nominal increases in rotor sweep over 
baseline conditions. 

The comment notes, correctly, that the EA/IS does not quantify the risk to birds 
and bats. Please refer to Response to Comment CURE-57 (below) regarding 
quantification of fatalities.  

. 

CURE-57:  Exhibit B. However, what is more relevant to 
mortality estimates is the additive difference in height of the 
new RSA, as mentioned above. According to the DEA/IS, the 

The comment claims, without support or substantial evidence, that turbine height 
is more important to mortality estimates than RSA.  The comment disregards 
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new WTG will be 499 feet high, compared to the old WTG with 
a height of 114 feet or 145 feet. As such the new WTG will 
result in an additional 385 feet or 354 feet vertical area of 
significantly increased mortality risk. This amounts to a 338% 
increase in risk for each of the new WTG based upon an 
analysis contrasting the shorter WTG with the proposed new 
ones. This drastic increase in mortality risk is underscored by 
Smallwoodâ€™s analysis of increased risk posed by the BLM 
section of this wind farm, specifically,   
â€œAccording to BLM (2020:49), the repowering would 
increase the projectâ€™s rotor-swept area from 92,460 m2 to 
about 143,695 m2, or by 55%. But it is not as simple as this. 
For bats, the old-generation wind turbines pose essentially no 
collision risk, whereas modern turbines are killing bats in very 
large numbers (Smallwood 2020). For bats, the repowered 
project would increase the rotor-swept airspace that is 
dangerous to bats by 100%. For golden eagles, for which no 
evidence yet exists that inoperative turbine pose a collision 
risk, the basis of the increase would be the 29,818 m2 of 
airspace swept by the 129 existing turbines that reportedly 
continue to operate. From that existing baseline, the project 
would increase rotor-swept area by 382%. For other birds, 
Smallwood and Bell (2020a) found no effect of turbine 
curtailment on bird collision fatalities, so the rotor-swept area 
that would be hazardous to birds as a group would increase by 
about 55%.â€�25 
Based on these factors discussed above, it is apparent that the 
DEA/IS fails to correctly analyze the nature, or scope, of the 
construction and operational impacts to volant species by the 
new WTG to be installed in place of the old turbines. Until this 
is done it is impossible to accurately analyze and pose 
effective, and adequate, mitigation strategies. 

that the overall proposed change in RSA is only 3.6%. Part of the Alta Wind 
repower RSA will be higher above ground level than the existing legacy turbines, 
but there also will be a substantial decrease in RSA compared to baseline given 
that the legacy turbines were much shorter. The calculation presented by the 
commenter (“338% increase in risk”) makes no sense in terms of bird hazard; it 
simply reports the relative height of the shorter existing turbines vs. the proposed 
new WTGs, entirely disregarding the spatial area (i.e., RSA) where birds or bats 
are at risk of turbine collision.  

The comment quotes from Smallwood’s remarks on the adjacent Mesa Wind 
Project Repower (as proposed at the time of the BLM’s EA; see Response to 
Comment CURE-56 for a description of the current Mesa Wind design). 
Smallwood estimates increased hazard to bats and certain birds, apparently 
based on RSA changes at differing heights. While Smallwood’s quote pertains 
to a different project, it is instructive to note that his quote ends with the 
conclusion that “risk to birds as a group would increase by about 55%,” which is 
exactly the same percentage increase in RSA cited in the same quotation.  With 
the Mesa Wind redesign as described above, this increase has been reduced 
from 55% to only 5.8%; likewise, the proposed Alta Mesa Wind Project increase 
over baseline is 3.6% 

The BLM (2020) response to Smallwood’s comment, includes the following: 
“These increases in rotor-swept area within airspace used by these species 
appear plausible, although it is not clear how they were calculated” (Final EA - 
Environmental Assessment: Mesa Wind Repower Project. DOI-BLM-CA-N060-
2020-0024-EA. Palm Springs Field Office). 

If Smallwood’s estimates are accurate and if they are applicable to the proposed 
Alta Mesa WindProject, then it is a reasonable conclusion that relative risks to 
some birds would increase, others would decrease, and the risk to birds as a 
group would increase by the same amount as the RSA increase, or about 3.6%. 
The commenter’s claim of a 338% increase indicates a clear misunderstanding 
of the avian risk issue.  

 
CURE-58:  Exhibit B. The DEA/IS Fails to Analyze Collision 
Mortality of Birds from New WTG. The DEA/IS repeatedly 
attempts to downplay risks of mortality to birds for the 30 years 
of operation of the project facility by describing special-status 

The commenter believes the EA/IS language regarding “migration flyover or 
stopover” is “intentionally misleading,” and takes issue with the EA/IS, incorrectly 
claiming it refers to Swainson’s hawks as “…purely migrants.”  The comment 
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species that are not known for nesting onsite as “not expected 
to occur on the site except during migration flyover or 
stopover.”  This is intentionally misleading, especially in light of 
the millions of migrants that move through the area as 
discussed above and in the DEA/IS.   
The DEA/IS states that the California Endangered Species Act 
(CESA) threatened Swainson’s hawk is “known from the 
immediate vicinity” (indeed it has been recorded on Ebird 
within 1.6 miles of the Project). It is also incorrect in referring to 
Swainson’s hawks as having the potential to use the site as 
purely migrants. They are known to forage during migration in 
various habitat types; the CDFW confirms this in their 
renewable energy project protocols for the species where they 
state, “Swainson’s hawks may also forage in grasslands, 
Joshua tree woodlands, and other desert scrub habitats that 
support a suitable prey base. Gophers dominate the prey base 
of agriculturally based pairs while Swainson’s hawks nesting in 
natural desert habitats consume a wider variety of prey 
species.”  This statement is reinforced by my observations 
while conducting raptors surveys throughout two years at the 
15,000 acre Ocotillo Wind site, located in a Swainson’s 
migratory flyway. I and my colleagues observed migrating 
Swainson’s repeatedly stop and forage for insects including 
grasshoppers and ants. The 15,000-acre Ocotillo wind site was 
occupied by almost entirely natural desert scrub, as is the 
Project site. 

goes on to describe foraging behavior by Swainson’s hawks during their 
migration elsewhere in the desert. 

Nothing in the EA/IS states or implies that Swainson’s hawks would not forage 
on the Project site. Instead, the language above (“migration flyover or stopover”) 
was intended to convey that migratory birds may engage in other behavior during 
“stopover” periods. The EA/IS has been clarified to include forging among the 
stopover activities for Swainson’s hawk and other bids. 

CURE-59:  Exhibit B. Smallwood’s extensive research as cited 
in his comments is one of various sources confirming that 
increased risk of mortality to birds and bats within a certain 
altitude of RSA, in other words from tall, “new generation” 
turbines. Although careful and data-reliant micro-siting has 
been demonstrated to reduce mortality of birds by from WTG – 
and thus an important aspect of mitigation strategy, the 
phenomenon regarding risk from taller turbines is established 
in the research literature, relevant, and measurable.  
The DEA/IS fails to analyze actual mortality rates to any avian 
species, this despite the fact such has been presented for 
other industrial wind proposed projects as well as described in 

The comment cites Smallwood’s work confirming the discussion above (see 
Response to Comment CURE-57), that relative risks to some birds would 
increase, while others would decrease.  

The comment cites studies from the Altamont Pass area regarding collision risk 
and WTG “micrositing.” The cited literature addresses the Altamont Wind 
Resource Area which is well known for high numbers of golden eagles and other 
raptors, and WTGs in that area are known for high mortality rates of these birds. 
Those exceptionally high numbers are not applicable to the San Gorgonio Pass 
Wind Resource Area.  As stated in the EA/IS, the net effect of the repower may 
increase or decrease the risk to protected birds and bats, but overall the net 
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peer reviewed research. Instead the DEA/IS attempts to justify 
this omission, and its resultant inadequate mitigation response 
to bird collision mortality, by reverting to the unsupported 
argument that can be summarized as the “we don’t know 
enough due to limited information” and “based upon one peer 
reviewed article we conclude studies are not definitive” 
rationalization. Despite claiming there is a lack of consistent, 
region-specific information to make a detailed analysis about 
collision risk or mortality, the DEA/IS reverses this assertion by 
drawing the conclusion that, “Fatality rates due to increased 
turbine height may also vary by species; for raptors, 
repowering at Altamont Pass, where smaller turbines have 
been replaced by fewer, taller turbines, may decrease 
fatalities.”  
This scientifically unsupported and inconsistent rationalization 
in lieu of a discussion of degree of species-specific impacts is 
inadequate for CEQA analysis, and incorrect. If the Applicant 
believes that assessing degree of significant impacts caused 
by a project is too difficult to determine, then the Applicant Is 
not prepared to present a completed CEQA analysis that 
poses successful mitigation.   

increase in RSA is expected to increase the risk to birds and bats by only about 
3.6%. The comment presents no substantial evidence that the Altamont Pass 
data is applicable for the proposed Alta Mesa Wind Project.  

The commenter invents distorted quotations to deride the EA/IS but presents no 
substantial evidence to support the actual substance. The commenter believes 
that the analysis is inadequate for CEQA purposes, and asserts it is incorrect. 
Nonetheless the EA/IS accurately depicts the state of science regarding WTG 
collision risk for birds. The commenter believes that the analysis is scientifically 
unsupported but offers no relevant data or analysis to improve the analysis, 
instead relying on the unrelated Altamont Pass work. Whereas the commenter 
believes the analysis is inadequate, the EA/IS preparers confirm that the level of 
available research in the San Gorgonio Pass Wind Resource Area (WRA) is 
simply lacking by comparison with the Altamont Pass WRA. It is neither 
reasonable nor practical for a lead agency to engage in new scientific study and 
research to develop the basis level of detail sought by the commenter, especially 
given the timeframe articulated in the State CEQA Guidelines for preparing an 
EIR. (State CEQA Guidelines § 15108). 

Regarding “successful mitigation,” please refer to Responses to Comments 
CURE-23 through CURE-26 and CURE-71 through CURE-76. 

In support of the response above, the EA/IS preparers reviewed multiple 
Smallwood reports (for Altamont Pass), as well as the following publications 
evaluating WTG collision risk: 

• R. Miao, et al. 2019. Effect of wind turbines on bird abundance: A national scale 
analysis based on fixed effects models. Energy Policy. 132. 357-366. 
10.1016/j.enpol.2019.04.040..  

• A.T. Marques et al. 2014. Understanding bird collisions at wind farms: An 
updated review on the causes and possible mitigation strategies. Biological 
Conservation 179:40-52.   

• M. Ferrer et al. 2011. Weak relationship between risk assessment studies and 
recorded mortality in wind farms. Journal of Applied Ecology. doi: 
10.1111/j.1365-2664.2011.02054.x.   

CURE-60:  Exhibit B. Smallwood underscores this omission 
regarding the inadequacy of the BLM Segment EA as well, 
stating, “Proposed mitigation measures need predictions of 

The comment quotes from Smallwood’s remarks on the adjacent Mesa Wind 
Project Repower. Please refer to Response to Comment CURE-59 above.  
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collision fatalities per species of bird and bat – predictions that 
the EA does not provide. Appropriate mitigation cannot 
possibly be planned effectively without first knowing the 
potential impacts. Imagine trying to plan mitigation for impacts 
of a natural disaster on personal property without knowing the 
value of the personal property or the potential magnitude of 
damage caused by the disaster. The EA poses the same 
problem for birds and bats at Mesa Wind because the EA does 
not disclose how many of each species of bird and bat would 
be made vulnerable to wind turbine collisions, nor does it 
disclose how many might be killed by wind turbine collisions or 
other elements of the project. Potential impacts can be 
predicted, however, because impacts have been measured at 
other wind projects, providing an empirical basis for defining a 
range of possible outcomes  
(Smallwood 2013, 2020a).” 
CURE-61:  Exhibit B. Contrary to the inferences by the DEA/IS 
it is a documented phenomenon that higher, wider WTG 
blades are a larger accidental target for various species of 
high-flying migrants and raptors than smaller, shorter (and 
older) generation turbines, including protected species such as 
golden eagles and Swainson’s hawks (a California state 
Threatened species).41,42 For instance, Hotker’s research 
comparing turbine design concluded, “…in all cases 
repowering has a negative impact on birds – larger wind 
turbines have higher collision rates than smaller ones (see also 
chapter 4.2)” and that visiting birds showed a variable picture 
in which repowering had a negative effect on sensitive species. 

The comment states, correctly, that individual larger turbines present greater 
risk than smaller ones but disregards that the proposed Alta Mesa Wind Project 
would remove159 smaller turbines, replacing them with only 7 larger ones, with 
a net 3.6 percent increase in RSA. The EA/IS has been clarified to state there 
would probably be a net increased risk to higher-flying birds, likely including 
Swainson’s hawk and golden eagle (see Summary of impacts to T&E birds; the 
same text is cross-referenced elsewhere in the analysis for application to 
special-status birds and bats, migratory or nesting birds); however, the risk to 
lower flying birds would decrease. Even so, there is abundant published 
literature advocating repower projects expressly for the purpose of reducing 
WTG collision risk to birds. For example, see Smallwood 2010. Avian and Bat 
Fatality Rates at Old‐Generation and Repowered Wind Turbines in California. 
Journal of Wildlife Management 73:1062-1071 
https://wildlife.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.2193/2008-464 ,    

The comment quotes selectively from the Hotker report. The report confirms that 
individual larger turbines present greater risk than smaller ones but apparently 
does not consider the relative numbers of turbines in repower projects. 
Nonetheless, the EA/IS acknowledges the increased RSA (see Table 5) and the  
EA/IS text after Table 5 has been clarified to state the expected approximate 3.6 
percent increase in hazards to birds. Again, the same text is cross-referenced 
elsewhere in the analysis for application to birds and bats.  
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The Hotker quotation regarding negative impacts of “all” repowering on birds 
does not contradict the EA/IS. The comment presents no substantial evidence 
that would contradict the WTG collision risk presented in the EA/IS. 

CURE-62:  Exhibit B. According to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service’s (USFWS) Final Environmental Assessment for the 
Shiloh IV Wind Repowering Project’s Eagle Conservation Plan, 
“Because the Shiloh IV was largely a repowering project—that 
is, it entailed the removal of 230 old-generation wind turbines 
and their replacement with 50 new-generation turbines - the 
project resulted in vastly greater spacing between turbines and 
the removal of lattice towers that provided perches for eagles 
and other birds. However, the total risk area to eagles also 
increased because of the larger size of the turbine blades.” 
Additionally, the Shiloh Wind Environmental Assessment 
states in respect to accuracy of impact analysis for Shiloh IV, 
“we believe that the number of eagle fatalities in the WRA 
could be higher than currently reported from post-construction 
monitoring or other incidental detections in view of limited 
search intervals, limited search areas, and existing land use 
/cropping patterns.” USFWS eagle biologists go on to state, in 
respect to larger turbine-related golden eagle fatalities, “Direct 
mortality of golden eagles could adversely affect local survival 
and fecundity, and could thereby affect local and possibly 
regional populations. The biological impact of killing an eagle 
within the WRA on the overall population depends on the type 
of eagle killed: a breeding adult, a juvenile, or a floater.”47 In 
other words, risk, take, and thus significant impacts from the 
Project are relevant to the details regarding individual eagle / 
pairs (i.e. where nesting, foraging, historical use, etc.). The 
DEA/IS has provided no analysis of the local eagle population - 
or any other avian species - relevant to the collision mortality 
risk posed by Project site, therefore no valid conclusions can 
be made regarding an unknown site baseline and successful 
mitigation for (a Fully Protected) species, for life of the Project. 
This project’s status correlates with the current Project 
proposed actions, and thus the conclusions of USFWS apply 
as well.  

The comment quotes from an analysis of a different wind repower project, 
located in Solano County, indicating that golden eagles may be at increased risk 
of collision with WTGs at that site, and that eagle fatalities in the Montezuma 
Hills WRA could affect “local and possibly regional populations.” The comment 
indicates that the Alta Mesa Wind Project EA/IS does not analyze local bird 
populations, including golden eagle populations, implying that “successful 
mitigation” is dependent on such an analysis, and claims that the USFWS 
statements regarding the Shiloh IV repower and the Montezuma Hills WRA 
should also apply to the Alta Mesa Project and the San Gorgonio Pass WRA.  

The comment presents no substantial evidence that the EA/IS is deficient. 
Instead, the comment attempts to equate the USFWS NEPA analysis of an Eagle 
Conservation Plan for a northern California project, to the relevant Riverside 
County CEQA analysis. 

As a CEQA analysis, the EA/IS evaluates the proposed Project’s environmental 
impacts as compared to the baseline conditions. As stated in the EA/IS (and 
expanded upon in multiple Responses to Comments above), the proposed Alta 
Mesa Wind Project would increase the RSA by 3.6 percent, resulting in a small 
increased risk to birds, including golden eagles. The EA/IS incorporates 
Mitigation Measures for this small increase and properly concludes that the 
impact would be less than significant with mitigation. A regional analysis of 
golden eagle populations, or any other bird populations is not warranted by the 
small increase in RSA. However, there are no active within 9-10 miles of the 
proposed Project site. Please see new figure illustrating regional golden eagle 
nesting that has been added to the EA/IS. Moreover, it is neither reasonable nor 
practical for a lead agency to engage in new scientific study and research to 
develop the basis level of detail sought by the commenter, especially given the 
timeframe articulated in the State CEQA Guidelines for preparing an EIR. (State 
CEQA Guidelines § 15108). 

Regarding baseline conditions please refer to responses to comments CURE-5, 
CURE-6, CURE-7, CURE-19, CURE-20, CURE-42, and CURE-43 through 
CURE-52.   
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Other studies of different wind turbine size configurations on 
industrial sites have established that change in size is a key 
variable in WTG bird collision mortalities, stating “We found 
support for an increase in mortality with increasing turbine hub 
height... Evaluation of risks to birds is warranted prior to 
continuing a widespread shift to taller wind turbines.” and that 
“Bird collision probability depended on species, turbine height 
(taller = more victims).” 
This research is supported by my observations as a lead raptor 
biologist for two years on the Ocotillo Wind project site located 
in the seasonal migratory pathway of thousands of Swainson’s 
hawks. Part of our data collection included recording the flight 
path of raptors, including altitude. Day-long raptor surveys, 
along with point count surveys, were conducted several times 
a week over the course two years. I observed that Swainson’s 
hawks and golden eagles utilized migratory flight paths 
between 200 and 600 feet on 88% of recorded observations. If 
one is comparing impacts of from a structure with a RSA that 
reaches 499 feet compared to a structure where the top of the 
RSA is below 150 feet, as is the case with this Project, it does 
not require complex modeling to determine there will be an 
increase in impacts to a species that tends to fly through the 
area at heights over 200 feet and below 600. In short, common 
sense as well as available science indicate that without the 
correct assumptions and analysis regarding bird collision risk 
with the proposed WTG, the DEA/IS mitigation analysis is 
incompletely presented and must be revisited with species-
specific information concurrent with a discussion regarding the 
potential deleterious impacts from the proposed WTG for the 
whole of the repowering project. 
 
 

Regarding “successful mitigation,” please refer to Responses to Comments 
CURE-23 through CURE-26 and CURE-71 through CURE-76.  

The comment summarizes field observations from the Ocotillo Wind Project site. 
Again, it is a reasonable conclusion that relative risks to some birds would 
increase, others would decrease, and the risk to birds as a group would increase 
by the same amount as the RSA increase, or about 3.6%. Further, the BRTR 
and EA/IS address potential Swainson’s hawk occurrence at the proposed Alta 
Mesa Wind Project site.  Please refer to clarifications added to the EA/IS after 
Table 5. Regarding turbine height and associated risk, please also refer to 
Response to Comment CURE-57 above.  

Nothing in the comment contradicts the EA/IS conclusion that the potential 
increase in WTG collision risk to these and other birds is small and would be less 
than significant with the mitigation identified.   

CURE-63:  Exhibit B. Size matters not only to birds, but bats 
as well, as many bat species have been known to be killed by 
proximity to turbines. Extensive research on bats has 
demonstrated that activity of bats near turbines, and mortality 
of bats by turbines, can vary depending on species due to 
differences in behavior and typical zones of foraging and 

The comment addresses potential bat mortalities due to WTG collision. It 
summarizes some background literature documenting potential hazards to bats 
in general, although special-status bats are not mentioned in the paraphrased 
material. CEQA requires analysis of potential impacts to special-status species 
(please see Impact b in the EA/IS) but not to others, including other bat species. 
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migrating height.50 However, the DEA/IS does not collect any 
protocol survey data for the entire taxa of bats when analyzing 
the Project’s potential for significant impacts, despite the fact 
that is well established in the scientific literature that wind 
turbines kills bats, and that the taller turbines pose the most 
significant risk.51 As the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) bat 
biologists state, “it’s estimated that tens to hundreds of 
thousands of bats die at wind turbines each year in North 
America alone.”52 USGS also reminds us that bats are not 
only an essential component of ecosystem biodiversity and 
function, they “provide pest control services worth billions of 
dollars to farmers annually.”53 Smallwood confirms the high 
risk of this Project’s taller WTG by stating that, “For bats, the 
repowered project would increase the rotor-swept airspace that 
is dangerous to bats by 100%.” 
The DEA/IS states that, “There are ten special-status bats that 
could occur in the Project vicinity; six of these are ranked as 
CDFW Species of Special Concern: pallid bat (SC), 
Townsend’s big-eared bat (SC), western mastiff bat (SC), 
western red bat (SC), California leaf-nosed bat, long-eared 
myotis, fringed myotis, Yuma myotis, pocketed free-tailed bat 
(SC), and big free-tailed bat (SC)… Some species feed mainly 
over open water where insect production is especially high, but 
others forage over open shrublands such as those found on 
the Project site. These special-status bats have moderate to 
high potential to forage over the Project site. Three special-
status bats have potential to fly over the site en route to 
foraging habitat elsewhere, including spotted bat (SC), western 
yellow bat (SC), and cave myotis (SC).” 
These statements represent a flawed baseline description due 
in part to a lack of bat surveys for the Project and thus a 
significant lack of evidence for their analysis regarding what 
may be foraging, migrating, or for whatever reason what may 
or may not be detected onsite. The DEA/IS thus also fails to 
provide any other important data regarding frequency of 
occurrence, time, duration, behavior, height of flight, 
echolocation details, etc.; variables that have been studied and 
demonstrated as having the potential to better inform any 

Nonetheless, all bats are included in the relevant discussion of potential WTG 
collisions.  

The comment quotes from Smallwood’s comments on a different project (the 
Mesa Wind Project REpower, as was proposed at that time), claiming a 100% 
increase in rotor swept area in airspace that is dangerous to bats. The estimate 
may be plausible for the other project, but it does not apply to the Alta Mesa 
project for which the net proposed increase in RSA is 3.6%.     

Regarding baseline data and analysis of bat impacts please refer to Response 
to Comment CURE-48, above. The comment claims that impacts to bats are 
underestimated but provides no substantial evidence to support the assertion. 
Potential occurrence of all special-status bats in the area for roosting or foraging 
is evaluated in the BRTR (see Table 3), as well as known local occurrences 
reported elsewhere. The BRTR and the EA/IS state that special-status bats may 
fly over the site and the EA/IS properly identifies WRG collision as a risk to bats. 
Additional field data would not meaningfully inform the EA/IS analysis or its 
conclusions.   

Potential special-status bat WTG collision is accurately addressed in the EA/IS 
by reference to the discussion of potential impacts to listed threatened and 
endangered birds. Potential for special-status bat occurrence on the site is 
addressed in the BRTR, including potential activity (see BRTR Table 3). No high-
value foraging habitat (e.g., open water) is present and no likely bat roosting sites 
are present. Please refer to the more detailed discussion in Responses to 
Comments CURE-6, -7, and -20. 

The commenter believes that further extensive field studies of bats, including 
“frequency of occurrence, time, duration, behavior, height of flight, echolocation 
details, etc.” should be conducted. It is neither reasonable nor practical for a lead 
agency to engage in new scientific study and research to develop the basis level 
of detail sought by the commenter, especially given the timeframe articulated in 
the State CEQA Guidelines for preparing an EIR. (State CEQA Guidelines § 
15108). 

The commenter apparently misunderstands the cross-references regarding 
WTG collisions for multiple special-status birds and bats, as well as other 
protected birds. To avoid redundancy. these potential collision hazards are 
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operational mitigation strategies such as curtailment and 
timing. 
The DEA/IS does acknowledge that “The primary Project risk 
to special-status birds and bats would be collision with the 
turbines or other infra-structure during operation of the 
Project,”59 however it reverts back to its minimalist description 
of mortality risks by noting these impacts to bats are “described 
under the summary of impacts to T&E birds” where, as 
indicated, it mentions impacts to only T&E birds in its 
erroneous rationalizations about impacts from turbines being 
too indeterminate to assess. Clearly the DEA/IS has not 
described or analyzed bats to any adequate degree in this 
report, therefore any discussion of the adequacy of their 
mitigation measures is unsupported by the evidence. However, 
for the sake of clarity, it should be noted there DEA/IS’s 
mitigation measures for direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts 
to bats are comprised of [continued in the following comment]: 
 
 
 

cross-referenced to the discussion of potential hazards to threatened or 
endangered birds. 

The comment presents no substantial evidence to contradict the EA/IS analysis 
of potential impacts to special-status bats.  

 
 
 
 

 

CURE-64: Exhibit B.  [continued from the previous comment] 
1. MM BIO-5 that proposes “minimizing” potential hazards of 
lighting to bats. This is inadequate to determine efficacy or 
success since no further information is provide as to how this 
will be achieved while concurrently satisfying FAA safety 
standards.   
2. MM BIO-12 that states there will be post-construction 
mortality surveys as mitigation for birds and bats. As important 
as monitoring is for any such project, reporting dead bats does 
not mitigate for dead bats. As such this is not a strategy that 
serves to reduce any impacts to below significant.  
3. BIO-13 that says a Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy will 
be prepared. Actions identified to be included in this plan for 
actual mitigation of impacts to bats is that there will be a “pre- 
and post-operation monitoring protocol for bird and bat 
mortality.”60 Aside from the fact that this statement is unclear 
(What will pre-operating monitoring entail? What about during 
operation?), once again it must be noted that reporting does 

The comment quotes from several of the EA/IS Mitigation Measures, with 
additional concerns or comments. 

Regarding MM BIO-5 and the FAA lighting, please refer to Response to 
Comment CURE-24. The Mitigation Measure as written minimizes the potential 
impact to the greatest extent feasible.  

Regarding MM BIO-12 (monitoring), please refer to Response to Comment 
CURE-25.  

Regarding MM BIO-13, please refer to Response to Comment CURE-26.  

The comment closes with a summary, reiterating the commenter’s opinion that 
the baseline, analysis, and mitigation for “all species of bats” is inadequate. 
Please refer to Response to Comment CURE-63 above, as well as the additional 
responses cited therein.  
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not mitigate injury or death of any species, and therefore this is 
an ineffective mitigation measure. Also, much of this mitigation 
measure amounts to deferral of mitigation discussion to the 
future; without timelines, any performance or success criteria 
identified to any degree for mitigation strategies, the reviewer 
has no way of determining the measures’ potential for success. 
In summary the DEA/IS has failed to adequately describe, 
analyze, and mitigate the significant impacts to all species of 
bats, special-status and otherwise, that will occur during 
construction and throughout the life of this Project. As such, 
operational impacts to bats remain unmitigated.  
CURE-65:  Exhibit B. THE DEA/IS FAILS TO CORRECTLY 
ANALYZE AND MITIGATE CUMULATIVE IMPACTS. The 
DEA/IS describes no effective mitigation measures to address 
cumulative impacts to biological resources. Instead they claim, 
“The cumulative analysis for Biological Resources uses the 
CVMSHCP coverage area as the geographic scope. The 
CVMSHCP boundaries include the Project and the species 
affected by the Project would be the same as those considered 
under the CVMSHCP. Under the CVMSHCP, private land use 
impacts to covered special status plant species and animal 
habitat throughout the Coachella Valley are offset through 
habitat acquisition and management to minimize or avoid the 
otherwise cumulative impacts of the development. For most 
biological resources within the CVMSHCP, the cumulative 
impacts are not substantial. The Project would offset habitat 
impacts through compensation and other measures, consistent 
with the MSHCP, and therefore would not contribute 
considerably to any existing cumulative impacts.” 
This rationale is circular and incorrect in its conclusions. First, 
the CVMSHCP is a plan, a set of guidelines for a diverse 
region; one that assists in identifying and acquiring land and 
habitat to be protected. An example of its role in presenting 
general guidelines for implementation of compensatory 
mitigation areas can be seen here in the Plan’s summary, “The 
Plan includes certain requirements to avoid, minimize, and 
mitigate impacts to bighorn sheep Habitat, Biological Corridors, 
burrowing owl, covered riparian bird species, crissal thrasher, 

The comment quotes from the EA/IS cumulative impacts analysis. Please refer 
to Response to Comment CURE-21 regarding the CVMSHCP and its mitigation 
(including habitat compensation among other measures). Although the 
Coachella Valley Conservation Committee has no land use authority, its 
affirmative conclusion that the proposed Project is consistent with the MSHCP 
(see EA/IS Appendix E), as well as any recommended Conditions of Approval, 
is a requirement for County approval of the project. Moreover, rather than 
address contribution of any specific project to cumulative impacts, it mitigates 
the cumulative impacts of land development throughout the Coachella Valley. 
The project-specific impacts of the Alta Mesa Wind Project would be mitigated 
through measures identified in the EA/IS and MSHCP JPR approval (see 
Appendix E). Most valley-wide cumulative impacts are mitigated by the valley-
wide implementation of the MSHCP.   

The comment notes that the CVMSHCP has little application to O&M activities. 
This is the reason for the additional analysis of the proposed Projects potential 
O&M impacts, namely, potential bird and bat WTG collisions.   

The comment goes on to conflate mitigation for project-specific impacts with 
cumulative impacts and appears to misunderstand the MSHCP’s function. Again, 
please refer to Response to Comment CURE-21 regarding the CVMSHCP and 
its mitigation (including habitat compensation among other measures). Please 
refer to the definition of mitigation found in CEQA Guidelines Section 15370: 
“Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or 
environments, including through permanent protection of such resources in the 
form of conservation easements.”).  Conservation easements are the MSHCP’s 
mechanism for habitat compensation.  
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desert tortoise, fluvial sand transport, Le Conte’s thrasher, 
mesquite hummocks and mesquite bosque natural 
communities, triple-ribbed milkvetch, Palm Springs pocket 
mouse, and Little San Bernardino Mountains linanthus. The 
measures have limited application to O&M activities [emphasis 
added].” 
As its website states, “The Coachella Valley Conservation 
Commission (CVCC), a joint powers authority of elected 
representatives, will oversee and manage the [CVMSHCP]. 
The CVCC has no regulatory powers and no land use 
authority. Its primary purpose is to buy land from willing sellers 
in the conservation areas and to manage that land.”63 The 
CVMSHCP does not pose a mitigation strategy for this Project, 
nor does it address degree or scope of cumulative impacts to 
any specific project that such land purchased may or may not 
offset as mitigation. However, the DEA/IS erroneously refers to 
the CVMSHCP as if it’s a directive that will meet any mitigation 
requirements for cumulative impacts by saying it will “offset” 
them through “habitat acquisition and management” with no 
further detail on the what, where, or when this will happen, with 
what success for performance criteria specific to the habitats 
and species impacted by the Project, or how it will successfully 
mitigate the specific impacts caused by this particular project 
overall. The DEA/IS therefore presents a meaningless 
description of cumulative impact mitigation.  
Second, the DEA/IS asserts that “for most biological resources 
within the CVMSHCP, the cumulative impacts are not 
substantial.” This statement is specious: as a complex 
management Plan for which many specific parcels have yet to 
be defined it is erroneous to refer to the CVMSHCP it as if it is 
one large land parcel or region where cumulative (or any other) 
impacts can be described with any accuracy. Even if this 
statement made sense there is no evidence provided to 
support it. 
Third, the CVMSHCP does not come close to covering all of 
the species, including special-status species, that will be 
impacted by the Project.64 Alternatively, some of the species 
that are covered under the Plan are not discussed at all by the 

Once again, the commenter claims that flat-tailed horned lizard has a high 
potential to occur on the site. Please refer to Response to Comment CURE-52.  

The cumulative analysis for the proposed Alta Mesa Wind Project must address 
two questions: (1) Is there is a substantial cumulative impact from projects 
identified in EA/IS Table 7  to species and habitats that would be impacted? and 
(2) If so, would the Proposed Project have a considerable contribution to the 
impact? The EA/IS answers both these questions, concluding first that there is 
no substantial cumulative impact for most biological resources (i.e., those 
covered by the MSHCP) and second, the proposed Project’s contribution would 
not be considerable due to its conformance with the MSHCP and other mitigation 
for biological resources.  

The comment contains no substantial evidence that the EA/IS analysis of 
cumulative impacts is flawed.      
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Project despite the fact they have a moderate to high potential 
to occur, such as the flat-tailed horned lizard (Phrynosoma 
mcallii). 
 
CURE-66:  Exhibit B. Fourth, the DEA/IS continues with its 
incorrect assumptions where it concludes that bird and bat 
mortality from wind turbine collisions “cannot be evaluated in 
terms of the overall importance to bird and bat populations. 
The Project would contribute to a new baseline and operational 
bird and bat mortality data, as part of the Bird and Bat 
Conservation Strategy. Additionally, the three other repower 
projects identified as cumulative projects (Mesa, Painted Hills, 
and Coachella Wind Holdings) are expected to contribute to an 
understanding of regional bird and bat mortality risks of wind 
repower projects. Both the Coachella Wind Holdings and the 
Painted Hills repower project include requirements for bird and 
bat mortality monitoring. The Mesa Wind Repower is expected 
to include a similar requirement, which combined with the other 
projects in the area, will contribute to improving the 
understanding of bird and bat mortality in the area. The Bird 
and Bat Conservation Strategy will include an adaptive 
management strategy that will help reduce the cumulative 
contribution of the Project if any effects are found to be less 
than cumulatively considerable.”  
 
The DEA/IS claims there are minimal cumulative impacts, then 
infers above that there are such impacts because they are 
“expected to” be part of some undefined collective of 
monitoring information. How such cumulative impacts from the 
repowering facilities will be collected, analyzed, and addressed 
collectively is not discussed. Smallwood appropriately 
responds to a very similar and erroneous assertion by the BLM 
regarding the other segment of this repowering project, “It is 
not justifiable to build a project to learn how many bats and 
birds the project would kill. Once constructed, the level of 
mortality revealed by the project would either continue 
unabated for the duration of the project, or it would cost the 
project owner a lot of money to remove turbines or curtail 

The comment addresses the analysis of potential cumulative impacts not 
covered by the CVMSHCP (i.e, potential bird and bat WTG collision).  

Regarding quantification of bird and bat mortality, as well as CEQA’s approach 
to cumulative impact analysis, please refer to Responses to Comments CURE-
21 and CURE -57 above. 

Again, the cumulative analysis must address (1) Whether there is a substantial 
cumulative impact from projects identified in EA/IS Table 7 to birds and bats, and 
(2) Whether the proposed Project would have a considerable contribution to the 
impact? The EA/IS cumulative impacts discussion for bird and bat collision has 
been expanded for clarification. It concludes first that there may be an increase 
in cumulative bird and bat WTG collision impacts from the projects, second, 
nonetheless, the proposed Project’s contribution is not considerable given a 
3.6% potential increase in risk and the Project would mitigate its contribution to 
any cumulative impact through monitoring and adaptive management as 
identified in Mitigation Measure BIO-13. 

 The comment again misconstrues the proposed Alta Mesa Wind Project as 
including the adjacent Mesa Wind Project Repower. Please refer to responses 
to comments CURE-2A and CURE-2B above, regarding “piecemealing.” 

The comment quotes from Smallwood’s responses to a different wind repower 
project. Regarding Smallwood’s remark about the purpose of building a wind 
energy project, please note the project’s purpose is to generate electricity, not to 
lean about bird or bat mortality. Regarding Smallwood’s predicted mortality rates 
(for another project), Smallwood’s predictions are apparently based on his 
experience in the Altamont WRA and are inapplicable to the proposed Alta Mesa 
Wind Project for which there is a net increase in RSA of only 3.6 percent. Please 
refer to Responses to Comments CURE-21 and CURE-57 above. Regarding 
Smallwood’s recommended analysis, it is neither reasonable nor practical for a 
lead agency to engage in new scientific study and research to develop the basis 
level of detail sought by the commenter, especially given the timeframe 
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operations. Contrary to the uncertainty BLM asserts around 
whether bird and bat mortality would increase or decrease, we 
already know how mortality changes with repowering…I 
provide predicted fatality rates based on what we have learned 
elsewhere.”65 Indeed, “expectations” do not amount to 
mitigation strategies. f a project applicant truly finds it 
impossible to evaluate or predict impacts, then the applicant is 
not ready to provide a complete CEQA analysis for its project.  
As Smallwood indicates, potential impacts can be predicted 
and because they have been measured at other wind projects, 
providing an empirical basis for defining a range of possible 
outcomes. To proclaim that such is impossible because there 
is a lack of information generated from entire projects 
extremely similar in scope and located within the same location 
(i.e. the San Gorgonio Pass) is specious. Doing so denies what 
scientists do every day; collect and analyze data using the 
scientific method, statistics, and deductive reasoning for the 
purpose of drawing useful conclusions from samples in ways 
they can be discussed as representative of a whole without 
being duplicative or nearly so.  
It is possible to make collision risk assessments based upon 
existing data and information about variables such species 
present, species behavior, and micro-siting.66 For example, 
mortality estimates are provided by Smallwood for the new 
WTG in the BLM segment of this proposed project, “The 
weighted mean fatality rate in Smallwood (2020a) would 
predict 591 (95% CI: 345-870) bat fatalities per year at the 
proposed project. After a 30-year permit period (30 years has 
been typical for wind projects), this toll would come to 17,730 
(95% CI: 10,350-26,100) bat fatalities. This toll would qualify as 
a substantial new impact caused by Mesa Wind.”67 Smallwood 
is basing this estimate on 11 new WTG, such a prediction 
could be made for 7 additional new ones as proposed for this 
Project. 

articulated in the State CEQA Guidelines for preparing an EIR. (State CEQA 
Guidelines § 15108).   

The comment wrongly claims that the EA/IS cumulative impacts analysis is 
flawed, without substantial evidence,  

. .   

 

CURE-67:  Exhibit B. Smallwood also mentions a species 
whose population status could be drastically impacted by this 
repowering project, “One of the most vulnerable bat species to 
wind turbine collisions is hoary bat, a bat which is in sharp 

The comment quotes from Smallwood’s remarks for a different project regarding 
hoary bat. Hoary bat is not a special-status species as defined by CEQA 
Guidelines and need not be addressed in the IS/MND. Please see Biological 
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decline in the Pacific Northwest (Rodhouse et al. 2019). 
According to the weighted mean fatality rate in Smallwood 
(2020a), the project can be predicted to kill 159 (95% CI: 121-
204) hoary bats per year, or 4,770 (95% CI: 3,630-6,120) after 
30 years, assuming hoary bats are not extirpated sooner.” In 
their recent research of hoary bat decline in the western U.S. 
Rodhouse and colleagues concluded, “Our discovery of hoary 
bat decline is consistent with the hypothesis that the longer 
duration and greater geographic extent of the wind energy 
stressor (collision and barotrauma) have impacted the 
species.”68 It is unlikely this species has time for the Project to 
use it as some ill-defined monitoring experiment that will 
contribute to some unknown database in some undescribed 
manner in the future. 

Resources Impact b in the EA/IS. The EA/IS does not specifically address hoary 
bat, but all bats are included in the relevant discussion of potential WTG 
collisions.  

The comment presents no new information that is relevant to the EA/IS and no 
substantial evidence that the IS/MND analysis of potential impacts to bats is 
incomplete.  

CURE-68:  Exhibit B. The DEA/IS uses an oft-used 
catchphrase, “adaptive management” to erroneously imply that 
monitoring, via a nonexistent and thus far undescribed Bird 
and Bat Conservation Plan, will be appropriately and effectively 
morphed into applied action. However, this is improper deferral 
of mitigation, since the DEA/IS provides no description and no 
details; no success or performance criteria, no thresholds, no 
description even of species involved. As such this prevents the 
reviewing public from making any assessments or suggestions 
regarding its success. How will such “adaptive management” 
appropriately address each and every one of the many special 
status bird and bat species potentially impacted? How will the 
mitigation be implemented, what will it look like, how will it be 
enforced, who exactly will pay for its implementation at what 
cost; how will methods, success criteria be established and 
evaluated? Based upon what criteria or threshold can 
management be “adaptive” when the same DEA/IS claims it 
cannot even evaluate impacts to begin with? How will a 
complete lack of thresholds be “adapted” for efficacy at an 
indeterminate future, an undescribed timeline, and undescribed 
species? These are no small matters to address. The 
methodologies that may be appropriate, not to mention have a 
high probability of success, require specific expertise and 

The comment again claims that Mitigation Measure BIO-13 represents “deferred 
mitigation.” Please refer to Response to Comment CURE-26.  

The commenter asks a series of rhetorical questions, generally related to the 
contents of the Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy, as required by Mitigation 
Measure BIO-13. While the BBCS has not yet been prepared, mitigation plans 
such as this do not require a public review period. CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.4(a)(1)(B) states: “Formulation of mitigation measures shall not be 
deferred until some future time. The specific details of a mitigation measure, 
however, may be developed after project approval when it is impractical or 
infeasible to include those details during the project’s environmental review 
provided that the agency (1) commits itself to the mitigation, (2) adopts specific 
performance standards the mitigation will achieve, and (3) identifies the type(s) 
of potential action(s) that can feasibly achieve that performance standard and 
that will considered, analyzed, and potentially incorporated in the mitigation 
measure.” Mitigation Measure BIO-13 requires performance standards that 
support decisionmakers’ needs, mitigate the potential impact, and disclose the 
planned mitigation to the public. 
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discussion, not to mention dedicated funds as of yet 
completely undetermined.   
CURE-69:  Exhibit B. For instance, in their recent research on 
hoary bats and impacts from development including wind 
facilities, the researchers state that, “with respect to apparent 
hoary bat decline, our study, as a fundamental baseline, could 
be a catalyst for increased mitigation of wind turbine collisions 
via curtailment at low wind speed (Arnett, Huso, Schirmacher, 
& Hayes, 2011) and other actions (e.g., acoustic deterrence, 
Arnett, Hein, Schirmacher, Huso, & Szewczak, 2013). If done 
in a strategic manner (e.g., using experimental design), this 
can become a way to inform collective learning and adaptive 
management (Hayes et al., 2019).”69 This underscores that 
real world mitigation for the cumulative impacts of 30 years of 
bird and bat deaths requires a serious commitment to inviting 
expertise and discussion via some semblance of a written plan, 
as opposed to the DEA/IS’s deferral of all to a later post-
permitted date. 

The comment again refers to hoary bat. Please refer to Response to Comment 
CURE-67, above. Regarding the broad recommendations of the quoted material, 
please note the recommendation for adaptive management. Mitigation Measure 
BIO-13 specifically requires that the BBCS include an adaptive management 
component. Regarding commitment, expertise, and discussion of future adaptive 
management required in Mitigation Measure BIO-13, please refer to Response 
to Comment CURE-26, and the measure itself, including resource agency review 
and approval.  

CURE-70:  Exhibit B. Aside from the omissions iterated above, 
this DEA/IS also fails to adequately address what may be 
population level impacts to special-status species in particular. 
It makes little attempt to describe how its Bird and Bat 
Conservation Plan will address cumulative or direct 30-year 
operational impacts in a way that will satisfy the regulatory 
directives in place to protect these species, including ESA, 
CESA, and Fully Protected status species for which take is not 
allowed without a Habitat Conservation Plan that directly 
addresses mitigation of impacts to each of the species in 
question as incurred by this Project.   
In regard to their research on population-level impacts by wind 
energy development, Beston et. al. conclude that, “Wind 
turbines displace and kill a variety of wildlife, which has made 
wind energy a major conservation and policy concern 
worldwide. Direct impacts of wind energy include bird and bat 
collisions with turbines whereas indirect impacts include 
changes in wildlife habitat and behavior...species that are long-
lived with low rates of reproduction, have specialized habitat 
preferences, or are attracted to turbines may be more prone to 

The comment addresses potential population-level impacts to special-status 
birds and bats. As stated in the EA/IS (and expanded upon in multiple 
Responses to Comments above), the proposed Alta Mesa Wind Project would 
increase the RSA by 3.6 percent, resulting in a small increased risk to birds and 
bats, including golden eagles, Swainson’s hawk, and others. The EA/IS 
incorporates Mitigation Measures for this small increase and properly concludes 
that the impact would be less than significant with mitigation. The comment does 
not present substantial evidence that would contradict or invalidate the analysis 
and mitigation presented in the EA/IS. Likewise, the proposed Project’s potential 
contribution to cumulative bird and bat WTG collisions are addressed in the 
EA/IS and in Responses to Comments CURE-21, -57, -65, and -66 above. 
Regarding regulatory directives, nothing in the EA/IS relieves the applicant from 
compliance with those requirements.    

The comment quotes from a publication regarding population-level impacts of 
wind projects nationwide. It does not purport to evaluate population level effects 
of this particular project, or any other individual project. The broader question 
whether electrical power generated by wind energy is worth the impacts to birds 
is beyond the scope of this EA/IS.  
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declines in population abundance. Several birds of prey, such 
as the long-eared owl, ferruginous hawk, Swainson’s hawk, 
and golden eagle, were at relatively high risk of population 
decline across a wide variety of cutoff values. Whether or not 
wind energy has population-level consequences for wildlife 
species is a critical issue when developing strategies for 
avoiding, minimizing, and mitigating impacts of energy 
production.”70 How exactly will take of CESA protected 
Swainson’s hawks, Fully Protected golden eagles, or any of 
the other special status species be identified and mitigated via 
undescribed “adaptive management”?  
In short, there are means to inform true adaptive management, 
but they must at a minimum be described prior to permitting 
while allowing for public review and comment, including by 
experts who might contribute to how such management could 
actually be successful. Stating a plan will be created in the 
future that will adapt its findings to be somehow be successful 
in mitigating ill-defined impacts is in not an actual mitigation 
analysis or strategy. As such the operational direct, indirect, 
and cumulative impacts to birds and bats remain unmitigated 
for this Project as well as the other segment of this proposed 
facility under BLM jurisdiction. 
 

The quoted passages correctly note that wind development can affect habitat, 
cause wildlife displacement, and can lead to WTG collisions for multiple species. 
These potential impacts are addressed throughout the Biological Resources 
section of the EA/IS. Regarding long-eared owl, ferruginous hawk, Swainson’s 
hawk, and golden eagle, please refer to Response to Comment CURE-7 and the 
many other responses specifically addressing golden eagle and Swainson’s 
hawk. 

The commenter again raises concerns regarding public review of the Bird and 
Bat Conservation Strategy. Please refer to Response to Comment CURE-26.  

The comment does not introduce substantial evidence to contradict the analysis 
and conclusions of the EA/IS regarding project-specific impacts or cumulative 
impacts to wildlife, 

CURE-71: Exhibit B.  OTHER MITIGATION MEASURES 
PROPOSED BY THE DEA/IS ARE NOT SUPPORTED BY 
SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE DEMONSTRATING THAT THEY 
WILL BE EFFECTIVE.  
MM BIO-1 refers to the future creation of a wildlife relocation 
plan that is ill-defined and mostly undescribed regarding 
special-status species that may be encountered. It is a widely 
accepted ecological reality that avoidance is a preferred 
strategy to mitigate harm to wildlife when development of 
habitat is involved, yet this is not proposed as a primary 
mitigation strategy. Relocating wildlife is a last resort since it is 
often met with failure,71,72 and is a form of harassment by 
way of altering behavior as well as forcing individuals, breeding 
pairs, and entire families with young away from a site chosen 
by way of its evolutionary instincts and learning that maximize 

The comment takes issue with Mitigation Measure (MM) BIO-1, claiming the 
wildlife relocation plan is undefined and mostly undescribed, and that relocation 
is an insufficient means of mitigating potential impacts. Wildlife would only be 
relocated out of harm’s way when avoidance is infeasible per MM BIO-1. 
Regarding the validity of timing (i.e., specifying in the Mitigation Measure that a 
relocation plan must be prepared, with the specific contents of the plan to be 
developed in the future), please refer to the explanation in Response to 
Comment CURE-26 addressing mitigation plans such as this which do not 
require a public review period, per CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1)(B) 
Regarding the efficacy of the measure, please refer to Response to Comment 
CURE-23.  

The comment fails to demonstrate that the identified mitigation is infeasible nor 
that it would fail to mitigate the impact. The comment does not recommend 
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fitness, whereas relocation reduces it and increases mortality 
risk.73   
Successful relocation that mitigates direct harm is never 
guaranteed, and indirect harm that may occur post-relocation 
of individuals for development projects is almost never 
measured for success. This is despite the fact that relocation 
can induce various stressors on individuals that would not be 
immediately noticed. As such, the MM BIO-1 does not provide 
substantial evidence as to how this strategy will be successful 
to the degree necessary to actually mitigate (mostly 
undescribed) impacts, including for species un-named and 
thus deferred to the future regarding species-specific plan 
creation and methodology.   
 

feasible alternative mitigation, except note that wildlife avoidance is preferable 
to relocation. As stated in Response to Comment CURE-23, avoidance may 
sometimes be infeasible for the proposed Project.   

 

CURE-72:  Exhibit B. Improper deferral of mitigation resulting 
in poor or incomplete analysis is costly to both wildlife and 
developers. I have witnessed this personally by way of an 
important and poorly reported phenomenon on solar and wind 
energy project construction sites in the Sonoran and Mojave 
Deserts. I and my colleagues first noticed this phenomenon 
during construction monitoring along roads and within 
construction zones, monitoring required only due to the 
presence of a special-status lizard’s protected area bordering 
the site. Specifically, we observed that lizards of various 
species are attracted to roads on and around construction sites 
where trucks spraying water (and other erosion control liquids) 
several times a day are used to reduce airborne dust, as is the 
case with every desert development project’s dust minimization 
protocols. This practice attracts lizards to higher moisture 
levels on the roads, resulting in increased mortality and injury 
from traffic on the roads subsequent to the water trucks 
passing.   
 
This phenomenon was reported on a solar construction site in 
desert scrub habitat during the summer of 2014. Within the 
course of one month, mortality of over 20 flat-tailed horned 
lizards (Phrynosoma mcallii) (FTHL); a CDFW protected 
species whose range overlaps with the Project region. (It 

The comment implies the EA/IS mitigation is improperly deferred but offers no 
substantiation. Instead, the comment recalls a lengthy anecdote regarding a 
different project and a protected species that does not occur on the proposed 
Alta Mesa Wind Project site, reporting that flat-tailed horned lizards may be 
attracted to watered roads (a dust control requirement) where they are at risk of 
vehicle strikes. Please refer to Response to Comment CURE-22 regarding the 
road hazard and Response to Comments CURE-52 regarding potential 
occurrence of flat-tailed horned lizard on the site. 

The comment does not present substantial evidence that any potential impact is 
inadequately addressed, or that mitigation identified in the EA/IS is infeasible or 
ineffective. The comment also does not offer alternate mitigation to resolve the 
concern it raises,  
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should be noted here that FTHL have been observed within 2 
miles of the proposed Project location of turbine 7A, and yet 
the DEA/IS provides no analysis of potential impacts to the 
species. This despite the fact it is a special-status species 
covered by the CVMSHC, the tames Plan that the DEA/IS 
refers to with the unsupported claim its existence will mitigate 
cumulative Project impacts.)74  Once mortalities were 
reported, over 100 FTHL were relocated to avoid mortality from 
vehicle impacts during several weeks of the construction 
phase.75 During the construction of the Sunrise Powerlink 
gen-tie line in the Sonoran Desert, between April and 
November, 25 FTHL mortalities were recorded and 103 flat-
tailed horned lizards were relocated.76   
The project developers failed to anticipate these significant 
impacts to lizards in their impact analysis and mitigation 
proposals, and as a result one facility had to completely stop 
work for two weeks. Because the relocation measure was an 
emergency response to an impact that the Applicant failed to 
recognize, and had designated no funds for, relocation 
protocols and results were not tested, measured, or evaluated 
for survival success. Therefore, the efficacy of these last-
minute mitigation measures remains unknown. FTHL were not 
the only species killed by this phenomenon. Lizards of various 
species and sizes were opportunistically attracted to the added 
moisture on the roads from water trucks. When this 
phenomenon was officially noted as impacting sensitive 
species, additional on-site biologists and mitigation 
management practices were necessary to ensure complete 
coverage of all construction roadways and other areas where 
lizards were prone to death and injury from vehicle impacts.77 
One independent contractor reported his company losing over 
$146,000 a week due to the unexpected delay, partly due to 
the developer’s resistance to hiring the requisite number of 
additional biologists (three) needed to detect and relocate 
lizards at risk of mortality during the pre-construction phase. It 
must be noted that mortalities from even one Project such as 
this could have a population level effect, especially if a species 
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sub-population is isolated or part of a Distinct Population 
Segment. 
 
CURE-73:  Exhibit B. MM BIO-3 proposes a reduction in 
construction impacts to below significant by hosting an 
Environmental Awareness Training Program (WEAP). 
However there exists no evidence that any WEAP actually 
served to significantly mitigate impacts. Employees are tasked 
with completing the program, upon which they sign a form or 
receive a sticker.  Such training is common and may nicely 
enhance some ecological knowledge of some species for 
some workers. I have personally observed these trainings 
many times for various development projects in a variety of 
locations and working environments, including energy projects 
in desert habitats in California. However, I have not observed 
these presentations for enhanced worker awareness translate 
into measurable actions that have been determined to 
significantly reduce project impacts to wildlife.   
The BIO-3 Measure states that it will “describe worker’s 
responsibilities regarding wildlife avoidance… provide contact 
information for the FCR and Authorized Biologist and 
instructions for notification of any threatened, endangered or 
sensitive wildlife discoveries…and place special emphasis on 
species that may occur on the Project site including special-
status plants, desert tortoise, burrowing owl, golden eagle, 
nesting birds, desert kit fox, American badger, and Nelson’s 
bighorn sheep.” These trainings are helpful for employee 
awareness and safety. And yet there is no realistic mechanism 
or legal framework by which employees can be held 
responsible for unintentional impacts related to the WEAP. 
Workers cannot be expected to become naturalists after a 
lecture. Moreover, there is no structured way to enforce or 
guarantee learning, or resultant responsible action taken, to an 
educational program where learning and retention by definition 
are subjective and difficult to measure.   
Meanwhile the efficacy of this mitigation strategy is never 
measured for construction projects. If upon completion of 
training a worker unintentionally fails a mitigation action due to 

The commenter believes that Worker Environmental Awareness Programs 
(WEAPs) are ineffective, citing some specific shortcomings and experiences. 
The comment goes on to recommend compensatory mitigation in place of the 
WEAP. The comment suggests that specific training and impact avoidance 
should be construction regulations rather than EA/IS mitigation measures. 

Implementation of the WEAP is not the only preventative mitigation during 
construction.  For example, MM BIO-1 requires wildlife relocation measures, MM 
BIO-5 requires wildlife protection, and MM BIO-6 provides desert tortoise 
protection   MM BIO-2 requires qualified biological monitors be on site, including 
an approved Authorized Biologist, to ensure that the various biological resource 
protection measures are implemented. Further, the EA/IS requires the WEAP 
training as a component of a larger mitigation strategy to minimize those impacts, 
including clearly marking authorized work areas, biological monitoring, and 
various wildlife protection measures identified throughout the Mitigation 
Measures BIO-1 through -13.  

The comment’s recommendation of compensation is a requirement of the project 
through compliance with the CVMSHCP (see EA/IS Table 2). Please also refer 
to discussion of the CVMSHCP in Responses to Comments CURE-21 and -65. 
The on-site minimization measures, including WEAP training, do not replace 
compensation but supplement it and serve to minimize unnecessary wildlife 
impacts that might otherwise occur during project construction. 
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being unable to recall key regulations, remains unable to 
distinguish a protected species from others, or for whatever 
reason unintentionally harms wildlife, how will such a shortfall 
be tested, remedied, or enforced? I have observed many 
projects where workers in bulldozers unintentionally killed 
fossorial, cryptic, and burrowing special-species that the onsite 
biologist was unable to detect beforehand due to its being out 
of sight. No WEAP training can prevent this, therefore such 
impacts must be addressed in an effective, viable strategy, 
including compensatory mitigation for all habitat loss. Such 
compensatory land purchases should establish, pre-permitting, 
that the special-status species being mitigated for actually 
occur on the mitigation land parcel; something rarely done but 
important to ensure high potential of successful mitigation.  
There is no empirical evidence, and few anecdotes, that 
demonstrate that these “awareness” trainings about wildlife 
reliably reduce significant impacts to wildlife species to less 
than significant. Additionally, many measures described by a 
biological training program -a s well as other measures to 
reduce impacts during construction, including sensitive species 
-pre-construction surveys -  rely on the absolute authority of 
onsite biologists who are (a) hired by and thus beholden to the 
project applicant, (b) are invariably required to sign highly 
restrictive nondisclosure agreements (of questionable legality) 
for employment that preclude most kinds of problem reporting 
or whistleblowing if rules are not followed by any parties 
involved, and (c) rarely given the necessary authority to 
oversee enforcement, including stopping work or removing a 
worker who may be deemed non-compliant.80, 81 I have 
observed construction workers with an abundance of training 
stickers on their hard hats avoid taking action to address or 
avoid a biological resource protection problem onsite when 
such a scenario was presented, where no remedial action was 
enforced, and certainly no criteria existed for measuring 
efficacy of the WEAP.   
 
If the Applicant requires the workers take specific actions to 
reduce potential construction impacts that relate directly to 
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their job responsibilities (i.e. maintaining a speed limit, 
hazardous spill containment, fire prevention measures, 
maintaining garbage-free working spaces, keeping potential 
animal pitfalls covered, and avoiding harassment of any and all 
wildlife and vegetation), it is appropriate that each such action 
should be identified as a construction regulation necessary for 
safety, not mitigation. Otherwise, it is impossible to quantify the 
degree of mitigation, if any, such program contributes to 
reduce impacts to below significant,  
and thus this measure fails to present evidence of its efficacy. 
CURE-74:  Exhibit B. MM BIO- 5 mentions it will use dust 
abatement to meet safety and air quality standards. How does 
the Applicant propose to avoid the negative impacts of the dust 
abatement phenomenon described above that caused such a 
high mortality of flat-tailed horned and other lizards?  
 It also states that “The Applicant will minimize noise to offsite 
habitat”82 with no other discussion. The noise crated by large 
trucks, cranes, and other machinery necessary to install 499 
foot high turbines can be injurious to species in terms of overall 
decibel level, frequency, and duration,83 and is variable in its 
harm based upon many factors including species and 
topography.84 To present zero discussion about how noise 
disturbances will be minimized amounts to zero evidence 
provided that this impact to any species will be successfully 
mitigated. 

The comment reiterates earlier concerns about dust control and lizard mortality 
on roads. Please refer to Response to Comment CURE-22. 

The comment also addresses potential wildlife impacts from construction noise. 
This potential impact is addressed throughout the Biological Resources section 
of the EA/IS. Please also refer to the noise analysis in the EA/IS. The analysis 
determines that short-term impacts of construction noise would be less than 
significant. Project works areas are consolidated to WTGs sites which are 
spaced a minimum of 500 feet apart and connected via access roads. Wildlife 
disturbed by temporary construction activities at any work site could readily leave 
the site into adjacent undisturbed habitat.  The noise minimization clause in 
Mitigation Measure BIO-5 is retained in the EA/IS as a directive to the 
construction contractor. 

The comment does not identify any new impact otherwise not addressed in the 
EA/IS, nor does it recommend additional mitigation for any significant impact. No 
revisions to the EA/IS are needed. 

CURE-75: Exhibit B.  MM BIO-12 states it will “conduct post 
construction mortality surveys for bird and bat populations”85 
Aside from this being complete deferral of mitigation, as 
iterated above reporting dead birds and bats does not mitigate 
their deaths or loss from a breeding population. As such this 
measure fails in its intent. 

The commenter once again takes issue with Mitigation Measure BIO-12. Please 
refer to Response to Comment CURE-25.  

CURE-76:  Exhibit B. MM BIO-13 states it will create a Bird 
and Bat Conservation strategy. The failures of this strategy are 
discussed above in respect to cumulative impacts, and the 
same evidence for failure applies here. The Measure states it 
will include “(5) mortality thresholds for listed or sensitive birds 

The commenter again states that Mitigation Measure BIO-13 defers mitigation 
until the preparation of the Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy, and that mortality 
thresholds should be included in the EA/IS. Please refer to Responses to 
Comments CURE-26, 66, and 68.  
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that will trigger adaptive management measures, (6) an 
adaptive management strategy to be implemented in the event 
mortality thresholds are exceeded.” This is further 
impermissible deferral of mitigation, and problematic for 
reasons discussed above. If the Applicant is going to create 
mortality thresholds, they need to be part of the discussion and 
analysis within the DEA/IS for the purpose of public review and 
comment regarding potential efficacy. 
 
 
CURE-77:  Exhibit B. CONCLUSION. For the reasons outlined 
above, the Project DEA/IS fails to meet the requirements of 
impact analysis and mitigation under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  Based on my responses in 
this letter, and my extensive experience as a biologist and 
environmental consultant, it is my professional opinion that the 
DEA/IS has not met the obligations of CEQA and that the 
Project would result in significant and unmitigated impacts to 
many sensitive biological resources. The impact analysis for 
biological resources must be revised and resubmitted to 
disclose, adequately analyze, and mitigate the significant 
impacts. 

The commenter does not believe the Biological Resources section of the EA/IS 
adequately meets requirements of CEQA, for reasons specified in the early 
comments. Please refer to Responses to Comments CURE-41 through CURE-
76.  

 
 

California Wind Energy 
Association 

CWEA-1:  Letter of support. 
This comment letter does not address issues associated with the scope or 
adequacy of the EA/IS. The EA/IS is a disclosure document for the County 
decision makers, responsible agencies, interest groups, and public. The Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors maintain approval jurisdiction over the 
project and the public hearing process provides a forum for these decision-
makers to determine the merits of the proposed Project. 

Desert Tortoise Council DTC:  We appreciate this opportunity to provide comments on 
the above-referenced project, and that Riverside County 
Planning Department (County) provided the project information 
in an email to the Council on January 4, 2021. Given the 
location of the proposed project in habitats likely occupied by 
Mojave desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizii) (synonymous with 
“Agassiz’s desert tortoise”), our comments pertain to 

The comment notes that potential tortoise burrows were seen beneath existing 
concrete foundations and recommends that qualified tortoise biologist(s) 
perform preconstruction surveys before and during removal of these 
foundations, and recommends surveys should be done no longer than 48 hours 
before ground disturbance. Consistent with the comment’s recommendations, 
Mitigation Measure BIO-6 specifies that “[a]ll ground-disturbing activities would 
avoid desert tortoise take by either exclusion fencing or on-site monitoring,” 
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enhancing protection of this species during activities 
authorized by the Planning Department. Given that the 
Proponent will participate in the Coachella Valley Multispecies 
Habitat Conservation Plan (MSHCP) and has identified 
numerous protective measures, and particularly the 11 
Mitigation Measures identified on page 37, it appears that 
tortoises will be well protected so long as these measures are 
conscientiously implemented. As such, we have only a few 
additional recommendations. 
 
Unless otherwise noted, referenced page numbers refer to the 
December 2020 Environmental Assessment/Initial Study 
(EA/IS) (Aspen Environmental Group 2020). Alta Mesa 640 
LLC (Alta Mesa), a subsidiary of Brookfield Renewable Energy 
(Brookfield), as owner of the Alta Mesa Wind Project (Alta 
Mesa Wind) (herein, “Proponent”), is planning “…to install up 
to seven (7) new commercial wind turbines up to 499 feet in 
height with a total project generating capacity of 27 MW. These 
7 new turbines would replace the 159 turbines currently on the 
site which are scheduled for decommissioning Q1 2021 under 
existing permits, including demolition permits issued by the 
County. The project also includes associated equipment such 
as existing on-site substation, temporary construction yard, 
and existing 220 kV transmission line. No work is proposed on 
existing interconnection line, and the project would use an 
existing access road from Haugen-Lehmann Way” (page 1).  
The total estimated disturbed area for the Project would be a 
total of up to 67.3 acres, of which 18.8 acres is already 
disturbed and 48.5 acres would be new disturbance. Of the 
67.3 acres, less than 25 acres would be permanent, and 42.3 
would be temporary. Of the 42.3 acres of temporary impacts, 
32.4 acres would be a buffer area where vegetation removal is 
not anticipated but there may be some need for drive and 
crush due to trucks backing up or other unanticipated 
construction work. Plus, an additional 13.2 acres of ground 
disturbance would occur along the main access road to the 
Project site and an additional 13 acres of ground disturbance 
would occur in the temporary construction yard, both within the 

and that “for any work conducted in an area that is not fenced [this would 
generally include foundation removal]  to exclude desert tortoises, the work 
area must be surveyed no more than two hours prior to any planned vehicle or 
equipment activities and monitored by a Desert Tortoise Monitor who will stop 
work if a tortoise enters the work area. 
 
The commenter provided a publication on best management practices for 
restoring desert tortoise habitats. The County and the Project Applicant will 
take it into consideration while planning revegetation work for the Project, as 
requested by the commenter.  
 
The comment recommends identifying a nearby veterinarian capable of treating 
and rehabilitating any injured tortoises, that any injured tortoises be transported 
immediately to that office, and that associated veterinary bills be paid by the 
Proponent. The recommended language has been added to Mitigation 
Measure BIO-6 (Desert Tortoise Protection). 
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Mesa Wind Project ROW project (page 2). The project would 
impact approximately 48.5 acres of suitable and potentially 
occupied desert tortoise habitat (unvegetated/ruderal, 
brittlebush scrub, California juniper woodland, California 
sagebrush-buckwheat scrub, Creosote bush–brittle bush scrub 
(page 36).  
As per page 10, “At the time of decommissioning of the new 7 
WTGs [wind turbine generator], all remaining existing 
foundations would be removed to 3 feet below the ground 
surface.” As per the footnote on page 36, Dr. Jeffrey Lovich 
has researched tortoises in this area for many years, and 
reports finding tortoises burrowed beneath wind turbine 
foundations, and the EA/IS reports finding two tortoise burrows 
under several of the 199 foundations inspected (page 36). So, 
it is essential that knowledgeable tortoise biologist(s) be 
enlisted to perform preconstruction surveys before and during 
removal of these foundations. This will presumably be required 
under MM BIO-2 referenced on page 37.  
We want emphasize the mobility of tortoises and that new 
clearance surveys of these foundations must be performed 
within a reasonable amount of time, judged to be within about 
48 hours of ground disturbance. We could not find a time frame 
for preconstruction surveys where they are discussed on page 
55 but the standard is typically 48 hours in advance. This is 
particularly important since surveys have not been performed 
since 2019 (as per Appendix B of the EA).  
 
As per MM BIO-11, a revegetation plan is required for the 
Project. The Proponents, and perhaps the County, may not be 
aware that the Council recently completed a best management 
practices document for restoring desert tortoise habitats. As, 
such we are attaching Abella and Berry (2016) for your 
consideration. 
 
We recommend that prior to any ground disturbance, the 
Authorized Biologist identify the nearest qualified veterinarian 
capable of treating and rehabilitating any injured tortoises, that 
any injured tortoises be transported immediately to that office, 
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and that associated veterinary bills be paid by the Proponent. 
This measure should be added to those listed on pages 49 and 
50.  
 
We appreciate this opportunity to provide input, the 
thoroughness of protective measures identified in the EA/IS, 
and trust that our comments will help protect tortoises during 
any authorized project activities. Herein, we ask that the Desert 
Tortoise Council continue to be identified as an Affected 
Interest for this and all other County projects that may desert 
tortoises, and that any subsequent environmental 
documentation for this particular project is provided to us at the 
contact information listed above. We also ask that you 
acknowledge receipt of this letter as soon as possible so we 
can be sure our concerns have been received by the 
appropriate parties. 
 

Metropolitan Water District 
 
 

MWD-1:  Metropolitan requires a minimum setback for all 
buildings and structures of at least 500 feet from the edge of 
Metropolitan’s rights-of-way (ROW). While the placement of 
the closest new turbine appears to be far enough away from 
the Colorado River Aqueduct (CRA) ROW as to not pose a 
hazard, Metropolitan is concerned with the potential impacts to 
the CRA pipeline from the resulting delivery of new commercial 
wind turbines and removal of approximately 159 existing wind 
turbines. Access to the site from the west includes travel on an 
unnamed access road that crosses the CRA at Station 
9840+00 (see Location Map). Ingress and egress across the 
CRA are subject to load restrictions. If the project proponent 
plans to use any equipment or engage in any activity on the 
above referenced property which will impose loads greater 
than AASHTO H-10 for any reasons including non-routine 
maintenance or removal and replacement of wind turbine 
generators, project proponent shall submit the specifications of 
such equipment and associated additional pipeline protections 
for review and written approval by Metropolitan at least thirty 
working days prior to its use. 
 

AM Wind Repower LLC has entered into discussions with MWD regarding their 
setback requirements with respect to the proposed Project.  AM Wind will 
continue to work with MWD on identifying necessary requirements and such 
requirements shall be implemented prior to the start of construction, including 
heavy equipment travel, on the access to the proposed Project site that 
crosses the Colorado River Aqueduct. 
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Access to the site from the east on Whitewater Canyon Road 
also crosses the CRA, however this portion of the CRA is 
buried tunnel and thus weight restrictions do not apply.  
 
Development associated with the proposed project must not 
restrict any of Metropolitan's day-today operations and/or 
access to its facilities. Metropolitan must be allowed to 
maintain its rights-of-way and requires unobstructed access to 
its facilities and properties at all times in order to repair and 
maintain its system. Detailed prints of drawings of 
Metropolitan's pipelines and rights-of-way may be obtained by 
calling Metropolitan's Substructures Information Line at (213) 
217-6564. To assist in preparing plans that are compatible with 
Metropolitan's facilities, easements and properties, we have 
enclosed a copy of the "Guidelines for Developments in the 
Area of Facilities, Fee Properties, and/or Easements of The 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California." Please note 
that all submitted designs or plans must clearly identify 
Metropolitan's facilities and rights-of-way. In order to avoid 
potential conflicts with Metropolitan's facilities and rights-of-
way, Metropolitan requires that detailed design plans for any 
activities within the vicinity of our facilities, fee property or 
rights-of way be submitted prior to construction for review and 
written approval. Approval of the proposed project where it 
could impact Metropolitan's property should be contingent on 
Metropolitan's approval of design plans for the proposed 
project. 
 

Pacific Crest Trail 
Association 

 PCT-1:  Project information, Page 2  
“The nearest sensitive receptors to the new WTGs are rural 
residences in Bonnie Bell, the closest of which are 4,500 and 
4,900 feet east of the Project.”  
 
Using the map provided in Figure 1 of the Appendix, it appears 
that the PCT is within half a mile of some of the turbines and 
should be considered as sensitive receptors.  
 
Maps Pages 4,6,8  

The Pacific Coast Trail (PCT) is illustrated on Figure 1 of Appendix A and has 
been added to Figures 1 and 2a.  Section V.1.(c), Aesthetics, has been clarified 
by including a reference and description of KOP 4, PCT, (Figures 6a and 6b) of 
Appendix A.  This section already notes that the massing and scale of the new 
wind turbines would be noticeably larger than the existing wind turbines; however, 
as noted by the commenter 159 existing Alta Mesa turbines would be replaced by 
7 new turbines.  For the adjacent Mesa Wind Project Repower, also viewable 
from the same PCT vantage point, the reduction would be from 460 existing 
turbines to 8 new turbines.   
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The PCT should be shown on these maps (and not just maps 
in the appendices) for proper context and for cursory 
understanding of analysis in the document. This is also 
necessary for the public to have an accurate understanding of 
the project’s potential impacts on sensitive resources such as 
the PCT. 
 
V. Environmental Issues Assessment Page  
Aesthetics-Scenic Resources Pages 23-24  
The Less than Significant Impact finding for “b” and “c” does 
not seem accurate considering the substantial impact the 
change in tower height will have on the PCT viewshed. 
Although the number of towers decreases, page 23 indicates 
the current height range is 114-145 feet above ground level 
and the new towers would be up to 499 feet above ground 
level. The height of the towers results in a significant 
diminution of the PCT experience, as a National Scenic Trail, 
aesthetics is one of the primary purposes for the PCT.  

 
 

PCT-2:  We recommend using the Bureau of Land 
Management’s Visual Resource System to comply with 
National Scenic Trail standards. Specifically, Chapter 4 Section 
E of the BLM Manual 6280 – Management of National Scenic 
and Historic Trails, states:  
 
“Designating visual resource management (VRM) classes 
based on the National Trail visual resource inventory and 
based on the desired future condition of the National Trail 
resources, qualities, values, and associated settings and the 
primary use or uses of the area through which such trails may 
pass. To retain or improve the integrity of the associated 
settings and scenic values for which the National Trail was 
designated, the BLM should consider establishing VRM 
classes at the most protective level practicable to meet 
National Trail scenery management objectives.”  
The manual continues stating the management objective as 
“VRM Class I or II designation for National Scenic Trails.” And 
“in assigning VRM classification, describe how activities 
managed to this scenic level support the nature and purposes 

Because Riverside County is the lead agency for permitting of the Alta Mesa 
Wind Project, the County must comply with the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) which doesn’t require compliance with the BLM visual 
resource management (VRM) standards.  However, a VRM analysis was 
conducted by the BLM for the adjacent Mesa Wind Project Repower 
Environmental Assessment.  This VRM assessment concluded the following for 
the PCT: 
 
“The resulting overall visual change would be low-to-moderate. 
As a result of the existing developed context of the site, the 
existing character of the landscape would be retained and the 
WTGs would not substantially degrade the existing visual 
character and quality of the landscape as viewed from KOP 4 
and similar locations along the PCT. Rather, the resulting visual 
effect would be somewhat beneficial in its reduction of the 
existing industrial character and built structural complexity. In 
this context, the low-to-moderate level of change would be 
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of the National Trail and how uses are managed to avoid visual 
conflict.” Alta Mesa should adopt the same requirements of 
VRM Class I or II for this projects interface with the PCT.  
BLM definitions of VRM Class Objectives are:  
• • VRM Class I Objective: To preserve the existing 
character of the landscape. Allowed Level of Change: This 
class provides for natural ecological changes; however, it does 
not preclude very limited management activity. The level of 
change to the characteristic landscape should be very low and 
must not attract attention.  
• • VRM Class II Objective: To retain the existing 
character of the landscape. Allowed Level of Change: The 
level of change to the characteristic landscape should be low. 
Management activities may be seen but should not attract the 
attention of the casual observer. Any changes must repeat the 
basic elements of form, line, color, and texture found in the 
predominant natural features of the characteristic landscape.  
 
Next, the analysis for “b” says “The original visual landscape 
throughout the Project vicinity has been extensively altered by 
the development of commercial wind facilities (including 
turbines on and near the Project site), substations, 
transmission lines, and roadways. As such, large wind turbines 
are a commonly occurring visual elements in the area and are 
part of the existing visual and recreational experience.” This 
language seems to be justifying continued and increased 
impacts from this project to the landscape and recreation 
resources. Although there are existing infrastructure impacts, 
this does not inherently justify increasing impacts to public 
resources.  
 
The size of the turbines which will replace the old-style turbines 
are massive and will seriously impose on the landscape, 
degrading the viewshed and dominating the experience of 
recreational visitors to these lands. The EA has failed to 
acknowledge that the replacement of these larger turbines 
is a Connected Action as defined in the National 
Environmental Protection Act and requires further 

appropriate for VRM Class IV management objectives that apply 
to the footprint of the Proposed Action.” 
 
The referenced text from Aesthetics “b” is simply a statement of the existing 
setting.   



Responses to Comments 
ALTA MESA WIND PROJECT EA-IS  

 

Table 2:  Alta Mesa EA-IS Responses to Comments 
Commenter  Comment Response 

analysis in the form of an EIS. The management direction 
below is excerpted from BLM Permanent Instruction 
Memorandum No. 2018-023:  
 
“Proposed actions are connected if they automatically trigger 
other actions that may require an environmental impact 
statement; cannot or will not proceed unless other actions are 
taken previously or simultaneously [emphasis added]; or if the 
actions are interdependent parts of a larger action and depend 
upon the larger action for their justification (40 CFR 1508.25 
(a)(1)).”  
 
Also, from Section 6.5.2.1 of the BLM NEPA Handbook:  
"If the connected non-Federal action and its effects can be 
prevented by BLM decision-making, then the effects of the 
non-Federal action are properly considered indirect effects of 
the BLM action and must be analyzed as effects of the BLM 
action."  
Land Use Planning Page 78  
 
The No Impact finding for “a” is inaccurate as the proposal 
conflicts with the Bureau of Land Management’s Visual 
Resource System specifically, Chapter 4 Section E of the BLM 
Manual 6280 – Management of National Scenic and Historic 
Trails (as detailed above).  
Noise Effects by the Project Page 82  
In the Findings of Fact for “a” the concluding paragraph states 
“for locations near the site boundary, such as the PCT, the 
noise levels would not exceed 65 dBA at 150 meters from any 
WTG.” It’s not clear how far the PCT would be from the WTG’s 
and what impact the noise might have at those distances. As 
above, the project map needs to include the PCT and detail the 
exact distances the new turbines will be sited from the Trail.  
Parks and Recreation Page 88  

As noted above, the PCT has been added to Figures 1 and 2a.  As required by 
CEQA Guidelines, the analysis of noise impacts is based on the “Generation of 
a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the 
vicinity of the project in excess of standards established in the local general 
plan, noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies.”  In the case 
of Riverside County, the applicable regulation is Riverside County Ordinance 
348, which requires that operational noise not exceed the 55 dBA standard for 
impacts caused by wind facilities (WECS) at habitable dwellings.  The 
Ordinance does not address recreational facilities.  Regardless, as noted in 
Section V.27, Noise, the noise levels would not exceed 65 dBA at 150 meters 
(500 feet) from any WTG.  With respect to the PCT, the nearest Alta Mesa 
tower would be one-half mile away, approximately 2,600 feet.  At this distance, 
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the noise generated would be approximately 50 dBA (this clarifier has been 
added to the EA/IS).  The exact audible noise level would be a function of wind 
speed and direction, which under certain circumstances would shield the 
turbine noise, and intervening terrain.  For reference sake, a noise level of 50 
dBA is a quiet urban daytime noise level. 

PCT-3:  In the Findings of Fact a-c: There are no parks within 
one mile of the Project. The PCT runs north and west of the 
Project site, and there are federal lands nearby that are used 
for recreation. It is unclear to me if you are saying the PCT is 
not within 1 mile of the project or if the PCT is not a park. A 
park is defined by Merriam-Webster as both “a piece of ground 
in or near a city or town kept for ornament and recreation and 
an area maintained in its natural state as a public property.” 
The PCT is both and is considered a park. It is also considered 
a Special Recreation Management Area in the Desert 
Renewable Energy Conservation Plan. This paragraph should 
be corrected to reflect this, and the analysis should be updated 
as there is in fact an impact to recreation and parks in the area.  

EA/IS Section V.35, Recreation, notes that “The Pacific Crest Trail (PCT) runs 
north and west of the Project site, and there are federal lands nearby that are 
used for recreation”.  The CEQA Guidelines focus on whether a proposed 
project would result in the construction or expansion of recreational facilities, or 
increased use.  The proposed Alta Mesa Wind Project would not result in in the 
construction or expansion of PCT, or increased use. 

PCT-4:  Transportation Page 90  
In the Findings of Fact analysis, there is no analysis of the 
impact the increase in traffic on the access road might have on 
PCT hikers and equestrians. The PCT is not on many of the 
maps, the visual impact of construction and road improvement 
has not been illustrated from a KOP from the PCT, and there 
has been no auditory analysis of the impact of increased traffic 
both during and after construction; with all these points, this 
analysis is incomplete and inaccurate.  

The proposed Project construction would not utilize Gold Canyon Road, but 
rather the access road to the south.  As shown on revised Figure 2a, the use of 
this southern access road would not interfere with the PCT. 

PCT-5:  Cumulative Projects Page 105  
The Cumulative Analysis section indicates “the Project would 
have no impact to Agriculture and Forestry, Energy, Land Use 
and Planning, Mineral Resources, Population and Housing, 
and Recreation so would not contribute to cumulative impacts 
on these resources.”  
It has been demonstrated that the full impact has not been 
adequately analyzed and there is in fact impacts to the visual 
resources of the Pacific Crest Trail. The EA also has not 
analyzed the potential impact that the towers and associated 

Please see response to visual impact concerns provided above.  Section V.3, 
Other Lighting Issues, discusses nighttime lighting needs for the proposed 
Project because of FAA regulatory safety requirements.  This section has been 
clarified to note that turbine lighting would be visible from the PCT; however, 
given the direction of viewing, the project lighting would have the backdrop of 
Coachella Valley lighting, including I-10 vehicle lights. The cumulative 
aesthetics analysis also discusses the combined lighting of the proposed Alta 
Mesa Wind Project and Mesa Wind Project Repower.  
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FAA lighting on the tops of towers will have on the night and 
early morning time scenic qualities of the PCT.  
PCT-6:  Appendix A: Visual Simulations  
Figure 1. Viewshed Analysis  
We appreciate the PCT being shown on this map. It is 
challenging to get a full understanding of the impacts to the 
viewshed from the PCT with such similar color gradients used 
to represent the number of visible turbines from all the different 
points on the PCT that are impacted. Please provide a more 
detailed, higher resolution map with easier to decipher color 
gradient so that a full analysis can be completed.  
 
KOP4 Pacific Crest Trail  
This one KOP shows a significant visual impact, and the 
towers are against a less contrasted backdrop. It is also critical 
to simulate and analyze the viewshed from a point on the PCT 
where the towers will have blue sky as a backdrop and analyze 
how this change in backdrop affects the scenic resources. 

Appendix A Figure 1, Viewshed Analysis, is to be used in conjunction with the 
existing views and simulations of future conditions from each of the selected six 
key observation points (KOPs) (see Appendix A Figures 2 through 9b).  
Cumulative conditions are illustrated in Figures 10a/b/c.  The existing 
conditions and resultant simulations are based on actual photography from 
each of the six KOPs and are reflective of typical conditions.  Preparing 
simulations under different weather conditions would not further inform the 
aesthetic impacts analysis. 

Sierra Club SC-1:  The County appears to be in violation of the Coachella 
Valley Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan/Natral 
Community Conservation Plan (MSHCP) and the associated 
Implementation Agreement (IA) in not having had a Joint 
Project Review (JPR) conducted by the Coachella Valley 
Conservation Commission (CVCC) for the above-referenced 
project. 

The Final Joint Project Review for the Alta Mesa Wind Project was issued by 
CVCC on January 15, 2021, and has been added as Appendix D to the EA/IS.   

PUBLIC 
Carrera, Isaac P-1:  Letter of support. 

This comment letter does not address issues associated with the scope or 
adequacy of the EA/IS. The EA/IS is a disclosure document for the County 
decision makers, responsible agencies, interest groups, and public. The Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors maintain approval jurisdiction over the 
project and the public hearing process provides a forum for these decision-
makers to determine the merits of the proposed Project. 

King, Wayne P-2:  I have lived in Whitewater Canyon for over 10 years. It is 
an area of unspoiled, unique beauty. 
 
We are surrounded by non profit nature preserves and 
unfortunately BLM land. 

Visual simulations for the various key observation points, including Whitewater 
Canyon, are provided in Appendix A.  As noted within the EA/IS, the nearest 
sensitive receptors to the new WTGs are rural residences in Bonnie Bell, the 
closest of which are 4,500 and 4,900 feet east of the Project.  
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I say unfortunately because the BLM has reneged on a 
promise made in the 1990s to never allow wind turbines to be 
constructed on its land within sight line of the canyon residents. 
 
We have fought this project through all the channels that are 
available to the "little guy" but to no avail. 
 
I was thrilled to see that the county had not yet approved the 
project and there might still be some thread of hope that this 
horrible development on the western ridge of our canyon may 
not go through. 
 
The windmills they propose are nearly half the height of the 
Empire State building. They will look over the canyon with red 
flashing lights and gigantic whooshing blades creating a 
dreadful strobe effect. Disrupting avian flight patterns and 
animal migration. The pictures above are the actual images the 
developer provided of "before and after". 
 
The mills they would remove will end up in the landfill as they 
are not biodegradable.  
 
In an act of hubris and self entitlement by the Brookfield mega 
corporation that is trying to build them, the power they would 
generate has already been pre sold to Azusa, a city not even in 
Riverside County. They knew there would be resistance to 
their scheme but proceeded as if they had the right to do 
whatever they wished. 
 
Brookfield claims to be doing this as a green project but there 
is only one letter difference between green and greed, which is 
their true motivation. Shareholder payout. 
 
Please deny them the right to ruin one of the few natural 
environments left in our area. 
 
This is an area where hikers, birders, school children and 
nature enthusiasts of all ages come to replenish their spirit and 

This comment does not address issues associated with the scope or adequacy 
of the EA/IS. The EA/IS is a disclosure document for the County decision 
makers, responsible agencies, interest groups, and public. The Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors maintain approval jurisdiction over the 
project and the public hearing process provides a forum for these decision-
makers to determine the merits of the proposed Project. 
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enjoy nature as it used to be. Once it is lost it cannot be 
regained. 

Lee, Bong P-3:  Letter of support. This comment letter does not address issues associated with the scope or 
adequacy of the EA/IS. The EA/IS is a disclosure document for the County 
decision makers, responsible agencies, interest groups, and public. The Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors maintain approval jurisdiction over the 
project and the public hearing process provides a forum for these decision-
makers to determine the merits of the proposed Project. 

Mansell, Eva P-4:  I live on the Whitewater Canyon Road and have attended 
Alta Mesa's meeting regarding this project, and commented to 
the BLM etc. and my comment remains: 
 
The area that they described just above the Whitewater 
Canyon has already been utilized, we here have fought further 
use and I am completely against this project for the following 
reasons.  
 
1) At least one brush fire in the 9 years I've lived here was said 
to have been caused by sparking from one of the windmills. 
This is a canyon with only one exit. The fire was below where I 
and others live, and thousands of people come to visit the 
canyon and preserve. If it had been worse we could have been 
trapped. 
 
2) I know for a fact that when windmills are torn down they are 
almost impossible to dispose of responsibly. I cannot accept 
that the existing windmills need to be destroyed and even 
bigger ones put in. I don't believe it can be done responsibly. 
There should be every effort to repair existing windmills 
through new technology, as I do totally support "green energy" 
generation, but feel certain Alta Mesa only cares about money 
generation. 
 
3) The wind energy is being transmitted long distances, not 
serving the local community. And green energy should be used 
locally, as transmission of electricity always wastes certain 
amounts of the energy.  
 

EA/IS Section V.44, Wildfire, presents that the replacement of 159 1980’s 
turbines with 7 new wind turbine generators (WTGs), utilizing modern 
technologies, would reduce the operational fire risk.   
 
The replacement of the legacy turbines with new WTGs would also reduce the 
safety and other environmental risks (i.e., oil releases and associated ground 
contamination) associated with operating the legacy turbines.  
Decommissioning of the legacy turbines will include recycling of the blades, the 
steel poles have value as scrap metal so will be recycled, and the oil is also 
being taken for recycling. 
 
The proposed Project site and surrounding area are located in the San 
Gorgonio Wind Resource Area. This clarifier has been added to the EA/IS.  
Note that wind resource areas are limited throughout the State of California and 
are defined as such given average annual wind patterns.  For wind turbine 
generation projects to be viable in terms of efficiency and cost, they must be 
located within a wind resource area. 
 
The remainder of this comment letter does not address issues associated with 
the scope or adequacy of the EA/IS. The EA/IS is a disclosure document for 
the County decision makers, responsible agencies, interest groups, and public. 
The Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors maintain approval juris-
diction over the project and the public hearing process provides a forum for 
these decision-makers to determine the merits of the proposed Project. 
. 
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4) Whitewater Canyon is at the base of one of the few pristine 
wilderness areas left in this Valley. I have volunteered at the 
Whitewater Preserve and personally seen how many children 
and adults are introduced to mostly untouched wilderness for 
the very first time when they visit the canyon and the Preserve. 
They then become more likely to be responsible about 
protecting the environment in general at a time when this is so 
important. 
 
If Azuza or whatever city wants green energy great! But they 
should do it at a scale that suits their local community and find 
the locations near it.  
Our beautiful and unique desert valley is becoming a tangle of 
wires and ugly transmission towers. Once lost, the wilderness 
cannot be replaced. 
 
Please do not let this project go forward in the Whitewater 
Canyon area. Enough has already constructed here. 

Scott, Alan P-5:  I'm in support of the approval of the new wind project on 
Alta Mesa.  I have two questions: 
 
Is there a place we can see a map of the exact area and 
expanse of the project online? 
 
Why do the letter I received from your Riverside County office 
and the Brookfield Renewable page differ so much in the 
description of the project?  Your letter says "up to seven (7) 
new" turbines and their website says up to 14. 
 
I'm just curious about how the discrepancy can be double. 
 
Also... Our home is just east of the newly completed project 
with the installation of 9 new turbines after decommissioning a 
bunch of old ones.  We are on Ocotillo Road north of Painted 
Hills Road.  Is there a plan to remove the field that is just south 
of 16th street at any point?  They are unsightly and noisy, and 
clearly most of them are not functioning, as parts of them are 
strewn all over the hillside. 

The proposed Project presented in the EA/IS is the latest project design.  In 
response to community and avian concerns, AM Wind Repower LLC 
redesigned the project using state of the art wind turbine generators which 
allowed for a reduction in the number of turbines.  The applicant’s web site has 
been updated to reflect the latest design. 
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You might recall approving us for WECS000127.  Still making 
most of our own electricity. 

Starks, Les and Jeri 
Vogelsang, Jeri 
 

P-6:  This is to express our opposition to the proposed 
repowering of existing commercial wind project, the Alta Mesa 
Wind Project. The proposed Alta Mesa Wind Project will install 
seven, 500-feet-tall wind turbines with red blinking lights on the 
mountain ridgeline above Whitewater Canyon Road that will 
loom above an ancient Teshana Wanakik settlement at Bonnie 
Bell Lodge and some of the most beautiful land in the world: 
the Whitewater Preserve and the Sand to Snow National 
Monument. The Teshana Wanakik Band of Cahuilla Indians 
(relatives of the Morongo Indians) inhabited ancient Bonnie 
Bell Lodge and Snow Creek Canyon on opposite sides of the 
San Gorgonio Pass.  
  
All desert cities and local Indian Tribes should oppose this ill-
conceived development because so many of our area's most 
important scenic views have already been sacrificed to 
industrial wind turbine and billboard development along the I-
10 corridor, on Highway 62, in North Palm Springs, Indian 
Avenue and West Garnet. 
  
The Haugen-Lehmann exit of the I-10 Freeway leads to a 
desolate stretch of freeway frontage characterized by unbridled 
wind turbine development and an endless tangle of overhead 
power lines and billboards so harshly illuminated that they can 
be seen for miles.  
  
Behind this, in the San Bernardino Mountains above the I-10, 
stand 460 Mesa Wind turbines and 159 Alta Mesa Wind 
turbines, abandoned and inoperable, originally approved by the 
Riverside County Board of Supervisors in 1984, which are 
scheduled for demolition if this pending, profiteering 
development is approved by the Riverside County Planning 
Department. 
  

Visual simulations for the various key observation points, including Whitewater 
Canyon, are provided in Appendix A.  As noted within the EA/IS, the nearest 
sensitive receptors to the new WTGs are rural residences in Bonnie Bell, the 
closest of which are 4,500 and 4,900 feet east of the Project. 
 
The proposed Project site and surrounding area are located in the San 
Gorgonio Wind Resource Area. This clarifier has been added to the EA/IS.  
Note that wind resource areas are limited throughout the State of California and 
are defined as such given average annual wind patterns.  For wind turbine 
generation projects to be viable in terms of efficiency and cost, they must be 
located within a wind resource area. 
 
As noted within the EA/IS, the existing 159 turbines on the project site are 
being decommissioned under Commercial WECS Permit Nos. 71 through 
71R9, and AM Wind Repower LLC secured required demolition and hazardous 
material approvals from the Riverside County Building Department. 
 
The Alta Mesa Project will have only a 3.6 percent increase (EA/IS Table 5) in 
total rotor swept area (the only quantifiable component of hazard to birds and 
bats).  The project itself would not have a considerable contribution to 
potentially cumulative impacts to birds and bats in the region.  
 
EA/IS Section V.44, Wildfire, presents that the replacement of 159 1980’s 
turbines with 7 new wind turbine generators (WTGs), utilizing modern 
technologies, would reduce the operational fire risk.   
 
The remainder of this comment letter does not address issues associated with 
the scope or adequacy of the EA/IS. The EA/IS is a disclosure document for 
the County decision makers, responsible agencies, interest groups, and public. 
The Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors maintain approval juris-
diction over the project and the public hearing process provides a forum for 
these decision-makers to determine the merits of the proposed Project. 
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In the early 1990s we witnessed firsthand the effect of wind 
turbine development in Whitewater Canyon. The Riverside 
County Board of Supervisors has given wind developers free 
rein over the San Gorgonio Pass, especially the area 
surrounding verdant, riparian Whitewater Canyon, which was 
once a haven for bird-watchers and an annual migratory stop 
for a large number of turkey vultures. Through 1990, the 
cottonwood trees at Bonnie Bell Lodge would appear almost 
black because of the vultures resting there. Their population, 
and that of other canyon birds, steadily decreased as Riverside 
County wind developments increased, because thousands 
were killed by the industrial camp of windmills that now 
dominates the ridgelines of this once astonishingly beautiful 
water canyon, now permanently defiled and degraded by 
gargantuan wind turbines. 
  
Both Whitewater Canyon Preserve and Snow Creek Village 
have suffered devastating wildfires as recently as last year 
(2020). Since industrial wind turbines can, and have, started 
fires, we request that no more fire risks be added by approval 
of the Alta Mesa Wind Project. 
  
We adamantly oppose this repowering project for the 
environmental and aesthetic damage they will inevitably cause 

Vang, Lenin P-7:  Letter of support. This comment letter does not address issues associated with the scope or 
adequacy of the EA/IS. The EA/IS is a disclosure document for the County 
decision makers, responsible agencies, interest groups, and public. The Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors maintain approval jurisdiction over the 
project and the public hearing process provides a forum for these decision-
makers to determine the merits of the proposed Project. 

APPLICANT 
AM Wind Repower LLC 
(Alta Mesa), a subsidiary 
of Brookfield Renewable 
Energy 

AMWR-1:  Page 1, Section I. PROJECT INFORMATION: 
“Alta Mesa 640 LLC” has been updated to “AM Wind Repower 
LLC”. 

Requested change has been incorporated. 

AMWR-2:  Page 16, Section C, Assessor’s Parcel No(s): 
APN 516020003 is a dedicated Metropolitan Water District 
easement for which no development is proposed, so this APN 
should be deleted. 

Requested change has been incorporated. 
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AMWR-3:  Use of Public Access Road to Project Site: Minor 
clearing of vegetation along existing public roadways, is 
required at the intersection of Cottonwood Drive and Rockview 
Drive, and along Rockview Drive, totally 0.21 acres of ruderal 
and brittle bush scrub that appears to have been disturbed in 
the past. Therefore, the following updates are recommended 
for the EA-IS (Page 2, Table 1, and Page 92). Biological 
survey results for the subject public roadways are attached. 

Requested changes have been incorporated. 
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