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Section 1.0 
Final EIR/EIS Requirements 



The Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (FEIRIEIS) for The Mountain 
View IV Wind Energy Project, State Clearinghouse No. 2006041171, has been prepared in accordance 
with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the Guidelines for Implementation of CEQA 
as prescribed by the Secretary of Resources. It has also been prepared following the Guidelines of 
NEPA for preparation of an EIS. The following is a summary of requirements for the FEIR/EIS. 

1.1	 FINAL EtR REQUIREMENTS 

Section 15132 of CEQA Guidelines requires that a FElR consist of the following contents: 

1.	 The Draft Environmental Impact Report (ElR) or the revision of the draft. 

2.	 Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in 
summary. 

3.	 A list of persons, organizations and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR. 

4.	 The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the 
review and consultation period. 

5.	 Any other information added by the Lead Agency. 

1.2	 FINAL EtS REQUIREMENTS 

Chapter 4 of the NEPA Handbook (H-1790-1) states that an abbreviated FEIS shall contain the 
following: 

1.	 Copies of substantive comments received on the Draft EIS. 

2.	 Responses to comments received on the Draft EIS. 

3.	 A section with specific modifications and corrections to the Draft EIS in response to 
comments. 

4.	 No rewriting or reprinting of the Draft EIS is necessary. 
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1.3 FINAL EIR/EIS OVERVIEW 

This Final EIR/EIS incorporates by reference, the September 2006 Draft EIR/EIS (SCH #2006041171), 
prepared for the City of Palm Springs and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) by Dudek, which is 
available by request from the City of Palm Springs Planning Department and the BLM Palm Springs
South Coast Field Office. It is also available on the BLM-Palm Springs web site. A list of all 
individuals, organizations and agencies that commented on the Draft EIR/EIS is contained in Section 2.0 

of this document; comment letters and responses are contained in Section 3.0 of this document. Finally, 
Section 4.0 contains text changes or revisions to the Draft EIR/EIS. A list of all individuals, 
organizations and agencies that were sent a copy of the Draft EIR/EIS are shown in Appendix A of this 
document. 

In order to further inform the public of the potential issues of the Draft EIR/EIS, a public informational 
meeting was held by the BLM at their Palm Springs Office on April 17, 2007. Notice of the meeting 
was published in the Desert Sun two weeks prior. In addition, two public scoping meetings were held 
before distribution of the Draft EIR/EIS. One was held on May 25, 2006 at the City of Palm Springs 
Council Chambers and the other was held on June 27, 2006 at the Desert Highland Community Center 
within the closest residential neighborhood to the project site. 
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Section 2.0 
List of Persons, Organizations, and Public Agencies who 
Commented on the Draft Environmental Impact Report I 

Environmental Impact Statement 



2.0 LIST OF PERSONS, ORGANIZATIONS~AND 
PUBLIC AGENCIES WHO COMMENTI:D ON 

This section of the FEIR/EIS contains a complete list of persons, organizations and public agencies who 
commented in writing on the Draft EIR/EIS. 

Person/Organization/Date 

A. Cecilia Lara, ALUC Planner, Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission, February 27, 
2007 

B. Garry George, Executive Director, Los Angeles Audubon Society, March 9,2007. 

c. Dave Singleton, Program Analyst, Native American Heritage Commission, March 14,2007. 

D. Steve Smith, PhD., Program Supervisor, Planning, Rule Development and Area Sources, 
South Coast Air Quality Management District, AprilS, 2007. 

E. Terry Roberts, Director, State Clearinghouse, April 6, 2007. 

F. David Goodward, Conservation Chair, San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society, April 7, 
2007. 

G. Carol Roberts, Assistant Field Supervisor, Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office, US Fish and 
Wildlife Service, April 9,2007. 

H. Nova Blazej, Manager, Environmental Review Office, US Environmental Protection 
Agency, AprilS, 2007. 
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Section 3.0 
Comments and Responses 



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Section 3.0 of the FEIR/EIS contains all the letters received from persons, organizations and public 

agencies who commented on the Draft EIR/EIS, accompanied by responses to those comments. All 

letters have received an alphabetical designation in the order received by the City. Apart from courtesy 
statements, introductions, and closings, the text of each letter has been divided into topical comments. 

Brackets in the margin delineate the comments with each bracket assigned a comment number (e.g., A-I, 

A-2, etc.). Responses to each bracketed comment are attached following each letter. Responses 
correspond to each bracketed comment with the same number. For example, Comment #1 (A-I) of 

"Letter A" will be responded to by Response #1 (A-I) of "Letter A"; Comment #1 (B-1) of "Letter B" 

will be responded to by Response #1 (B-1) of "Letter B", etc. 
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Letter A 

AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION 
RIVERSIDE COUNTY 

CHAIR 
Simon Housma 0 

YICE CHA.IRMAN 
Rod Ballance 

Rivef$;~e 

COIIlMISSION£RS 

A.rthur 9utl<r 
Riverside 

Robin low. 
Homol 

Johnlvon 

February 27, 2007 

Mr. Craig A. Ewing, AICP, Director 
City of Palm Springs Planning Services 
3200 East TahQuitz Canyon Way 
Palm Springs, CA 92262 

Re: Comments to the Mountain View IV Wind Energy Project 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report 

The Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) would like to thank you 
_____.~e.':i~~.Jor!.b.~_QQQQrtuDlli' to comment on the aforementioned document. Please be 

Glen Holme, advised thal-becausethepioposed wind turbinesare-greater-lhan-:,rmJleetTrinelght 
H.m~, the project will require ALUC review. 

Motanle F.8mlle 
Indio	 You may wish to visit our website at !.'JWW.rcaluc.org to view a map of the Palm 

Springs International Airport and the Compatibility Plan. It should be noted that 
ALUC review would still be required for development within the portion of the site 
within the Airport Influence Area of the Palm Sp6ngs International Airport. STAFF 

!<lterlm 
~ ...uliv. Director Please feel free to contact me at (951) 955-0549 or bye-mail at clara@rctlma.org.
 

Ed Cooper should you have any questions.
 

Jot'..n Guerin 
Ceci~a Lara
 

Sopt1ia Nolasco
 Sincerely,Ba mara Sames 

.>.[8)' 1.OOti>1rallVe C«'$ 
~~l';1I0l1~.. 9::;:~I. t~l1AtUrtwiirsi1;,CA'¥.iY.l1 

(~511%S':,'3Z Cecilia Lara 
ALUC Planner 
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3.0	 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Response to Letter A 

Response to comments from Cecilia Lara, RCALUCP, February 27, 2007. 

A-I	 Comment noted. The applicant, AES SeaWest, has submitted the project for ALUC review. The 
project was conditionally approved by the RCALUCP Commission on May 10, 2007. The 
approval letter is included in Appendix D of this document. 
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Letter B 

March 9, 2007 

Bureau of Land Management 
Palm Springs-South Coast Field Office 
Attention: Greg Hill, 
P.O. Box 581260 
North Palm Springs, Calif. 92258 

Dear Mr. Hill: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft environmental impact statement (ElS) analyzing a 
proposed wind energy project in Palm Springs, California to be developed by Mountain View Power 
Partners TV, LLC 

Los Angeles Audubon is a California 50 I(c)(3) non-profit corporation. The mission of the Los Angeles 
Audubon Society is to promote the enjoyment and protection of birds and other wildlife through recreation, 
education, conservation and restoration. 

Comments on sensitive species will come from San Bernardino Audubon Society, and we support their 
findings. 

Our comments are as follows: 

1. The impacts of the project on migratory birds protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918, 
and the potential for the project to disrupt migratory or movement patterns of migratory birds, are 
not disclosed. 

a. The surveys are inadequate. 

The EIS reports that "Field surveys for the project were conducted on April 26 through 28, 2005, by NRA, 
Inc. The field surveys were focused on the desert tortoise, but included observations of occupied or potential 
habitat for other sensitive biological resources." I 

Comment: This level of effort fails to meet minimum California Energy Commission and California 
Department of Fish and Game draft guidelines for pre-permitting assessment. In those draft guidelines (to be 
finalized in August, 2007), the "Pre-Permitting Assessment" chapter "recommends field surveys for at least 
one full year to encompass variation in bird and bat species composition and abundance during all four 
seasons. Recommended methods include diurnal avian survey techniques such as bird use counts, small bird 

I EIS, August 17, 2005 Section 27 Report SEA05-101 Revised November 11,2006, p_8 
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counts, and raptor nest searches and nocturnal survey methods to assess the presence of migrating songbirds 
and other nocturnalmigranrs 2 

"Most songbirds, wateI1'owl, shorebirds, herons, and egrets migrate at night (Kerlinger and Moore, 1989). 
Nocturnal migrants generally take off after sunset, ascend to their cruising altitude between 300 and 2.000 
feet (90-610 mctcrs), and return to land before sunrise (Kerlinger, 1995). For most of thcir night, songbirds 
and other nocturnal migrants are above the reach of wind LUrbines. but they pa"s through the altitudinal 
range of wind turbines during ascents and descents and may also tly closer to the ground during 
inclement weather or when negotiating mountain passes (Able. 1970; Richardson, 2000). ".1 

"If preliminary information indicates potential risks to noctul1lal migrants at a proposed wind energy project 
site, radar and other nocturnal study methods may be employed to determine species composition. 
abundance. and tlight altitude of birds passing through the site:'.( 

Two slUdies of the Coachella Valley and the San Gorgonio Pass have indicated potential risks to nocturnal 
migrants. and conclude that "approximately 256,000 birds/km could come in contact with wind turbine 
generators in the fall,'" and "approximately 182,000 birdslkm could potentially come into contact with wind 
rurbine generators each spring in the WRSA."6 

This clearly suggests the need for nocturnal study methods. 

b. Proponents replace on-site surveys with a literature search in the EIS, the conclusions 
imposed on the literature cited in the EIS are arbitrary, confuse the public on the origin of the 
conclusions, are not scientilically proven with on-site data, are not represented in the literature cited, 
are not attributed to an expert, and cannot replace actual data on the impacts of the project on 
migratory birds. 

Examples: 

(I). The EIS states ''The project's biological technical repol1s cite a number of studies which have looked at 
incidences of bird collisions with wind turbines. particularly in the San Gorgonio Pass Wind ResoW'ce Area 
where the project is located. These data show very low levels of bird mortality (associated with wind 
tnrbines in the San Gorgonio Pass)." 7 

Comment: The technical report only cites two studies: The Sept 2004 stuuy anributeu inaccurately [0 the 
California Energy Commission (see below) and the Fall. 19R2 study published by Southern California 

2 C~lifornia Energy Commis\ion and California Department of Fi\h and Game. 2007. Calitilmia GI/idelillesfor 
Reducillg Impacts IV Birds alld BaI.~.fi·()m Willd Ellergy De.'e!opmelll. California Energy Conunission. Energy 
Facilities Siting Division and California Depaltment of Fish and Game, Resources Management and Policy Division. 

CEC-700-2006-013-SD, p, E-3 

.' Ibid. P 17 
"Ibid. p.17 

5 Nocturnal Avian Migration Assessment of the San Gorgonio Wind Resource Study Area, Fall 1982 
(McCrary, et al (1982). p. 73 

(, Nocmrnal Avian Migration Assessment of the San Gorgonio Wind Resource Study Area. Spring 1982 
(McCrary. et al ( 19X2). p. 105 
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Edison. Neither study concludes that there are "very low levels of bird mortality (associated in the San ) 
Gorgonio Pass)'" as the EIS states. The Sept 2004 study states 'This study was not specifically designed to 
provide standardized estimates of avian fatalities and the wide interval between searches (90 days) leads to a B-2 
high level of uncertainty in the fatality estimates." The 1982 study predicted a high level of bird mortality and 
outlined methodology and standards for determining that level. Additionally, the conclusions imposed on the 
cited literalUre are not attributed to an expert or in fact to any author. 

(2).. The EIS cites the report "Avian Monitoring and Risk AssesslJ1er/t at Tehachapi Pass and San 
GorgonioPass Wind Resource Areas, Cali/lm/ia: Phase 1 Prelirnillarv Results (September 2(04)" in stating 
that "project impacts to migratory birds are not signiticant;'Y and cites the source as California Energy 
Commission. 

Comment: The document cited is a presentation given at a wind industry conference by a research scientist 
who works independently with the California Energy Commission. Twelve additional authors are listed that B-3 
include researchers from paid environmental consultants to the wind industry and a government bureau 
(USDA Forestry Service) as well as California Energy Commission. The co-authors are omitted in the EIS. 
suggcsting that the California Energy Commission authored or authorized the study. or that the Commission 
made a conclusion based on any data. which they did not. or that the Commission has endorsed the findings 
of the study as conclusive, which they have not. In fact, the researcher included a disclaimer in his 
presentation that "This study was not specifically designed to provide standardized estimates of avian 
fatalities and the wide interval between searches 190 days) leads to a high level of uncertainty in the fatality 
cstimatcs".lo 
Comment: The presenter, a researcher fromlhe Califomia Energy Commission himselfrepons that "it WOUld} 
be desirable to (I) continue the project'; for a longer period - at lea,t 2 years; (2) continue the part of the San 
Gorgonio research asso.ciated with the water-covered area, which attracts larger numbers of birds than other B-4 
subareas within the San Gorgonio WRA; and (3) use radar, acoustic or other suitable methods to conduct 
studies of nocturnal bird activity:' Without studies of nocturnal bird activity. conclusions regarding the impact 
on migratory songbirds cannot be drawn. 

(3). The EIS attributes the conclusion '"that the very large number of migrating birds (approximately 37 million) 
\\ihich have been estimated as passing through the Coachella Valley in the fall. result in very few mortalities 
(approximately 4 mortalities over 180 wind turbine sites).,,11 to the study Nocturnal Aviall Migration 
A'.lessmellt of the San Gorgollio Wi,ld Resource Swdr Area, Fall 1982 (McCrary, et al (1982). 

Comment: In fact. that study drew no such conclusion. In fact, the study reported that approximately 37 
million birds passed through the Coachella Valley in the fall and an additional "approx.imately 32 million 
birds new through the Coachella Valley during spring 1982:'11 making the total in 1982 approximately 70 
million birds. The study actually concludes "we estimate lhal approximately 256,000 birds/km could 
potentially come into contact with wind turbine generators each fall in the WRSA" and "approximately 
182,000 birdslkm potentially come into contact with wind turbine generators each spring." That total is 
438,000 birdslkm that could potentially come into contact with wind turbines each year." The study did not 

'Aviall MOllitoring GIld Risk Assenmem at Tellacllapi Pass and San Gorgonio
 
Pms Willd Resource Areas, California: Phase 1 Prelimillary Results (September 2004), p.26
 

"ElS. p.
 

10 Avian Monitoring and Risk Assessmellf at Telzaclzapi Pan and SOIl Gorgonio
 
Pms Willd Resource Areas, Calijbrnia: Phase J Preliminary Results (September 2(04), p.26 

Ihid, ]1..,.2-15 
" Nocturnal Avian Migration Assessment ofthe San Gorgonio Wind Resource Study Area. Spring 1982 (McCrary. er at (1982). 
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conclude that "very few monalities" would result as the EIS claims. And again, this conclusion is not 
amibLltcd to an expcrt. the author is not identiticd. 

(4). The results of the carcass searches ciled in the EIS are admitted as inconclusive even by the study itself! 

Comment: "This slUdy was not specitically designed to provide standardized estimates of avian fatalities and 
the wide interval between searches (90 days) leads to a high level of uncenainty in the fatality estimates.!.' 

c. The EIS fails to include a monitoring program. 

Thc 1982 studies recommend monitoring programs that "should include extensive ground counts of dead or 
injmed birds around a variety of wind turbine conligurations combined with simultaneous vertical radar
image intensitier observations on the magnitude and altitude of nocturnal migration. This methodology will 
provide precise information on the number of individuals and species killed or crippled. percent ki lied of 
total hirds l1ying over the turbines. altitudinal distribution of birds as relatd to the number killed. and the 
effect, of weather and lighting on the number of hirds killed. In this manner the biological significance of the 
number and species killed can be more accurately detennined than with simple groLmd counts'"14 

The EIS dismisses any need to measure the impacts of the project on migratory birds. or in fact any other 
species of birds, animal or plant, or any other environmental impact, relieving proponent of any 
responsibility to measure the accuracy ofproponent's claims and statements regarding migratory -,ongbirds 
on the project site contained in the EIS. 

Recommendations: 

1. Proponent be required to conduct one full year of surveys, including nocturnal assessments, as 
suggested in the California Energy Commision and California Department of Fish & Came draft 
guidelines on the siting of wind energl facilities, ~ational Wind Coordinating Committee guidelines on 
studling Avian Interactions with Wind Turbines, and US Fish & Wildlife Service Migratory Bird 
Division standards for studies on migratory birds (which actually require three years); 

2. Proponent be required to conduct post-construction surveys to measure the impacts of the operation 
of turbines in comparison to the pre-construction claims made by proponent; 

3 Proponent and future applicants for wind energy projects, and applicants for repowering ofexisting 
wind ene~' projects, be required by permitting agencies in the San Corgonio Wind Resource Area 
(BLM, Riverside County Planning Commission, tribes, others) to pay into a fund for one time seasonal 
studies that include nocturnal assessments with radar and other methodology to determine the 
impacts, if any, on migratory songbirds protected by the IVIigratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 and other 
national, state and international laws and agreements in the San Gorgonio Pass Wind Resource Area. 
These studies and their findings could relieve all applicants for new wind project~, as well as 
applicants for repowering of existing projects, of costly on-site studies for individual projects, would 
address the alarming predictions raised in the 1982 studies by Southern California Edison, and 
determine areas of the San Gorgonio Wind Resource Area which might be of unacceptable risk for 
migratory songbirds. These funds would accumulate quickly, and would surely be matched by various 
agencies including U.S. Department of Fish & Wildlife, California Fish & Game. California Energy 

U A)'ian Moniroring and Risk Assessmel1f at 'l'elwchal'i Pass and San Gorgonio
 
Pass Wind Resource Areas. Caht(JI'Ilia: Phase I Preliminary Results (September 2004), p.26
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Commission PIER program and other agencies and non-profits that would benefit from the data 
JB-10accumulated in these conclusive studies. 

We thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. and hope that these and other comments will 
cause a more extensive environmental review than the one otfered in the EIS. 

Respectfully submitted 
Garry Gcorge 
Executive Director 



3.0	 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Response to Letter 8 

Response to comments from Garry George, Los Angeles Audubon Society, March 9, 2007. 

B-1	 On September 26, 2007, the California Energy Commission approved the voluntary Statewide 
Guidelines for Reducing Impacts to Birds and Bats from l-J,'ind Energy Development). The 
document states in an abstract at the beginning of the report 'These voluntary guidelines provide 
information to help reduce impacts to birds from new development or repowering ofwind energy 
projects in California." As voluntary guidelines, they have no official standing or regulatory 
authority. Since project biological surveys were completed even before these protocols were in 
draft form, it was not utilized for this project. Therefore, the guidelines will not be incorporated 
into this project but will be included as appropriate for future actions. 

Since these guidelines are voluntary and were not in place during the biological surveys for the 
project, the use of literature review and 100 percent coverage surveys was and is considered 
adequate to address CEQA and NEPA requirements, and the question of significant impacts. 

The literature review for this project, including "Nocturnal Avian Migration Assessment of the 
San Gorgonio Wind Resource Study Area", Fall 1982 and Spring 1982, Michael D. McCrary, 
Robert L. McKernan, Ross E. Landry, William D. Wagner, et aI, 1983 and 1984, and the Natural 
Renewable Energy Study (NREL, 2(05) study, indicated that collisions occur but that these 
collisions are not substantial in overall population terms. To quote from the 2005 NREL study: 

"The San Gorgonio wind plant consists of approximately 3,000 turbines of various types and 
sizes. Previous studies conducted at the San Gorgonio wind plant documented relatively low 
raptor fatality, with relatively higher fatality of passerines and waterbirds. Researchers estimated 
6,800 birds were killed annually at the San Gorgonio wind facility based on 38 dead birds found 
while monitoring nocturnal migrants (McCrary et al. 1986). The 38 avian fatalities included 15 
passerine species. McCrary et al. (1983, 1984) estimated that 69 million birds pass through the 
Coachella Valley annually during migration; 32 million in the spring and 37 million in the fall. 
Considering the high number of passerines migrating through the area relative to the number of 
passerine fatalities, the authors concluded that this level of fatality was biologically insignificant 
(McCrary et al. 1986)." 

With respect to the comment that songbirds and other nocturnal migrants fly at heights above the 
reach of wind turbines, but they pass through the altitudinal range of wind turbines during their 
ascents and descents and may also pass closer to the ground during inclement weather, pertinent 
information about this is contained in the two McCrary et ai, (1983, 1984) Spring and Fall 
reports. These reports contain nocturnal migratory bird data gathered at 7 sites that included the 
vicinity of the Mountain View IV site. In these two studies, they conducted nocturnal migration 
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3.0	 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

surveys approximately 0.5 km east of the Mountain View IV proposed wind turbines, identified 
as Site 4 in the report. At Site 4 the topography, vegetation and surrounding lands are very 
similar to the Mountain View IV site, based on personal inspection of the two areas (Karen 
Kirtland, NRA, Inc.). In the fall study, Table 6 shows that at Site 4 the mean altitude of 
passerines was 449.4 ±5.8 meters above the ground, which is well above the tip of the Mountain 
View IV blades, which are 91 meters above the ground. Figure 16 shows that for Site 4 only 4% 
of nocturnal passerines were observed below 93 meters altitude above the ground. Table 10 
indicates less than 2.2% of fall nocturnal passerine migrants were observed in the rotor height 
zone of the proposed wind turbines. In the spring study, Table 10 shows that at Site 4 the mean 
altitude was 775 ± 77 meters, which is even higher than the fall data. Table 13 shows that for 
Site 4 only 5.8% of the nocturnal passerines were observed between 36 meters and 92 meters 
above the ground, corresponding to the rotor height zone of the Mountain View turbines. These 
data collected at Site 4 show noticeably smaller percentages than the average for the 7 sites 
surveyed in the two !vlcCrary studies, being 4% for Site 4 versus an average of 15% for the Fall, 
and 5.8% for Site 4 versus an average of 12.9% for the spring. These data indicate the potential 
risks to migratory birds at the Mountain View IV site are very likely to be lower than at other 
wind energy sites studied in the San Gorgonio Pass because the observed percentages of birds 
and the observed numbers of birds flying at heights that could expose them to risk were lower 
than the averages. 

Because the NREL study shows that the estimated bird fatalities at San Gorgonio are low in 
comparison to other wind energy projects, plus the migratory bird flight height data in the 
Mountain View IV site area indicate a reduced migratory bird risk compared to the averages for 
the San Gorgonio Pass, we conclude that the concern raised in Comment Bl about the need for 
further studies of migratory bird risk is not supported by the studies. 

B-2	 The comment states that the EIRJEIS conclusions based on literature searches are arbitrary, 
confusing, inadequately cited, are not scientifically proven because they are not based on on-site 
data, and cannot replace actual data of impacts of the project on migratory birds. Since there are 
no operational wind turbines on the project site, on-site surveys analyzing bird collisions with 
wind turbines on the site were not possible. One study cited in Section 3.2 of the EIR/EIS is the 
preliminary findings for Phase I of the study: Avian Monitoring and Risk. Assessment at the San 
Gorgonio Wind Resource Area, Phase I Field Work: March 3, 1997 - .May 29,1998 Phase II 

Field Work: August 18,1999 -August 11,2000, August 2005 by R. Anderson, 1. Tom, and N. 
Neumann ofState Energy Resources Conservation and Development Commission, Sacramento, 
California; and W.P. Erickson, M.D. Strickland, M. Bourassa, K.J. Bay, and K.J. Sernka of 
Western EcoSystems Technology, Inc. Cheyenne, Wyoming. The report titled Avian Monitoring 
and Risk Assessment at Tehachapi Pass and San Gorgonio Pass Wind Resource Areas. 
California: Phase 1 Preliminary Results was presented as part of the National Avian-Wind 
Power Planning Meeting 1lI in May 1998. The August 2005 study is much more extensive and 
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3.0	 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

specific to the San Gorgonio Pass wind resource area. The conclusions in the 2005 study are 
similar to the 1998 preliminary report, including Section 10, Discussion/Conclusions (pg. 33) 
which states '"Observed fatality rates during the Phase I and Phase II components of this study 
were very low. Due to the low fatality rates, strong patterns in comparison results of fatality and 
the risk index among levels of factors such as geographic location and type of turbine were not 
very apparent." The report also concludes that '"Rock doves were the most common fatality 
observed during the study and contributed to the 'other bird' category being most at risk. Raptor 
fatality was very low, but our risk index suggested they still were more at risk than other groups, 
such as corvids and waterbirds." In the case of raptor fatalities, this report estimated 
approximately 0.03 raptor fatalities per MW per year unadjusted for searcher efficiency and 
scavenging bias. That is, some bird carcasses could have been under counted due to removal by 
scavengers, predators, and other removal sources and failure of searchers to find all carcasses. 
However, some avian fatalities may not have been caused by wind turbines, but were still 
counted as such in the study. 

Regarding conclusions in Section 3.2 of the EIR;'EIS, it is stated at the beginning of the section 
that the discussion was based primarily upon three General Biological Resources Assessments 
prepared for the project by biologist Karen Kirtland of Natural Resources Assessment, Inc. 
(NRA). Therefore, conclusions were based on the opinions of NRA, Inc. and from sources 
referenced in their reports. Each of those reports was included in Appendix B of the EIR/EIS, 
available by request or on the BLM-Palm Springs web site. 

B-3	 As stated in the preceding response, the referenced report was presented at a wind energy 
conference, as one of numerous other studies. The main author of the report is the California 
Energy Commission (CEC) as nine of the thirteen authors were associated with CEC, while three 
were with Western EcoSystems Technology, Inc. and one with Pacific Southwest Research 
Station. In Comment B-3 it is implied that the report is somehow invalid because four of the 
thirteen authors are paid consultants. The use of consultants by government or other responsible 
agencies to prepare environmental studies is quite common and should in no way invalidate the 
results. Nonetheless, it is clear that CEC was the lead agency for that report and therefore, 
should not be considered biased. 

B-4	 The general discussion at the end of the paper which recommends that the project be continued 
for at least 2 years refers to the completed 2005 study referenced in Response B-2, which did in 
fact complete one more year for Phase II for a total of two years of data. The lack of further 
nocturnal bird activity data does not change the result of the two-year study which documents 
total avian fatalities. However, the McCrary 1983, 1984 reports provide useful nocturnal 
migratory data that supports the conclusions that migratory bird fatalities at the Mountain View 
IV site, based on data collected at Site 4 nearby, are not likely to be high in comparison to the 
other 6 sites studied in the San Gorgonio Pass. The quoted comment regdrding nocturnal studies 
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in the 2005 report was not found. The only reference to future studies is the following: "In any 
future studies at San Gorgonio, we recommend additional scavenging trials be conducted, using 
bird species that are more representative of the species/groups targeted for monitoring. We also 
recommend that searches be conducted more frequently and include rows of turbines. Initial 
scavenging studies should be used to direct how often a plot is to be searched." 

B-5	 The reference to the 1982 study refers only to the number of migratory birds that were estimated 
to pass through the study area. The number of 4 fatalities over 180 turbine sites should have been 
attributed to the Avian Monitoring and Risk Assessment at Tehachapi Pass and San Gorgonio 
Pass Wind Resource Areas, California: Phase 1 Preliminary Results, presented as part of the 
National Avian-Wind Power Planning Meeting III in May 1998. It is acknowledged that the 
1982 study did not conclude "very few mortalities" would occur, and it does make a statement 
about the number of birds that "could come into contact with wind turbines". This statement was 
based solely on the estimated number of birds flying through the pass, and their flying height and 
in no way concludes that all such birds would be killed. As stated in Response B-2, the 2005 
study based on actual counts of avian carcasses does conclude that observed fatality rates were 
very low. 

B-6	 It is recognized that the August 2005 report referenced in Response B-2 states that the study was 
not specifically designed to provide standardized estimates of avian fatalities. However, given 
that the report represents two years of data including 830 carcass searches during Phase I and 600 
carcass searches during Phase II, some relevant conclusions as to potential avian mortality rates 
for the proposed project can be made. While no precise prediction offuture avian fatalities can 
be made for the proposed project, this extensive data supports the conclusion that mortality rates 
are expected to be quite low. Additional avian mortality surveys would not predict an exact 
number of future fatalities from a proposed project as there would likely be some variation due to 
location, type of wind turbines and environmental conditions that can change from year to year. 

B-7	 With regard to the comment that the EIR/EIS fails to include a monitoring program, the project 
proponent will add a mitigation measure that twelve (12) months of post-construction fatality 
monitoring, with scavenging and observer efficiency corrections, will be conducted. Vertical 
radar or image intensifier observations data would not be useful for assessing bird collision 
mortalities. 

Mitigation Measure 3.2-20: 

The Right of Way (ROW) Holder shall conduct a post-construction avian and bat fatality survey 
over a 12 month post-construction period beginning with commencement of commercial 
operation of the turbines. The survey shall be conducted in spring, summer, fall and winter 
seasons, using standardized survey protocols, as appropriate for the site and any species of 
particular concern. The study shall establish statistical adjustments for observer bias and 
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scavenging bias. All surveys and studies shall include a disclosure of assumptions, survey 
protocols and statistical methodologies in the monitoring reports. The final report shall be 
provided to the Bureau of Land Management (added to Section 4.0 of this Final EIR/EIS). 

B-8	 As stated in Response B-7, a 12-month post-construction avian and bat fatality survey will be 
conducted per Mitigation Measure 3.2-20. 

The National Wind Coordinating Committee document "Studying Wind Energy and Bird 
Interactions: A Guidance Document", 1999 is advisory and does not have regulatory effect or 
authority. In the Purpose and Scope statement of these guidelines, it states: "The intent of this 
document is not to advise regulators on what the objectives ofa study ofavian impact should be, 

but rather to give guidance on how to conduct a scientifically defensible study that achieves 
specified objectives, using methods and metrics that can be meaningftllly compared against an 
agreed-upon benchmark." This is a different purpose than what has been established for the 

EIR/EIS for the Mountain View IV project. 

The US Fish & Wildlife Service Migratory Bird Division Standards for studies on migratory 
birds could be applicable if the Service determined that such studies were warranted on this 
project during NEPA scoping. No such determination was made on this project. 

B-9	 Please refer Response B-7. 

B-lO	 Comment is noted. However, such a funding mechanism is beyond the scope of the 
environmental analysis for the proposed project and would involve extensive coordination 
among numerous agencies. It is unreasonable to impose such a fee on the current project without 
some regional consensus among the various responsible agencies in the San Gorgonio wind 

resource area that would establish uniform requirements. 
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Letter C 

~ni Of CALifORNIA. ..	 ArnOld scn"",r:zoQ.IlUlIQ' Go rqtlteu 

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION 
~15 CAPITOL MALL, ROO" 364 
SACRAMENTO. CA 95814 
(9161 65:H2ll1 
Fax (910} 607·5390 
Web SilO YllIlW.lIDIl'-Cll.QO't 
&omaU: d ....nohc@lJocbell.nol 

March 14.2007 

Mr. Craig A. Ewing. AICP. Planning Director 
CITY OF PALM SPRINGS 
3200 E. Tahquilz Canyon Way 
Palm Springs, CA 92262 

Re: SCH#2006Q41171: CEgA Notice of Completion: draft Enyironmenlallmpacl Report (DEtRI and NE:PA 
Environmental Impact SlammeDt (DEIS) (federal 8ureau of Land Management EIS Lead Agency) for Mountain View 
IV Wind·Energy Proiect: City of Palm Springs' Riverside County, California 

Dear Mr. Ewing: 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above-referenced document. The Native American 
Heritage Commission is the state's TOJstee Agency for Native American Cultural Resources. The California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) raquires that any project that causes a substantial adverse changlt in the 
significance of an historical resource, that includes archaeological resources. is a 'significant effect' requiring the 
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) per CEQA guidelines § 15Q64.5(b)(c). In order to complY with 
Ihis provision, the lead agency Is reqUired to assess whether the project will have an adverse impact on Ihltse 
resources within the 'area of potential effect (APE)', and If so, to mitigate that effect. To adequately assess the 
proiect-related Impacts on historical resources, the Commission recommends the following action: 
oJ Conlacl the appropriate Califomia Historic Resources Informalion Center (CHRIS). Contact inrormatJon for the 
Information Cenler nearest you is available from the Stete Office of Historic PreseNalion (9161653-7278)1 
http://www.ohp.parks.ca.90vI1068/filesIIC%20Rosler.odf The rltcol'd search will determine: 
•	 If a part or the entire APE has been preViously sUNeyed for cultural resources. 

If any known cultural resources have alr8ady been recorded in or adjacent to the APE. 
If the probability is low, moderate, or high that cultural resources are located in the APE. 
If a sUNey is reqUired to detennine whether previously unrecorded cultural resources are present. 

..: If an archaeological invenlory survey is required, the final Slage is the preparation of a professional report detaijing 
the findings and recommendations of the records search and iield sUNey. 

The final report containing site forms. site significance. and miligation mesliurers should be submilted C-1 
immediately 10 the planning department. All information regarding site locations. Native American humsn
 
remains, and associated funerary objects should be in a separate confidential addendum, and not be made
 
available for pUbic disclosure.
 
The final written report should be submitted within 3 months after war1c has been completed to the appropriate
 
regional archaeologicallnfonnation Center.
 

--/ Contact the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) for. 
• A Sacrltd Lands File (SLF) search or the project area and infonnation on tribal contacts in the project 
vicinity that may have addl1lonal cultural resource information. Please provide thts office with the following 
cltalion fonnat to assiSt with the Sacred lands File search request: USGS 7.5-minule quadrangle citation 
with name. tOwnship range and section; . 

The NAHC advises the use of Native American Monitors to ensure proper identification and care given cultural
 
resources that may be discovered. The NAHC recommends that contact be made with Native Amerlcan
 
Contacts on the altactled fist to get their input on potential project impact (APE).
 

"J Lack of surface evidence of archeological resources does not praclude their SUbsurface existence. 
Lead agencilts should include In their mitigation plan provisions for the identification and evaluation of 
accIdentally discovered archeological resources. per Califomia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) §15064.5 (t). 
In areas of identified archaeOlogical sensitivity, a certified archaeologist and a culturally affiliated Native 
American, with knowledge in cullural resources, shoulcl monitor all ground-disturbing activities. 
lead agencies Should Include in their mitigatlon plan provisions for the disposition of recovered artifacts, in 
consultation wiltt culturally affiliated Native Americans. 

"J Lead agencies should include provisions for discovery of Native American human remains or unmarked cemetel1eill 
in their mitigation plans. ~ C-2 



ceOA Guidelines, Section 15064.5(d) requires the lead agency to wOfk with the Native Americans identified
 
by ttlis Commission if the initial Study Identifies the presence or likely presence of Native American human
 
remains within the APE. CEOA Guidelines provide for agreements with Native American, identified by the
 C-2NAHC, to aSSUr8 the appropriate and dignified treatment of Native American human remains and any associated 
grave liens. 

..J Health and SafetY Code §7050.5, Public Resources Code §5097.98 and Se(;. §15084.5 (d) of the CEQA 
Guidelines mandate procedures to be followed tn the event of an accidental discovery of any human remains in a 
location other than a dedicated cemetery. 
..J cie houl consid . ance as d 37 
resources are discovered durjng ttle course of proiect planping. C-3 

Please feel free to contact me at (918) 853~251 if you have any questions. 

Attachment: List of Native American Contacts 

Cc: Stale Clearinghou8 



Native American Contacts
 
Riverside County
 
March 14, 2007
 

Cabazon Band of Mission Indians 
John A. James, Chairperson 
84-245 Indio Springs Parkway Cahuilla 
Indio ' CA 92203-3499 
(760) 342-2593 
(760) 347-7880 Fax 

Cahuilla Band of Indians 
Anthony Madrigal, Jr., Interim-Ghairperson 
P.O. Box 391760 Cahuilla
 
Anza ' CA 92539
 
tribalcouncil@cahuilla.net
 
(951) 763-2631 

(B51) 763-2632 Fax 

Ramona Band of Mission Indians
 
Joseph Hamilton, vice chairman
 
P.O. Box 391670 Cahuilla 
Anza ' CA 92539 
admin@ramonatribe.com 
(951) 763-4105 
(951) 763-4325 Fax 

Torres-Martinez Desert Cahuilla Indians 
Raymond Torres. Chairperson 
PO Box 1160 Cahuilla 
Thermal ' CA 92274 
rtorress@torresmartinez.com 
(760) 397-0300 
(760) 397-8146 Fax 

Twenty-Nine Palms Band of Mission Indians 
Mike Darrell, Chairperson 
46-200 Harrison Place Luiseno 
Coachella , CA 92236 Chemehuevi 
tribal-epa@worldnet.an.net
(760) 775-5566 
(760) 775-4639 Fax 

Colorado River Reservation 
Micheal Tsosie, Cultural Contact 
Route 1, Box 23-8 Mojave 
Parker , AZ 85344 Chemehuevi 
symi@rraz.net
(928) 669-9211 
(928) 669-5675 Fax 

Augustine Band of Cahuilla Mission Indians 
Mary Ann Green, Chairperson 
P.O. Box 646 Cahuilla 
Coachella • CA 92236 
(760) 369-7171 
760-369-7161 

Morongo Band of Mission Indians 
Britt W. Wilson, Cultural Resource Coordinator 
11561 Potrero Road Cahuilla 
Banning , CA 92220 Serrano 
britt..,.wilson@morongo.org 
(951) 649-8807 
(951) 75S·S2001323-0622-cell 
(951) 922-8146 Fax 

This lI"t I" curr..~t only 88 01 the date of thle document. 

DI"lrlbutlon of thlsllsl d""" not 'ell...... any person 01 statutory responsibility "6 d,,'ln8d In secllon 7050.5 ollhe Health end 
SeI8lY Code, section 5097.94 of tIte Public R...."'''..e.. Code "nd secllon 5091.98 01 the Public RetIOurcas Code. 

Thl& 1I11lls only applicable 10, contacllng 101>81 Native Ama,I",," with ,egard 10 culturel 'MOure"" 10' the propoiillG
SCHnIIOl1041111; CEQA Nollee 01 Compl81lon; droll Envlronmentallmpuct Repon (DEIR) 10' Moun"'ln I/Iuw Wind 
Energy Proleet: olso a NEPA dmlt En"',onmentallmpaol Statement document fo, 8ubnl18SIon to the lederO' pureau 
of lIlnd Menel,Jemenl (BLM); StIlle l.elId Agency: ClIy 01 Palm Spring..; RlVe,alde County, Cellfornla. 



Natlve American Contacts 
Riverside County 
March 14, 2007 

Torres-Martinez Desert Cahuilla Indians 
William J. Contreras, Cultural Resources Coordinator 
P.O. Box 1160 Cahuilla 
Thermal ' CA 92274 
760) 397-0300 
(760) 275-2686-CELL 
(760) 397-8146 Fax 

Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla In lans 
Richard Milanovich, Chairperson 
650 Tahquitz Canyon Way Cahuilla 
Palm Springs ,CA 92262 
Ifreogoz@aguacaliente.net 
(760) 325-3~OO 

(760) 325-0593 Fax 

Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians THPO 
Richard Begay, Tribal Historic Perservation Officer
 
650 TahQuitz Canyon Way Cahuilla
 
Palm Springs ,CA 92262
 
rbegay@aguacaliente.net 
(760) 883-1"368 
(760) 883-1940- Fax 

Cahuilla Band of Indians
 
Maurice Chacon, Cultural Resources
 
P.O. Box 391760 Cahuilla
 
Anza . CA 92539
 
cbandodian@aol.com
 
(951) 763-2631 

(951) 763-2632 Fax 

Olotrlbullon 01 .hl. list does not ",11".e eny person 01 statutory r06po""lblllly 80 de/lned In Section 7050.6 01 .he Health end 
Safety Code, St:ctlQn 5087.94 01 the Public Resoureeo Code and section 5097.98 of tho Public Reeourees Code. 

This list Is only applicable lor COnlac~ng local Nellv" American w1lh reger" to cultural ",eour""O tor the propooed
SCHiI2OO6041 171: CEQA Notice 01 Completion: "roft Envlronmenlllllmpac1 Report (DEJR) lor Moun",ln IIlew Wind 
Energv Project; also. NEPA draft Environmental Impact St8tement doeument 'or sUDrnlalon to the federal Suruau 
01 LAnd Men.goment (BLM): StaIB Lead Agency: City 01 p"lm Springe; Rlver61d" County, CalnornlO. 



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Response to Letter C 

Response to comments from Dave Singleton, Native American Heritage Commission, March 14,2007. 

C-1 Comment noted. An Identification and Evaluation of Historic Properties was prepared by CRM 
Tech in February 2007. This report complies with the requirements outlined in your letter. The 
Bureau of Land Management Palm Springs-South Coast Field Office has conducted government 
to government Native American consultation. 

C-2 The Draft EIS/EIR has provided for the discovery of human remains, including Native American 
remains. Mitigation Measure 3.3-1 states: 

"If human remains are exposed during construction on non-federal land, State Health and 
Safety Code Section 7050.5 states that no further disturbance shall occur until the County 
Coroner has made the necessary findings as to the origin and disposition pursuant to 
Public Resources Code 5097.98. Construction must halt in the area of the discovery of 
human remains, the area must be protected, and consultation and treatment shall occur as 
prescribed by law. If human remains are encountered on federal land, pursuant to the 
Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act and associated regulations, the 
responsible federal agency official must be notified by telephone immediately, and with 
written confirmation (43 CFR 1O.4[cD. In addition, all ongoing activities must cease, the 
remains should be secured and protected, and Native American representatives should be 

consulted (43 CFR LO.4[d])." 

C-3 Comment noted. 
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Letter 0 

South Coast 
Air Quality Management District 
21865 Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4178 
(909) 396-2000 • www.aqmd.gov 

FAXED: APRIL 5, 2007 
April 5,2007 

Mr. Craig A. Ewing 
City of Palm Springs 
Planning Department 
3200 East Tahquitz Canyon Way 
Palm Springs, CA 92262 

Dear Mr. Ewing: 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Report (DEIS/R) 
For the Mountain View IV Wind Energy Project 

(February 2007) 

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) appreciates the 
opportunity to comment on the above-mentioned document. The following comments 
are meant as guidance for the Lead Agency and should be incorporated in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement/Report. 

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, please provide the SCAQMD with 
written responses to all comments contained herein prior to the certification of the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement/Report. The SCAQMD would be available to work 
with the Lead Agency to address these issues and any other questions that may arise. 
Please contact Charles Blankson, Ph.D., Air Quality Specialist - CEQA Section, at (909) 
396-3304 if you have any questions regarding these comments. 

Sincerely 

: I ~. 

Steve Smith, Ph.D., 
Program Supervisor 
Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources 

Attachment 

SS: CB 

RVC070220·05
 
Control Number
 



Mr. Craig Ewing -1- April 5, 2007 

Draft Environmental Impact StatemenUReport for the
 
Mountain View IV Wind Energy Project
 

(February 2007)
 

1. Project Construction Emissions 

The lead agency states on page 4.0-2 of the DEISIR that "The proposed project is 
not expected to significantly affect air quality as defined by the Air Quality 
Element of the City's General Plan, and is not expected to exceed threshold 
criteria of the South Coast Air Quality Management District Air Quality 
Handbook, 1993." The lead agency, however, does not provide any quantitative 
data from which such conclusions are derived. 

The proposed project involves the transportation and assembling of components 
of approximately 58 wind turbine generators. It also involves the hoisting of the 
turbines into place by cranes, the construction of an electrical substation and of 
new gravel roads and gravel pads around the turbines, and the movement of over 
2,000 cubic yards of soil on project site. These project components are detailed 
on pages 2.0-18 and 2.0-19 of the DEIS/R. Although all these activities involve 
the use of heavy construction equipment and heavy-duty diesel trucks which emit 
pollutants, the lead agency provides no data regarding emissions from these 
construction activities. There is also no data on emissions from worker vehicle 
trips that would be involved in the construction of the proposed facility. 

Without quantifying air quality impacts from the proposed project, the lead 
agency has not demonstrated that the proposed project's air quality impacts are 
not significant. To calculate potential adverse air quality impacts from the 
proposed project, the SCAQMD recommends that the lead agency use the 
emission calculation methodologies from the SCAQMD 1993 Handbook or other 
publicly available air quality calculation methodologies. Appropriate emission 
factors for on-road mobile sources can be obtained from CARB's EMFAC 2007 
model. For off-road mobile sources CARE's OFFROAD 2007 model should be 
used. Alternatively, on-road and off-road mobile source emission factors from 
the SCAQMD website can be used. These factors can be found at the following 
web site: wW\'i.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook. 

2. Dust Control Plan 

The lead agency also states on page 4.0-2 of the DEIS/R that "Construction and 
operation of the project would not result in a significant dust or blowsand source 
due to applied mitigation, including implementation of the project's Dust Control 
Plan." The lead agency lists two measures, namely, the application of 4" to 6" of 
gravel cover compacted native material on internal access roads and 20 mph 
speed limits within the project boundaries, to reduce dust emissions. The lead 
agency does not provide a comprehensive list of the proposed dust mitigation 
measures in the Dust Control Plan nor their control efficiencies that, at a 

0-1 

0-2 

0-3 

0-4 



Mr. Craig Ewing -2- April 5, 2007 

minimum will be necessary to comply with SCAQMD Rules 403-Fugitive Dust. 
In the absence of this information and the lack of data on project emissions noted 
above, SCAQMD staff is unable to confirm the lead agency's conclusion that the 
project emissions would be reduced to less than significance. 



3.0	 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Response to Letter 0 

Response to comments from Steve Smith, PhD., South Coast Air Quality Management District, AprilS, 
2007. 

D-l	 An air quality analysis has been prepared using the California Air Resources Board (CARB) 
URBEMIS2002 computer model to calculate off-road equipment exhaust emissions based upon 
the equipment list and phasing plan provided by the applicant. The EMFAC2007 computer 
model was used to calculate on-road exhaust emissions from delivery of turbine parts and ready
mixed concrete for turbine foundations. The complete report is included in Appendix B of this 
Final EIR/EIS. As shown therein, without supplemental mitigation, NOx emissions from diesel 
exhaust (Phase 1) and PM-lO from soil disturbance dust (all phases) wiIl exceed the SCAQMD 
thresholds. With mitigation, thresholds wiIl not be exceeded. The foIlowing measures shaIl be 
incorporated into the Final Mitigation Monitoring Plan for the project: 

Equipment NOx 

AQ-l.	 To reduce NOx emissions, the applicant shall require (1) the maximum use of 
CARB-certified Tier 3 diesel engines for heavy on-site equipment, and (2) engines 
which utilize aqueous diesel fuel. 

Fugitive Dust 

AQ-2.	 To reduce P1v11O or fugitive dust emissions, the applicant shall prepare an enhanced 
dust control program ("DCP") that exceeds the minimum dust control requirements 
contained in SCAQMO Rule 403. Measures that may be integrated into the OCP 
include but are not limited to the following: 

• Use of diesel particulate filters where possible 
• Stabilize inactive disturbed areas 
• Covering stockpiles with tarps 
• Water all haul roads at least three times daily 
• Enforcing reduced travel speeds (15 mph) on unpaved surfaces 

D-2	 Comment is noted. Please refer to Response D-l, above and to Appendix B in this FEIRiFEIS. 

0-3	 Comment is noted. Please refer to Response D-1. 

0-4	 Comment is noted. Please refer to Response D-l regarding incorporation of a Dust Control Plan. 
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Letter E 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

GOVERNOR'S OFFICE o/PLANNING AND RESEARCH 
STATE CLEARINGHOUSE AND PLA.."lNING UNIT 

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER
 
GOVERNOR
 

April 6, 2007 

CYNTHIA BRYANT 
DIRECTOR 

Craig A. Ewing 
City of Palm Springs 
3200 E. Tahquitz Canyon Way 
Palm Springs, CA 92262 

Subject: Mountain View IV Wittd Energy Project 
SCH#: 2006041171 

Dear Craig A. Ewing: 

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft ElR to selected state agencies for review. On the 
enclosed Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse has listed the state agencies that 
reviewed your document. The review period closed on April 5, 2007, and the comments from the 
responding agency (ies) is (are) enclosed. [fthis comment package is not in order, please notifY the State 
Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project's ten-digit State Clearinghouse number in future 
correspondence so that we may respond promptly. 

Please note that Section 21104(c) ofthe California Public Resources Code states that: 

"A responsible or other public agency shall only make substantive comments regarding those 
activities involved in a project which are within an area of expertise oftlie agency or which are 
required to be carried out or approved by the agency. Those comments shall be supported by 

specific documentation." 

These comments are fOlwarded for use in preparing your final environmental document. Should you need 
more information or clarification of the enclosed comments, we recommend that you contact the 

commenting agency directly. 

This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse rcview requirements for draft 
environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. Please contact the State 
Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the environmental review process. 

Sincerely, 

.......:1(/>."1 j!,-{t/l.z:
Terry Roberts
 
Director, State Clearinghouse
 

Enclosures 
cc: Resources Agency 

1400 lOth Street P,O. Box 3044 Sacramento, California 95812-3044 
(916) 445-0613 FAX (916) 323-3018 wWVI.opr.ca.gov 

E-1 



Document Details Report 
State Clearinghouse Data Base 

SCH# 2006041171 
Project Title Mountain View IV Wind Energy Project 

Lead Agency Palm Springs, City of 

Type EIR	 Draft EIR 

Description	 The project would consists of up to 58 Wind turbine generators located on both public and private 

lands. Section 28 is under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) and Section 27 is privately owned by Coachella Valley Water District. The portion 

of the project within Section 28 requires a right-of-way grant from BLM to remove old wind generation 
facilities and foundations, and construct and operate a new wind energy generation facility. The 

CWID portion of the project is subject to a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) through the City of Palm 
Springs. 

Lead Agency Contact 
Name Craig A. Ewing 

Agency City of Palm Springs 
Phone (760) 323-8245 Fax 
email 

Address 3200 E. Tahquitz Canyon Way 
City Palm Springs State CA Zip 92262 

Project Location 
County Riverside 

City Palm Springs 
Region 

Cross Streets Indian Canyon Drive, south of Interstate 10 
Parcel No. 669-220-004, 669-240-003 
Township 3S Range 4E Section 27, 28 Base SB 

~~-_.~----_. ProxImity ~~---_ .. 
Highways 111 

Airports 
Railways Union Pacific 

Waterways Whitewater River 
Schools 

Land Use Watercourse 

Project Issues	 Aesthetic/Visual; AgricUltural Land; Air Quality; Archaeologic-Historic; Biological Resources; 
Cumulative Effects; Drainage/Absorption; Flood Plain/Flooding; Geologic/Seismic; Landuse; Minerals; 
Noise; Public Ser/ices; Soli Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Solid Waste; Toxic/Hazardous; 
Traffic/Circulation; Vegetation; Water Quality; Water Supply; Wildlife 

Reviewing Resources Agency; Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 7; Department of Parks and 

Agencies Recreation; Native American Heritage Commission; Public Utilities Commission; Department of Health 

Services; Office of Historic Preservation; Department of Fish and Game, Region 6; California Energy 

Commission; Department of Water Resources; Department of Conservation; California Highway Patrol; 
Caltrans, District 8; Coachella Valley Mountains Conservancy 

Date ReceIved 02/20/2007 Start of Review 02120/2007 End of Review 04/05/2007 

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency. 



3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Response to Letter E 

Response to comments from Terry Roberts, State Clearinghouse, April 6, 2007. 

E-1 Comments are noted. 
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Letter F 

San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society 
P.O. Box 10973
 
San Bernardino, CA 92423
 

April 7. 2007 

Bureau of Land Management 
Palm Springs-South Coast Field Office 
Atrention: Greg Hill, 
P.O. Box 581260
 
North Palm Springs, Calif. 92258
 

Dear Mr. Hill: 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Mountain View IV Wind Energy 
Project. The San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society (SBV AS), with a membership of 
approximately 2,000, is involved with conservation issues tlu-oughollt Riverside and San 
Bernardino Counties. 

Our organization has intermittently been involved with wind energy issues in the past, but 
the cmTent Board has not until recently taken the opportunity to delve into this subject. 
We cu'e, in principle. in support of alternative energy generation, including wind. The 
effects of global warming are real, and must be addressed by a reduction in greenhouse 
gases. That said. any project that affects the environment must realistically disclose all 
environmental impacts to fulfill the requirements of CEQA and other state and federal 
statutes. This disclosure must then be followed with meaningful mitigation measures to 
ensure the project IS as environmentally fnendly as possible. 

Upon analysis, we reluctantly conclude that the Mountain View Project Biological 
ResoLll'ces analysis is inadequate, that potential and confirmed impacts are unfairly 
deemed minimal, and that mitigation measures do not offset environmental losses. For 
these reasons, we recommend that the DEIRIEIS be rejected and the project denied lmtil 
these deficiencies are corrected. Mountain View will have significant environmental 
impacts predominantly in two areas: I) avian mortality, and 2) special status species and 
their habitat. We believe these impacts are not sufficiently analyzed and mitigated for in 
the DEIR, and do not meet the requirements for approval under CEQA, the Federal 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act, the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act, and the 
Endangered Species Act. 

AVIan MortalIty 

The DEIRJEIS does not adequately represent the risk to avian migrants to collision with 
the proposed wind turbines. The analysis includes several misrepresentations of }F-3
scientific \vork on this subject, and seriously underestimates the potential risk to birds. 
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Pre-construction surveys of nocturnal migrants were insufficient, and there is a lack of 
commitment to definitive post-construction monitoring. We support and refer to the 
detailed findings and recommendations of the Los Angeles Audubon Society on the 
subject of avian mortality as communicated to the BLM in their Mountain View Project 
comment letter, sent by Garry George to Mr, Greg Hill. 

Special Status Species 
The biological fieldwork for this project was conducted during part of April 
2005 and 3 days in September 2006 in conjunction with focused surveys for Desert 
Tortoise. For several special status species. this was clearly not adequate to determine 
presence/absence or population levels. We discuss each species below. 

Coachella Valley milkvetch (CVM) 
Some of the surveys were conducted when this plant would not be found. In addition, 
desert Astragalus populations tluctuate greatly year to year in response to variation in 
rainfall. For these reasons, the extent of Coachella Valley milkvetch on the project site is 
not known. What is known is that there is a significant population in Section 28 and 
suitable habitat in Section 22 along the powerline alignment. We also believe there is 
some limited habitat in Section 27, particularly along the southern edge where we 
observed sand hummocks during a site visit on April 7, 2007.':' Inadequate mitigation 
measures are proposed for impacts to CVM. Education for workers and construction
related protections are beneficial to preclude wholesale destruction of individual plants. 
but even the construction-related measures are qualified with avoidance "to the maximum 
extent possible" meaning that unavoidable impacts will occur. It is admitted that CVM 
plants will be destroyed, and occupied and potential habitat will be permanently lost. For 
this. no mitigation is provided. This loss is significant under CEQA. in that these impacts 
"contribute to the endangerment or interfere with the recovery of an endangered species" 
(CEQA Appendix G). Cumulative loss for this rare and local species will be significant, 
given the extensive and rapid development of the Coachella Valley. 

Arizona spurge 
The DEIR/EIS states that no surveys were undertaken to find this CNPS List 2 species. 
and that potential habitat exists on site. Surveys during appropriate times of the year that 
have received sufficient rainfall should settle whether or not this species occurs on the 
project site. 
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* This observation is supported in the DEIRIEIS on page 3.2.6: "The sand sheets and 
sand hummocks preferred by this species [Arizona spurge] do not exist in large amounts 
within Section 27. This clearly admits that there is a small amount of this habitat in 
Section 27. 
Silver Cholla. Engelmann's hedgehog cactus 



Transplanting individuals is useless unless follow -up care until establishment is }
 
mandated in the ETR. If the plants do not survive transplanting, they need to be replaced
 
with individuals propagated from the project area under the supervision of a qualified
 
restoration biologist.
 

Coachella Valley JefLlsalem cricket
 
In the DEIR/EIS, this species is assumed absent because of a lack of preferred habitat.
 
have personally found this fossorial species in the upper Coachella Valley in sand
 
hummocks at the edge of Whitewater Wash in habitat very similar to Section 28. It only
 
comes to the surface shonly after rains, and will not be detected at other times.
 

BUlTowing Owl
 
We are pleased that additional preconstfLlction smveys are called for, as the general
 
biotalDesert Tortoise smveys would clearly be insufficient to determine the population
 
levels of this species on the project site. Mitigation measures for this sensitive species
 
are clearly delineated in California, and the EIR demonstrates that the project proponents
 
are prepared to implement them. We suggest another tier of mitigation would be to
 
monitor post-construction populations. This would be a significant contribution to the
 
difficult question of long-term viability of Burrowing Owls on wind farms. It is
 
presumed by many that this species can coexist with wind farms in the Coachella Valley.
 
but hard data to support this is lacking. If it were true. it would be a significant victory for
 
the wind energy industry in its attempt to be environmentally friendly. and would prove
 
there is no cumulative loss to this species beyond the direct habitat loss.
 

We are concerned that a potentially serious factor with regards to Burrowing Owls was
 
not considered in the DEIR, i.e. the fostering by wind machines of a scavenger/predator
 
population. As mentioned in the discussion of avian mortality, it is a well-documented
 
phenomenon that coyotes, ravens and other facultative scavengers key in to wind
 
machll1es to teed on the birds killed by the turbines. The ecological effect of this
 
elevated scavenger/predator population on Burrowing Owls could be similar to that of
 
increasing raven predation on Desert Tortoises and songbirds in the vicinity of highways
 
where the abundance of roadkilis elevates raven populations. While passive relocation
 
involving artificial burrows that are predator-proof should give some protection to the
 
owls, increased predation outside of the burrows could still be a significant impact.
 
Coyotes and foxes are known predators of Burrowing Owls, and both increase activity
 
around wind machine arrays.
 

LeConte's Thrasher
 
This sensitive species was not detected on site. This is a difficult species to find, and
 
could easily have been missed by the few days of biological surveys. The DEIR is
 
inaccurate in saying no suitable habitat exists due to shrub height. Leconte's Thrasher is
 
found in a variety of desert scrub habitats of varying heights and densities. Soil loose
 
enough to dig in is a more critical habitat requirement. (J.M. Sheppard. 1996. Le Conte's
 
Thrasher. in Birds of North America (A. Poole and F. Gill, eds), no. 230. Academy of
 
Natural Sciences. Philadelphia.) To establish absence. extensive focused surveys need to
 
be conducted during the breeding season (late winter/spring) with the caution that this
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species' populations tluctuate with rainfall and its effects on food availability. Surveys 
during a dry season would be inconclusive as to the breeding and foraging capacity of the 
site. If LeConte's Thrashers are found, the DEIR offers no data to show this species' level 
of adaptation and tolerance to wind farm construction and maintenance activity and to the 
level of habitat fragmentation inherent in wind arrays. The large percentage of preserved 
habitat certainly will be beneficial, but it cannot be assumed that the crisscrossing roads 
and the machines will have no detrimental effect on the habitat quality and the thrashers 
acceptance of it. (Sheppard 1996) indicates that this species is sensitive to any habitat 
degradation that affects shrubs, leaf litter or substrate. 

Raptors: Golden eagle, Northern harrier, and Prairie falcon Field surveys were limited 
and therefore underestimated the potential occurrence of several species of concern, 
particularly raptors that migrate through or winter in southern California. Based on our 
members' collective experience and sources such as Kimball Garrett and Jon Dunn, 1981. 
Birds of Southern California: Status and Distribution, Northern Harrier. Prairie Falcon 
and Golden Eagle all have a high probability of occurring annually in low numbers on 
site. Sharp-shinned and Cooper's hawks have a lower chance of occurrence due to their 
preference for woodlands. Raptor foraging habitat loss, though relatively small, would 
still be cumulative in the rapidly developing Coachella Valley. More important would be 
the potential for direct mortality due to collision, discussed elsewhere. 

Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizard (CVFL) This endangered species occupies section 28 
and section 22. "The CVFLHCP has addressed impacts to this species for most potential 
development within the plan boundary" through payment of mitigation fees. (p.) We 
would like to know, How much is most') We expect all, not most of the impacts to CVFL 
to be disclosed and mitigated for. The DEIR does not explain why only "most" 
of the impacts to CVFL will be covered by the CVFLHCP. In addition to the mitigation 
fee. a commitment should be made to determine the post-construction long-term viability 
of this species on Section 28, This study would establish whether the ongoing operations 
of the project have any unforeseen impacts to this endangered species. 

Flat-tailed horned lizard (FTHL) 
Focused surveys are needed to adequately determine presence/absence of this scarce and 
difficult to detect species. Negative results from a few days of general surveys are simply 
not valid. Confusion among the biologists as to the identity of the horned lizards on site 
cannot be used as an excuse to assume FTHL is absem. Suitable habitat is described 
from Section 28. This species is not as heavily tied to dunes as CVFL, but rather utilizes 
dunes and hummocks interspersed with Hatter areas that can have gravelly or sandy soils. 
The conclusion that this species is absent and impacts are therefore not significant is 
completely unsupported. Cumulative loss of habitat is significant, direct loss may be as 

--weti. 

Palm Springs round-tailed ground squirrel. Palm Springs pocket mouse Impacts are 
considered not significant due to the small number of individuals and the small amount of 
habitat loss. Although the direct loss may be small in relation to the animals' total ranges, 
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it is a significant cumulative loss nonetheless. These species have a very limited range, 
and are experiencing serious loss of habitat in the rapidly developing Coachella Valley. 

Cumulative Impacts 
The impacts to desert plants and wildlife, including special status species and avian 
migrants that we have discussed clearly lead to the conclusion that there are significant 
cumulative impacts to this project. We consider cumulative impacts to be significant for 
Coachella Valley milkvetch, Burrowing owl, , , Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizard, Flat
tailed horned lizard, Palm Springs Pocket Mouse, Palm Springs round-tailed ground 
squirrel, Coachella Valley Jerusalem cricket and the wide spectrum of birds that migrate 
through the Project area that will be subject to turbine kills. 
Cumulative impacts are potentially significant but currently unknown for Arizona 
Spurge, LeConte's thrasher, Golden eagle, :1'orthern harrier and Prairie falcon. The 

----OC~E1S stales that impacts to ail of these species and their imbicat ale reduced to a less 
than signiticant level by the adopted mitigation. We strongly disagree with this 
statement, and have provided sound reasons for our position. We call for additional field 
\-vork to determine the true status of the various endangered, threatened and special status 
species on site, a re-analysis of biological impacts, and re-circulation of the Biological 
Resources and Cumulative Impacts sections of the DEIRJEIS. 

We anticipate that the project proponents will try to avoid this additional but necessary 
work by simply disagreeing with our stance in the upcoming Response to Comments. 
There simply is not enough data on the site to allow such a short-circuiting of the 
requirements of CEQA. ESA, Migratory Bird Act and other environmental statutes. 
Avoiding a re-circulation of the DEIR/E1S does a disservice to the decision-makers in the 
City of Palm Springs and the Bureau of Land Management who are responsible for 
making informed and measured decisions concerning this project. We do not dispute that 
wmd energy development is conSistent WIth the General Plans of bmh Palm Springs and 
Riverside County. This however does not exempt the proposed project from full 
environmental disclosure and adequate mitigation. 

David Goodward
 
Conservation Chair
 
San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society
 
Davegoodward@earthlink.net
 
(909) 783-2417 
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3.0	 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Response to Letter F 

Response to comments from David Goodward, San Bernardino Valley Audubon Society, April 7, 2007. 

F-1	 Comment is noted. The project will serve to decrease California's dependence on fossil fuel 
generated power and provide cleaner air by decreasing "greenhouse" emissions. 

F-2	 Comment is noted. Please refer to following responses regarding impacts to specific species. 

F-3	 Comment is noted. Please refer to Responses to Letter B regarding avian mortality. 

F-4	 New preconstruction surveys of nocturnal migrants would very likeIy not change the conclusions 
made in McCrary, et al (1983, 1984) regarding the extensive numbers of migrants passing 
through the San Gorgonio Pass. Preconstruction nocturnal migrant surveys would not provide a 
useful projection of mortality for the proposed project, since the estimated 69 million birds 
(McCrary, et a11983, 1984) annually flying through the San Gorgonio Pass has not translated to 
high bird mortality, compared to the observed bird fatalities documented and the estimates of 
potential fatalities from the more than 3,000 wind turbines in the San Gorgonio Pass. For 
example, it is estimated that 6,800 birds are killed annually (McCrary, et aI1986), compared to 
the 69 million annual birds that pass through. Further, only 61 bird fatalities were documented in 
the 830 carcass searches of wind turbines conducted in San Gorgonio between 1997 and 1998 
(R. Anderson, J. Tom, et aI, August 2005). These report findings support the conclusion that 
preconstruction nocturnal migratory surveys would not yield useful information about migratory 
bird risk from the proposed wind project. 

In response to the concerns expressed by the L.A. Audubon Society and the San Bernardino 
Valley Audubon Society, and as noted in Response B-7, the project proponent has agreed to add 
a mitigation measure requiring twelve (12) months of post-construction fatality monitoring, with 
scavenging and observer efficiency corrections. Vertical radar or image intensifier observations 
data would not be useful for assessing bird collision mortalities. 

F-5	 The biological fieldwork for this project included an earlier site assessment in 200 I during April, 
May, and June. Although the surveys were focused on desert tortoise, the surveys included the 
assessment of habitat conditions as well as the identification of other species on the project sites. 

Presence/absence studies are not formalized for all species, and generally are conducted as part 
of the overall general biological assessment. This assessment (as noted above) includes an 
evaluation of the habitats on site, including soils, plant communities, topography, geographic 
location, and other characteristics. Some species, such as the Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizard, 
are either known to be present or occupy unusual or unique habitat types. Others, such as the 
Palm Springs ground squirrel, have distinctive sign such as burrows or scat that indicate the 
presence of the species. 
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Population studies are not necessarily required for all species. Focused studies typically are 
conducted when an existing protocol has been established. For most of the species noted in 
comments F-6 through F-15, no such protocols exist. 

F-6	 Surveys conducted in 2001 identified over 1,000 Coachella Valley milkvetch (Astragalus 
coachellae) 1,000 plants on the project site, scattered throughout the sandy hummocks and sand 
dunes of Section 28. A clarification needs to be made regarding Section 27. The area of Section 
27 which will be occupied by the project is in the northern 3/4 of the section. Therefore, where 
the Draft EIR/EIS document states that no sand dunes or sandy hummocks were found in Section 
27, the reference is to the habitat in the northern portion of the site where the project is proposed. 
Any sandy hummocks occurring along the southern boundary of Section 27 were not evaluated 
since the project site does not include this area. Therefore the statement regarding the absence of 
suitable habitat in "Section 27" remains valid; however it shall be qualified to state "within the 
project area of Section 27." 

Regarding impacts to Coachella Valley milkvetch, the EIR/EIS states that up to approximately 
26.9 total acres (temporary plus permanent disturbance) of the entire 1,659 acre project site 
would be disturbed. No sand sheets, sand dunes or individual Coachella Valley milkvetch were 
found within project area of Section 27. Only 10.3 acres of temporary & permanent disturbance 
would occur in Section 28, where individual plants were observed within portions of this 
property. However, the proposed project design in Section 28 would utilize existing roads and 
previously disturbed wind turbine sites that were used for wind energy development at the site 
for many years, and hence most of the disturbance area does not contain suitable habitat for these 
species. Therefore, only a small portion of this 10.3 acre disturbance area includes suitable 
habitat for Coachella Valley milkvetch. The mitigation measures include the requirement that a 
qualified biological monitor and a field contact representative will be present on site during 
construction, and an endangered species education program will be implemented with 
construction personnel in order to minimize or avoid any impacts to these sensitive species. 
Mitigation Measures 3.2-1 through 3.2-11 in the EIR/EIS provide detailed direction for 
construction monitoring to avoid significant impacts to sensitive sand dwelling species. 

The comment made regarding mitigating impacts to CV milkvetch species to the "extent 
feasible" is valid. Consequently, mitigation measure 3.2-7 shall be revised as follows: 

3.2-7	 Not more than thirty days prior to construction activity in the area to be disturbed, 
the biological monitor/FCR shall survey the construction area for CV milkvetch. 
Any CV milkvetch plants present shall be marked with a flagged stake and 
protected from damage, by avoiding any surface impacts within five (5) meters of 
the plant. Ie tHe extefll l3ossil31e. 
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F-7	 The Arizona spurge was not observed in 2001, a good spring year for this and other sand 
dwelling plant species. Even though this species was not observed, NRA, Inc. chose to include it 
as potentially occurring. There is no proposal to transplant individuals of this species. 

F-8 As noted in the biological assessment, the sandy habitats preferred by Coachella Valley 
Jerusalem cricket are present, but no populations are known from this area. The Coachella 
Valley MSHCP states: "The known range also includes portions of what is now northern Palm 
Springs and Cathedral City. Known locations where this species has been observed occur on 
some of the lands owned by the BLM in the Windy Point area, and on lands recently purchased 
by the BLM or by the Friends of the Desert Mountains along Snow Creek Road. In a 1995 survey 
for this Plan, Dave Hawks (1995) reported finding these crickets only in the vicinity of Fingal's 
Finger. Scientific Advisory Committee member Cameron Barrows has also reported observing 
these crickets only in the Snow Creek area; this Jerusalem cricket has not been detected on the 
Coachella Valley Preserve despite trapping efforts in this area (c. Barrows, pers. comm.). They 
have not been found in the vicinity of the Whitewater River Floodplain Preserve and Hawks 
(1995) suggests that suitable habitat does not exist in this area. The easternmost known location 
is in the vicinity of Thousand Palms, near Bob Hope Drive and Interstate 10; this location may 
no longer be extant as the area is increasingly developed. The lack of observations of this species 
east of Windy Point are very limited and suggest that they may not occur in significant numbers 
in the central Coachella Valley." Nevertheless, the biological assessment acknowledges the 
potential presence of this species on site. 

F-9	 The suggestion to monitor population effects of the wind project on burrowing owls is of 
scientific interest; however there was only one observed burrowing owl on this site, and the site 
is surrounded to the northeast, north, northwest and west by other wind turbines of widely 
varying types and operating characteristics. Based on the features of this site, the dissimilarity of 
the project wind turbines with the adjacent wind turbines, and the low numbers of burrowing 
owls observed in the site vicinity, it is questionable how useful this study would be. Further, 
there is no requirement to perform this monitoring and no permit basis for doing so. The 
Burrowing Owl Consortium does not recommend post construction monitoring. The Consortium 
recommends monitoring only when animals are relocated, and relocation is not anticipated in this 
project. 

F-lO	 The comment does not provide a reference for the assertion that scavenger species key in on 
wind turbine areas due to birds killed by turbines and the lead agencies are not aware of any such 
documentation. The only references found on scavenging on wind fields was that rates apparently 
differed depending upon site conditions, the type of habitat and the amount of cover. 

F-l1	 The biological assessment acknowledges that suitable foraging habitat for the California thrasher 
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is present, but that nesting habitat appears to be lacking on site. The MSHCP and the EIR;EIS for 
the MSCHP acknowledges the presence of habitat for this species in the Whitewater 
Conservation Area, but also identifies wind turbines as a permitted use in this area, provided 
certain conditions are met. 

F-12	 Although seasonal surveys for raptors were not conducted, their potential presence on site, or 
passing through the site, was acknowledged in the biological assessment (Appendix B, DEIR). 
The issue of high raptor mortality is not supported by studies on sites in California other than at 
the Altamont Pass. The loss of raptor foraging habitat is a continuing concern throughout 
southern California. Foraging habitat, especially for larger birds, can extend over several 
properties; however, with the exception of specific MSHCP requirements, this issue remains 
unresolved by regional authorities. 

F-13	 The Project Site is located within the "occupiable habitat boundary" as delineated on Figure S-1 
of the Coachella Valley Fringe-toed lizard Habitat Conservation Plan (CVITLHCP). However, 
it is expected that the Final Coachella Valley MSHCP would effectively replace the provisions of 
the CVFTL HCP once the MSHCP is formally adopted. Payment of fees associated with the 
MSHCP will mitigate for habitat loss within the Whitewater Floodplain Conservation Area. 
Required payment of MSHCP fees is covered under new Mitigation Measure 3.2-18 (refer to 
Section 4.0 of this Final EIR/EIS). The MSHCP has been approved by all local permittees and is 
currently under review by state and federal wildlife agencies for final approval. It is expected 
that the MSHCP will be approved prior to project construction. 

F-14	 The conclusion of absence for the flat-tailed horned lizard is not based solely on the original 
misidentification of the species. The conclusion is supported by discussions with the Bureau of 
Land Management biologist, comments made by Cameron Barrows of the Coachella Valley 
Fringe-toed Lizard Reserve stating his surprise at a potentially positive finding of this species 
south of Interstate 10, and review of the MSHCP findings and other documents. The 
misidentification was confirmed in discussions with Dr. Glenn Stewart, Herpetologist at Cal Poly 
Pomona. 

F-15	 The finding of no significant impacts is based both on the limited loss of habitat for the species, 
and the preservation of most of the available habitat as part of a protected wind field. The 
cumulative loss is not considered to be significant because of the small contribution of habitat 
loss and the greater preservation of existing habitat. 

F-16	 Cumulative impacts for biological resources are generally analyzed based on the cumulative loss 
of habitats in a region. The term "region" is not defined by CEQA, but common sense suggests 
that for this project, the region includes most of the western upper Coachella Valley. Within that 
context, the cumulative impacts of the proposed project, with its habitat loss of less than one 
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percent (1 %), minimum hardscape and limited structure construction, are not significant. None of 
the plants or animals potentially impacted by the project are confined to this particular property, 
and their habitats on site will remain mostly intact. We have addressed the issue ofbird mortality 
based on the best available evidence, and have concluded that some mortality will occur, but at a 
level already identified as below a threshold of significance by previous studies. 

In addition, the question of cumulative impacts will be addressed on a regional basis with the 
implementation of the MSCHP. The project is acknowledged by the MSCHP to be a covered 
activity, provided it meets the criteria stated in the MSHCP. 

F-17	 The biological assessment for the project included review of the California Natural Diversity 
Data Base, the Draft Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan 
(CVMSHCP), available graphics and documents on the distribution of desert tortoise habitat and 
the classification of tortoise habitats in the area, and previous site assessment reports on nearby 
wind energy facility developments. In addition, extensive field studies of the entire project area 
of potential disturbance were conducted to assess potential impacts on sensitive biological 
species/habitat. Given the project's small disturbance area (26.9 total acres of the entire 1,659 
acre project site) and the incorporated mitigation measures (including the addition of new 
Mitigation Measures 3.2-17 through 3.2-20, incorporated in this Final EIRJEIS), the biological 
assessment supports a finding of no significant impact to plant communities and wildlife and no 
further studies are warranted. 
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Letter G 

United States Department of the Interior 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
 
Ecological Services
 

Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office
 
60 [0 Hidden Valley Road
 
Cou(sbarl, California 92011
 

In Rep Iy Refer To' 
FWS-ERlV-5260.1 

Memorandum 

To;	 Field Manager. Palm Springs-South Coast Field Office, Bureau ofLand 
Management, Palm Springs, California 

From: rASSistant Field Supervisor, Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office ~~ 
Subject:	 Comments on Draft Environmental Impact StatementlEnvironmentallmpac[
 

Report for the Mountain View IV Wind Energy Project, Riverside Count)',
 
California
 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) received the subject Draft Environmental Impact 
StatementlEnvironmental Impact Report (DEISJDEIR) on February 20, 2007. TIle comments 
provided herein are based on tf}e infonnation prOVided in the DEIS/DEIR, our knowledge of 
sensitive and declining species, and our participation in regional conservation planning efforts. 

We are concerned that the proposed project will impact essential habitat for the threatened 
Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizard (Uma inornata) and the endangered Coachella Valley milk
vetch (Astragalus (entiginos/Js VaT. coachellae). According to the DEIS/DEIR, the proposed 
project would impact up to about 27 acres of fringe-toed iizard and milk-vetch habita!. ContrlU)' 
to the conclusions in the DElSIDEIR. the estimated 27 acres of pennanem and temporary habitat 
loss should be considered a significant adverse effect of the proposed project, considering the (I) 
iarge number ofmilk-vetcb. plants found on-site, and (2) potrotial indirect effects of the proposed 
project that may preclude the opportunity for floodplain restoration and improved sand transport 
capacity over portions of the project site. Much or all of the estimated J5.7 acres of temporary 
disturbance could result in permanent habitat losses to the fringe-toed lizard and milk-vetch if 
suitable sandy substrates do not reestablish over time, and the milk-vetch seedbank is removed 
by grading or excavation activities. In addition, we ques~ion the accuracy of me 11.2-acre 
estimate for permanent habitat loss (Table 2.6-1), since eqUipment storage yardslbuildings, 
common facilities on other wind farms, are not accounted for in the referenced table. Moreover, 
without kriowledge ofthe location of the fringe-toed lizard and milk-vetch records fOWld during 
biological surveys for the proposed project (note that the biological report supporting the 
DEIS/DEIR did not provide locational data for these species); the proposed location of the 4.75
acre construction staging area in the northeastern comer of Section 28 (Table 2.6-1) could inflict 
unnecessarily severe adverse effects on these species, If those two listed species were found in 

TAKE PRJ OE"e::..t 
INN'lERICA~· 

G-1 



2Field Manager, BLM (FWS-ERIV-5260.l) 

this area and the location of the con~tructionstaging area is not reconfigured to avoid and 
minimize adverse effects. -' G-1 

The proposed project site is within the Whitewater River floodplain and adj acent to the 
Whitewater Floodplain Reserve (Reserve), one oftile three preserves established for the 
conservation of the fringe-toed lizard. In recent years., the fringe-toed lizard population on the 
Reserve has dropped to extremely low levels. At a long-tenn 2,25-hectare monitoring plot on the 
Reserve, only one fringe-toed lizard was found in 2005, compared to 162 lizards in 1985. This 
decline is a consequence of the decline in wind-blown sand, a necessary habitat component for 
the species, on the Reserve. Because of the high winds in the area, blow-sand is slowly eroded 
and transported ofrthe Reserve. 

Periodic influxes ofnew sand are necessary to maintain sandy habitat on the Reserve over time. 
Blow-sand that ultimately ends up in the Whitewater Floodplain Reserve is transported fluvially 
along the Whitewater River floodplain during periodic flood events_ Historically, the flows in 
the Whitewater River spread out over the Whitewater River floodplain during flood events, 
transporting sand and gravel as stream bedload, and deposited sediment over a large area east of 
Windy Point, including the area of the proposed project. Following these flood events, surficial 
sands within the newly deposited sediment were entrained by the wind. sorted, and transported 
along the ground surface downwind to floodplain terraces on the Reserve. 

Development in the 1980's narrowed the floodplain, trapped sediments upstrelU1l, and shunted 
flows in the Whitewater River to a limited area on the northern side oCtile floodplain, pushing 
sediments farther downmeam than where they were fonnedy deposited (Oriffiths et a1. 2002), 
thereby reducing the amount of sand available for aeolian sand transport and conservation of 
sand-dependent species, such as the fringe-toed lizard and milk-vetch. As a re!1ult, most or all 
the areas south of the current low-flow channel have become uninhabitable for fringe-toed lizards 
since that timc, and most or all remaining habitat areas for the fringe-toed lizard persist only in 
the limited area north of Whitewater lUver channel that retains active aeolian sand transport. The 
fluviaVaeolian process still occurs, but not in sufficient quantities or periodicity to provide for 
long-tenn survival of fringe-toed lizards within the Whitewater River floodplain in general or the 
Whitewater Floodplain Reserve specificaJly. Future, more effective managemt:nt for the benefit 
of the fringe-toed lizard and milk-vetch on the Whitewater Floodplain Reserve and environs will 
likely require some hydrological modification of the VVhitewater River, potentially including the 
redirecting of flood flows south of the current channel across portions ofthe proposed project 
area. 

To provide the ability to improve and restore sand transport processes in the future, any wind 
turbines and associated facilities for the proposed project should not be constructed in the north 
half of Section 27 and northeastern quarter of Section 28, Avoidance offurther encumbering this 
area with infrastructure would provide future flexibility needed to design the hydrologic 
improvements needed to restore sand transport processes needed to reestablish suitable habitat 
for the lizard and other sand-dependent species on the Whitewater Floodplain Reserve and 
additional areas proposed to be: conserved under the Recirculated Draft Coachella Valley 
MUltiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan {MSHCP, see below for more detail). 
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3Field Manager, BLM (FWS~ERlV-5260.1) 

To ful1her minimize the adverse effects of the proposed proj e<:t on listed spedes, we recommend 
that all City ofPa!m Springs, Coachella Valley Water District (CVWD), and Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) rights-of-way and/or leases for the proposed project stipulate that all 
facilities associated with the proposed project be designed and built to withstand future flood 
events, SO that comlruction of the proposed project would nol preclude the feasibility of future 
floodplain restoration for the fringe-toed lizard, milk-vetch, and other sand-dependent species. 
Existing wind turbines currently in the Whitewater River charwel to the north of the proposed 
project area demonstrate the feasibility of designing facilities to withstand flood flows.. 

Ifthe proposed projeqt can not be designed and implemented in such a way that (1) all related 
wind farm facilities avoid the north half of Section 27 and northeastern quarter of Section 28, and 
(2) remaining portions of the project ore designed to withstand redirected flood flows or other 
hydrologic improvements in the future, we recommend that authorization of the proposed project 
be withheld until these ~sign measures can be acconunodated. Failure to achieve tJus 
restoration objective would have negative impacts on the fringe-toed lizard, milk-vetch, and 
other sand-dependent species, and would represent a significant adverse effect ofthe proposed 
project, given the problems described above regarding the existing sand-transport process on the 
Whitewater River floodplain. We welcome 1htl opportunity to work with City ofPalm Springs, 
CVWD. project applicant, and BLM to discuss the modification of the hydrology of the 
Whitewater River floodplain to promote the deposition of more sediment south ofcurrent 
depositional areas. 

We also recommend the project proponent provide for the installation of a munber ofsand fences 
in the northeast portion ofthe project site or at an agreed on location in the Whitewater 
Floodplain Reserve to further minimize impacts of the proposed project. The purpose of these 
sand fences would be to test their efficacy to capture sand and artificially create sandy hummocks 
for the lizard and other sand-dependent species. We suggest that 20 3D-meter sections of several 
types offences wd fence configurations be installed and sand dc:pth around them monitored for 
several years, with the objective of creating about 27 acres of new habitat to offset the losses 
incurred by the proposed project: Such a measure would greatly increase our knowledge of 
habitat restoration methods for the fringe-toed lizard and other sand-dependent species, including 
the milk-vetch, in this high velocity wind field. In addition, a test to establish honey mesquite 
(Prosopis g/andulosa) as another technique to capture sand should also shOUld be conducted 
concllrrently on the southem portion of the Whitewater Floodplain Reserve, or adjacent to the 
railroad or other locations where irrigation water may he more readily available. Mesquite would 
presmnably require irrigation indefinitely, given the current depth to groundwater in this region. 

The proposed project is entirely within Whitewater Floodplain Conservation Area, as described 
in the MSHCP. The entire proposed project site is mapped funge-toed lizard and milk-vetch 
habitat along with several other species proposed to be "covered" under the: MSHCP. The 
proposed project, ifnot properly designed as described above, could foreclose the monitoring and 
adapcive management measures that may be needed to achieve the conservation goals and 
objectives proposed in the MSHCP, if and when that proposed MSHCP is approved. We 
anticipate authorization under sections 7 and 10 of the Endangered Spl:-Cies Act of 1973, as 
amended will be obtained by both BLM and the City ofPalrn Springs. respectively, on the 
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Field Manager, BLM (FWS-ERIV-5260.1) 4 

proposed project prior to initiation of construction related actiVities. We look forward to 1 
working with BLM and the City of Palm Springs to ensure consistency with the Coachella Valley G-5 
Fringe-toed Lizard Habitat Conservation Plan and MSHCP. 

We recommend the inclusion of the above avoidance and minimization measures into the 
proposed project description prior to final project approval and to incorporate the design 
measures discussed above to offset impacts to listed species. We look forward to working with 
you and the project proponent on developing these measures, ensuring the proposed project 
addresses listed species under the Act, and that the project is consistent with the proposed 
MSHCP. Ifyou have any questions or concerns about this letter, please contact Tyler Grant of 
my staff at (760) 431-9440. 

cc: Director ofCommunity and Economic Development, City ofPalm Springs 

LITERATUItE CITED 
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3.0	 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Response to Letter G 

Response to comments from Carol Roberts, US Fish and Wildlife Service (Service), April 9, 2007. 

0-1	 Regarding impacts to Coachella Valley milkvetch and fringe-toed lizard, the EIR/EIS states that 
up to approximately 26.9 total acres (temporary plus permanent disturbance) of the entire 1,659 
acre project site would be disturbed, however no sand sheets, sand dunes or individual Coachella 
Valley milk-vetch were found in the portion of Section 27 where the project is proposed. Only 
10.3 acres of temporary & permanent disturbance occurs in the project area of Section 28, where 
portions of this property were found to contain suitable fringe-toed lizard habitat and several 
hundred individual Coachella Valley milk-vetch were observed. The project design in Section 
28 utilizes existing roads and previously disturbed wind turbine sites which were used for wind 
energy purposes for many years, and hence most of the disturbance area does not contain suitable 
habitat for these species. Therefore, only a small portion of this 10.3 acre disturbance area 
includes suitable habitat for Coachella Valley milk-vetch and fringe-toed lizard. The mitigation 
measures include the requirement that a qualified biological monitor and a field contact 
representative will be present on site during construction, and an endangered species education 
program will be implemented with construction personnel in order to minimize or avoid any 
impacts to these sensitive species. Mitigation Measures 3.2-1 through 3.2-11 in the EIR/EIS 
provide detailed direction for construction monitoring to avoid significant impacts to sensitive 
sand dwelling species. The project will also be consistent with the goals and objectives of the 
Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (CVMSHCP) including fencing 
that allows movement of species, while limiting illegal access of vehicles, and cooperation with 
various agencies to allow conservation management actions that would potentially include 
biological monitoring, invasive species removal, species translocations, sediment deposition, 
levee removal, and minor earth moving. 

With respect to the question about the 11.2 acre estimate of permanent habitat loss, Table 2.6-1 
does account for a 4.75-acre construction staging area, which is a temporary disturbance only 
during construction, and no additional equipment storage yards or temporary disturbance would 
result from the project. The temporary construction staging area location was chosen by the 
project proponent because no Coachella Valley milk-vetch and no sand sheets were found on this 
area of the site. See Exhibit A, Coachella Valley Milkvetch and Coachella Valley Fringe-toed 
Lizard Habitats. Further, as stated above the portion of the project in Section 28 is simply a 
redevelopment of a previously constructed and decommissioned wind energy project that 
covered much of Section 28 with extensive existing roads and wind turbine sites, so the amount 
of new disturbance area is small in comparison to a comparable wind energy development on 
previously undeveloped natural terrain. Permanent maintenance equipment and vehicles are not 
needed because they would be stored at the project operator's existing regional service and 
maintenance facility located just north of the 1-10 Freeway, less than 3 miles from the site. 
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Section 2Q Section 27
 

Note: Habitat boundarIes BIe based on aena/lnterpretationo Coachela VaDey M,lkvetch Habitlt of sand distnbution Habitat area tor m,'kvetch populationo Coachella Valley frilge·toed lizard Habitat occurs mostly within the subset area descflbed by the 
Coachella Vafley finge-toed lizard boundary. 

SOURCE: Nalur.1 Resources Assessmenl, Inc. 

Mountain View IV Wind Energy Final EIS/EIR 
Coachella Valley Milkvetch & Fringe-toed Lizard Habitats 



3.0	 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

G-2 The proposed project is being constructed in a IOO-year floodplain of the Whitewater River, 
beyond and south of the low flow channel of the Whitewater River. Because ofthis situation, the 
project design incorporates flood protection measures and design that allows for surface flow of 
flood waters through the site without impedance or damage to the wind project facilities. These 
design measures include deep burying underground cables, deep wind turbine and transformer 
foundations designed to withstand scour from flowing water, at-grade roads without alteration or 
concentration of flow, gravel roads that can be readily repaired in the event of floods, and 
placement of other facilities such as the electrical substation and storage areas outside the 
floodplain. These design standards meet or exceed those employed on the existing wind 
facilities currently in the Whitewater River channel to the north ofthe proposed project area that 
demonstrates the feasibility of designing facilities to withstand flood flows (that facility was 
designed and built by the applicant for the current project). For these reasons, should the 
Whitewater River flow be redirected across this site, the project proponent indicates the facilities 
are designed to handle the now, provided they do not exceed the lOO-year flood elevation and 
velocity that is currently experienced at this site. According to the drainage study prepared for 
the proposed project, the lOO-year flow depth at the project site is between 1-2 feet, and the 
maximum scour depth for the wind turbines and transformers will be 9.3 feet during a lOO-year 
storm event (refer to Section 4.0 of this document). The project has been designed to handle this 
flow. In the event that future modification of the Whitewater River alignment is made, the 
project design will also be able to handle the change, provided the flood elevation and velocity 
are not increased beyond the levels currently experienced under a IOO-year nood condition. It 

should be noted that alteration of flow above the existing IOO-year flood elevation is not feasible 
because this could adversely impact several hundred adjacent existing residences immediately to 
the south of the project site. Based on these conditions, restriction of development to the south 
half of Sections 27 and 28 would not be necessary because the project design is compatible with 
flooding of the entire site. 

0-3	 See response 0-2. 

G-4	 Per discussions between the applicant and the Service, the applicant has agreed to include 
construction of sand fencing on the Whitewater Preserve, east of North Indian Canyon Road in 
Section 26. The applicant will construct 24 segments of sand fences, each segment being 25 feet 
in length and a total area of approximately 12.4 acres as detailed in new Mitigation Measure 3.2
17 (refer to Section 4.0 of this document). 

G-5	 The comment states that the project site lies within the proposed Whitewater Floodplain 
Conservation Area under the impending Coachella Valley MSHCP, which has mapped Coachella 
Valley fringe-toed lizard and milk-vetch habitat along with several other species proposed to be 
"covered" under the MSHCP. 
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3.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

The subject property does in fact lie within the proposed Whitewater Floodplain Conservation 

Area as shown on Figure 4-1 of the Recirculated Final MSHCP (September 2007) and as 

described on page 3.2-19 of the Mountain View IV Windfarm Draft EIR/EIS. According to 

Figure 4.11e of the Draft Coachella Valley MSHCP, the portion of the subject property located 

within Section 28, is BLM land within the incorporated City limits of Palm Springs and 

designated as Conservation Level 3. The portion of the subject property within Section 27 is 

CVWD lands within Palm Springs and designated as Conservation land under the proposed 

MSHCP. On Conservation Level 3 Land, the plan anticipates that habitat loss will not occur on 

more than 1% of lands managed by each entity, and that development should be consistent with 

the conservation objectives for the relevant Conservation Area (pg. 4-4, Draft MSHCP, February 

2007). The proposed Mountain View IV Windfarm project would remove 15.7 acres of habitat 

out of a total site area of 1,659 acres, which conforms to the 1% limit on habitat loss. 

According to the Recirculated Final Coachella Valley MSHCP, "new ground disturbance 

associated with repowering or development of new wind energy facilities shall be treated as a 

Covered Activity similar to development projects permitted or approved by Local Permittees. 

Within each Permittee' s jurisdiction, existing wind turbines may be replaced with new turbines. 

Ifold turbines are removed and the former impact area is restored to a natural condition, an equal 

new area may be disturbed without counting toward the calculation of net disturbance" (pg. 7-16, 

Recirculated Final MSHCP, September 2007). The entire portion of this project within Section 

28 is a replacement of old wind turbines with new ones. Consequently, the project is consistent 

with the proposed MSHCP policy. 

The Draft MSHCP EIR/EIS states, "The plan provides Take Authorization for ground 

disturbance associated with wind farm development in Conservation Areas that is consistent with 

applicable Conservation Goals and Objectives. Ground disturbances include roads and staging 

areas, foundation pads and storage areas, with further disturbance limited once constructed." 

"Existing and future Development in the wind resource areas would occur in portions of the 

following Conservation Areas: Cabazon, Highway 111, Whitewater Canyon, Upper Mission 

CreekfBig Morongo Canyon, Snow Creek/Windy Point, Whitewater Floodplain, Willow Hole 

and Edam Hill (pgs. 4.4-5 and 4.4-6 Recirculated Final MSHCP EIR/EIS, September 2007)." 

The project's EIR/EIS incorporates mitigation measures that require a qualified biological 

monitor and a field contact representative to be present on site during construction, and an 

endangered species education program will be implemented with construction personnel in order 

to minimize or avoid any impacts to sensitive sand dwelling species such as the Coachella Valley 

milkvetch and fringe-toed lizard. Mitigation Measures 3.2-1 through 3.2-11 in the Draft EIRJEIS 
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provide detailed direction for construction monitoring to avoid impacts to these species. In 
addition, the applicant is required to pay fees for the MSHCP, currently estimated to be 
approximately $154,000 for both parcels (see new Mitigation Measure 3.2-18, Section 4.0). On 
June 20, 2007 the Service re-initiated formal consultation per a request from BLM to issue a 
Biological Opinion on Leasing of Federal Land for Wind Energy Development to include 
information specific to the proposed project. The purpose of the Biological Opinion by the 
Service is to make a conclusion as to whether the effects of the proposed action would jeopardize 
the Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizard and milk-vetch. On May 22, 2008, the Service issued its 
Biological Opinion for the project and made the following conclusion: "No critical habitat for 
either species occurs within the action area, thus none would be affected. It is the Service's 
biological opinion that the Mountain View IV Wind Energy Project, as proposed, is not likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence of the fringe-toed lizard or milkvetch." The entire Biological 
Opinion is included as Appendix C to this document. Based on these factors, potential impacts 
to the Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizard and milkvetch would be reduced to a less than 
significant level, and the proposed project is deemed consistent with the conservation goals and 
objectives contained in the proposed MSHCP without further mitigations or modifications. 
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Letter H 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
 
REGION IX
 

75 Hawthorne Street
 
San Francisco, CA 94105·3901
 

April 5. 2007 

Gr~g Hill 
Bureau of Land Managemelll
 
Palm Springs-South Coast Field Officc
 
P.O. Box 581260
 
i\orth Palm Springs. CA 92258
 .::... 

. ::, . 

Subject: .'v10untain View IV Wind Energy Project Draft EI1\-ironll1ental Impact t< 

Statement/Environmental Impact Repol1 (DEIS EIR;. Palm Springs. Cdifornia lCEQ --' 
;:2007('()611 

Dear 'vIr. Hill: 

The U.S. Environmental Prottction Agency ([PAl has revIewed the ahove 
refercnccd document. Our review and comments are provid~d pursuant to the '\ational 
El1\'ironmcntal Policy Act (NEPA). the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 
Regulations (-to erR Parts J 51'10-15081, and our ':EPA rc\icw :JurhoriLy Section 309 of 
the Clean Air Act (C.:\A). 

The DEIS asscss alternatives for a proposed wind energy generation project that 
would he located on public and private lands in Lhe Coachdla Valley. within the 
incorporated limits of the City of Palm Springs. California. The :vlowltain Vie\\' lV 
project would consist of either 58 Gamesa G52 or -t9 y1H1 1000 wind turbine generators. 
with a total electrical capacity of approximately 49 megawatts (MW). Additional 
facilities would include pad-mounted electric transfonners, ancillary facilities, S'Ta\cl 
roads_ o\'erhead and underground connection Jines. and an electrical suhstation. TIle 
proposed project wi it replace an abandoned \\ind energy project built in the mid J981)' s 
and subsequently removed. 

EPA suppons increasing the dC\'clopmcnl of ren.::wablc energy n:sources, as 
recommended in the National Energy Policy, Based on our review, WI:: have no objections 
to the proposed project. Accordingly, \\e have rated the DEIS as Lack of Objections (LO) 

~------lsec ('-nel osed~'~ummaiY-l)fEPA' Rati ng TJcJii1ifioT1S"" j:-TO-1l11niTl1i7c-ai i 4liilllymlpacts-------

during construction. wc recommend incorporating additional mitigation measures. as 
descrihed in our detailed comments (attached), 

_. - 
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We appreciate the 0ppoJ1unity to review this Draft EIS and request a copy of the } 
Final ElS when it is officially filed with our Washington, D.C. office. lfyou have any H 1 
questions, please cal[ me at (415) 972-3846, or have your staff contact Ann \1ePherson at 
(415) 972-3545 or mcpherson.ann@epa.go\!. 

Sincerely, 

1'".---'-.-----
f ~.::..,,:\-- __"', \ _~ 
l'0 ~-...JC~ / 

--~/ 
c~ 

Nova 8lazej, Manager 
Environmental Review Office 

Enclosures:	 Summary of Rating Definitions 
EPA Detailed Comments 



EPA DE'L\ILED COM\IE?'TS ON THE MOL"T\I1\ VIEW IV \VI1\[) E?\ERGY PROJECT DRAF r 
EN\'IRO"i\lE:\TAL I\lPACT STAIDIEl'TE:\YIRO",,\lENTAL I\W,\CT REPORT !DElSElRI. 
PAL\! SPRINGS, CAUFORl'\'L-\, APRIL 5, 2(){)7 

.:\ ir Qualitv Impacts 

The proposed project is located in the South Coast Air Basin (SC:\B), The South 
Coast Air Qualily Management District (SCAQ1\-lD'1 implements local air quality 
regulations in the SCAB to carry out Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) requirements_ as 
authorized by the FS, Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The current SCAB 
:Jonattainment designations under the Federal C:\A are as follows: carbon monoxide 
serious nonattairill1ent; 8-hour ozone - severe nonattainment: particulate maller with a 
diameter of I () microns or less (P\-f lO ) - serious nonanainmcl1l; and particulate matter 
with a diametcr of2.5 microns or less (PM",) - nonattainmcnL The SCAB has thc worst 
8-hour ozone and Pl'v125 problems in the nation: attaililllent of thesc 1\ational .-\mhienr Air 
Quality Standards (:\A.A..QS) \\'ill require massive reductions from mobile sources, gI\en 

the rapid growth in this emissions catcgory and the long lifespan of diesel engincs. 

____________ . The DEIS docs_n..QL.ilJ~J\HJ~_'llB_Yi!J\Jati.QlU'Lcxistill;;: ..aiUlllalit):...~ilb.i.tLtb~ 

geographic scope of the project and does not examine the pOlclllial impacts to air quality 
from the project. Such an evaluation is necessary to assure compliance with Slate and 
Fcderal air quality regulations, and 10 disclose the potential impacts from temporary or 
cumulative degradation of air quality. 

The DElS stales that the projecl is nor expected to significantly affect air quaIi!) 
as defined by the Air Quality Elemcnt oft11e City'S General Pbn and is not expected to 

excl;;cd threshold criteria of the South Coast Ai I' Quality :'vlanagclllcnt District Air Quality 
Handbook (pg. 4,O-:~); however. additional in formation is Ilot pro\'idcd. The eastern 
desert areas ol-Ri\'erside County arc generally llon-art2inmcnt areas \vith regard to P\'l l l< 

Ipg. 4.0-2). The DEIS acknowledges tInt the project will creale 50l11e dust and blowsand 
during construction and maintcnancc activitieS and refers [0 a Dus[ Control Plan: 
howcver. this Dust Control Plan is not referenced within the document, 

Recommendatiun: 
The Final Environmcntal Impact Statement {FEfS) should include a discussion of 
existing air quality within the geographic scope of the project. The rEfS should 
dcscribe and estimate air emissions from potential construction and other 
acti\'ities. as 'ovell as proposed mitigation measurcs to minimize those emissions. 
The FEIS should reference or include the Dust Control Plan within the appendices 
of the document. 
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Construction r"1itigationMeasures 

EPA supports the construction mitigation measures identified in the DEIS: 
managemenl practices which minimiz·e dust and blowsand to the grcatest extent possible: 1H-3 



the use of gravel base to reduce silt content of roadbeds and turbine sites; a 15 or 20 mph 
vehicle speed limit; and regular watering of roadbeds/graded areas during construction 
(pgs. 2.0-19; 4.0-2). [n addition, due to the serious nature of the PM 10 and PM25 

conditions in the SCAB, vve recommend that the best available control measures for thcse 
pollutants be implemented at all times. EPA recommends including a Construction 
Emissions Mitigation Plan (CEMP) for fugitive dust and diescl particulate matter (DPy!) 
in the FElS. 

-------t·ugil.ivp Dr[st~'jurrrL:e-eInlrufs. 

•	 StabiliLe open storage piles and disturbed areas by covering and/or 
applying water or chemical/organic dust palliative where 
appropriate. This applies to both inactive and active sites, during 
workdays, weekends, holidays, and windy conditions. 

•	 Install wind fencing and phase grading operations where 
appropriate, and operate water tnlcks for stabilization of surfaces 
under windy conditions. 

•	 'When hauling material and operating non-eaItbmoving equipment. 
prevent spillage and limit speeds to 15 miles per hour (mph). Limit 
speed of ea11h-rnovi ng equipment to 10 mph. 

ivlohile and Stationary Source COli trois: 
•	 Reduce use, trips, and unnecessary idling [rom heavy equipment. 
•	 ivfailllain and tunc engines per manufacturer's specifications to 

perfoml at EPA. certification levels and to perfonn at verified 
standards applicable to retrofit technologies. Employ periodic, 
unscheduled inspections to limit unnecessary idling and to ensure 
that construction equipment is properly maintained, tuned, and 
modified consistent with established speci fications. 

•	 Prohibit any tampering \\itb engines and require cOlltinuing 
adherence to manufacturers recommendations 

-----. __ ...__._--- 
•	 ReqUIre ilial fcasca-cquipmenT5eT990 moBel or newer unless COSt 

exceeds 110 percent or average lease cost. Require 75 percent or 
more of total horsepower of owned equipment to be llsed be 1996 
or newer models. 

•	 Utilize EPA-registered particulate traps and other appropriate 
controls where suitable to reduce emissions of diesel particulate 
matter and other pollutants at the construction site. 

A.dministrative controls: 
•	 Identify where implementation of mitigation measures is rejected 

hased on economic infeasibility. 
•	 Prepare an inventory of all equipment prior to construction and 

identify the suitability of add-on emission controls [or each piece 
of equipment hefore groundbreaking. (Suitability of control 
devices is based on: whether there is reduced normal availahility of 
the construction equipment due to increased downtime and/or 
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power output. \\"hcthcr there may be significant damage caused to 
the construction equipment engine, or whether there may be a 
signdicant risk to nearby workers or the public.) 

• Utilize cleanest available fuel engines in construction equipment 
and idemify opportunities for electrification. Use low sulfur fuel 
(diesel with 15 pm1s per million or less) in engines where 
altemativc tllds such as biodiescl and natural gas are not possible. 

• Develop a construction, traffic and parking management plan that 
minimizes traffic interference and maintains traffic tlow. 
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3.0	 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Response to Letter H 

Response to comments from Nova Blazej, Manager, Environmental Review Office, U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, April 5, 2007. 

H-1	 Comments are noted regarding EPA support of renewable energy projects. Regarding 
incorporation of additional air quality mitigation, please refer to Response D-l and Appendix B 
of this Final EIRIEIS. 

H-2	 The proposed project site is located in the Coachella Valley Planning Area (CVPA) of the Salton 
Sea Air Basin (SSAB). Air quality in the SSAB is largely dependent upon what is arriving from 
the upwind SCAB. In the SCAB, the agencies designated by the governor to develop regional air 
quality plans are the SCAQMD and the Southern California Association of Governments 
(SCAG). The two agencies adopted an Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) in 1979 and have 
revised it in several increments as attainment schedule estimates were shown to be overly 
optimistic. A 1997 federal AQMP was locally adopted and forwarded to EPA for evaluation. 
The 1997 AQMP for the SCAB was designed to meet both federal (EPA) and state (CARB) air 
quality planning guidelines. The 1997 plan was modified by accelerating the schedule for a 
variety of measures to control ozone precursor emissions. The 1999 Amendments received EPA 
approval as the adopted regional air quality plan in 20no. The proposed 2003 plan was locally 
adopted and received EPA approval in 2004. The SCAQMD is currently in the process of 
developing a new 2007 AQMP. The draft plan is completed and modifications to the plan have 
been proposed. The new plan will have to be locally adopted and then sent to the U.S. EPA for 
approval. 

Existing and probable future levels of air quality around the project area can best be inferred 
from ambient air quality measurements conducted by the SCAQMD at the Indio and Palm 
Springs air quality monitoring stations. The Indio station monitors the two primary pollutants of 
concern in the CVPA which are ozone and PM-lO. The CVPA is designated as a "serious" non

attainment area for ozone with an attainment target date of 2013. The federal PM-lO standard is 
occasionally exceeded in the project area and there is a high frequency of violations (around 45 
percent) of the more stringent state PM-lO standard. The CVPA was initially declared a 
"moderate" non-attainment area for PM-lO. This designation requires that reasonably available 
control measures (RACMs) be used for dust control. Some of the highest particulate levels in all 
of California may occur in the Coachella Valley on windy days. Because high wind events 
generate so much of their dust from "natural" sources, they are generally excluded from the 
attainment designation and planning process since emissions controls on human-induced sources 
would not necessarily be effective in achieving attainment. There have been no violations of the 
PM-2.5 standard in the last six years of data at the Indio monitoring station. 
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As discussed in Response D-l, an analysis of construction activity air pollution emissions was 
completed and determined that with mitigation, emissions would be below threshold levels. The 
Air Quality Analysis is attached to this Final EIR/EIS as Appendix B. 

H-3	 As noted in Response H-2 (as well as D-l), the project will incorporate a Dust Control Plan 
which contains measures to reduce PM 10 and fugitive dust emissions during project construction. 

Mountain View IV Wind Energy Project Final EIR/EIS 

October 2008	 3-53 

4555 



Section 4.0 
Revisions to Draft EIR/EIS 



4.0 REVISIONS TO DRAFT EIRIEIS 

The following text changes have been made to the Final EIR/ElS. None of these changes result in a 

substantial change in the project description or raise important new issues regarding significant 

effects on the environment. The text that has been removed from the Draft EIR/EIS is indicated by a 

strikeoHt. New text to be added is indicated with underline. 

Item 1: 

The following text revision is hereby added to Section 3.2.4 of the Draft ElR/EIS starting in the 

second paragraph on page 3.2-17: 

Ia additioH, the site is loeated OR tke former floodplaiR of tke \Vhitewaler River, Imt Through 

corresgondence with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (refer to Aggendix E of this document), it 
has been determined that the subject groperty is well-outside the current boundaries of the river flow 

and has no active connection to the Whitewater River. Consequently, the project would not 

discharge dredge or fill material into a water of the United States or an adjacent wetland. and 
therefore, would not be subject to Corps jurisdiction or require a permit under Section 404 of the 

Clean Water Act. Based OR the 10eatioH aRd site eORditioIls, the projeet does ROt eOFFle HIlder tke 

jHrisdietioIl of the U.S. ArFFlY Corps of ERgiIleers. BeeaHse it is aRtieipated tkat RO Corps l'lerFFlit will 
be required, no 401 perFFlit is required from the Slate Water Quality CORlrol Board's regioRal offiee 

for tke Colorado River regioR. However, the smaller drainages may meet the jurisdictional 
requirements under CDFG as outlined above and should be reviewed by that agency to determine 

whether streambed alteration agreements are required. 

Item 2: 

The following text revision is hereby added to Section 3.2.4, Mitigation Measures of the Draft 

EIR/EIS on page 3.2-23: 

3.2-7	 Not more than thirty days prior to construction activity in the area to be disturbed, the 

biological monitor/FCR shall survey the construction area for CY milkvetch. Any CY 
milkvetch plants present shall be marked with a flagged stake and protected from damage, by 

avoiding any surface impacts within five (5) meters of the plant. to the exleRt possible. 

Item 3: 

The following text addition is hereby added to Section 3.2.4, Mitigation Measures of the Draft 

EIR/EIS beginning on page 3.2-23: 

3.2-17. An additional desilln measure agreed to by the applicant includes construction of sand 

fencing on the Whitewater Preserve, east of North Indian Canyon Road in Section 26. The 
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applicant will construct 24 segments of sand fences, each segment being 25 feet in length and 
3 to 4 feet high, with each segment separated bv a 50-foot gap to allow movement of wildlife 
across the site and sand movement within the site, Total length of the sand fences would be 
600 feet Each row of fences would be spaced 300 feet apart in a staggered grid so that the 
area for sand fence treatment would be a rectangular area 600 feet north-south by 900 feet 
east-west, equaling approximately 12.4 acres. 

3.2-18. The applicant is required to provide mitigation for loss of Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizard 
habitat through payment of mitigation fees, The amount of the mitigation fee is projected to 
be $95,118 on Section 27 private land, based on 16.6 acres of permanent and temporary 
disturbance and the Coachella Valley Multi Species Habitat Conservation Plan (CVMSHCP) 
fee of $5,730 per acre. The projected amount of the mitigation fee on BLM land in Section 
28 is $59,019 based on a temporary and permanent disturbance area of to.3 acres and a fee 
of $5,730 per acre, to be provided to BLM or the Center for Natural Lands Management for 
acquisition of Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizard habitat. Total mitigation fees for 
CVMSHCP/ fringe-toed lizard habitat is estimated to be $154,137, 

3.2-19. All protected cactus species to be removed bv the project shall be flagged and transplanted 
back on site in an undisturbed area prior to construction. 

3.2-20. The Right of Way (ROW) Holder shall conduct a post-construction avian and bat fatality 
survey over a 12 month post-construction period beginning with commencement of 
commercial operation of the turbines. The survey shall be conducted in spring, summer, fall 
and winter seasons, using standardized survey protocols, as appropriate for the site and any 
species of particular concern. The study shall establish statistical adjustments for observer 
bias and scavenging bias. All surveys and studies shall include a disclosure of assumptions, 
survey protocols and statistical methodologies in the monitoring reports. The final report 
shall be provided to the Bureau of Land Management. 

Item 4: 

The following text addition is hereby added to Section 3.3.4, Mitigation Measures of the Draft 
EIR/EIS beginning on page 3.3-10: 

3.3-1.	 If human remains are exposed during construction on non-federal land, State Health and 
Safety Code Section 7050.5 states that no further disturbance shall occur until the County 
Coroner has made the necessary findings as to the origin and disposition pursuant to Public 
Resources Code 5097.98. Construction must halt in the area of the discovery of human 
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remains, the area must be protected, and consultation and treatment shall occur as 

prescribed by law. If human remains are encountered on federal land, pursuant to the 

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act and associated regulations, the 

resfJsEsible federal ageEcy sfficial BLM must be notified by telephone immediately, and 

with written confirmation (43 CFR lO.4[c]). Work in the immediate area shall be halted 

until a Notice to Proceed is issued by BLM. In addition, all sEgsing activities ml:lst cease, 

the remains should be secured and protected, and Native American representatives should 

be consulted (43 CFR 1O.4[d]). 

3.3-2.	 Any buried cultural materials unearthed during earth-moving operations associated with the 

undertaking should be examined and evaluated by a qualified archaeologist prior to further 

disturbances. Additionally, if such materials are discovered on public lands in Sections 22 

and 28, the ELM shall be notified by telephone immediately, and with written 

confirmation. Work in the immediate area shall be halted until a Notice to Proceed is 

issued bv ELM. 

Item 5: 

The following text revision is hereby added to the third and fourth paragraphs on page 3.6-3 of the 

Draft EIR/EIS: 

A detailed drainage study was prepared for the project and is attached to this document in Appendix 

.E. The drainage study projects the maximum flow depth in the portion of the Whitewater River 

containing the project site to be afJfJfO*imately 1 fust between 1 - 2 feet during a lOO-year storm 
flow. In accordance with Section 8.68.170 of the Palm Springs Municipal Code, non-residential 

structures shall be elevated to at least two feet above the base flood elevation (determined to be two 

feet) or flood proofed below that elevation so that the structure is watertight with walls substantiallv 

impermeable to the passage of water. In order for proposed structures to be safe from the 100-year 

flow, the elevations of proposed electrical components that are not designed to be below water must 

be :;! 3-feet (including 1 foot of freeboard) above the existing ground, not including gravel fill placed 

around the foundation. 

The drainage study also evaluates scour erosion at the site and projects the depth of scour which 

would affect turbine and transformer foundations. The fJrejected maximum scour depth for the wind 

turbines and transformers will be 11.3 ft and 10.7 ft, resfJectively fur 9.3 feet during a l00-year flood 

flow scenario. The same scsl:lr fur a 25 year flsw is 7.1 ft aEd 6.8 ft. fur the wind tHrbiEes and 

transfsrmers, resfJeetively. SiEce the stfl:lctme eXfJeeted life is 20 years, the afJfJf8fJriate desigH 
freql:lency fur scsm is :;!5 years sr less. Therefore the design foundation depth (30 ft. for turbines 

and 10 ft. for transformers) will be adequate to protect from scour during a lOO-year storm event. is 
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larger thaR the scol:lr depth for 25 year flood (7.1 ft. for tlfrbiRes aRd 6.8 ft. for traRsform:ers). Thlfs 

the folfRdatioR desigR depth is adeEj:l:late for 25 year flood proteetioR agaiRst seOI:lF. 

The following text addition is hereby added to Section 3.6.4, Mitigation Measures of the Draft 
ElR/EIS on page 3.6-4: 

3.6-2	 The project shall comply with provisions of Chapter 8.68 "Flood Damage Prevention" of the 
Palm Springs Municipal Code. Section 8.68.170 "Standards of Construction", section (c)(2) 
"Non Residential Construction". In accordance with the Code, all mechanical and electrical 
equipment shall be elevated a minimum of 2 feet above the base flood elevation (determined 
to be 2 feet), equivalent to 4 feet above natural grade. Natural grade shall be the average 
grade of native soils surrounding the foundation, not including gravel fill placed around the 
foundation. PadfBolfRt traHS~OFfRers aRd WiRd turbiHe electro Hie aRd eORtrol system:s that are 

Hot desigaed to 0fleratel:lRder waler mlfst be at least two reet abo'.'e the eJ,istiRg grol:lRd level 

iR order to be sare from 100 year flood flows. 

3,6-3	 The project shall comply with provisions of Chapter 8.68 "Flood Damage Prevention" of the 
Palm Springs Municipal Code, Section 8.68.170 "Standards of Construction". section (a) 
"Anchoring". In accordance with the Code. all structures shall be constructed with 
foundations adequately anchored to withstand the maximum scour potential during the 100
year storm. determined to be 9,3 feet. 

Item 6: 

The following text addition is hereby added to Section 4.2, Effects Found to be Not Significant, of 
the Draft ElR/EIS: 

Environmental.Justice 

Executive Order (E.O.) 12898 requires federal agencies to consider environmental justice as part of 
its environmental review. Specifically, it directs them to address, as appropriate. any 
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of their actions, 
programs, or policies on minority and low-income populations. 2000 U.S. Census data from the 
City of Palm Springs indicate that at that time there was a higher percentage of minority populations 
and families below the povertv level in the northern Palm Springs area which includes the older 
residentiaL neighborhood closest to the project site (approximately 3,000 feet south of the proposed 
project site). An evaluation of potential adverse environmental effects to this neighborhood is 
contained in various sections throughout this EIR/EIS. Section 3.5 evaLuated the public health and 
safety effects of the proposed project. This analysis found that the project would not use or store 
hazardous materials, no hazardous waste would be generated, and safety hazards due to operation of 
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wind turbines would not be significant due to required safety setbacks and other measures 
incorporated into project design. Section 3.8. Noise determined that construction and operational 
noise levels would be lower than the City's standard of 55dB since the nearest noise sensitive 
receptors are over 3,000 feet from the project site. Furthermore. it has been determined that the 
project would not induce population growth, nor result in displacement of housing and it would not 

result in public service expenditures but will instead contribute substantial revenues to several public 
entities. Since the proposed project or any of its alternatives would not have any significant impacts 
that would affect local populations in the project area. it would not have a disproportionately adverse 
environmental justice impact on minority or low-income populations. 
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MV IV DEIS/EIR DIST. LIST 

Coachella Valley Water District 
 
ATTN: Dan Parks 
 
85-995 Avenue 52 
 
Coachella, CA 92236 
 
760-398-2651 
 

Bruce Wilcox 
 
Imperial Irrigation District 
 
Water Department 
 
333 E. Barioni 
 
Imperial CA 92251 
 
760-339-9756 
 

Desert Water Agency 
 
ATTN: Steve Johnson, Head Engineer 
 
1200 South Gene Autry Trail 
 
Palm Springs, CA 92264 
 
(760) 323-4971 
 

The Gas Company 
 
ATTN: Patrick Swarthout 
 
211 North Sunrise Way 
 
Palm Springs, CA 92262 
 
(909) 355-7615 
 

Palm Springs Disposal Services 
 
Rick Wade, General Manager 
 
4690 E. Mesquite Avenue 
 
Palm Springs, CA 92264 
 
(760) 327-1351 
 

Palm Springs Unified School District 
 
Ivan Dailey 
 
980 E. Tahquitz Canyon Way 
 
Palm Springs, CA 92262 
 
(760) 416-6113 
 

Elaine Chang, Deputy Executive Officer 
 
South Coast Air Quality Management District 
 
Dept: PRDAS 
 
21865 East Copley Drive 
 
Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182 
 
Phone: 909) 396-2000 
 

Stuart Hemphill 
 
Director, QF Resources 
 
Southern California Edison 
 
2244 Walnut Grove Ave. 
 
Quad 4-D 
 
Rosemead, CA 91770 
 
(626) 302- 9594  direct dial phone 
 

Chris Morley 
 
Right-of-Way Specialist 
 
Coachella Valley Water District 
 
85-995 Avenue 52 
 
Coachella, California 92236 
 

Time Warner Cable 
 
Mike Sagona, Director of Engineering 
 
41725 Cook Street 
 
Palm Desert, CA 92260 
 
760-340-1312 
 

Verizon 
 
Attn: Christopher R. Brown 
 
295 North Sunrise Way 
 
Palm Springs, CA 92262 
 
760-778-3603 
 

Riverside County 
 
Airport Land Use Commission 
 
John Guerin, Senior Planner 
 
Riverside County Administrative Center 
 
4080 Lemon Street, 9th Floor 
 
Riverside, CA 92501  
 
Tel: 951.955.1872 
 

Riverside County Assessor’s Office 
 
Jim Harlow 
 
3255 E. Tahquitz Canyon Way, #114 
 
Palm Springs, CA 92262 
 
760-778-2400 
 

Riverside County Planning Dept 
 
ATTN: Paul Clark 
 
82675 Hwy 111, Room 209 
 
Indio, CA 92201 
 
(760) 863-7579 
 

Coachella Valley Association of Governments 
 
John Wohlmuth, Executive Director 
 
73710 Fred Waring Drive, Ste. 200 
 
Palm Desert, CA 92260 
 
(760) 346-1127 
 

City of Cathedral City 
 
Bud Kopp, Interim Planning Director 
 
68-700 Avenida Lalo Guerrero 
 
Cathedral City, CA  92234 
 
760.770.0370 
 

City of Desert Hot Springs 
 
Larry C. Grafton, Planning Department 
 
65950 Pierson Blvd. 
 
Desert Hot Springs, CA 92240 
 
(760) 329-6411 
 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
     
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 

 
 

 

      

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 
  

                   

 

 
 

 

 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

  
  

  
   

 
  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 

 
 

  

  

 
  

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

Interested Parties/Organizations 

Tom Davis 
 
Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians 
 
Tribal Planning Director 
 
650 E.  Tahquitz Canyon Way 
 
Palm Springs, CA  92262  
 

Palm Springs Chamber of Commerce  
 
Mark Anderson, President 
 
190 W. Amado Road 
 
Palm Springs, CA 92262 
 
760-325-1577 
 

Coachella Valley Mountains Conservancy 
 
Katie Barrows, Associate Director 
 
73-710 Fred Waring Drive, Suite 205 
 
Palm Desert, CA  92260 
 
(760) 776-5026 
 

Rachel Bilyk  
 
2712 Wisconsin Ave NW #602  
 
Washington, DC 20007 
 
215 -668-4087 
 

Federal Agencies 

Bureau of Indian Affairs 
 
Kim Snyder, Director 
 
901 East Tahquitz Canyon Way Ste. C 101 
 
Palm Springs, CA 92262 
 
(760) 416-2133 
 

Bureau of Land Management 
 
Claude Kirby, Realty Specialist 
 
690 West Garnet (PO Box 581260) 
 
Palm Springs, 92258 
 
760-251-4850 
 

F.A.A. 
 
ATTN: Dave Kessler 
 
Environmental Specialist 
 
15000 Aviation Blvd. 
 
Lawndale, CA 90261 
 

US Fish & Wildlife Service 
 
Attn: Karen Goebel, Asst. Field Supv. 
 
6010 Hidden Valley Road 
 
Carlsbad, CA  92000-4219 
 
Ph: 760-431-9440 
 

Clearinghouses 

EPA 
 
Ms. Pearl Young 
 
US Environmental Protection Agency 
 
Office of Federal Activities 
 
EIS Filing Section  
 
Mail Code 2252-A, Room 7220  
 
Ariel Rios Building (South Oval Lobby) 
 
1200 Pennsylvania Ave, N.W. 
 
Washington, DC  20460 
 

State Clearinghouse 
 
Terry Roberts, Director 
 
1400 Tenth Street 
 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
(916) 445-0613 
 

Additional Contacts 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
 
Southern California Field Office 
 
600 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 1460 
 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 
 
Phone: (213) 244-1800 
 
Fax: (213) 244-1850 
 

Ann McPherson 
 
Environmental Protection Agency 
 
CED-2 
 
75 Hawthorne Street 
 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
 

NPL News 
 
PO Box 527 
 
Ridgecrest, CA 93556 
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May 8, 2007 

Stantec Consulting, Inc. 
Attn: Katherine Walters 
73733 Fred Waring Drive, Suite 100 
Palm Desert, CA 92260 

Re: WECS Construction Air Quality Impact Analysis 
Our Reference No. P07-X06 

Dear Ms. Walters: 

As per your request, we have prepared a construction activity air pollution emissions 
quantification to address the concerns raised in the EPA’s “Detailed Comments on the 
Mountain View IV Wind Energy Project DEIS/DEIR.”  We used the California Air 
Resources Board (CARB) URBEMIS2002 computer model to calculate off-road 
equipment exhaust emissions based upon the equipment list and phasing plan provided by 
(Mountain View Power Partners IV, LLC).  We utilized the EMFAC2007 computer 
model to calculate on-road exhaust emissions from delivery of turbine parts and ready-
mixed concrete for turbine foundations. 

The specified equipment list was broken down into three Phases, but Phases 2 and 3 are 
almost identical in their equipment needs and levels of delivery traffic.  The analysis was 
therefore conducted for two construction phases since the SCAQMD CEQA significance 
thresholds are based upon the maximum project activity day regardless of phasing. 

The equipment breakdown was as follows: 

Clear and Excavate (Phase 1) Install Turbines &  
Electrical Interconnections 
(Phases 2 & 3) 

Excavators (2) Bore/Drill Rig 
Grader Cranes (4) 
Compactors (2) Loaders (2) 
Dozers (2) 
Loaders (2) 

The URBEMIS2002 model contains three construction phases, including demolition, 
grading and finish construction.  The “demolition” module was used for Phase 1, and the 
grading module was used for Phases 2 or 3.  Demolition does not include a fugitive dust 



 
  

 
 

   
 

 

 
  

        

 
 

  
        

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

  
  

  

calculation when there is no structural demolition as for the proposed WECS project.  
The fugitive dust calculation in Phases 2 or 3, however, applies equally to Phase 1. 

In addition to on-site equipment exhaust emissions, a daily truck delivery rate of ten (10) 
trips per day was assumed to initially deliver concrete and foundation materials, and then 
turbine parts, power poles, etc. would be delivered in Phases 2 and 3.  A 40-mile round 
trip travel distance was assumed for each trip.  Trip length is the distance from the last 
vehicle stop until reaching the project site, or from the project site to the vehicle’s next 
stop. The concrete trucks may have a shorter travel distance while the turbine delivery 
travel distance within the Salton Sea Air Basin may be longer than 20 miles to/from the 
project site. The 40-mile round trip distance is an average of the two types of primary 
delivery trips. 

The results of the emissions calculations are as follows compared to the daily emissions 
thresholds recommended by the SCAQMD in its CEQA Handbook as comprising a 
potentially significant source of emissions (pounds/day): 

Phase Mitig(?) ROG NOx CO PM-10 Fugitive PM-2.5 

1 No 23.5 164.3 186.2 163.7 157.0 39.3 
1 Yes 21.2 70.9 186.2 16.9 16.4 3.9 

Trucks 400 mi. 0.6 10.9 4.4 0.4 0.0 0.4 
TOTAL Yes 21.8 81.8 190.6 17.3 16.4 4.3 

Phase Mitig(?) ROG NOx CO PM-10 Fugitive PM-2.5 

2,3 No 11.4 66.5 97.0 159.0 157.0 34.7 
2,3 Yes 11.4 57.2 97.0 16.6 16.4 3.6 

Trucks 400 mi. 0.6 10.9 4.4 0.4 0.0 0.4 
TOTAL Yes 12.0 68.1 101.4 17.0 16.4 4.0 

SCAQMD Thrshld. 75 100 550 100 n/a 55 

Without supplemental mitigation, NOx emissions from diesel exhaust (Phase 1) and PM
10 from soil disturbance dust (all phases) will exceed the SCAQMD thresholds.  With 
mitigation, thresholds will not be exceeded.  The mitigation measures selected from the 
URBEMIS2002 model menu include the following in addition to measures that are 
already incorporated in the DEIR/DEIS: 

Equipment NOx Fugitive Dust 

Use aqueous diesel fuel Use diesel particulate filters where possible 
Require Tier-3 rated equipment in Phase 1 Stabilize inactive disturbed areas 

Water exposed areas at least 3X daily 



 
  
 
  
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 

Cover stockpiles with tarps 
Water all haul roads at least 3X daily 
Speed limit = 15 mph on all unpaved roads 

Please call me with any questions. 

Sincerely, 

Hans D. Giroux 
Senior Analyst 
Giroux & Associates 

Attachments: URBEMIS2002 Model Output, EMFAC2007 emission factors 



 

                    
                 

             

        
                                             

                       
                         

        
                                             

                     
                             

                    
                    

                    

                    

                    
                    

 

                    
                 

             

         
                                             

 
 
 

                

                

 

 

 
 

  
  

 

 

 
  
 
 

 
 
 

                

                

 

 

Page: 1 
 
05/30/2008 10:54 AM 
 

URBEMIS 2002 For Windows 8.7.0 
 

File Name: C:\Program Files\URBEMIS 2002 Version 8.7\Projects2k2\WECS II.urb 
 
Project Name: WECS II 
 
Project Location: South Coast Air Basin (Los Angeles area) 
 
On-Road Motor Vehicle Emissions Based on EMFAC2002 version 2.2 
 

SUMMARY REPORT 
 
(Pounds/Day - Summer) 
 

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES 
 
PM10 PM10 PM10 

*** 2007 *** ROG NOx CO SO2 TOTAL EXHAUST DUST 
TOTALS (lbs/day,unmitigated) 23.53 164.28 186.25 0.00 6.68 6.67 0.01 
TOTALS (lbs/day, mitigated) 21.20 70.89 186.25 0.00 0.51 0.50 0.01 

PM10 PM10 PM10 
*** 2008 *** ROG NOx CO SO2 TOTAL EXHAUST DUST 
TOTALS (lbs/day,unmitigated) 11.39 66.51 97.02 0.00 159.00 1.99 157.01 
TOTALS (lbs/day, mitigated) 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES 
 
ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 
 

TOTALS (lbs/day,unmitigated) 0.12 0.00 0.78 0.00 0.00 
 

OPERATIONAL (VEHICLE) EMISSION ESTIMATES 
 
ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 
 

TOTALS (lbs/day,unmitigated) 0.09 0.10 1.07 0.00 0.08 
 

SUM OF AREA AND OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES 
 
ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 
 

TOTALS (lbs/day,unmitigated) 0.22 0.11 1.85 0.00 0.09 
 

Page: 2 
 
05/30/2008 10:54 AM 
 

URBEMIS 2002 For Windows 8.7.0 
 

File Name: C:\Program Files\URBEMIS 2002 Version 8.7\Projects2k2\WECS II.urb 
 
Project Name: WECS II 
 
Project Location: South Coast Air Basin (Los Angeles area) 
 
On-Road Motor Vehicle Emissions Based on EMFAC2002 version 2.2 
 

DETAIL REPORT 
 
(Pounds/Day - Summer) 
 

Construction Start Month and Year: November, 2007 
 
Construction Duration: 6 
 
Total Land Use Area to be Developed: 0 acres 
 
Maximum Acreage Disturbed Per Day: 15.7 acres 
 
Single Family Units: 0 Multi-Family Units: 0 
 
Retail/Office/Institutional/Industrial Square Footage: 0 
 

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES UNMITIGATED (lbs/day) 
 
PM10 PM10 PM10 
 

Source ROG NOx CO SO2 TOTAL EXHAUST DUST 
 
*** 2007*** 
 
Phase 1 - Demolition Emissions 
 



                                                        
                                     
                                        

                                          
                                

                                                        
                                          
                                        

                                          
                                     

                               
                               

                                                   
                            

                                                         
                                  
                                

                                  
                                     

                         

                                                        
                                          
                                        

                                          
                                     

                                                    
                                       
                                        

                                          
                              

                               
                               

                                                   
                            

                                                         
                                  
                                

                                  
                                     

                       

 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Fugitive Dust - - - -
Off-Road Diesel 23.30 163.84 181.39 -
On-Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Worker Trips 0.23 0.44 4.86 0.00 

23.53 164.28 186.25 0.00 
Maximum lbs/day 
Phase 2 - Site Grading Emissions 
Fugitive Dust - - - -
Off-Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 -
On-Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Worker Trips 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Maximum lbs/day 
Phase 3 - Building Construction 
Bldg Const Off-Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 -
Bldg Const Worker Trips 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Arch Coatings Off-Gas 0.00 - - -
Arch Coatings Worker Trips 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Asphalt Off-Gas 0.00 - - -
Asphalt Off-Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 -
Asphalt On-Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Asphalt Worker Trips 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Maximum lbs/day 

23.53 164.28 186.25 0.00 
Max lbs/day all phases 

*** 2008***Phase 1 - Demolition Emissions 
Fugitive Dust - - - -
Off-Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 -
On-Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Worker Trips 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Maximum lbs/day 
Phase 2 - Site Grading Emissions 
Fugitive Dust - - - -
Off-Road Diesel 11.34 66.48 96.42 -
On-Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Worker Trips 0.05 0.03 0.60 0.00 

11.39 66.51 97.02 0.00 
Maximum lbs/day 

Phase 3 - Building Construction 
Bldg Const Off-Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 -
Bldg Const Worker Trips 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Arch Coatings Off-Gas 0.00 - - -
Arch Coatings Worker Trips 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Asphalt Off-Gas 0.00 - - -
Asphalt Off-Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 -
Asphalt On-Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Asphalt Worker Trips 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Maximum lbs/day 

11.39 66.51 97.02 0.00 
Max lbs/day all phases 

Page: 3 
05/30/2008 10:54 AM 

Phase 3 - Building Construction Assumptions: Phase Turned OFF 
Start Month/Year for Phase 1: Nov '07 
Phase 1 Duration: 2 months 
Building Volume Total (cubic feet): 0 
Building Volume Daily (cubic feet): 0 
Miles per round trip set to zero 

0.00 
6.66 
0.00 
0.02 
6.68 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

-
0.00 

-
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

6.68 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

157.00 
1.99 
0.00 
0.01 

159.00 

0.00 
0.00 

-
0.00 

-
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

159.00 

-
6.66 
0.00 
0.01 
6.67 

-
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

-
0.00 

-
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

6.67 

-
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

-
1.99 
0.00 
0.00 
1.99 

0.00 
0.00 

-
0.00 

-
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

1.99 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.01 
0.01 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

-
0.00 

-
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

0.01 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

157.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.01 

157.01 

0.00 
0.00 

-
0.00 

-
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

157.01 



                                     
                                              
                                                 
                                    
                                         
                                     
                                    

                                     
                                         
                                                  
                                    

         
                                             

                                                        
                                      
                                        

                                          
                                 

                                                        
                                          
                                        

                                          
                                     

                               
                               

                                                   
                            

                                                         
                                  
                                

                                  
                                     

                          

                                                        
                                          
                                        

                                          
                                     

                                                      
                                       
                                        

                                          
                                

                               
                               

                                                   

 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

Off-Road Equipment 
 
No. Type Horsepower 


2 Excavators 180 

1 Graders 174 

2 Off Highway Tractors 255 

2 Other Equipment 190 

2 Rubber Tired Dozers 352 

2 Rubber Tired Loaders 165 


Phase 2 - Site Grading Assumptions 
 
Start Month/Year for Phase 2: Jan '08 
 
Phase 2 Duration: 4 months 
 
On-Road Truck Travel (VMT): 0 
 
Off-Road Equipment 
 
No. Type Horsepower 


1 Bore/Drill Rigs 218 

4 Cranes 190 

2 Rubber Tired Loaders 165 


CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES MITIGATED (lbs/day) 
 

Source ROG NOx CO 

*** 2007*** 
 
Phase 1 - Demolition Emissions 
 
Fugitive Dust - - -
Off-Road Diesel 20.97 70.45 181.39 
On-Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Worker Trips 0.23 0.44 4.86 
Maximum lbs/day 21.20 70.89 186.25 

Phase 2 - Site Grading Emissions 
 
Fugitive Dust - - -
Off-Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 
On-Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Worker Trips 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Maximum lbs/day 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Phase 3 - Building Construction 
 
Bldg Const Off-Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Bldg Const Worker Trips 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Arch Coatings Off-Gas 0.00 - -
Arch Coatings Worker Trips 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Asphalt Off-Gas 0.00 - -
Asphalt Off-Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Asphalt On-Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Asphalt Worker Trips 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Maximum lbs/day 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Max lbs/day all phases 21.20 70.89 186.25 

*** 2008*** 
 
Phase 1 - Demolition Emissions 
 
Fugitive Dust - - 
Off-Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 

On-Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Worker Trips 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Maximum lbs/day 0.00 0.00 0.00 


Phase 2 - Site Grading Emissions 
 
Fugitive Dust - - 
Off-Road Diesel 11.34 57.17 96.42 

On-Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Worker Trips 0.05 0.03 0.60 

Maximum lbs/day 11.39 57.20 97.02 


Phase 3 - Building Construction 
 
Bldg Const Off-Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Bldg Const Worker Trips 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Arch Coatings Off-Gas 0.00 - 

Load Factor 

0.580 

0.575 

0.410 

0.620 

0.590 

0.465 


Load Factor 

0.750 

0.430 

0.465 


SO2 


-

-


0.00 

0.00 

0.00 


-

-


0.00 

0.00 

0.00 


-

0.00 


-

0.00 


-

-


0.00 

0.00 

0.00 


0.00 


-

-


0.00 

0.00 

0.00 


-

-


0.00 

0.00 

0.00 


-

0.00 


-


Hours/Day 
 
8.0 
 
8.0 
 
8.0 
 
8.0 
 
8.0 
 
8.0 
 

Hours/Day 
 
8.0 
 
8.0 
 
8.0 
 

PM10 PM10 PM10 
 
TOTAL EXHAUST DUST 
 

0.00 - 0.00 
 
0.49 0.49 0.00 
 
0.00 0.00 0.00 
 
0.02 0.01 0.01 
 
0.51 0.50 0.01 
 

0.00 - 0.00 
 
0.00 0.00 0.00 
 
0.00 0.00 0.00 
 
0.00 0.00 0.00 
 
0.00 0.00 0.00 
 

0.00 0.00 0.00 
 
0.00 0.00 0.00 
 

- - -

0.00 0.00 0.00 
 

- - -

0.00 0.00 0.00 
 
0.00 0.00 0.00 
 
0.00 0.00 0.00 
 
0.00 0.00 0.00 
 

0.51 0.50 0.01 
 

0.00 - 0.00 
 
0.00 0.00 0.00 
 
0.00 0.00 0.00 
 
0.00 0.00 0.00 
 
0.00 0.00 0.00 
 

16.41 - 16.41 
 
0.15 0.15 0.00 
 
0.00 0.00 0.00 
 
0.01 0.00 0.01 
 
16.57 0.15 16.42 
 

0.00 0.00 0.00 
 
0.00 0.00 0.00 
 

- - -




                            
                                                         

                                  
                                

                                  
                                     

                              

                                     
                                              
                                                 
                                    
                                         
                                     
                                    

                                     
                                         
                                                  
                                    

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

  

 

 

Page: 4 
 
05/30/2008 10:54 AM 
 

Arch Coatings Worker Trips 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
 
Asphalt Off-Gas 0.00 - - - - - -

Asphalt Off-Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 - 0.00 0.00 0.00 
 
Asphalt On-Road Diesel 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
 
Asphalt Worker Trips 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
 
Maximum lbs/day 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
 

Max lbs/day all phases 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
 

Construction-Related Mitigation Measures 
 

Phase 1: Off-Road Diesel Exhaust: Use aqueous diesel fuel 
 
Percent Reduction(ROG 0.0% NOx 14.0% CO 0.0% SO2 0.0% PM10 63.0%) 
 

Phase 1: Off-Road Diesel Exhaust: Use diesel particulate filter 
 
Percent Reduction(ROG 0.0% NOx 0.0% CO 0.0% SO2 0.0% PM10 80.0%) 
 

Phase 1: Off-Road Diesel Exhaust: Tier 3 rated engines 
 
Percent Reduction(ROG 10.0% NOx 50.0% CO 0.0% SO2 0.0% PM10 0.0%) 
 

Phase 2: Soil Disturbance: Apply soil stabilizers to inactive areas 
 
Percent Reduction(ROG 0.0% NOx 0.0% CO 0.0% SO2 0.0% PM10 30.0%) 
 

Phase 2: Soil Disturbance: Water exposed surfaces - 3x daily 
 
Percent Reduction(ROG 0.0% NOx 0.0% CO 0.0% SO2 0.0% PM10 50.0%) 
 

Phase 2: Off-Road Diesel Exhaust: Use aqueous diesel fuel 
 
Percent Reduction(ROG 0.0% NOx 14.0% CO 0.0% SO2 0.0% PM10 63.0%) 
 

Phase 2: Off-Road Diesel Exhaust: Use diesel particulate filter 
 
Percent Reduction(ROG 0.0% NOx 0.0% CO 0.0% SO2 0.0% PM10 80.0%) 
 

Phase 2: Stockpiles: Cover all stock piles with tarps 
 
Percent Reduction(ROG 0.0% NOx 0.0% CO 0.0% SO2 0.0% PM10 9.5%) 
 

Phase 2: Unpaved Roads: Water all haul roads 3x daily 
 
Percent Reduction(ROG 0.0% NOx 0.0% CO 0.0% SO2 0.0% PM10 45.0%) 
 

Phase 2: Unpaved Roads: Reduce speed on unpaved roads to < 15 mph 
 
Percent Reduction(ROG 0.0% NOx 0.0% CO 0.0% SO2 0.0% PM10 40.0%) 
 

Phase 3 - Building Construction Assumptions: Phase Turned OFF 
 
Start Month/Year for Phase 1: Nov '07 
 
Phase 1 Duration: 2 months 
 
Building Volume Total (cubic feet): 0 
 
Building Volume Daily (cubic feet): 0 
 
Miles per round trip set to zero 
 
Off-Road Equipment 
 
No. Type Horsepower Load Factor Hours/Day 
 

2 Excavators 180 0.580 8.0 
 
1 Graders 174 0.575 8.0 
 
2 Off Highway Tractors 255 0.410 8.0 
 
2 Other Equipment 190 0.620 8.0 
 
2 Rubber Tired Dozers 352 0.590 8.0 
 
2 Rubber Tired Loaders 165 0.465 8.0 
 

Phase 2 - Site Grading Assumptions 
 
Start Month/Year for Phase 2: Jan '08 
 
Phase 2 Duration: 4 months 
 
On-Road Truck Travel (VMT): 0 
 
Off-Road Equipment 
 
No. Type Horsepower Load Factor Hours/Day 
 

1 Bore/Drill Rigs 218 0.750 8.0 
 
4 Cranes 190 0.430 8.0 
 
2 Rubber Tired Loaders 165 0.465 8.0 
 



                                           
                                       

                                    
                                            

                                     
                    

                    
                                   

                     

 

    
                                     

                                          

      
      

                       
                                             

                               
                              

                                 
                               

                              
                              

                              
                                

                                              
                                             
                                             
                                             

                
      
         
                        
                        

                           
        

                                                     

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Page: 5 
05/30/2008 10:54 AM 

AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES (Summer Pounds per Day, Unmitigated) 
ROG NOx CO SO2 PM10 
0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0.00

Natural Gas
SourceHearth - No summer emissions 0.12 0.00 0.78 0.00 0.00
Landscaping 0.00 - - - 
Consumer Prdcts 0.00 - - - 
Architectural Coatings 0.12 0.00 0.78 0.00 0.00
TOTALS(lbs/day,unmitigated) 

Page: 6 
05/30/2008 10:54 AM 

NOx CO SO2 PM10 
Maintenance 0.09 0.10 1.07 0.00 0.08 

TOTAL EMISSIONS (lbs/day) 0.09 0.10 1.07 0.00 0.08 
 
 

Does not include correction for passby trips. 
 
 
Does not include double counting adjustment for internal trips. 
 
 
UNMITIGATED OPERATIONAL EMISSIONS 
 

OPERATIONAL (Vehicle) EMISSION ESTIMATES 
 
 

Analysis Year: 2005 Temperature (F): 90 Season: Summer 
 
 

EMFAC Version: EMFAC2002 (9/2002) 
 
 

Summary of Land Uses: 
 
 

Total 
Unit Type Acreage Trip Rate Units TripsROG 

Maintenance 10.00 trips/ 1.00 10.00 

10.00 
55.96 

Vehicle Assumptions: 

Fleet Mix: 

Vehicle Type Percent Type Non-Catalyst Catalyst Diesel 
Light Auto 56.10 2.30 97.10 0.60 
Light Truck < 3,750 lbs 15.10 4.00 93.40 2.60 
Light Truck 3,751- 5,750 15.50 1.90 96.80 1.30 
Med Truck 5,751- 8,500 6.80 1.50 95.60 2.90 
Lite-Heavy 8,501-10,000 1.00 0.00 80.00 20.00 
Lite-Heavy 10,001-14,000 0.30 0.00 66.70 33.30 
Med-Heavy 14,001-33,000 1.00 10.00 20.00 70.00 
Heavy-Heavy 33,001-60,000 0.80 0.00 12.50 87.50 
Line Haul > 60,000 lbs 0.00 0.00 0.00 100.00 
Urban Bus 0.10 0.00 0.00 100.00 
Motorcycle 1.60 87.50 12.50 0.00 
School Bus 0.30 0.00 0.00 100.00 
Motor Home 1.40 14.30 78.60 7.10 

Total Vehicle Miles TraveledTravel Conditions 
Commercial 

Home- Home-
Shop Other Commute Non-Work Customer 

Sum of Total TripsUrban Trip Length (miles) 11.5 4.9 6.0 10.3 5.5 5.5 
 

Rural Trip Length (miles) 11.5 4.9 6.0 10.3 5.5 5.5 
 

Trip Speeds (mph) 35.0 40.0 40.0 40.0 40.0 40.0 
 

% of Trips - Residential 20.0 37.0 43.0 
 

No. 
 

% of Trips - Commercial (by land use) 
 
 
Maintenance 2.0 1.0 97.0 
 
 

Home-

Work 
 

Residential 
 



 
 
 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

Page: 7 
 
05/30/2008 10:54 AM 
 

Changes made to the default values for Land Use Trip Percentages 
 

Changes made to the default values for Construction 
 

The user has overridden the Default Phase Lengths 
 
Phase 1 mitigation measure Off-Road Diesel Exhaust: Use aqueous diesel fuel 
 

has been changed from off to on. 
 
Phase 1 mitigation measure Off-Road Diesel Exhaust: Use diesel particulate filter 
 

has been changed from off to on. 
 
Phase 1 mitigation measure Off-Road Diesel Exhaust: Tier 3 rated engines 
 

has been changed from off to on. 
 
Phase 2 mitigation measure Soil Disturbance: Apply soil stabilizers to inactive areas 
 

has been changed from off to on. 
 
Phase 2 mitigation measure Soil Disturbance: Water exposed surfaces - 3x daily 
 

has been changed from off to on. 
 
Phase 2 mitigation measure Off-Road Diesel Exhaust: Use aqueous diesel fuel 
 

has been changed from off to on. 
 
Phase 2 mitigation measure Off-Road Diesel Exhaust: Use diesel particulate filter 
 

has been changed from off to on. 
 
Phase 2 mitigation measure Stockpiles: Cover all stock piles with tarps 
 

has been changed from off to on. 
 
Phase 2 mitigation measure Unpaved Roads: Water all haul roads 3x daily 
 

has been changed from off to on. 
 
Phase 2 mitigation measure Unpaved Roads: Reduce speed on unpaved roads to < 15 mph 
 

has been changed from off to on. 
 

Changes made to the default values for Area 
 

Changes made to the default values for Operations 
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United States Department of the Interior 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
 

Ecological Services
 
Carlsbad Fisb and Wildlife Office 

6010 Hidden Valley Road 
Carlsbad. California 92011 

In Reply Refer To: 
FWS·ERIY·99BOOO2·07F0042 

MAY 222008 

Memorandum 

To: Field Manager, Palm Springs-South Coast Field Office, 
Bureau of Land Management, Palm Springs, California 

From: Assistant Field Supervisor, ~l!r1sbad Fi,$h)and Wildlife Office. 
Carlsbad, California dl7LZR::"

Subject: Biological Opinion for Re-initiation ofFormal ConsultaTion on Proposed Mountain 
View IV Energy Project, Riverside County, California [99BOO2-Q7F0042 (5260)] 

The attached document transmits the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's (Service or we) Biological 
Opinion based on our review of the AES Seawest's application LO the Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) for the granting of a 26-year right-of-wayllease on to BLM lands in 
association with the proposed Mountain View IV Wind Energy Project. City of Palm Springs, 
Riverside County, California (Project). Pursuant to your request for re-initiation of formal 
consultation, you determined the Project would likely adversely affect the Coachella Valley 
fringe-toed lizard (Uma inomara; federal threatened species) and the Coachella Valley milk
vetch (Astragalus lentiginosus var. coachellae; federal endangered species), pursuant to section 
7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended (16 U.s.C. 1531 el seq.). Your 
request for rc-initiation of formal consultation, dated June 18,2007, was received by us on June 
20,2007. Formal consultation was re-initiated on June 20. 2007, and extended on September 12. 
2007. This consultation includes rc-initiation ofconsultation on an earlier BLM proposed action, 
"Leasing of Federal Land for the Purpose of Wind Energy Development in Coachella Valley, 
Riverside County" (BO ref. no. L-6-99-F-49, September 3, 1999). 

This Biological Opinion is based on information in: our previous Biological Opinion on 
proposed wind energy development on the Project site (BO ref. no. l-6-99-F-49); the draft 
ElRlEIS for the proposed Project dated February 2007, prepared by Dudek; responses to 
comments on the Project EIRIEIS, provided by the Applicant by email dated February 25, 2008; 
two biological assessments for portions of the Project, prepared by Natural Resources 
Assessment, both dated November II, 2006; a biological reSouree assessment for a portion of the 
Project, prepared by Natural Resources Assessment, dated November 8. 2006; a letter from the 
Applicant to the Service, prepared by Dudek and dated October 26, 2007, providing additional 
information pursuant to the consultation on the Project; an assessment of potential additional 
construction cOsts associated with river diversion through the Project site, proVided by the 



Field Ml1!lIigcr. Palm Springs·50mh Coast rleld Office. BLM (99B0002·07F0042) :2 

Applicant by email daled t'ebl'Ullry 22. 2008; M analysis of ~'Umuilltiveeffects in the Project 
action l!!ea prepared by Dudek, daled October 25, 2001: il nleloomndum from Dudek to BLM 
regarding bird mortality associated witb tile proposed Project. daled February 2. 2001; a drainage 
study for the Project. dilled November 3.20015. prepared by SIMICC; and varlons wlephane and 
c((:elronic mail co=pondence during !he COIIsullatioll time period. A complete :.u:lmillislmlive 
record of tllis consultalion is on file at the Carlsbad .rlSb lI!ld Wildlife Office 

As noted in the Projecl biological ~seSSnlents and EIRlEIS, the Coachella Valley fringe-toed 
lizard (fringe-toed lizard) and Coachella Valley milk·vetch (milk-vetch) oocur Oil the Project site 
and near proposed Project OOmponcnls. As noted in the Final Re·circulll1cd Coachella Valley 
Multiple Species Habitat Conservalion Plan ("CVMSHCP"; CVAG 2(07). fringe-toed lizards 
ll1C found downstream and downwind of Ihe Project site, We have detemllncd thm Ihe 1'r()j~'Ct, as 
designed. is likely 10 adversely affect the fringe-toed lizard lind milk-vetch. De.signated or 
proposed critical habitat for any species dtlCS not occur In the l!Ctlon l!!ea, thus l1()ne would be 
affected. The Service has also determined lhat the Project, as proposed. Is not likely to adversely 
affect any other listed species, 

In the attached Biological Opinion, we have detennined that tile Mountain View IV Energy 
Project, as proposed, is not likely to jeopardize the oontlnued exislence of the fringe-toed lizard 
or the milk-veteh. Pursuant to agreements regarding. lhe CVMSHCP, the portion of the Project 
oceurring outside of BLM lands would need to receivc its Incidental take covefllse from the City 
of Palm Springs (a CVMSHCP permilce) throuSh the Section 10(a)( I )(8) permitlhat wlll be 
issued shortly on the CVMSHCP. The City of Palm Springs bas land usc jUrisdil~lion over the 
Projecl; the Coachella Valley Water District pOl1ion ()f!he Project is subject ((j a Condillonal Use 
Pennit through the City of Palm Springs. We herein anticipllic the incidental take of an 
undelennined numhcroffringe-toed lizards could occur as II result of the proposed action within 
the Project direct footprint on BI.M lands limited to umllXimunl of 9,8 acres (7.8 acres 
temporarily affected and 2.0 acres pemlanently llffected. of which an undetermined portion 
would be fringe-toed lizard habitat at any spccil1c lime during lhe PlOjllCt Icrlll) during tbe 
Project life, wilh the lake in the forms of harm and direct injury/mortality. 

If you have any questions or concerns about this blol(lgiclIl opinion. please contacl Jon Avery of 
my staff at (760) 431-9440. 

cc: Larry LaPre. BLM District Wildlife Biologist. COD 
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Field Manager. Palm Springs-South Coast Field omCt', BL!l1 (99BOOO2'{)7F0042) 

1.0 CONSULTATION HISTORY 

On September 3. 1999.lhe Service proVided 10 the Bureau 01 Land Managc[l)l::llt (BU,1) II 
Biologiclll Opinion un the proposed Lcu.sing of Federal Land for Ihe Purpose of Wind Ell1el1lY 
Developmenlin the Coachella Valley, Riverside County (1-6-99·1'-49). 

On April 9, 2007, tile Service reviewed and proVided COIllll1enls hy memnr.mdum In BLA\!: on the 
draft Environmental Impact RepnrtlEnvironmenlaJ IOlpru:t Statement for the proposed MOOlIlain 
View IV Project (Project). 

On May 23. 2007, representatives of the Service anti BLM hdd a meeting at the Curlsblld office 
of the Service regarding the ecological issues in Ihe Whitewater River 11\)()(lplain and the Project.. 

On May 24, 2007, the Service !C(.-eived an email from BLM regarding e.xpected listed s"",'Cies 
coverage for the proposed Project under the existing Coachella V,dley Fringe-toed Lil.lIrd flO' 
pennit and Biological Opinion }-6-99-F-49 and polentilll reeonfiguration of exi,ting levees in the 
Project area. 

On May 25, 2007, the Service fi.'Ceived an email frum BLM regarding past hllbitllt losses in the 
Project IITeII, porentilll future fluvia.lJhabilllt improvement actions, and mitigation f(lr the Project 

On June 4.2007, represeIUatives of the Service, BLM, Coochella Valley Water District (CVWl)). 
and AES Seawestl'Mountain View (Applicant) held a meeting III the Palm Springs/South Const 
office of.BLM regarding the Project. 

On June 6, 2OO7,t1Je Service received an email from BLM inquiring about fiuviall10w 
restordlion COIK-eptS in the Project area. 

On June 20, 2007, the Servia: recel\'ed II memo from BLM dated June 18,2007, requesting 
iniulUion of formal CllD$UltlltiOll 011 the Project. 

On June 20, 2007. the Service re·initillled formal consuItation on l.eIIsing of Fedeml Land for the 
Purpose of Wind Ene.rgy Development in the Coachella Valley to include mod.ificallons of the 
proposed Project. 

On July 2, 2007, represcntlltlvcs of the Service and CVWD held 1I meeting at the Coachella 
office ofCVWD regarding opportunities and constraints on ~ offluvial flows in the 
Project Arellllnd fringe-tned liZ-ard habitlll in the Whitewlller River floodplain. 

On July 2, 2007, Mary Beth Woulfe of tbe Service held II phone conversation with RIIy Lenaburg 
of the Federal Emergency MllIIugcmcnt Agency regarding pot.cntial issues SU!IDllllding 

redirecting flood flows 10WII!ds several existing levees in the southern portiOIl of the Wbilewll!l:r 
River floodplain. 



2 Pield Manager, Palm Springs-South Coast Field Office, 8LM (99BOOO2-07F0042) 

On July 9, 2007, representatives oCUle Service, BLM. CVWD. Coachella Valley Association of 
Governments (CVAG), and the Applicant held a meeting at the Palm Springs/South Coast office 
of 8LM regarding the Project. 

On July 12, 2007, the Service receivcd a transmiual from the Applicant that included repOrl~ 

pertaining to the blowsand ecosystem, wind wake velocities, and flood drainage in the Project 
area. 

On July 17, 2007, the Service received an email from Dale Anderson at Riverside County Flood 
Control and Water Conservation District (Riverside County Flood) providing specific details on 
three existing levees in the southern portion of the Whitewater River floodplain. On July 18, 
2007, the Service received an email from Dale Anderson indicating that his agency would 
probably not object to the removal of a north/south running levee (CVWD levee in Figure 3.1-1 
below) in the southern portion of the Whitewater River floodplain. 

On July 19,2007, tbe Service received an email from the Applicant.tbat included additional 
information pertaining to winds and blowsand movement in the Project area. 

On Jtdy 19, 2007, the Service sent an email to BLM, CVWD, and Applicant with information 
regarding 3 levees in the southern portion of the Whitewater River floodplain and their 
relationship to potential modified flood flows through tbe Project area. 

On August 3, the Service sent a memorandum to the BLM indicating that formal constdtation 
was re-initiated on June 20, 2007, and noted additional information that was need for completion 
of the constdtalion. 

On September 12, 2007, the Service requested an extension of fonnal section 7 consultation on 
the Project, and noted additional information that was needed for completion of consultation. 

In a leiter dated October 9,2007, the Service received supplemental information from Dudek 
(Applicant's consullaDt) to address proposed Project minimization and mitigation measures. 

In two letters dated October 25, 2007, the Service received supplemental information from 
Dudek to address cumulative effects issues in the Project area. 

In a leiter dated October 26, 2007, the Service received information that was needed for 
completion of the consultation from the Applicant, pursuant to our letter ofSeptember 12, 2007, 
requesting additional information. 

From November 2007 to May 2008, the staff of the Service Carlsbad office were engaged in 
section 10 permit processing for the Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat Conservation 
Plan, which includes the Project Area. 
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On February 22, 2008, the Service received an email from BLM with infonlmtkm addle,sing 
potential lelocation of existing power poles on a levee in thc Project area. 

On Mateh 7. 2008. the Service emailed a draft of the proposed Project description compiled by 
the Service [mill: the Project EIRlEIS; three Project biologkal ~Slllents; t1m.'C Applkant 
responses to comments on the EIRJEIS; and three letters from the ApplkuntlDudck 10 IlLM or 
the Service. 

On March 12.2008. tbe Service and BLM held a phone conference to discuss the proposed 
Project description. On March 13. 2008, the Service emaHed a revised draft of the proposed 
Project description to BLM 

On March 20. 2008. the Service and the Applicllnt held a meeting in the Sen'iI.:e Cllfbbad 0[ft<.'C 

to discuss the proposed Project description. On Mateh 20. 2OC)8. the Service emailcd to BLM II 

revised draft of the proposed Pmject description. 

On March 24. 2008. the Applicant emailed the Servi<."'e llI1d BLM. indicating Ihal Ihe revised 
Projcct description the Service emalted (() BLM on March 20. :2008. Wll.S aCl"'eptllble ns the 
description of the proposed Project Rfld lISkcd for col'lUnents fmnl BLM. No comments wcre 
subsequenlly received by the Service fmm BLM. The Project deSCripti1l11 utilized herein is the 
Project description lhe Service cmailc<l [() BLM on March 20. 2008. with additions fmlll the 
EJRIEIS for lhe Project. 

On April 9. 2008. the r\pplicant provided additional Pmject description information to the 
Service by phone regnrding proposed powerline COlUlfU(tlOIl (ITl Ule site, 

On May I. 2008, a draft Biological Opinion for the propo.'Ied action WIL~ sent to BLM for review 
and comment. 

2.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSE}) ACTION 

2.1 Specific Federal Action 

Pursuanllo an application. BLM is proposing to grant to the Applicant. AES Sc:lWest. 
Inc.lMountain View Power Partners IV. LLC. a right-of·waylleasc on to BLM lands in 
ilSsociation with the proposed Mountain View IV Wind Energy Project. within the City of Palm 
Springs, Riverside CounlY. California. The applicant has requested II new rlghl.uf·WllY grant 
(rom BLM on Section 28 to construct Rfld operate II new wind energy generation fadlit)· on 
public IMd. The term of the proposed BLM right-of-way gflll1t is 26-}OCafS. as lbat reponed!y 
pmvides adequate time to develop and commission the Project, operate it for the minim1l1tt leml 
of a power purchase agreement, and provide time to decoflllllissioll and remove the Project. The 
ProjeclllLso includes II proposed linear BLM right-of-way in Section 2:2 10 allow for extension of 
overhead power lines. road act"'(lSS to the Project site. and construction of a proposed electrical 
substlltion. 'The BLM i as co-lead agency with the City of Palm Springs. is also required to 
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approve !he Final EIRlElS for the PnJp;:t nli~ Pfl)~ 1IClIlHllliso includes re-initiatlon of 
consultation on a previous unimplemented BLM action, Leasing of Federal Land for the Purpose 
of Wind Energy Development in the Coachella Valley, Riverside Coumy (evIIlulIted in II previous 
Biological Opinion. 1-6·99·F·49). 

2.Z General Project Featun\S 

The pro~ Mountain View IV Wind Energy Project WllUld be sited on BLM lllllds lind Palm 
Springs jurisdictional lands located within Ule western end of the CllllChella Valley, Wl\St of 
North Indian Canyon Drive and south ofInterstate-1O in Palm Springs, California. The Sll~jecl 
properties are located within Section(s) 22, 27 lind 28. Township :3 South, Range 4 East.8BBM. 
as shown on the USGS 7.5 minute Desen Bot Springs quadrangle. 

The proposed Project consists of both public (BLM) land in Sections 22 and 28. along with 
private land (owned by CVWD) in Section 27, contigU(1\IS on the eastern boundlu)l. The public 
land consists of 629 acres of BLM lands in Section 28 WId 400 acres in Section 22. The lotal 
Project area on BLM land is approximately 1,029 acres. The total Project. area within CVWD 
property on Section 271s approximately 630 llClCS, cuntlgullus with the eastern BLM land 
boundary. TIle entire proposed Project site is approximately 1.659 acres and is full)' within the 
incorporated city limits of the City of Palm Springs. 

The proposed Project consists of eilher 49 MitsubL~hi Heavy Industries (MHI) loooA (1,000 kWl 
or 58 Games.., Eolica G52 (850 kWl .....ind turbine generators (\VTO), pad mounted e1ecuic 
lmnsformers. gravel mads, underground and overhelld intercoruJection lines, and an ele.;."trical 
substntion. The total electrical capacity would be either 49 meguwatL~ (MW) under Development 
Option A (using MHlloooA turbines) or 49.3 MW using Development Optiun B (using GlUIte.sa 
052 turbines). Option A uses a wind tllrbinc with II larger diameter rotor, [IUd a t ,000 kill;lwaU 
rating, but would employ fewer turbines overall. and Option B uses a wind tUIbine with a smaller 
rotor and 850 IdIowllU rating. but would include more turbines. A larger rotor and greater 
meguwatt rated wind turbine tequires wider splICing between adjacent turbines than the smaller 
rotor with the lower megawatt rating. According to the Applicant, all the major wind turbine 
mMllfllCturers in tbe U.S. martet are prescntly sold oot until mid-200& or beyond. and the 
App1iCUllt and BLM are ullllble 10 determine which tnJll111fllCtUrer would be able to SUI)ply tlte 
wind turbines for the Project. For this re1ISOI1, twO deveJopment option layouts WId wind turbine 
types are included in the prop<Jsed Projeet description from !he Applicant. in order to deal witb 
the current uneertninty ill wind turbine supply. The p~ Project would not mix two 
different types or sir.e5 of wind turbine, but inslead Ihece ...'OUId be one. uniform wind turbine 
nuke Illld model used in !he Project. 

llle BI..M portion uf the Project is pro~ to include between 21 and 24 wind turbine 
generators rated /lta50 to t,ooo tilowl\lts (kW) elICh. for a total of between 20.4 and 21.0 MW 
capacity. The portion of the proposed Project in Section 28 (ELM Illlld) wonld be placed in the 
!ilUne generalloclltion of an abandoned wind energy Project built in !he mid-1980's that was 
removed cIrcll 1998 by AES SellWest. An intercoruJecl1ng electrical line Illld electrical substation 



lhe Projeci arc propos.:J In Scc'lion 22, The CVWD portion the Project j, ,ubjc<:1 10 a 
C0l1diLiollll1 Use Permillhrnugh lhe Cit)' of Palm Sprillg~ find wtluld ind\hlc betwecn 2R and 14 
wind turbine;; in Secliol117 "jlh up to ::!8,i} 1\1W in nlled , Tire tnllli imtalled curacily of 
the public and private land under ~llhcr Option A or B would flOl exceed 50,0 lvIW, 

-_.-- --- .... . -
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TIle pmpo,<:d Projeci would utilizc cxisting 16-foot wide gravel roads tot,lling 17.200 line<tr feet, 
lmd would create 16,l>6S linear feel of new 16-foOl wide gravel ro.ld~ to connecllO llxistiug 
adjacent muds. Each of the wind turbines would ha\'e a 63-fool by 47-fOl.lt gnlwl meit. with" 
inehe.. to (, inches of gm\el ewer compacted native soil. No more than 2,000 t01a1 c\ll1ic yards t.)f 
011 .tnd 2.'100 tOllll cubic yards of fill, baJanL'ed on site. would be required, An c:-;isting oet-site 
road in Section 21 crossing private land and an existing nlad along the southe11l boundury of 
Section 22 provide access to the site. Proposed associated facilities include II dutll 
communication system. overhead and underground )4,5 kilovolt (kV) interconnecting electrical 
lines, and a 34.51:V to 115 kV elcctrieal sub-station located IIdjncentto e:-;isting 115 kV 
transmission lines in Section 22. 

Existing roads in Section 28 thai would be cklsed by the proposed Project ({llIny trnrnC amI 
allowed to revegetate include. beginning from the wcstern must fond in Section 28. the tlmd, 
fifth. sixth. seventh. eighth, tenth, eleventh. {lnd fllurtcenlh nonh,soulh roads. The cxisling 
founl1. ninth. twelfth and thineenlh nonh·~.outh rouds would continue 10 be utilized. lind the 
existing cast-west roads would he utilized b)' the Project 11'$ well, TIte existing rml(b in Section 
27 would not be used by or closed by the prilposed Project. 

The Applicant has reponedly IIcquirL'd II :!O til 2.S-yellr power purchase eontmct with a major 
electric utility to supply 100 percent wind generated elcctrical energy, 1'11,· propos<-"d Project 
would contribute revenues to rhe City Qf Palm Springs, BLM. County of Riverside. and State of 
California during its dcvelopmunlllnd operlltion phm,cs, Inllddilion, these revenue streams 
WllUld last 20 years, as thllt is the millimUlll!ermllf the !Xlwcr purchase agreement. the design 
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life of the equipment, lllld Proj«:ted Projeettill1c Upon Project tennination, the Project 
\lIould be decoll1mil>Sioned lhe Appliclll1lllt no ~t to <be public. 

Approximalely 23.9 totlllllC~~ (lemporlllY plus permnnent disturbance) of tOO entire 1.659 acre 
Project site would be directly di$turbed. Approlli.mately B.O acres of temporary &. pe=ent 
disturbance would occur in tile PmjeclllTell ofSection 28. where portions of this property were 
fOlllld to contain suitable fringe-loed lilSd Ilabllllland seveml hundred individual Coachella 
Valley milk-vetch plallls. The proposed Project design in Section 28 would utilize existing roads 
and previously disturbed wind IUlbine sites which were nsed for wind energy purposes for many 
years. 

'Ine 13.3 lICre estimate of tempornry habitat loss includes a proposed 4.75-acre construction 
staging llTell, which is IItempllrlll)' dislurbance only during eonslrllCtion, and no additional 
equipment storoge yards or lemponuy disturbance would result from the Project. Pennanenl 
maintenance equipment and vehicles would not be oeeded or utilized onsitebeeause they would 
be stored lit the Project operator's ex.isting regionIII service and maintenance facility located just 
north of the 1-10 Freeway, less than 3 miles from the site. 

The proposed Project would he constructed in tOO lOO-year floodplain of the Whitewater River, 
soulh of the ClIrrent low now channel of the Whitewater River. The Projcet design ineorporotes 
flood protection measures and design lhat would IIllow for surface flow of flood waters through 
the site without impedance or damage to the wind Project faciHties. These proposed design 
measures include deep buried underground cables (8,0 feet) and deep wind turbine lllld 
transformer foundations (28 to 32lllld 15 to 18 feel, respectively) designed to willlstand sconr 
from flowing wuter, lit-grade roads wilhout aJlcl'Illion 01' conecntr1ltion of flow, grovel roads lhal 
can he readily repaired in the evenl of floods. and placemenl ()f oUter facilities such as the 
electrical substation lllld storoge llTellS outside the floodplain. 'The electrical conllOl systems, 
power managemenl systems, safety syslems, and data monitori.ng systems of the wind wroines 
wonld be elevated above tOO flood wlltcr and located lind designed to make thelll safe from 
damage from flood wllters during l(X).year flood flows. These design slllndards; meet or exceed 
those employed on the existing wind facilities eurrenlJy in lhe Whitewllter River channel to !be 
noflh of lhe proposed Project area. which demollSlntle the fcusibilily of designing fllCililies to 
witbstlllld flood flows (thaI facHit)' was designed and built by the same Pro,jeCl proponent as for 
the Monnlwn View IV Projecl). Forthese reasoos, .should Whilewater River low flows (for 
example: 25 year and below slorm evetllll) be redirected across !hill sile, these facilities are 
designed to handle the flow pmvided !bey do not exceed lhe I(X).yellt flood elevation and 
\'elocity Ihat is currenlly predk.'ied to occur allhis sile. Aceording to <be drainage study prepared 
for the proposed Project, lhe lOQ.year flow depth is 0.82 feel, lllld tOO IOQ-year Oood velocity is 
4.64 cfslft unit Oow (see Draft Moulloon View IV WindCarm EIRJEIS Section 3.6-3 and 
Appendix E). 1be Project is designed 10 handle tills flow. mlhe even! <llat fmore modlftcation 
of the pereolnl ion ponds and a.uocinled fllCilities ill made, lhe Project design would be able to 
handle fUlure potential h.\billll roan~melllllCtions (Wllter iliversiollS. berms, etc) provided <bey 
do not exceed tOO 100 )'eIr flood eles'ation lllld llood S'Clocily flows althe wind tumines, 
lmnsformers, and underground facH iltes, 
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Construction would tllke up to six mnnth~, 100 Prqject re!i:U1t In lill incremental illCrcasc 
pennanenl humall presence in tbe nrea Overall human on wind t~nergy facilil)' 
expected 10 decrease after con!ilmction, IIl1d woold ~ lilliited to fllgular mainten~ 

to six visits pllr day, usually IIlighl truck with l\ IWo pef!ion crew). On-sile activity would be 
reStriclL'Cl to roads lind groveled arellll. 

No nighllime Ugbtlng Is proposed for tbis Project, exeepl for lhe proposed eleclrical subslation; 
the substation will utilJ~.ed 1111l shielded minimum lighting required for ;;cenol)' pllIJlOSCS, 'The 
Federal Aviation Adminlslrtllion requires lighting of II portion of !he wind turbines with flashing 
red strobe lights 10 provide wamlngs t(lair trllfnc. These lights would be intermittent and of low 
intensity (red spectrum). 

No landscaping is proposed for this silo. Additionally, the equipment and material used on site 
would be made of nonnlllllmable tnllterllli. decreasing tho risk of fire. 

'The coostructil:m of the wind energy fllcllity would begin with clean up of numerous existing 
unlluthorized trash piles on the Project site. The wind energy facility would experience a 
decrease in trash !x.-CUl1.se (lf pre..:onstruction clean up rcqulremcnl5 and ongoing slle 
mainteDan(:e. In addition, the site would be fenced against IIlcgalaecess. with a resulting 
d«rease in trash llCCutl:lullltion by outside persons. AES SeaWest, Inc. would implement 
cstllbHs.hcd proc.edUtes with on sile personnel to ellliure that 110 trash accumulation is created by 
their ae!ivilics. 

'The property would provide proleCtlon by securing the remaining open space from illegal 
tresptta with feneing using Ihrcc-straud barbed wire and lockable gates to protecttbe site from 
many of the lmpllCillthat arc on-going, such as !!ash dumping and off-road vehicle lrnflic, lind 
COIICOmitltat dcstroetiOil or loss of pInt communities. babitllts, and wildlife. The type of fencing 
utilized would allow for passage through !he site by most wildlife species. 

2.3 Foundations 

'The turbine foundations consist of a patented design using a large warnoter. cust-in-plllCC pier. 
This type of pier would be conslJUCted by excavating to approximlltely thirty (3Q) foot depth with 
an exclIvlllor. Within tbe excavatiOll, ll. smallerdiameter, conugated-stccl CIlSing would be set 
concentrically within the larger diameter corrugated stccl CIlSlng. Sioel tie rods within PVC 
sleeves would be placed vonically and conerete placed inlbe annular space between the casings.. 
Soil baekfill would be placed within the cenU1l.l easing. 'The annular space between the oull.!r 
casing and !he c;I\eavation walls would be backfilled with saml-a:ment slurry. 

Tmnsfooners would be placed adjacent to !he turbine foundatillrlli ou rlIised fouodaliorlli. 100 
design mises the trausformer above the sunounding soil, elevates il abovepotentialllood levels. 
llIld provides containment of oil in the CVOlIt ofa spill. Excavatioo of the transformer 
foundlllions would be done in a similar IIIlIlIller to that for the turbine foundations. 100 
transformer foundations extend approltimwely 10 feet in dCplh below grade. and IlI'e designed to 
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contain 125 percent of the volume of oil in the transformer in the event of a leak or spill. Soil 
excavated for the transformer foundation is placed inside the CMP tube which forms the 
foundation, also resulting in little waste soil and reduced site disturbance. 

2.4 Drainages 

All proposed roads and facilities would be at the existing grades. Because of the expected 
amount of area that would be affected, on site mitigation for drainage impacts would be in the 
form of appropriate road design and site-location of towers away from Ihe drainage. The Project 
roads would be gravel, and at-grade to allow free flow of water across the site, and they would 
not concentrate or divert flow and thereby cause damage to adjacent property. 

2.5 Power Transmission Features 

The Project Applicant proposes to utilize and extend an existing, wooden aboveground powerline 
and construct a new electrical substation to interconnect to the proposed wind energy Project. 
The proposed corridor is located south of Interstate 10 and east of Indian Avenue. 
Interconnection of the Project is proposed to be from a point on the northwestern corner of 
Section 27, proceeding north along an existing north-south overhead pole line west of the half 
section line of Section 22 and continuing overhead acroSS the Union Pacific Railroad to a 
proposed substation, near the northern boundary of Section 22, (Township 3 south, Range 4 
west) south of Gamel Avenue. At this point the proposed substation will step up the voltage for 
connection into an existing 1l5kV line owned by Southern California Edison. 

In the northern part of Section 22, the proposed powerline would cross a set of Union Paeific 
Railroad tracks and enter a small substation to be built for the Project. From the substation, the 
line would extend northeast to an existing Southern California Edison (SCE) 115 kilovolt tower 
line. The proposed 34.5 kV overbead powerline would be between 60 and 80 feet in height. the 
substation would include overhead electrical structures between 30 and 80 feet in height. and the 
115 kV tap line to the existing SeE 115 kV line will be approximately 100 feet in height. 

The proposed Project includes the construction of a wooden pole powerline and substation. 
Construction of the powerline and 115 kV tap would not include any filling or grading. The 
substation site would be graded and graveled. Total temporary disturbance of these power 
transmission features would not exceed 3.0 acres for the powerline. substation. and 115 kV tap, 
and permanent disturbance is estimated at 1.2 acres. 

The proposed power transmission features would usc existing access roads to the extent possible, 
plus compaction of native sandy soils, and an existing 0.5 mile long power pole line. Most of the 
site would remain in its current condition. Within Section 22, south of the railroad tracks, 
proposed powerline construction would not involve grading. and access would be by tired auger 
and pole trucks utilizing existing roads to and across the site, wbere possible. Trucks would 
travel cross-country where necessary (where existing roads do not exist) to auger holes and place 
power poles, and to spool out and string cables. No new roads would be constructed in the area 
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south of the railroad tracks and north of the low-flow channel of the Whitewater River in Section 
22. 

Within Section 21. Township 3 south. Range 4 west (CVWD lands), the Project Applicant will 
work with CVWO towards relocation of the power poles along the levee downstream of the last 
CYWO percolation pond for the purpose of allowing for levee removal by others. These power 
poles would be relocated off of the levee and any replacement poles would not rely on the levec 
for flood damage reduction protection. This levee is in the NW corner of section 21. and is 
approximately I,130-foot-Iong, east \)f the most downstream of CYWO's percolation ponds, and 
along the current southern edge of the Whitewater River channel in this location. 

The proposed design elements of the powerline and the subsultion include the following: 

• The powerline would be constructed using wooden poles, minimizing perching sites for 
birds. 

• The powcrline would be built to the standards of the Avian Protection Plan Guidelines 
prepared by the Edison I3lectric Institute's Avian Power Line Interaction Committee 
(APLlC) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Suggested Practices for Raptor Protection 
on Power Lines: The State of the Art in 1996), These standards are designed to minimize 
the risk of bird electrocutions associated with overhead electrical structures. 

• The majority of the powerline would utilize an already existing wooden pole line to 
minimize new disturbance in the Project area. 

• The placement of the substation north of the railroad tracks and outside of the sand species 
habitat was chosen to minimize impacts to these species. 

• Overhead lines were chosen to minimize grading, trenching and excavation and to allow 
surface movement during and after construction. 

• PowerHne routing was chosen to minimize the distance and disturbance area. 

• Site-location of the substation was chosen to avoid grading or filling in Gamet Wash and is 
outside the lOQ.year floodplain. 

• Placement of the 115 kV tap would not require filling or grading in Gamet Wash. 

• To the extent the BLM !IllS jUrisdiction. nighttime lighting for the substation will be 
minimized and mitigated as possible (example - shading. ecologically compatible wave 
lengths, minimum lumens necessary. etc.) 



--
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2.6 Coachella VaIley Multiple Species Habitat Consen'ation }>lan 

Pursuant 10 the gemls and objectives of the Coachella Valley Multiple Spede~ Ilahita! 
Conservation Plan (CVMSHCP), the Applicant proposes Ihe following for the Proje'CI: 

I.	 Pursuant 10 the CVMSHCP, proposed Sile fencing would be designed 10 "nw:imizc
 
connectivity il.l1long populations and lIvoid habitat fragmentation within Conservation Areas
 
to conservc biological diversity, ecological balancc, llIId connected populations of Covcn.'X!
 
Species" (CVAG 2007).
 

2.	 PursuanllO the CVMSHCP, the proposed protection of the area through feneing and patrol 
would help 10 "Minimize ndverse impacts from off-highway veb!cle {OHVl use, illegal 
dumping, edge effects, exotic species. and other distnrbances" (CVAG 200T) by limiting 
access both to Vehicks and III dumping of garden litter. 

3.	 Pursuant to the CVMSHCP and California Desel1 Conservation Area Plan Amendment for 
the Coachella Valley (BLM 2002), joint access or use orthc site would be provided to BLM. 
Service. Coachella Valley Water Distnct, California DeparlillCnt of Fish llIId Game (CDFG), 
Ihe Coachella VIIIley Conservation Comrnis~iOfl, and their agents, 10 ''manage the 
Conservation Arc,ls udaptively to be responsi\'e to sooll-term and long-term environmental 
chango and new science" ICV AG 2007). It is understood tha! protocols developed by BLM 
for acccll.s and safety would be foUowed by those QUilling the site for conservation 
manllgemeJ:lt acllons. It is IIlso understood lhat conser.'lItion managemenlactlolls would be 
coordinated with BLM and the Appliclllll. lUtd would potentially include biological 
monitoring, invuive species rernovaI, sptocies tnlllslQClltions, sediment deposition, levee 
removal, minor earth moving (as limited above under General Project Features), etc. 

As proposed, the wind energy facility would not disturb approximately 98 percent of the land 
within the Project sIte. The proposed wind energy facility development would use existing roads 
and wind tu.rbine sites to the extent po"slble. TIle additional pcrnlanent disturbance is not 
e.'tpected to exceed one percent of the site area. Most <1( tile site would remain in its clll'l'ent 
condition. 

'The following mitiglllion measures are proposed to minimize ImpllCts resUlting (min construction 
and operation ofthe Project: 

•	 The right of way bolda' (ROW Holder) shall designate a field contact representativ!: 
(feR) who would he responsible for ensuring compliance witltprorecti ve measures (or 
the Coachella Valley fringe-toed liUlTd (CVFT'L) and the Conehella Valley milk-vetch in 
coordination with the BLM, and shall be authorized to halt any constroclion related 
actions thaI may be in violation of protective measures (or threalened or endangered 
species. If the revised CVMSHCP is approved prior to IIpproV"d! of the J>roject, rhe FeR 
would ensure compliance with that plan. 
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•	 Prior 10 initillling tmy surface disturbing activities, ROW Holder shall prepare tmd present 
an endangered species ~uclltioll progrnmto all empJoyeesfcolltractors involved in nny 
construction k'tivities. The progl'lllJl would cont,lin, at a minimum, the fol.lowing topics 
for !he Coachella Vlllley fringe-tocd lizard and Coochellu Valley milk-vetch: 

,. Distribution and occurrence
 
)0 General behavior nnd ecology
 
)0 Species sensith-l!y to buman actiVities
 
,. u'glll protection
 
)0 Penalties for violation of State or Federal Laws
 
, Reporting requirements
 
)0 Project protection and mitigation mea."ures.
 

P.ducation programs previously prepared lind approved by BLM nnd llSFWS for wind 
energy development Projects in tbe llrell mllY IIlso be u~ without further approval, 
provided the program bus incorporated the required topics as lloted above. 

•	 Locations of poles, guy' anchors. alld trenchell. shal.l be ChOliell to avoid bahitat suitable 
for fringe-toed lizards llI1d milk-vettb to tbe 11lllXllllum extent practicable ntilizing the 
existing Project design llI1d layout. Wort area boundllries sholl be coosplcuoosly Slaked, 
flagged or llllU'ked to mlnimil"c surface disturbance to surronOOlllg hllhillll. 

•	 Poles llI1d guy wifC'l shall be installed while avoiding croshinl or remcving perellll.ial 
vegetation to the maximum extent practicshle. 

•	 All vehicles shall be confined to e~dstillg 1lCl.:ess rootes or prevloosly dislurl:led areas to 
!he maximum extellt practicable. 

•	 The ROW Holder sbalt hire I qualifltd biologiclllmonhor with experience in fringe-toed 
lizard and milk-vetch identificlitiOllIlld ecology to be present doong cClllStttlClioo. The 
biological monitor may also function IlS tDe feR. 

•	 Not more than thirty days prior to constructlonllCtivity in tDe area to be diSlurbed, !he 
biological monltorlFCR lIhall survey tDe CQI1slroetiollarea for milk-vetch. Any milk-vetch 
plants present shall be marked with a nagged stllke IlId protcct~ f1"Oll1 damage. by 
lIvoiding my surface impacts within five (5) melers of the pltmllO !he extent prnetK:llble. 

•	 Desert willow hummocks shall be avoided, with no disturbnnce to occur within live (Si 
melers, to !he extent practicshle 

•	 If any triple-ribbed milk-vetch are found, !he ROW Holder shall suspend operations in 
!he vicinity,llId lIOlify BLM to determine whether !he plants may be affec1~ by the 
ROW Holder's actions. 
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•	 The FCRJblological monitor shall maintain a record of the date, time and location of all 
fringe.tO<.'<1!izards, and milk·vetch species found in the right of way. Any damage. injury 
or death to uny of these species shall he recorded. 

•	 Within 90 days of completion uf the work, the FCR shall prepare lind submit (tu BL.1v1 
and Service) a brief report summarizing the Project. Color pholognlphs would be taken 
by the FCR or biological monitor before, during Ilnd after construction to be included in 
the report. The report shall Include II description of the Project and compliance with the 
biological mitiglltions. 

•	 Alltrllsh and food items shall be properly contllined lind regularly removed from the 
Project site. 

•	 No pets shall be permilled on the Project site. 

•	 Additional design mellsures proposed by the Applleant include construction of sand 
fencing on the Whitewater Preserve, cast of North Indian Canyon Road in Section 26. 
The Applicant proposes to construcl 24 segments of sand fences, each segment being 25 
feet in length and 3 to 4 feet high. with each segrnc.nt separated by a 50-fool. gap 10 Il1low 
movement of wildlife across the site and sand movement within the site. TIle sllI1d fence 
would utilize vertical natuntl wood slats with 50 percent COyetllgC lind be supponcd by 
galvanized T-poSlS sunk a minimum of 2 feel into lhe sandy soil. Total length of sand 
fences would be 600 feeL Each row of fences would be spa;.'OO 300 Jeet apart ill II 
staggered grid so that the area for sand fence treatment would he a rcctlll1gular area 600 
feet north·soulh by 900 feet east-west, equaling approximately 12.4 IICres, 

•	 The Applicant proposes mitigatioo for loss of bllbililt through payment of mitigation 
The propost.'d amount oflhe mitigalion fee is projected to be 595,118 on Section 
private land, based on 16.6 acres of permanent plus !empol'lU}' disturbllnce and the 
CVMSHCP fee of S5.73O.00 per acre. The projected amount of the mitigatinn fee on 
BLM land in Section 28 is 559,019.00 based on 10.3llCfe;S ofpen:nanem plus temporary 
disturbance lllld a fee ofSS,730.00 per acre, to be provided to BLM or the Center 
Natural Lands MlIllagement for acquisition of CQliCheUa Valley fringe-toed lizard habita!. 
The total mitiglllion fees for CVMSHCP/fringe toed Jizard hllbitat would be S154.137.00. 

•	 All protected cactus species to be removed by the Project would be llagged llnd
 
transpllmted bllCk on sile in an undisturbed area prior to construction,
 

•	 Twelve (12) IIlOI1ths of post-construction bird and bat fatality monitoring of operations, 
with SCllvenging and observer efficiency corrections. would be coodUCICd on lhe ProjC(.'t 
site. The Right of Way (ROW) Hnlder shall conduct this survey beginning with 
commencement of cutlllIlM:iaJ operation of the lurbines. The survey shall be c'lndutted ill 
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spring, summer, fall and winter seasons, using standardized survey protocols. as 
appropriate for the site and any species ofparticular concern. The study shall establish 
statistical adjustments for observer bias and scavenging bias. All surveys and soodies 
shall include a disclosure of assumptions. survey protocols and statistical methodologies 
in the monitoring reports. The final report shall be provided to the BLM and Service. 

2.7 Burrowing Owl 

Focused surveys for burrowing owls would be conducted prior to Project construction related 
ground disturbance. The survey would be conducted according to the following recommended 
guidelines of the Burrowing Owl Consortium (1993) and in consultation with the COFG and the 
Service. 

At least one burrowing owl exists on site, and one burrow was found. lmpaclS to the burrowing 
owl would be avoided by adopting a construction setback of a minimum 200 feet distance if 
construction takes place during the non-breeding season and a minimum of 500 feet if 
construction takes place during the breeding season (Riverside County measures). The following 
measures would apply to construction within Section 27 only as no individuals of this species 
were found within Sections 22 or 28. 

•	 A focused survey for burrowing owl shall be conducted within Section 27 prior to Project 
construction-related ground disturbance. The survey would be conducted according to the 
recommended guidelines of the Burrowing Owl Consortium (1993) and in consultation 
with the COFG and the Service. Occupied burrows would not be disoorbed during the 
nesting season (February 1 through September 30) unless a qualified biologist approved 
by the COFG verifies through noninvasive methods that either: (1) the birds have not 
begun egg laying and incubation; or (2) that juveniles from the occupied burrows are 
foraging independently and are capable of independent survival. 

•	 Ifowls are present that could be affected by Project construction, the approved biologist 
shall develop a program to mitigate impacts to this species either through avoidance or by 
passive relocation. Suggested measures for either of these methods are described below. 
The program shall be developed according to the 1993 Mitigation Guidelines of the 
Burrowing Owl Consortium and in consultation with the COFG and the Service. 

If burrowing owls are preseot, one or more of the following mitigation measures would be 
required: 

1.	 If avoidance is the preferred method of dealing with potential Project impacts, then no 
disturbance would occur within 50 meters (approx. 160 feet) of occupied burrows during 
the non breeding season of October 1 through January 31 or within 75 meters (approx. 250 
feet) during the breeding season of February 1 through September 30. 

2.	 Avoidance also requires that a minimum of 6.5 acres of fOf'dging habitat be permanently 
preserved contiguous with occupied burrow siles for each pair of breeding burrowing owls 
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(with or without dependent young) or single unpaired residenl bird, TIle configuration of 
the protected habitat would be approved by Ihe CDFG. 

3.	 To offset the loss of foraging and burrow habitat on the Project she. a minimum of 6.5 
acres of foraging habitat (calculated on a lOG-nICtcr [approx. 3OG-rool) foraging radius 
around the burrow) per pair or unpaired residenl bird, would be aL'<)uired llnd permanently 
protected_ The proteclcd lands would be adjocent 10 occupied burrowing owl habitlltlllld al 
a location acceptable to the CDFG, Protection of additional habitat acreage per pair or 
unpaired residell1 bird may be applicable in some instances. 

4.	 When destruction of occupied burrows is unavoidable. existing unsuituble burrows would 
be enhanced (enlarged or cleared of debris) or new burrows created (by installing artificial 
burrows) at a .ratio of 2: 1 on the prolected lands sitc. 

5.	 If owls must be moved away from the disturbance area. passive relocation teeIUlique.~ (a.~ 

described below) would be used rather than trapping. Al least one or more weeks would be 
necessary to accomplish this and allow the owls to acclimate \0 allcmate burrows. 

6.	 The Project sponsor would provide funding for !ong-terrl1managemem and monitoring of 
the protected lands. The monitoring plan would include succ~~s criterill, remedial 
n1CllSures. and an annual report to the CDFG. 

2.7.1	 Passive Relocation - With One-Way Doors 
•	 Owls would be excluded from burrows in the immediate irupact zone and within II. 50

meter (approx. 160 feet) buffer zone by installing one-way doors in burrow entrances. 
One-way doors (e.g., modified dryer vents) would be left in pilice 48 hours to ensure owls 
have left the burrow before el'Cllvation. 

•	 Two nalural or artificial burrows would be provided for each burrow in the Project area 
that would be rendered biologically unsuilable. The Project area would be monitored 
daily for one week to confinn owl use of burrows before excavating burrows in the 
immediate impact zone. 

•	 Whenever possible. burrows would be excavated using h'U1d tools [lnd relilled to prevent 
reoccupation. Scctions of flcxible plastic pipe would be inserted into the Illllnels during 
excavation to maintain an escape route for any animals inside the hurrow. 

2.7.2 Passive Relocation - Without One-Way Doors 
•	 Two natural or artificial burrows would be provided for each burrow in the Projcct area 

that would be rendered biologically unsuitable. The Project area would be monitored 
daily until the owls have relocated to thc new burrows. The fonnedy occupied burrows 
may then be excavated. 
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•	 Whenever possible, burrows would be excavated using hand tools and refilled to prevent 
reoccupation. Sections of flexible plastic pipe would be inserted into burrows during 
excavation to maintain an escape route for any animals inside the burrow. 

2.8	 Project Close-out 

•	 As proposed, the design life of the Project is 20 years. At the end of the Project life, tile 
wind turbines, pad mounted transformers, electrical substation, and overhead pole line 
would be removed and the site would be restored using Bu.-I approved surface 
preparation and seeding measures. Roads and all disturbed areas would be smoothed, re
contoured to the surrounding undisturbed terrain, and allowed to re-vegetate. Wind 
turbine and pad mount transformer foundations, and overhead poles would be removed to 
a depth of 3 feet below the surrounding surface elevation. No above-ground structures 
that are part of the Project would remain after decommissioning. Decommissioning 
would be completed within 12 months of the end of the Project life and termination of the 
right-of-way in accordance with BLM requirements. 

•	 The proposed BLM right-of-way grant term is requested to be 26 years from date of 
issuance for all of the Project facilities on BLM land. The lease with CVWD would 
expire in November, 2030. 

Site Com alleliC 
Numbel ot Turbines 
Turbine Sites 
New Access Roods 
Substetion 
New Interconnect Bnes 

13.3 ·15.16t:n8 

Estimated Row Cut 2.000 cUbic YOlds 

EstiJl1lJted Row fdl 2,41]0 cubic YOIds 
'It slIolid bellllled Ill.t of tbis tulal pm_nt dislllJbed are., betWilOfl 5.8 to 6. t acres 
wlIUld be i•• '111$ alt~dy disturbed by CVWD ectiritlti: ldesuib.d in $BdiDn 2.61. thus 
leducing .t1IIa1 di.1U1bance of llIlural ..... to belw...4.8 and 6.1 .01... 

"Tempotary distllfbed ar... indUe. 3,500 square foot 510glnfJ .,•• adja..nlla each 
turbine and. 4.'15 .cr••onstrtlctian staging .... in the not1h.ast CO""" of Section 2e •• 
well as lIem:hinB for in1«.......tilln of lUfbines. Th. t~r.uy sraging and lJem:hinB 
..... will b.I....luraliled .t the oompletion .1 consbutlion. 
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3.0 STATUS OF THE SPECIES 

3.1 Coachella Valley Fringe-toed lizard (Ums in<:trnattl) 

3.1.1 LegaIlUsting Status 

On September 25. 1980, the Coachella Valley fringe-toed Uzan1 (fringe·u:>ed lizard) was federally 
listed as endangered due to destruction/degradation of suitable h.1hilllt for deve1opo>entlll and 
agricultural purposes (45 FR 63812), Critical habit. wasdeJ>ign.'tcd COflCUrrentlywlth the 
listing (Ibid,). The Stllte also listed the frioge·!Oed IiZllId as threatcoed in 1980, 

Tn 1985 II recovery plan for !he Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizard WllS final.ized (USFWS 1985). 
'l11is species is currenlly rated liS recO\'cry priority number 5c,lCCOO1ing to the FY 2005 r..~overy 

data call, This number indicates high threat and low recO\'ery potential. The "e" indicates 
connict with development or economic aclivity. 

3.1.2 Critical Habitat 

in 1978. critical habitat WIIS proposed for the fringe·toed lizard on about 170 square miles of the 
Coachella Valley (43 f'R 441106. Schweik and Thomas 20(3); this proposal was withdrawn by 
the Service in 1979 (43 f'R 12382). Critical habitat was re-proposed in 1980 (45 FR 36038). and 
then later designated that same year with tOe listing of the species. The designation encompassed 
alxtut 19 square miles (on Ilpproxillllllely II pertellt of the acreage of the original proposal); the 
designated area consisted of suitable IUlbilllt within the Thousand Palms area and lands along the 
western Indio Hills that were known to be important sand source MellS (45 FR 63812). Wben the 
designation WIL'IlIlade, it was noo::d tit. sufficient datil were avllilable to propose critical habitat 
00 only a portion of the remllining blowsand ecosystem in the Coachella Valley (45 FR 63812). 

Critical habitat for lbespeclcs is not in the action area for the proposed Project and, thus, would 
not be affected; it will not be mentioned further herein. 

3.1.3 Species t:>escriptioo 

The Coachella Vallcy fringe-toed lizard is in the family Phrynosomatidae. It is one of three 
fringe-toed liurd species foood in the United States: the Mojave (Un/a scoparin), the Colorado 
Desert (U. no/ala), and the Coachella Valley (U. {norna/a). The tltrte species ofCringe-toed 
lizards in the genus Uroo have ooique adaptations for sand dune habitats (Noms 1958. Carothers 
1986. Luke 1986). Of the tlm:e, the Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizard has the most restricted 
range and is the most adversely affected by human actiVities. 

The Coachella Valley fringe·toed lizard bas a whitish or sand-colored back and belly, with 1\ light 
pattern of eye·like markings !hat form shoulder stripes. They average 6 to 9 inches (1510 23 
centimeters) in totalleng!h and possess numerous morphological adaptations that protect lhe 
li-laro'S body from abfllSion ll.Ild exclude sand panicles from body openings including: I) nostrils 
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thai exclude sand and a U-sbaped nlllllll Pll.t"''iallc. llnaloglltlli to II kltchen sink trap. to trap Sllnd 
particles if tbey do cnter lhe nostril (tnlpped slIlld particles can then be blown oul by a burst of 
air); 2) the snout is wedge-or shovel shll~"d. rather thlln blunt. to spread the slInd ~s it dives into 
the substrate; 3) lII1 elongated upper jaw IMt overbills tlie lowerjaw. allowing Ihe Ii:a;mj 10 dive 
into slIlld withQul filling ils moulh; 4) fringed eyelids wilh a double seal \() exclude sand: 5) 
of skin thai cover the ears when under sand; 6) smlx>th scales to reduce friction: llnd 7) 
elongaled. fringed toes that increase foot surface llrea llI1d traction lor JUlInitlg over Hnd 
swimming through SlIlld (Noms 1958: Luke 1986: USFWS 1985. 2000a. 10001>. 2005: CV AG 
2005.2007). 

3.1.4 Distribution 

The Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizard is endemic lolhe COllchella Valley (Valley) of Riverside 
County and.is only found associated Wilh relatively large palches of ueolillI1 (wind-blown) sand 
(England llI1d Nelson 1976; 45 FR 63812; LlIPre lind Comell 1981: Tumcr ~1111. 1981. 1984; 
England 1983; USFWS 1985. 2oooa, 2ooob. 2005; CVAG 200S). Hislorlcally it Wlt.S (ound on 
the Valley floor from near Cllbll1.on althe northweslern edge of its range. 10 near Tbennullli the 
southeastern edge (CVAG 2005). a (omlOr ovefllll nlllge length of 1I!lout4S miles, lIS current 
flIllge is less than 75 percent by length. or aboul 33 miles of the length (If the valley 1100r (intbe 
longest direction based on modeled hahilllt). Its distrlbUlion within lhe existing length of ils 
flIllge is now highly frJgl1leoted compared 10 historic conditions (England and Nelson 1976: 45 
FR 63812; LaPre andComctl 1981; Turner et al. 19B/, 1984: England 1983; USFWS 1985. 
2000a. 2ooob. 2005; CVAG 2005. 2007; Hedtke et (I/. 20(7), 

The mOSl important losses of fringe-toed lizard 1lIb!1. have resulted from urbllI1 and agricultural 
grow1h in the Coachella Valley since 1945 (451''1l63812), In 1940. the hUlllllI1 population in the 
Coachella Valley was 12.000. and by 1910 jthad risen to over 100.000 (ibid.. ). In 2000. the 
population of lhe upper (north....esternj half of the Coachella Valley numbered jUlit under 159.000 
pennanent residents. with appI'oximately lmOlher 100.000 semiOlllll (winter) residelll.~ 

(Minichiello 20(4). 

Most of the Coachella Valley floor was once an extensive blowsand ecosystem (CVAG 2005; 
The Nlllure Conservancy 1985). In 1985. the Coachella Valley Fringe-toed Uzard Hahilnt 
Conservation Pllm (1be Nalure Conscrvllllq 1985) identifJed about half of the of the Valley floor 
lIS "undisrurbed OCCUpiliblehabitlll" foe the fringe-loed lizard. Currently. most of the Valley floor 
no lon~r contains habitat for the species due 10 losses froJn development.. Once-eontigullllS 
habitat across most of the Valley floor bu been fragmented into llI1 artificial patch\\;1lrk of small 
isolated potential and currently suitallle llIbilat areas in a lan<lsalpe of now-inhospitable terr.un 
of agriculture and urban development (45 FR 63812; England 1983; USFWS 1985.2oooa. 
2000b. 2005; CVAG 2005. 2007; Chen el aJ. 2006; Senice GIS anaJysis based on 2005 acrird 
photos and CVAG 1II11pping 2007; Hedtke et al. 20(7). The species is now restricted to live or 
six fragmented populations within a much-reduced fllI1ge of viable habitilt (CVAG 20(7). 



Field MllIlllgcf. Plum Springs-Sollih COllst Field Office. ELM (99B0002-07F0042) 

The historic (pre-European seulcment) extent of fringe-toed li7-ard lllloitat is c-slimllk"! It) hllVC 

been 130.000 (45 FR 63812) to 170.000 acres (Ibe Nature ConservlUlcy 1985), urban lind 
agricultural development of the Coachella V1I11ey have progressed, fringe-toed hllOhlll 
decreased to about 63.000 acres in 1980 (45 fiR 63812). lUld was estimated 10 be 31.000 
acres range-wide in 2000. by the CVAG MSHCP 1l1o<kl for the GIS lUlalysis 
based on CVAG mapping 2007). Based on these estimales, during the cemUl)! between 76 
and 82 percent of fringe toed lizard habitat has been lost; similar 10;>.\ 11811TCIi wlIi:re provided ny' 
Hllmmerson (2005). but Barrows (1996) and Chen 1::1 (II, (2006) l.'stlnwted 
percentages. Substantial direct habitat losses have occurred since 2000 (Service OIS lIl1zuys:is 
based on 2005 aerial photos and CVAG mapping 20(7). 

CVAG estimates that approJtimately 31.293 acres of modeled fringe.toe,l tl1t.ard habitat occurs 
range-wide. with about 4,088 acres (1.655 hectares) oC CVAO-modeled habitat the Cringe
toed lizard occurring on the AgUli Caliente Indian Reservatloll (Service OlS IInalYsis based on 
CVAG mapping ZOO7). Our literature review, ficld evaJulIlion, lUlU GIS llllalysis of the CVAO 
model for the species indicates thm consiuefllbly less than 31.294 IICfCll of fringe·toed lizard 
suitahle Of potential habitat occurs today in the ICtiollarea (Service OlS allalysi~ based on 
CVAG mapping 2(07). For example: 

Approximately 3.075 acfC.S (1,245 hectares) of CVAO-modeled habitat are identified in the 
proposed TIlOusand Palms Reserve; however. within this Slll1lC area only about 620 acres (250 
hectares) are actual dune habitat where fringe-toed lizards are primarily found. and totiLt potential 
Of suitable fringe·toed lizard habitllt In this area is approximately 1,850 acres (750 hectares) 
(Barrows 2006b: Groom and Gnml. in prep). or about 60 percent of the CVAG·modeled habitat 
for the SllIflC arelL 

In the l110USlllld Palms region, Ilboot400 llCl'CS of established housing and golf course 
development (in one lleCtiOll llCM WMhinlll.OlI Street) are modeled as suirable habitat for fringe· 
toed lizard by CVAG (SJt:rvice OIS lUU1lysis based on CVAO mapping 2007 and 2005 aerial 
pbotos). 

The Whitewliler Fioodpl.ain C(mservaliOIl Area includes 5,586 acres of evAG-modeled habital 
for tbe fringe·toed llzartl Our lUlalysis, based on field rcconnais.~an~-e and aerial photo reviews 
and Service GIS calculations, indicated tbll1about 1,195 acres of potential mid or high-function 
habitat for fringe-toed IiZllltbl exists in the Whhewater Floodplain Conservation Area. Over 
4.000 acres of modeled hltbltat in Whitewater F100dplai.n Conservation Area were found to be 
devoid of substantial blowsand deposits and were unsuitable lIS habitat in 2005 (Service field and 
GIS lmalysis); these areas were nO! el'.peeted to bc<.-oltle suitable habitat in the future given the 
existing floodplain modificlUions in rbe area (levees lllld hasins), even following mid-sized 
fluvial deposition events (e.g.• 50-YCltf lUld smaller flood events). M the>e arellS are not 
downwind of expected/currelll Ouvial deposition areas, based on mapping ofexisting floodplain 
conditions by Griffiths el al. (2oo2b) and Service field Ilnd GIS analysis (see also 
Environmental Baseline below). 
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About 7,923 acres of CVAG·mooelcd hubilal OCClll~ UII 'The Big Dunc", of which 
approximately 2::194 ac~, was developed as or 2005 (Scrvk·c GIS llllaly,i, t>a,cd on 2fl05 
photos and CVAG mappillg 2(07). 

1bese examples total to more thllll9.000 llC~, !If Ilwdckd habillll !lull is nOl likely suitable or 
potential habitat for the specit's, QUill. tue,l, within the mng.: of the species hllve similar 
o~'erestimatiollS of "uimhlc Ol p!llenliul habltllt (k11l Avery lInd Tyler Grant. Service, personal 
ObservlltiOlls 20(6). Barrows (1996) estimated thai fringc'!lxd lilard habitat available today 
rlIIlge-wide is considerably less than 31.000 acre.; Iris 1996 Clitimllte Wll.\ that only abonl .5 
percent of the historically available habitat wa$ Slill inlact. which, ha~ on the hiM'1ricnJ 
acreage> noted above, wonld amount to nbout 6,500 to 8,SOO act!:;, of habitltL 

It WltS reponed in 2000 by the Servk'C that only about 12,000 acres the Vall1::)',noor blow$lllld 
CCO$yslem continue 10 receive the nalunilly occurring blowSlUld (lISFWS 20(10), Considering all 
the fllCtors above lllld our review of both potcntiillllnd suitable habitll in the l'leld and of aerial 
photos. we estimate that currently available suitable or potential haolla! fOr lhe species rWlll:C' 
wide consls!$ ufbctween 15.000 to 20.000 acres, or approximately 910 15 percent of estimated 
historically available habitat (45 FR 63812; The Nature COIl1Ien1llleY 1985: SC:lVite GIS llIlalysls 
based on historic and l"l'Ccnt lIerial photos, lind CVAG IIllIpping 2(01), An undctemtlned Ie.w:r 
amount Ihal has le<lsonllblc pl,ltcntial 10 remain or bccOO1e suiltJble habitllt for the frioge·tued 
111Nd in lbe hmg·!cnn blI.'led on cum:1lI potential Cor fluvilllllnd aeolian slllld tnlIlSIX>!t (e.g,. 
11lM$ that would continue to n..ceivc lhe nalUrnlly oa::urring hlow~ooSI (Service GIS llllilysis 
lllld CVAG mapping 20(7). 

3,1.5 Habitat Affinities 

The Coachella Valley fringc-toed Iir,.ard is endemic to the blowSlllld aeosysterll$ of the COllChella 
Val.leyand is lIdllpted for living in fioo wind-blown sand. HiSlorically il wu found from nCllf sea 
level up to mound J.600 feel elevation (Slehhins 198.5). General types of blowsaud dCp!lsils to 
whicb the fringe-tued IirMdJS life (C$lricted ioolude sandy [llaltl~. simd hummocks, lllld duoo 
SYSll:rM. The Slllld dunes/hummocks/plains oftbe COllclrella Valley are associated ....'ilh the high 
wind$ that a1lllOSl continually blow Ihrough tbe area, lllld consist of fine sand that is eroded and 
transpI,utcd by tbe wind lllld lIl.'Cumullltes ill vllfious loeations where Ihe wind is slowed by 
geologic features (suc.b IS drainages) or vegetation (such as individual creosote shrubs or stand~ 

of mesquite). The villbility of tbe hnhitat for tbe fringe-toed ltzatd is typically dependent upon a 
continuons or periodic sand soorce l.hat comes from Oood deposition of ~jmcn!S upwind 
(Simons, Li & Assoc. 19(1). Deeper sand deposits with more tOp!lgraphic relief are apparently 
preferred by the species over nailer sand she.ets. 1bC$e lizards a1$U apparently ~fcr areas with 
sand gnUllS from 0.004 to 0.02 inches (0.1 to 0.5 millimete($) in size (Stebbins 1944; Simons. U 
and Assoc. 1996: Griffilb$ et al. 2oo2b). 

As winds move down tbe Coachella Valley fromthc northwC$t. tbe wind energy is reduced 
farther southeast (where Ihe Valley is wider the winds are slower); over ,,'cowries dune deposits 
in the Valley were formed as aeolian sand dep!lsillon exceeded lIe(lUan sand erosion (net gain) in 
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that area over time. Blowsand dependent species such as fringe-toed lizards fully rely on the 
areas where aeolian sand ha~ been deposited. Fringe-toed lizards live, or historically lived, in 
both the relativelypennanent dunes (such as The Big Dune and the dunes in the Thousand Palms 
area) as well as in tbe somewhat temporary dunes, sheets, and hummocks within aeolian 
trartSition areas. Fringe-toed lizards typically live in these aeolian transition areas at least as long 
as they have sand deposits; periodic inputs of aeolian sand (such as a sufficiently big pulse every 
decade or more often) into these aeolian transition areas naturally keep a portion of the blowsand 
ecosystems functioning. The larger dunes typically function ecologically for longer periods 
without this same sand input frequency, as their sand supply is literally deeper and longer lasting. 
For example, the blowsand habitat areas within the Whitewater Floodplain Conservation Areas 
consist of aeolian transition areas, and require periodic sand inputs for continued ecological 
functioning for fringe-toed lizards (or their numbers/density drop to perilously low numbers); 
maintenance of these periodic large pulses of aeolian sand transport are essential to maintain the 
ecological functioning of the area for the fringe-toed lizard. 

3.1.6 Life History 

The fringe-toed lizard hibernates below ground, between November and FebroarylMarch, when 
the daytime temperatures are predominantly below its activity range of body temperature (The 
Nature Conservancy 1985). Turner et al. (1981) found fringe-toed lizards to be active when 
ambient temperatures were between 22 to 39 degrees Celsius, and ground surface temperatures 
were between 37 to 58 degrees Celsius. During the hottest times of the year, when the surface 
temperatures may reach or exceed the lethal limit for the species, the lizard escapes from the heat 
by "swimming" or burrowing beneath the sand and restricts its activities to the early morning and 
late afternoon hours (USFWS 2000). 

Reproduction occurs in the spring (typically beginning in March), shortly after adults emerge 
from winter donnaney, and extends through mid-August (Mayhew 1965). Little is known about 
the location and timing of egg laying, however, hatchlings begin to appear from late June to early 
September. Whether the males exhibit territorial behavior is disputed. Sexual maturity is 
reached after two years, adull~ breed for several years, and the life expectancy for tlle fringe-toed 
lizard is about five years (The Nature Conservancy 1985). Courtship lasts until the end of May. 
A few weeks after mating, females dig burrows and deposit two to four eggs that hatch between 
June and early October (Thelander 1994). 

The food habits of the lizard are not well studied, but the species is !mown to be omnivorous. 
Some researchers report differences in food habits by population (area), with one population 
eating a high proportion of vegetable matter and another mostly animal matter. Studies 
document that the lizards feed on small insects. such as ants and bees, along with leaves, buds, or 
seeds from native plants that grow in the Coachella Valley. During wetter years, they feed more 
often on flowers and plant-dwelling arthropods. During drier years, they resort more often to 
leaves and ants (Durtsche 1987, Durtsche 1995). 

Horchar (1992) estimated average home range size on the Whitewater Floodplain Reserve as 0.1 
acre (0.04 hectare) for adult males and 0.05 acre (0.02 hcctare) for adult females. 
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3.1.7 Ecosystem Processes 

Blowsand geomorphic systems in the Coachella Valley are made up 01' two main sub-systems, a 
fluvial component and an aeolian component (Sharp 1964, Proctor 1969, Lanca~ter eJ al. 1993, 
Simons, Li, & Assoc. 1997, Griffiths er al. 2oo2b). The fluvial component consists of (I) a set of 
source areas where sediments are eroded by water flows, (2) transport routes (e.g., gullies and 
streams) through which sciliments are moved downstream. and (3) fluvial depositioll areas where 
stream-borne sediments are deposited (Sharp 1964, Lancaster el at. 1993, Simons, U and Assoc. 
1997, Griffiths t'l at. 2oo2b). The aeolian component consists of (I.) II sct of source areas where 
sediment is produced and entrained (typically from fluvial deposition areas) by wind. (2) one or 
more transport corridors through which aeolian sediments are moved, and (3) a deposition sink 
where wind-blown materials are deposited for varying lengtlLs of time (Lancaster el at. 1993. 
Griffiths el at. 2002b). 

Sand transport systems that maintain the ecosystems this species depends upon are composed of 
sand souree areas, fluvial transport zones, fluvial deposition/aeolian erosion areas, wind transport 
cOIridors, and aeolian sand deposition areas. The process begins with fluvial erosion of sands 
from source areas, followed by transport of Ibose sands to downstream fluvial deposition areas. 
The frequency and magnitude of these fluvial pnx.'csses are driven by precipitation patterns In the 
involved watersheds. and are thus affected by drought, Piechota el at. (2004) evalUllled historical 
slreamtlow records and tree ring dalll for the Upper Colorado River Basin. Tree ring data from 
the Basin indicate that mare severe droughts have occurred in the past, and the 1999·2004 
drought in the UppcrColorado River Basin was the seventh worst in an approximately 500 year 
record. Based Oil the tree ring data, the largest drought in the Basin occurred at the end of the 
16th ccnlllry and lasted for at least 20 years (Piecholll el al. 2004). Tree ring data for southern 
California indicate that during the past 600 years, "dry" periods have averaged more than twelve 
years in length and intervening "wet" ones were about 10 years in duration (Tevis 1958). This 
regional tree ring data is relevant to the Coachella Valley, as Lancaster el aI. (1993) noted that 
the major variations in precipitation in the Coachella Valley region generally parallel those 
observed in most areas througbout the southwestern U.S. Some observers have forecasted 
periods of20-30 years of protracted drought for the Coachella Valley region in the foreseeable 
futurc, partially in response to expected future climate pattems (Griffiths ttl 01. 2002, Schmidt 
and Webb 2(01). If such protracted drought periods occur, the delivery of fluvial sand 10 the 
northern Coachella Valley deposition areas (most notably the Whitewater River floodplain 
system), essential to blowsand transport processes. will be substantially reduced becanse of the 
decrease in flood occurrence (Griffiths er a!. 2002). 

Sharp (964) found that 50 percent of the sediment grains (by weight) in the Coachella Valley 
traveled within 5 inches (13 centimeters) of the ground. and 90 pereenl moved within 25 inches 
(64 centimeters) of the ground. The I'"ind specd profile in this zone that moves sand is very 
sensitive to resistance and obsl1UCtioll.S on the ground surface (Simons. Li and Assoc. 1997). 
Development blocking prevailing wind flows causes major impacts to sand movement to the 
blowsand deposits. as it causes significant alteration of the wind profile (Simons, Li and Assoc. 
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1997}. The shielding effects of any substantial barrier to th~' naturalil1Ulspof( 
time, extend to the downwind end of the aeolian deposition area bCCll,lSC of the c:urell1c 

unidirectional nature of the sand movement pattern in the Coachella Valley (WclWcr I 

Wind is an effective agent of sediment erosion, transpon, and deposition where (here is 
vegetation to bind loose material together and provide surfaet: roughness to limilthe 
effectiveness of the wind (Briggs €II aL 1997, Muhs and Been 1997). Vegeuuioll cover limlrs 
amount of sediment aVallabllity to aeolian activity (Lancaster 2001 Jand stabilizes dune s;ilOds 
(Muhs and Been 1997). 

The fine sand that fringe-toed lizards inhabit is ultimately supplied by the wind. TIlt' Coochdla 
Valley is very windy; the prevailing unidirectional winds come from the oonhwest through the 
San Gorgonio Pass. Winds are stronger in the western part of the Valley and weaL:.erlslower in 
the more opea eastern portions of the Valley. During rllin~storm events, sand and other 
sediments are eroded from canyons and hillsides surrounding the Valley and deposited by 1l00d 
flows onto alluvial plains and floodplains (e.g., Whltewa1e1' River floodplain downstream of 
Windy Point) (Lancaster e/ al. 2002. Griffiths E/ £II. 2OO2b). In subsequent months or yean;, sand 
and smaller particles on the ground smaet: of these plaillS life enlIained and transported by the 
wind (Griffiths 1:1 £II. 2002b). Wind tr'l!A~port sarI'S the sediments into finer and heavier 
components, as finer particles life ClUrled farther and fllSter, while larger sands drop out sooner 
(Griffiths <'I aI, 2002b). 

II should be undenaood Ih;1\ blowSlUld's life moved the wind very close to the ground surface, 
versus smaller particles (e.g., dust) that billow high in the ilir. Bccau.'iC aeolian mass movement 
of sand piUticles occurs wilhin .5 feci (1.5 meters) orlhe gTOOOO, II typical building effectively 
traps sands and significantly llffc4;:ts the pattern of sand U'llIIsport (Simons, Li and Assoc. 1997). 
TIle billOWing dust clouds observed mort than a few {ecl above ground during high,wind events 
in the Coachella Valley do oot contain Ii significllIlt amounl of sand (Sharp 1964), Shrubs, 
topographic features, ;iIOd structures slow the wind near the ground surface. causing sand to drop 
out and accumulate. and dunes and hununocks to fonn near these fealures (Slllirp 1964. Simons, 
Li and Assoc. 1997, Griffiths el al. 2002b). 

Depending on the amount of entrained sand (in the aeolian lransport supply from upwimll and 
wind speeds, sand llCCumullltions dynamically increase and decrease over time (C'.rriffitlis 1!1 tlL 
2OO2b). When the sand supply from upwind is heavy,temporary accumulations ot'blowSllnd 
build up. often lasting for years or decades (Griffilhs cl al. 2002b). Without supplementation of 
additional blowsand transported from aretlS upwind (such as when relatively recent l1uvilil 
sediment deposit surfaet: supplies dwindle during extended droughrsipetiods without 
stormflows). Ute winds erode blowsnnds from these te!ltporary lIeoUan llCCUlllulation.s fll.«er than 
il is repilleed; this depletes or eliminatc-s the dunes or humnlOCks and gradUally degrades fringe
toed lizard habitat (Simons, Li and Assoc. 1996. Gritlitbs Itlol. 2002b). Areali witllout input of 
sand become "llrnlOrtd" as the larger sediments that are nOI typically c$Tied by the wind rtlllilin 
and the finer sands blow away (Gritliths ttl a1. 2002b). Some blowsand habitat areas becOlllt~ 

depleted of blowsand periodically in the natural ebb and flow ot' climate coooltions. Other UfCllS 
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become unnaturally depleled periodically or in tbe It:lIlg-lcnn, due to llltificilll conditions (such lIS 
a blocked sand tfllllSpon corridor) uffccting tbe supply of sand; this is usually combined with 
lllllun! climate patlems. Ne,venbeless, wbetber depletions are pliulllfily naturally- or llltilicially
caused, these areas of depleted blowsaoos do nol provide habitlIl lor t.be fringe-toed lizard during 
the period \bey remain devoid of blowsand; tberefOlC, malmenance of tbese ecosyslem processcs 
is essenlial 10 sustaining sufflcienl area of l1abiUll for the species. 

Turner el til. (1984) provided empiriclIl evidence Ihat sllnd bllrriers negal! vely affect the lizard 
populations in otherwise unaltered habitatl1eeause such obslructions prevent or greatly reduce 
tbe movemenl ofblows!lIId, an essential component of lizard hllbitaL They found that population 
densities on three plots immediately upwind from windbreaks ranged from 2 to 18 lizards per 
acre (4.4 t(l45 per hectare). while den$itie,~ 011 plot downwind from t.he windbreaks were 0 to 0.2 
lizard per acre (O 10 0.4 per hect.are). As a result, Turner (11 til. (1984) conclUded that the 
blowsand ecological process was indispensable to lizard survival. Urness the sand source 
corridors are protected, essential slInd transport zones wJl1likely be obstructed !lIId the blowsand 
habitat within the Conservation Arel1.~ will likely continue to degrllde at lin aecelernling rate t.hat 
matches the growth of upwind urban areas (Simons, Ll and Associates 1997). 

Near the .Banning Fault in the Willow Hole Conservation Area. sand dunes form where wind
blown sand is trapped by mesquite vegelation (USGS 2(04). The mesquite traps blowing sand 
over time, creating habitat for fringe-toed Lizards in the form of dunes associated with the 
mesquite hummocks (Grifliths el a./, 2002). Historically (e.g., 1950's), relatively large areas of 
mesquite hummocks occurred in what is now the TIlOusand Pal.l11lllReserve (Lancaster 1:1 al. 
1993, CVAG 2004, USFWS 1998). Mesquite hummocks present historically likely played lllI 
import!lll! role in dune fonnlltion on the Thons.'\nd Palms Reserve (BalTOws 1996. Griffiths et al. 
2002b, Simons, Li. and Assoc, 1997), as they locally slowed the wlDd causing blowsands to drop 
out and accumulate. When they were alive lllId foliaged, these mesquile stands helped anchor the 
dnneslhummocks of the Thousand Palms Reserve (Oriffita~ el a!' 2002b. SiiTlort~. U lind Assoc" 
1997). 

3.1.8 Genetics 

Trepanier and Murphy (2001) lllIalyzed nine popula.tiollS ofCoacbella Valle)' fringe-toed lizard.s 
ming mitochondnal DNA and found them to be nelll'ly identiell!. They found the species to be 
most similar 10 ilS nearby congener, tbe Colorado Dc:scn fringe-tocd lizard. TIle)' fOlWld genetic 
differences arnnng the nine COllCbclla Valle)' fringe40ed lizliCd populllliM'> to be l:<>IIsidefllbly 
less than genetic differences arnnng populations of the ColoradO Descn fringe-toed lil.anl (Uma 
flOrala), indicating a relatively recent genetic isolation of each Coachella Valley fringe-toed 
lizard population.. Trepanier and Murphy (2001) also nored ulllllbe entire U. 11lonKlUl species 
has genetie varialion similar 10 single poprdatinns of U. lIotata or U. sr:opnria (Mojave fringe
toed lizard), thus indicating that historiell! genetic variation was likely low in the Coachella 
Valley fringe40ed lizard, perlla:ps doc to II genetic bottleneck or founder effect. Ongoing losses 
ofbabitillllnd resrricdonsifragl1'leIUation of ils r!lIIge lr!lllslate into reduced popullltitlU siz.:s tillll 
continue [0 erode gellCtic variation. 
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Hedlke i!l al. (2007) used microsatollite Joclto examine mnge,widc populatioll stnlclure lind 
inter-population gene Ilow in the Coachella VlIlley fr.lnge·t(led HumL Their results indicate low 
populatioo differentiation consistent with high Ilenll flow. rllllllnt colonizlltilln I1ml range 
cxpansion, and/or frequent local cxtirpl1tionlrecolonizI111on evcnts. 11tcy Ul80 found high 
historical gcne flow lUI\OOg populalions I1nd current isolation of rellla.lnillg populations. wilh 
potenlial deletcrlous effects thatllkcly result from reductlon in gene filIW, such us lnbwcdllll; ,Ull! 
loss of genetic varilltioll (Hedtke €II ai. 20(7). They suggested thlll "eollllerv!llion plnnning for 
this species should include monitoring of potential deleterious effects that may resu It from 
reduction in gene flow, such us Inbreeding and 1055 of genetic vnriation, to enSUle mtlinlenancc of 
ecological and evolutionary population processes udequale for long-term survlvnl of the species" 
(Hedtke el al. 2007). 

3.1.9 Biology of Small Populations 

Remaining COllchellll Valley fringe-toed lizard populations mnge-wide likely fluctuate 
periodically to very low densities and absolute numbers (Muth 1987. /991: Muth and Fisher 
1991; Barrows 1996, 2006b; Chen el al. 2(06). Range-wide habitat loss and frngnncntlllion hilS 
resulted In r\:Cent isolation of smull remnant or perlpherul fringe'lOcd lizard populmkllls (45 PR 
638\2; England 1983; USFWS \985, 2oooa, 2ooob. 2005; CVAO 2005, 2IX)7; Chen el al. 2006: 
Service GIS analysis based on 2005 aerial photos and CVAG mapping Z007; Hedtke cl aJ. 2(07). 
The effect this reduelionand fragmentation of habitat (and related periodically low IlOpulations 
sizes) will have on Ihe genetic variability and long'lerm evolutionary pe""btcnce of U. illOnltlla 
populations depends in part on the historical niles of gene flow llIt10ng these popUlations and the 
degree of population structure (Hedrke €II tli. 2007). '1111." remaining populations of fdnge·toed 
lizard are likely vel)' small from the standpoint of maintaining population viability, liS nOlt'd 
below. 

TIle best available information on conservation biology of smllll populations has become refincd 
over the last two decades. For example. at least three ·'rcpliclIl..... popUlation reserves lire 
recommended for conservlltion of each rdre speeies, and these popUlations should be self· 
sustaining and lit 1\ minimum retain 90-95 percent of their geol.'tic diversity for 100·200 years 
(e.g., Soule and SirnberJoff 1988. Murray et al. 1999, Nekolll anil While 1999. Mar~:ules mid 
Pressey 2000, Fairbanks eI aL 200 I , Noss el al, 2002, Canndim Wildlife Service and U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service 20(5). 

Small, isolllted popullltion.s of animals are vulnelllble to slo.:hastic cvcnlS, occidents of 
demography and genetics, and environmental fluctuations and eatastrop1les !underlining Ihe nc.."d 
for large core areas and connectivity of impoltllIlt smaller habItat arel!!> (frdllklin 1980, rl1:lwu:1 
arrd Soule 1981)]. Relatively rare eVel1.lS, such M \·in·So- or IQO.)'t'..r (e.g.. I (If 2 p<:n:<:lIt 
chance of oceurring in any year) droughts, floods, fires, stOllllS. likely have large all 
population viability ofspecies like fringe-toed lizards, particularly 00 (rngmenled populatioos 
(e.g., Ludwig \996, 1999; Jobst and Brandl 1997). Connectivity betwecn popullllloos is seen as 
necessary for providing genetic arrd demographic rescue, lUId for viability of speeies thaI re./l('h 
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low densities in small populations (Noss 1983, Harris 1984, Noss and Harris 1986, Soul6 1987, 
Hedtke et al. 2007) Genetic and demographic rescue is the arrival of immigrants into a small 
population; it is generally beneficial because it slowsthc rates of loss of genetic variation and 
inbreeding associated with small populations, and it lowers the chance of extinction caused by 
small numbers of individuals (Noss 1983, Harris 1984, Noss and Harris 1986, SouJ<! 1987). 
Unfortunately, landscape conncctivity between the remaining populations in the Coachella 
Valley is mostly or completely lost, and cannot be restored without removing significant areas of 
c~isting de.velopment (45 FR 63812; England 1983; USFWS 1985, 2000a, 2000b, 2005; CVAG 
2005,2007; Chen et al. 2006; Service GIS analysis base.d Oil 2005 aerial photos and CVAG 
mapping 2oo7). 

Small populations typically suffer from increased rates of localized extinction, in part because of 
an unavoidable increase in flUftingS between close relatives (Frankham et 01. 2005). Inbreeding 
reduces reproductive success in most species (Frankham I995a, Frankham el aL 2005) and 
increases extinction rates (Frankham 1995b, Frankham and Ralls (998). From their studies of 
metapopulations of Ghmville fritillary butterflies (Lelitaea cin.tia). Saccberi et al. (1994) 
empirically found that inbreeding contributes to extinction of wild populations. In another 
example, studies of the New Zealand conifer Halocarpus bMwillii showed strong correlations of 
population size with genetic variability: large populations had the greatest levels of 
heterozygosity, highest percentage of polymorphic genes. etc. (Primack 1993). Census 
populations or this plant Ihal were smaller than 8,000 individuals appeared to have suffere~ a loss 
of genetic variability, with the lowest variability in the smallest populations (Primack 1993). 

The concept of the effective population size wa~ introduced by Wright (1931, 1938) to link real 
populations to the thL'Ory developed for ideal populations (Nunlll~Y 2oo2). Effective popularion 
size is defined as I.he size of an ideal population whose genetic composition is influenced by 
random processes in the same way as a real population of census size (Nunney 2(02). Increasing 
effective population size results in an increase in the ability of tbe population to retain neulral 
and nearly neulral genetlc variation (Nunney 2002). In conservlltion biology, the effi:ctive 
population size, nOI the census number, is ofprinmry concern (Frankham el al. 2(05). Temporal 
fluctuation in population size is most important factor caasing the effective population size of 
natural populations to be substantially less Ulan their actual (census) sizes (Lande 1988; 
Frankham et al. 2005). Effective population size is generally about one-tenth of the census 
population size (FrdIlkham et al. 2005, Lynch and Lande 1998. Reed I!l (Ii. 2003. Kalinowski 
2002). 

Estimates of minimum viable effectlve population sizes, based solely on genetic threats, suggest 
a minimum of5()()"5OOQ individuals (Frankbam It al. 2005; Lande 1995; Franklin and Frankharn 
1998; Lynch and Lande 1998; etc.). Recommendations for minimum viable effective 
populations sizes that consider tbe synergy of genetic, demograpllic, and 
environmental/catastrophic stochastic threats, suggest even larger effective populations sizes 
(i.e., starting at I,ooo's of individuals) (e.g.• Lande 1995; Franklin and Frankltam 1998; Lynch 
and Lande 1998). Additionally, Reed et al. (2003) and Vucetich et al. (1997) demonstrated that 
minimum viable population sizes should be larger for more variable (flucluating) populations, 
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versus for 100fe stable popullilions. ~iillimum effective P'>pulation size is important, In part, 
becausc sula!! populations of many species tend 10 randomly go extinct (e.g.. Primack: 2006; 
Noss and Cooperrider 19(4). 

In small effective population sizes, inbreeding can gJelIt1y reduce tbe averdge individual titness. 
and loss of genetic Variability from random genetic drift can diminish future udllptability to a 
ehanging envlronrll"llt (1)>'1l0e. 1988). Theory and empirkll1 example "ugge".! that demography is 

osulllly of even more immadiate imporllllJl:e than popUlation genetics in determining tbe 
minimum viable sizes of wild populmions. thus minimum viable effective population sizes based 
solely on gel'll:tics can he S<.'en as important. minimums (Lande 1988). The demographic and 
genetic threats mentioned above are particularly relevllntto a species with pcriodiclll1y smlill 
popuilltions (fluctuating 10 low numbers), such a~ fringe-toed lizards, due to artificial habitat loss 
and .fragmcntlltion (Lande 1998). Since 1985, studies have revealed that this species is subject to 
large fluctuations in popUlation size (Barrows (2006b). Based on the tel'll:lS of conservation 
genetics (e.g., Franldllun et Ill. 2005; Vucctich et ai. 1997), Illesc fluctuations threaten the species 
due to the absolule low numbers reached by eoch population. Anthropogenic factors of habitat 
loss and fragmentation thm limit and isolate these populations work synergistically with tbe 
natum! population fluctuations to threaten the continued survival of tbe species. 

A portion of the genetic vllriability and heterozygosity within II speGies tbm accumulates over 
thousands of years is los! wben absolute numbers IClIch very low levels in a gelletic bottleneck 
(Vuceticb and Waite 1998). Reductions in population SilC result in loss of gCl'll:tic diversity, 
increased inbreeding, and an increw.'d risk of the expression of deleterious mutatioos assucimed 
with. inbreeding (Primack 2006: Franldram til a/. 2005; Vucetieh and Walte 1998). The 
persistence of a few small populations following genctic bottlenecks does not contradict the 
conclusions that jnb~'eding lll1d loss of genetic diversity are ool1Ila1ly de.leterloos, lllId lhatlong
term effective populmion siz,cs lit least in the high HJO's or above 1,000 are t)1>ically required for 
genelic VlOOilit)' or II species (Frank:ham l7t a/~ 2005; Reed III ai, 2003; llmde 1995; t}'I1Ch lllId 
llmde 1998), even when demographic and environmenlll1 stochaslidty an: not considered. 
Higher level.. of genetic variability increase the likelihood thal individuals within the popu1atioo 
have a genetic variant that eM allow them to cope witb II new stressm (e.g., climate change or 
disease) (Frank:ham el a/. 2(05). 

The loss ofgenetic variability in fringe-tl'll:d liZlmls on the Wbilewlidcr Rh-erfloodpll\ill would 
decrease tbe likelihood Ihal genetic ,arilltioo... (tbat ","'oold likcly aid the species' pcnistelll:e in 
the future) remain in thepopulllllon.lbougb this lou of genetic dh'crsiry dnes flOt nece~Qrily 

doom a species to immediate extinction (Thomas 1m). HoweV't\f, tbe loss of genetic diversit.}' 
makes a population more prone to cxtiuetlon or localized extirpatillll from new discases or 
stochastic envlronmental changes (Soolc and Mills 1998; Frankbatrl eft ai, 2005). The population 
w'OUld be partially inbred and could conseql'll:.lltly manifest rIeleterioos genes thll! oo...-rca'lll 
reproductive fitness, survival, and fecundity more frequently (BrisJde et a/. 2004; Fr.mkltom eft 

20(5). Some genetic boltIenecks can be reJlItlveJy 1rarmless if (by chance) few deletcrl.on.. 
mutations are present in the remaining popUlation (Prankhanl fIt "J. 2(05). Cooverl<Cly. in some 
bottleneck situlltions, deleterious mu.tlll.ioos are fixed lind the populatioo declines to extirpation 
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(Fntllltbll!l1 ('I oJ. 2005). Evolutionmy potential (the abilily to adapt to change over time) of a 
spl:ICI~~.s is reduced by geuet!c drift and inbreeding in small (l<)pulations (Frankham 1999). 
3,1.10 Popnllllion Trends 

Ultle is currently knOWlIllbout fringe-tocd lizard populations outside the reserve system 
consolidated by the exisling CVFfL Hep, other tbM wind-blown sand habitats suililble for the 
lizard continue to decline a" a result of conversion to devclllplllllnt uses, Relative unknowns 
include census p<lpUhllioll sil.es and ~llsities, n\lCIUllliolls ill p<lpulatioll si7~ and density. and 
reproductive rates. It is also unknown what eonstitutes a slgm.ficallt barrier to fringe-toed lizard 
movcu1entlllldlor reproduction. Because frillge-tocd lizards MC ,,"cry closely confined to aeolian 
saud depositll (Stebbins 1944, Norris 1958, Carpenter 1963, Pough 1970, Barrows 1(97). il is 
expected thai populations separated in the long-tetrll by ll. ;;ubstr.rte patch devoid of sand that is 
over 2.000 feet wi~ CM be considered isolaled. Even within reserves little is known about 
fringe-toed lizards; moniloring has shown that populatiorrs of tbe s~ics fluclllllle with 
precipitation. 

Past studies ha\'e showII that p<lpnlatioll sile, density and age structure ellll vlU)' greatly. Tire 
average number of frillge-toed lizards that survive from)'ellt to }'C<lI is appMCntly greater than 
expected for a lil.ard its siu (Muth 1(91), Fringe-toed lil<lld densities MC likely to be infiuem:cd 
by imporntllt habitllt features, such a.s sand compaction and plItch size (Turner e-t 01. 1981, 1984l, 
a$ well liS depth llIId width of blowslllld available at tire ground surface in II given MC<t arrd tlruc. 
Turner 1'101. (1981) estimated the ~nsity of fringe-toed lizartl:!i in seven study plots to ntllge 
from 1.810 18.21i7.ards per acre. A long-llltrll ~mogtllphie sludy b)' Mutb arrd FllIber 
(unpublished dara, 1985-2003; pers. cornm.) revealed ~nsiry vlUiatioos among from 7 to 
60 per acre at the Whitewl!ll:f Floodplain ReseIYC•.Importantly, Mad; Fisher noted ll. v'Cry low 
density of approximately 1 li7.ard per 5.6 acres (2•.3 bec!llreS) in llIl occopied p<lItion of the 
Whitewater Floodplain Conservation Area during the period of relatively low sand 
rransportl~lcred sand conditions that prec~ tire winter of 2Ol)4J2OOS within thai S)'litclll 
(Mark Fisher, pers. cornm.. 2006). Considering that approximllle!yone thousand acre~ or less of 
~uitable hllbitallikely \l.'ould be extant in the proposed Wbl:tewlilcr Floodplain Conservation Area 
after periodic expected droughts over a decade long (as OOIed below), this reponed density of 0.2 
lizards per acre trans1ares into a population UUIl has. arrd would in the future, periodically drop to 
a census p<lpUlation in the Irtmdreds of individuals. 

To date, fringe-toed lizard monitoring elfons havc provided minimal data on ntllge-wide 
population lreIlds. Long-tcon indices of population density are available for tire Thousand Palms 
Reserve. but nor for the rest of the Coachella Valley. This trend information, gathered between 
1986 and 2002, indicates \bat fringe-toed lizard numbers fluctuate with annual minfallllmounts 
(Barrow'S 1996, 2006b; Chen el al. 20(6). lizard numbers feU to nearly undetectable levels in 
drought years in the few areas (ThouSlllld Palms Reserve and Whitewater Floodplain Reserve) 
that were monitored (Barrows 1996,2OO6b; Cben e1 a/. 20(6). This infonnation did not offer 
insight into proximate factors that drovep<lpulalion fluctuatiollS. nor did itll1tempt 10 validate 
index countllto prodw;e pop<lJa(ion estimates. Some minimal data on p<lpUlalion nUlllbcfs and 
only basic data on population trends have been acquired for small porIions or the Coachella 
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Valley Reserve $}slClllthrough llloniloring eff(ln~ to date. Some monitoring "mU1'i:l!llvc 
documented fluctulltions in population deusllies Ihat me relak"d to availability l1f resource,s, 
such as food and loore sand Ic.g., (Barrows 1996, 2006b; Cllen et al. 2(06). 

Populations in most are,~s oftll<.: Coachella Valley likely f1uctulllc with envirollluCfl!;t! variations 
and/or nlltul'll1 nuctuations in huhitat function (Barrows t!/ (11. 1995). Oftcnlhe hask ('ansa) 
factolS of sll1ld st<tbili7lltion ll1Id depletion. llIld related 10Clll population declincs, are essenlially 
niltul'll1 (even if tIle)' are ~igllificanlly modified by the lIItillclal condItions created by 
development of fue Valley over the last several declldes). Most (if not all) populations of fring.:
toed lizards were historically connected 10 other populalions fleriodic;Jlly. and likely functioned 
as a metapopulation (Hedtke tif al. 20(7). With the natuml diversity of e~osystem$ 111 the Valley. 
historic local fringe-toed lizard declines (such as during a droughll were not likely equal across 
the entire species range, as the causes for local tk.'Clines were unlikely to be of equal strength 
aeross fue range (CVAG 20(5). As,ueh, it is very likely that source populations of fringe-toed 
lizards historically remained extant to re-colonize spatially connected meas where lringe-loed 
lizard populations declined to zero (Hedtke el al. 20(7). Once favorable ecosystem conditions 
returned (SUcil as a new pulse of aeolian sll1ld following flood-related sediment deposition 
upwind), it is expected fuat fringe-toe<llizards re-invaded thase nlltufally restored hahitat ureas 
where local eXlilpations had occurred. Thus. inunigranlS from olle population .likely re-coloniud 
habitat areas which were left open by the extirpation of another population. The su!lslimtial 
artificial fragmentlltion of :tlmost all remaining fringe-toed lizard populatiolls in the Valley 
makes these natural populalion nuetuations important. as a high potcmial cxists 101' tbese 
populations to nuctuate to zero with no potential for n<ttural recolonir.ation. 

loe extinction of one small population of fringe-toed livtrds is described in Chen cl aI, (2006) 
and Barrows (2006b). Chen CI al. (2006) examined lhe time to extinction and too habitat patch 
size (where the fringe-toed lizards went extinct), to create a modcllo predict the time 10 
elCtinction based on habitat patch size. The Chen el aI, (2006) model estimated the propensity of 
extinction of fringe-toed lizards in small habitat patches isolated from olher lXCupicd habitllt 
patches. The model predictcd fuat fue population on the Thousl\lld Palms Reserve would go 
extinct in 78 years, This prediction is importl\llt because the Thousand Palms fringe-toed lizard 
population is .likely the largest and most robust population for fue species remaining range-wide" 
This model is eyen more important when considered with the unreillted prediction that the dunes 
land fuus most of fue fringe-toed li2ard habitat) within the Thousand PalntS Reserve are cxpected 
to disappear in 50 years (Simons. Li and Assoc. 1997). The Chen e/ oJ. (2006) model ilIustllltes 
that random events can cause extinction of what are currently more moderate-sil.ed populations. 
over a period of several decades. 

Very little census population dll1ll is available for the Willow Hole. Edam Hill, or Snow Crcek 
areas due to lack of focused monitoring_ Based on acreages of available habitat in cllcb of these 
areas. all populations are likely smaller tbM the Thousand P"dlms population. thus, Ilvey me 
subjected to the threats for small populations lIOIed herein. Dc.spite almost 20 )'Cl1rll or 
monitoring by various parties, the population trends and plWdllletCfS of tbe species rem:tin IllI'gC!y 
unknown. We do not have reliable estimates of what the population Sil~S are inside or outside 



34 Field Manager, Palm Springs-South Coast Field Office, BLM (99BOOO2·07F0042) 

any of the reserves, nor do we know how widely those population sizes have fluctuated (or how 
close various populations may have come to extirpation). We do know that a linear relationship 
exists between the amount/function llf habitat that is extant at any time and the ultilllllte number 
(and status) of lizards, and that habitat continues to be directly and permanently los!. As such, 
population numbers must be considered to be declining appreciably as available habirat has been 
declining extensively over time. 

3. loll Threats 

Urbanization and agricultural development in the Coachella Valley has significantly affected the 
hlowsand ecosystem that the fringe-toed lizard depends upon, and new development is expected 
to continue these impacts. Development has occurred directly on sand fields and in wind 
corridors, and hus bl!lcked aeolian transport of sand in many areas (Simons, Li and Assoc. 1997). 
Development has also reduced groundwater in localized areas, which in tum has reduced 
vegetation (mesquite predominately) that once anchored the blowsand in some deposition regions 
of the Valley, such as Thousand Palms (Simons, Li and Assoc. 1997). As theCoacbella Valley 
continues to urbani.ze, protection of sand sources and aeolian corridors are an increasing concern; 
future structures and hmdscllping in these corridors could block or impede blow,I;and transport 
(Simons, Ll and Assoc. 1997). 

The lUost common threats facing imperiled species in the U,S. are habitat degradationlloss and 
invasive species (Wilcove f!t a1. 1998); these are the main threats for the fringe-toed lizard. This 
species currently ellists as relatively small populations occurring in II small area of soutbern 
California; the vast majority of the blowsand habitat for the species has been lost or highly 
degrdded by urbanization and associated development. Some of the remaining habitat (and the 
ecological proce.sses that support it) is partially protected in reserves and a national wildlife 
refuge, but significant direct or indirect threats to all remaining habitat continue. The species' 
small historical range is now much reduced due to agricUltural and urban development, with 
reports of 76 to 95 percent of its habitat having been lost, as noted above. Much of the remaining 
habitat has been degraded, and sOme historic habitat has been lost, by sUlbilization of dunes by 
planted windbreaks. Most of the remaining habitat is fragmented by roads and a raiLroad, and has 
been degraded by barriers to sand transport corridors, OHV use, and invasive species. For 
example, stmclUres erected within the sand transport corridor areas and the establishment of non
native plant species, such as tamarisk (Tamarix ranwsissima) and atheL (T. aphyllal trees, have 
partially or fully sUlbilized a large portion of Ihe once free moving sand deposits in the Valley, 
preventing the continued replenishment of substantial areas of the blowsand habitat which lhe 
lizard relies on for its survival. Dense populations ofSaharan mustard (Brassica t<JIImefortii) 
have recently (or periodically) invaded [he Snow Creek and Thousand Palms arcas; these plant 
invasions coincide with high rainfall events and stabilize the soils within sand source and 
transport zones, at least temporarily, and thus reduce or otherwise modify aeolian sand lransport 
to downwind depositional areas. 

Several aspects of fringe-toed lizard ecology and behavior contribute to the species' sensitivity to 
habitat loss and degradation, including the following: I) the fringe-toed lizard is currently 
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distributed oyer a small area; 2.) fringe-tocd lizards arr~ found on the Coachella Valle;' fioor 
where the majority of residential and agricultural development typically oceu.rs; 3) fringe-Iocd 
lizards are susceptible to il I'Miety of predators. llIany of which occur lit elel'ated leyels ocar 
agriculture or urban are;ll: and 4, fring.Hoed lizards inhabit the most arid portion of the SOllonm 
Desen, in which drought is likely an important mumal faclor in !,Opuilition d;'Illlll1ics. 

Three isolated "'<erves \'1melllly exist r~lr the spcdes mllg~'-""ide' l1lOusand Plllms Reserve. 
Whitewater Floodplain Reserve. IUld Willow HolcoJEdom Hill Rescrve. TIle liurd 
populatioll5 within tOOse reserves arc not protected from existing lind fUlun.~ threats: tbese 
reserves in their current state are not expected to mllintllill sclf-sustllining populations nmre 
thnn the nellt several decades, due 10 the cumnt levels or de\'('lcpnleHllUld habitat fragmcntlltioo 
that impact the essenlial ecosystem proec.sses Ihat nllunta.in the blow'lInd habital required by the 
species (Chen el al. 2006: Simons. Li and Assoc. 1997; LanCllsler <,I al. 1993: Simons. Li and 
Assoc. 1996). 

Periodic decade-pIus-long droughts. longer in duration Ihan the Olle thlll DenlITI:.:l (rom 1993 10 
2005, are predicted in the Valley in the foreseeable future. b,lsed on plt,t dimate history gafbered 
from several centuries of tree ring dala inlhe region (e.g., see Piecholll ff al,. 20(~; Stahle el al. 
2000; Tarboton 1995; Goodrich 2007; McKelveya.nd Johnston 1992). As such. Ihesc cllpectcd 
(Ulure drought.s are a primary threal to the spec.jes. considering its artificially fragmented 
remluning habitat, the reduced/marginal habitat function of mosl of that remaining habitat, lind 
the nalural population Iluctulltions associated with these events. 

The most importantthrellts to too fringe-toed Lizard are arti.fidal: habitat loss. 11lIhltnt 
fragmentationiisollition. small pupulation sizes. invasive species. and degrodalion ecosystem 
processes that support the blowsand ecosystem that fbc lizard depends upon. 'rhe synergistic 
combination of tOOse factors Likely will interact such tbat lIlost or all remlllnlllg (now anificially 
isolated) populations wiU decline to rero in the foreseeable future as part of otherWise oalum) 
population cycles (particularly associated with droughts). with no potential for natural reo 
establishment. 

"The stochasticity and magnitude of these fringe-toed Iiurd population fluctuations represents I 
substantiallhrealto tbis species. Large fluctuations were likely a normal part of this species' 
natural Iuslol)'. However. low ebbs (f1uctUatIOltS) of the populatiolls pose a major threat to too 
fringe-coed lizard. because ()f the artificially smaller absolute patch and population sizes 
(compared to historic numhcrs), and fragmented configurations of remaining habitat within 
(existing and future expected) rescrses. Large population Iluctulltions experienced by 
isolated remaining populations of fringlHoed Uwds. make the species susceptible to local 
extirpations in all existing and futuro expected reserves. particularly during 100 expected low 
population ebbs. These Ilucluations also threaten the species with overall e.lttmetion, when such 
!hreaLs are considered across the remaining frngmeoted populations expected to be conserved. 

3.1.12 Existing Con.scrvatiOll 
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Pursuant to eXi~ting laws and regulations, lI[OlaJ of three habital conservation pllms (HCFs) 113\'(: 

been developed for the species: 1) the Coachella Valley Fringe-toed Lizard Babitlll Conservation 
Plan (CVFI1. HCP). 2) the CVMSHCP,lII111; 3) the AgUll Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians 
Tribal HCP, which is II draft HCP with permil processing ongoing. Associalcd with the CV/:;TL 
HCP and CVMSBCP, a.s well as Project approvals per section 7 of the Endangered Species Act 
(ESA) and the California E:lvironmentaJ Quality Act, substanlial acreages of habitat and 
ecosystem processes areas have been acquired in fee or set aside for the benefit of the fringe-toed 
lilAird and the ecosystem it depends upon_ Substantial acreage of conservation 1,llliLs were 
lK"quired belween 1996 and 2008 pursuant to the CVMSHCP, in anticipation of it being 
permitted. The Whitewater Floodplain Reserve was initially set aside through a cousullntion 
with BLM for the CVWD percolation ponm.~ the Whitewater Floodplain Reserve was/is relied 
upon for rnitigationlconsen·ation for the spedes within the CVFTL HCP and CVMSHCP. The 
two other existing fringe-toed lizard reserves were established through a combination of the 
CVFfL Hep and the BLM signing a Memorandum of Und=tanding. Implementing Agreement, 
lIIld a Re<:ord of Decision associated with the l'e-"Cfl'es identified in the CVFI1. HCP. Further 
details are provided below. 

In 1984. BLl\1. consulted with the Service on a 3O-ycar right·of-way grant request from the 
CVWD for development of percolation ponds within the Whitewater River l100dplain 
(Biological Opinion 1-I-84-F-17), This project is described below in Environmental Baseline. 
Approximately 1. 17().UCles of CVWD Imrls llIld 24 acres of BLM (ands ( 1,194 acres IOlal) of the 
Whitewater Reserve wcre protected as a remIt of this consultlluon. 

Also in 1984, the CVWD, BLM, and Service signe<1 an "Agreement" Ihat defined their respective 
roles and responsibilities for managing llnld! within the Whitewater River l1oodplain. including 
the Whitewll1er Floodplain ReMlfVe and land.. upstrenm (BLM 19(5). 

In 1985 a rttovcry plan for the Coachella VllIley fringe-toed lizard was finalized (USFWS 1(85). 
'This spee.ies is currently rated lIS reC9very priority numher 5<:. lIl'Cotding to the FY 2005 recovery 
datu call. 'This number indicates high threat and low recovery potential, The "c" indicates 
conflict with developulCut Of CI.","1flomic llCtivily. 

In 19S6 the CoacbeU., Valley Fringe-toed LUNd Habitat Conservation Plan (CVPrLHCP) (The 
Nature Conservancy 19&5) WlIS adopted, An "Agreement" to execute the CVFfL HCP was 
signed in April 1986 b)' the City of Coac.hella, City of Indio. City of Cathedral City, City of 
Rancho Mirage, City of Palm Desert, City llf Indian Wells, City of 1..1 Quinta. City of ~ Hot 
Springs. City of Palm Springs, TIle Nlllure Conservancy, and tbe County of Riverside, In April 
1986 the CVFll. HCP Wll.S permitted by the Service (Permit No, PRT-698685). 

The CVFTL HCP was the second HCP ever cOlllple,ted and the first Hep c()mpleled pursuant to 
Section 100a)(1 )(B) of the Act (under the 1982 amendments to the Act}. As 11 result of thc 
CVFI1. Hep, a system of reserves was assembled Ul protect some of the remaining blowSlllld 
habitat for the fringe·toed ULan!. 'lllcsc three reserves, currelllly called the Coochclla Valley 
Preserve System. were miligation for development C9vered by the CVr11~ HCP, though thc 
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system of Reserves included II Substlllltialocreage or lands that were already miUgation (tIl' t'lhcr 
Projects, as well as some existing BLM lands. TIle Coachella Volky Preserve System is 1I 

combination of Peder<tllands, CVWD mitiglltion lands Ipre·CVFn... tlCI'), lind prlvllte lands 
ocquircd with congre~~iOllalapproprlation monies and mitigation fees colleeted under the 
CVFIl.HCP 

The Coachella Valley Prescrve System eoosolidatcd by the CVI~I'L Ilcr includes three Reserves 
thlll provide pmtection for about 11,000 acres of lund reported in 1985 to contltin lIpproximntely 
7.800 lICl'es of blowsand (The Nature Conservancy 1985). The CVPTL BCI' cstltuatcd 5.201 
acres (2,100 hectures) of "t)Ccupillble babitnt" in the '11louslIlld Palms Reserve In 1985. 
Approximately 620 OCfC$ (250 hC~1areS) of high·function dune babitat, and 1.236ucrcs (500 
hcctures) of inter-dune habitat cllrrently exist in the lltOllSMd Ptdms Reserve (Barrows 2006b; 
Groom ilnd ('faot, in prep), 111c CVf'TL BCf' estltnllted nhout 1,200 IIcres (486 hectares) of 
occupiable habitat in the Whitewater FltlOdplaln Reserve in 1985 (The Nature Conservancy 
1(85). Approllimalcly 287 lIt~res (I 16 Il¢ctares) of habitat, predominantly or low- to mid
function. exislc<l in the Whitewater FI\~plalll Reserve in 2005, or about 24 pereent of Ihe 
habitat acreage estilllated by the CVPTL BCI' in 1986 (Service GIS aml1ysls), 

In April 1986 BLM. Service. CDFG. lIllel The Nature Cooservancy signed 1Ill "Implementing 
Agreemem for Management" lIssocillted with tbe CVPTL HCP, that defined their roles and 
responsibilities for 11l1ulllging their respective IllI1ds within and s\lI'TOllnding the Coochella Valley 
I)reserve System (70 FR 329. BLM 1995). In this Implementing Agreement all signlllories 
lIgreed to "...carefully regulate, or foroid where necessary, ac:tlvities which may be adverse to the 
conservation of the CVFn., inclUding but not limited to disturbance of blowslIlld and native 
vegetation. depletion of groundwater, coustruction lind gruding, recreation use of off-mad 
vehicles, hunting. uud clllllping," 

In JlIlluary 1991 a Memorandum of Underslllllding (termed the "Coaehella Valley Preserve 
System MOU") was signed by The Nlllul'O ConscrvllTlCY, COf<i. ClIIifomia Depart.meut of Pllrl:s 
and Recreatiou. Service, lIlld BLM regarding the nlllua!.>emenl and pmtectiol1 of tire COllt~heUll 

VlllJey Preserve System (BLM 1995). 

The Serviced issued a Biological Opinion tln thc Califomill Desert Conscl'Vlltion Area Plnn 
Amendment for the COllchel1ll Valley (COCA PIM Amendmellt) in December 2002. PtUstlllllt 10 

II Record of Decision (ROD) by BLM under tire COCA Plllll Amendment signed in December 
2002, BLM is obligated to mMage BLM IlIllds COllsistent with tire propoted CVMSHCP. llte 
ROD for the COCA Plan Amendment C\lntmilS BLM to "Establish hnbitat coll.'IeI'vatioll 
objectivcs for asses.~ing compatible uses in eight vegetlllion eomlTWnity type;!' lIlld developing 
approprilUC mitigation lTlCll5ures. (Approximately 9S,*, of the ptlbUc llllld base is to be mllllllgOO 
eonsistent with tire multi-species habitat cOllservation ~jcctivcs established through the 
Coaehella Valley Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plllll)" (fiLM 2002b). Tho ROD also 
indiCllles: '1'0 facililate consistency with the goals and objectivcs of the CVMSHC1', the RIM 
established habitat conservation objectivcs for protecting sensitive species lind tireir 
habilllts...These habitat objectives apply 10 all BLM-adl1l.inistercd public lands that fall within 
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the conservation area boundary established through the CVl\1SHCP. Future activities 011 public 
lands within the conservation area must achieve the habit-'lt objectives either through avoidlll1ce 
or application of appropriate mitigation measures to be in conformance with the Coachella 
Valley Plan and consistent with the CVMSHCP" (BLM 2002b). Specifically, the COCA Plan 
Amendment slates: "For the 8 vegetation community types (Figure 2-4), the habitat conservation 
objectives outlined in Table 2-4 would be used 10 assess compatible uses and to develop 
appropriate mitigation measures within Conservation Areas on BlM-managed IllIld" (BlM 
200201). The objectives in Table 2-4 of the COCA Plan Amendment stale that BLM will 
"Conserve 99 percent of..." each vegeta.tion community within Conservation Areas on BLM
managed land; these eight general "vegetation communities" are: sand dunes and sand fields, 
desert scrub communities, chaparral communities, desen alkali scrub. marsh communities. dry 
wash woodland and mesquite communities. riparian communities, and woodland and forest 
communities; !bese communities include all fringe-toed lizard (and milk-vetch) hubitat in 
Conservation Areas. ]n the COCA Plan Amendment BLM defines "conserve" as the use of "all 
methods and procedures which are necessary to bring any endangered species or threatened 
species to the points at which the measures provided pursuant 10 the Endangered Species Ael arc 
no longer necessary" (BLM 2002a). 

Federal, State, and private granL<;/monies have also funded acquisition of fringe-toed lizard 
habitat and ecosystem processes lands essential 10 tbe species. Pursuant to all the above noted 
conservation efforts, a total of approximately 5,999 acres ofCVAG-modeled fringe-toed lizard 
habitat are considered Existing Conservation Lands by CVAG (Q date (2007). Additional lands 
that provided essential ecosystem processes, notably sand source areas and transport corridors, 
have also been cQnser\'ed. Additionally, BLM, Riverside Counl}', and the local jurisdictions in 
the Coachella Valley have increased compliance with existing trespass laws throogh increased 
enforcement of illegal OHV use in frlngc-toed lizard habitat in recent years. 

The Service is currently in the process of evaluating the CVMSHCP for a permit, Per the habitat 
modeling performed by CVAG, approximately 27,070 acres of fringe-toed lizard habitat exists ill 
the Plan Area. Under the Plan, the CVMSHCP Permillccs will protect and manage 6,999 acres 
of unprotected (as of t 996) CVAG-modeled habitat for the species, together with 5,999 acres of 
e)(isting conservation lands, for II total of 12,998 acres of modeled habitalto be conserved in the 
CVMSHCP Conservation Areas. These 12,998 acres amount to 48 percent of CVAG-modeled 
habitat for species in the CVMSHCP Plan Area tbat existed in 1996. The Reserve System under 
the MSHCP is also designed to protei:t most of the remaining sand source/sand transport areas 
that are essential to the blowsand ecosystems of the Snow CreeklWindy Point, Willow Hole, tbe 
Whitewater Floodplain. Flat Top Mountain, and the Thousand Palms areas. We expect thatthcse 
12.998 acres ofCVAG-modeled habitat would be conserved and legally prolected in perpeluity. 
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3.1.13 Future Conservation 

Besides those noted above. several additional conservation efforts are expecled to occur in the 
fmure in the Valley, notably: a) the proposed drilft Agtlll Clllicnte Band of Cuhuilill Indians 
Tribal HCP; b) mitigation for other land use actkms by agencies not permitted under the 
CVMSHCP (e.g., City of Desert Hot Springs. severnl water districts, school dblricts, lIliLitics, 
railroad, etc.), and actions in the Coachella Valley by federal agencies. If permitted, the 
conservation actions of the Tribal Hep would largely he independent of CVMSI·ICP and BLM 
planning and conservation efforts, though these actions are expected to be coordinated with 
CVMSHCP and BLM in the future. In the case of public agencies (e.g., Stale ood Federal), the 
goal of conservation actions would typically be to consolidme public conservation ownerships 
and improve protection of ecosystems processes (e.g., sand source and transport) ood ecosystem 
management. Other anticipated conservation efforts e1lpected include acquisitions and 
management by non-profit organizations. Tribal acquisition/management/legal protection of 
lands for conservation purposes would likely O\xur inside lind outside of Reservation boundaries, 
as well as in areas that are in and adjncent to the CVMSHCP ConservlItion Areas, including 
conservation of blowsand ecosystems (habitat as well as sand source/transport areas) that support 
fringe-toed lizards. 111e expected acreages of blowsnnd ecosystem that would be protected or 
enhanced with these combined efforts are substantial, but are undetemuned; thi:; conservation 
will be essential [0 the long-term sun·ival of the species. 

Since it is expected that there will be many Project proponents in the Plan Area wi II not be under 
the control of the proposed Penniltees, their actions would not be Covered Activities. and the 
impacls and mitigation from these actions would be cumulative effects (see Cumulative Effects 
below). These actions by non-Pennitees are expected to result in eonservation of an 
undetermined. but potentially substantial. acreage of loods within the Plan Are'l outside of 
Conservation Areas. 

3.1.14 Conservation Needs 

In 1985, a recovery plan for the fringe-toed lizard was published by the Service. "The primary 
objective of the recovery plan is to: "Minimize further decline of the species and degradation of 
its habitat by securing and prot~ting suitable babitat in two or more large scale prolected areas 
that maintain viable, self-sustaining populations" of the species. Tlte secondary objectives of the 
n:covery plan are: "Protect. manage, and enhance existing habitsl"; "Maintain ood enhanec 
fringe-toed lizard populations"; "Foster public awareness and support for the conservation of the 
fringe-toed lizard and its ecosystem through an education and pUblic awareness progflllll"; 
"Utilize existing laws and reguilltions protecting fringe-toed lizard ood its habitat." 

The best scientific and commercial data available indicates that long-ternl conservalion of atlellSt 
three or four viable populations (based on viable effective pl;lpulation sizes generally accepted in 
the peer-reviewed litcr.lture) of fringe-toed liz.ard with self-sustaining ecosystem processes (e.g.. 
sand supply) is necessary for conservation of the species (Murray <it ai, 1999. Nekola and White 
1999, Margules and Preso;ey 2000. Fairbanks t'f at. 2001. Noss lft a1. 2002. Canadian Wildlife 
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Service and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 2005, Fnlllkham Ii!I (11.2005). The CVMSHCP Md 
our related pennit are expected to provide a majority of the conservation measures necessary for 
the fringe-toed lizard. OUL~ide of implememationof the CVMSHCP, additional conservation of 
fringe-toed 1i7.ard habitat and ecosystem processes areas are necessary within IIIld outside 
CVMSHCP Conservation Area.~. Some of this conservation will be complementary to the 
CVMSHCP (termed Complementary Conservation under the CVMSHCP). IIIld the balllllce will 
be outside or coordinated with the CVMSHCP plllllning efforts. This additional conservation 
(primarily in the forms of acquisition. protection, management. and Project impact minimization) 
is expected and necessary from federal, tribal, state, and local jurisdictions/agencies in the 
Coachella Valley that are not Pcmtitees under tbe CVMSHCP. The most important consen'ation 
efforts for the fringe-toed lizard are eXJX-"Cted to occur in the Whitewater River l1oraJplain, the 
Willow HolelBanning fault area (particularly mesquite hummocks), the Snow Creek/San 
Gorgonio/windy point area. and in the Thousand Palms area. These efforts will need to include 
protection of sand supply and transport areas, maintenanceJrestoration of ecosystem processes 
(the associated groundwater. fluvial, and BeoHIIIl processes/regimes that support habitat), as well 
as a protection/enhancement sufficient area of potential and suitable habitat areas to meet 
conservation goals. 

3.1.I 5 Synopsis of Status 

The fringe-toed lizard is endemic 10 the Coacbella Valley. Most of the historic habitat for the 
species has been los\ due \0 development The distnllUtion of the species is now restricted 10 five 
or six fragmented populations within an artificially much-reduced range and acreage of viable 
habitat (CVAG 2007). Oncc-contiguous habitat across most of the Valley floor has heen 
fragmented into an artificial patchwork of small isolat.ed potential and currently suitable habitat 
areas within a landscape of now-inhospitable terrain. 

Monitoring studies thaI have heen conducted to date are inconclusive with respect to the status of 
the fringe-toed lizard range-wide or even on the established reserves where monitoring has been 
oc'Curring for two decades. The fringe-toed lizard populations within the study plots on the 
Whitewater RoraJplain Reserve declined to very low nl1lllbers/densities due lO the drought and 
sand depletion conditions of 1993-2005. whereas the population numbers within the Thousand 
P'.ums Reserve declined as well, but apparently not to such low densities during the same period. 
The basic status of the species within the remainder of the range of the species, (mostly made up 
of The Big Dune. Snow Creek. and Willow Hole areas). is essentially unknown. though the 
amount of remaining potential habitat is known and is limited in extent. 

The species ,mtus bas continued 10 decline over the last few decades since listing. cornmensurate 
wilh losses of habitat lind ecosystem processes. and threats facing the species have increased in 
magnitude and have become substantially more imminent and beller understood (45 FR 63812; 
England 1983; USFWS 1985, 2000a. 2ooob. 2005; Barrows 1996. 2006b; Simons, Li and Assoc. 
1997; Lancaster et al. 1993; Simons. Li and Assoc. 1996; Griffilhs et ai, 2oo2b; CVAG 2005, 
2007; Chen cr al. 2006; Hedtke et al. 2007; Service files, GIS lIIlalysis based on 2005 aerial 
photos and CVAG mapping 2007). Although, three isolated reserves currently exist for the 
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species (1bousand Palms Reserve, Whitewater Floodplain Reserve. and Willow HolclEdom Hill 
Reserve). these reserves do not provide tbe protection of habitat or ecosystem processes 
necessary to sustain the species. Remaining populations likely have small to very small effe~tive 

population sizes. The species is currently on II downward trend towards extinction within the 
next several decades. The continued direct loss of habitat, conversion of habitat, disturbance and 
fmgmenta.tion of existing habitat (including existing reserves), and the substantial loss or 
degradation of sand sources and tranSpOrt corridors necessary to sustain remaining habitat 
combined witb the natural population cycles of this species, makes its survival tenuous in the 
long-term without directed management efforts on its behalf. 

3.2 Coaebella Valley MIlk-vetcb (Astragalus lentiginosus var. coacllellae) 

3.2.1 LegallListing Status 

The Coachella Valley milk-vetch (milk-vetch) was fedemlly-Iisted as endangered on October 6, 
1998. Refer to the fmallisting rule (63 FR 53596) for a detailed discussion on the tllx.onomic 
history and description of this taxon. The species was listed ill recognition of the plant's 
imperiled status from habilatlosses caused by urban development and human modifications to 
the sand transport system that maintains the unique ecosystem the species relies upOll. The taxon 
is on the California Native Plant Society List I B and has no State status. 

3.2.2 Critical Habitat 

On July I, 2002, the Court ordered tile Service to reconsider II previous "not prudent" 
determination regarding critical habitat for the species, to publish a prop<>scd critical habitat 
designation for the taX-on, if prudent, on or before Novemher 30.2004. and to publish a final 
critical habitat designation on or hefore November 30, 2005. Pursuant to thIS order. critical 
habitat for this species was proposed on De<.-ember 14,2004, on 3.583 acres (1,450 hectares) in 
three units in Riverside and San Bernardino counties, California (69 FR 74468). The three units 
proposed for designation as critical habitat were in the Wbitewater River System, Mission Creek 
and Morongo Wash System. and TIlousand Palms System (69 FR 74468). A flnalrule was 
published on December 14,2005 (70 FR 74112), that determined critical habitat would not be 
designated for the Coachella Valley OlJl k-veteh. 

As stated in the final critical habitat rule, the Service identified 17,746 acres (7,182 hectares) of 
local, County. State. Pederal. and private lands containing features essential to the conservation 
of Coachella Valley milk-vetch in Riverside County. However. all habitat with essential features 
(described below) was lOCated within areas proposed to he mostly conserved and managed by the 
CVMSHCP or within areas conserved under the CVFfL Rep, and therefore was excluded from 
the critical habitat designation under section 4(b)(2) or 3(5)(A) of the Act The primary 
constituent elements for the identified 17.746 acres (7.182 hectares) of essential habitat for the 
Coachella Valley milk-vetch (69 FR 74468) included: 
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1.	 UncOIlsolidliled sands slored within rivers lind tributaries in the San Bernardino, Uttie SlIll 
Bem.ardino, and San Jacinto Mountains and Indio HUls, Tile uncon>.olJdated 
these riven; and tributaries lire not occupied by Coachella Vllliey milk-vetch, but represent 
original.source of the loose slInd tllllt forms the nnd dUnll:li lIud flllts thlltllre occllpiled 
plant. 

2.	 Unconsolidated sand.s de[>osited 0I11be IIl1uvilll faos uf the San Berrum1ino, LillIe San 
Bernardino, and San Jacinto Mountains and Indio Hills. The nods dcpo.siled 
on these alluvial fans lire Dot occupied by Conehella Valley ll1i1k·v!ll,b; lhe>e sands 
are transported by wind and water to form the fluvial and aeolian 00<1 tlml lire 

occupied by this plant. 

3.	 Suitable flooding regimes to transport unconsolidated sands from rh'efS and tributllries to 
alluvial fans of the San BemardillO, lJule San BertOOdinll, od San Jacinto Mountain" ed 
lndioHills. 

4.	 Suitable wind and flooding regimes to tfllllliport uoconsolidllled sands dtpnsited on the 
alluvial flllls of the San Bernardino, Little San Bernardino. ll.lId Sll.lI JllCitlt(1 Mountains lind 
Indio Ifjlls to the fluvial and aeolian depositional area.~. iocluding _ westl)f Edom 
HUllWillow Hole reserve. arelIS west of Coachella Valley Pre>erve. and tbe Whitewater 
Aoodplain area that are occupied by Conebella Vulle)' milk-vetch. 

5,	 Aeolinnsand~ on uctive, stabilillCd, lind shielded sand dunes or fields, and sandy alluvial sites 
in washes with.!n the San GorgoniolWhitewaler River IlCOlian sand transport system, Mission 
CreekIMorongo Wash IlCOllllll SMt! transport system. and the ThouslInd Palms aeoliun sand 
transport system that lire occupied by COlCllella Valley milk-vetch. 

3,2.3 Species Descrlprion 

The Coachella Valley milk-vetch WD described by Rupert C, Bame!>y (1964) based ana 
specimen collected in 1913 by Allee F.lI1ltwood in Palm Springs, Califomia. Coachella Vulley 
milk-vetch, a member of tbe pea fan1ily (Fnbaceae). is lin annual or short-lived perennial wilh 
ascending stems 4-12 inches ( 10-30 centimeters) tall. The lellVeS, stems. and fruits are dell>ely 
coveted With short. appressed (pressed flllt). while hairs. The pink-purple flowers are armnged in 
lIto 25-f1owered M'emes (a simple, elongated Inflorescence) lIIld tile two-cllllmbered fruits arc 
strongly inflated, The Coachella Valley mllk-velcllis one of 19 varieties ofA, Jenrigino.fI~r found 
in California (Spellcnberg 1993). none of which occur in the same region or habitat types, 
However, A.. aridu$ lIIld A. Gnl/cllar;ac may be found within the geograpbicalllnd ecological 
rll.lIge of A. len/iginosus var. couc:!tcllu<I. Bolh of these tMIl, in conltllStlo the Coachella Vulley 
milk-vetch. have fmits With a single chamber, 
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3.2.4 Distribution 

Coachella Valley milk-vetch historically and cummlly has a limited distribution and is endemic 
to the southern California portion of the western Sonoran desert. Barneby (1964) initially 
described this taxon as apparently confined to the Coachella Valley. However, specimens 
collected in 1973 from the valley floor ncar Desert Center [appro:dmately 50 miles (80 
kilometers) to the southeast of the Coachella Valley] were identified as A.1. var. coachcllac and 
attributed to Barneby. These specimens were apparently misidentified and have since been 
detennined to beA.I. var. variabilis (Knaus 2006). Barneby (1964)notesA.1. VaT. Wlriabilis 
from the Desert Center area, and reports A.I. VaT. coachellae only from the Coachella Valley. 

The majority of historic and existing occurrences are found in the northern Coachella Valle)" 
generally from just east of Cabazon to the dunes off Washington Avenue, north and west of IndiO 
(Service 2004). The taxon currently is found mostly in and around Snow Creek. Whitewater 
River floodplain, Mission Creek, Morongo Wash, Willow Hole. The Big Dune. and the 
Thousand Palms Reserve. 

The Coachella Valley Associated of Governments (CVAG) modeled 36,398 acres Coachella 
Valley milk-vetch habitat within the plan area for the CVMSHCP. Additional Coachella Valley 
milk-vetch modeled habitat (several thousand acres) occurs on Agua Calienle Indian Reservation, 
outside the CVMSHCP plan area on The Big Dune. Range-wide, most of the lands where 
Coachella Valley milk·vetch suitable and potential habitat exists are privately owned. 

Surveys conducted by James Cornett in 2002 found 1,491 individuals of Coachella Valley mllk
vetcl. on a site south of Interstate 10 between Date Palm Drh-e and Bob Hope Drive (Sections 10, 
14.22, and 24; T4S, RSE) (MBA 2(02). Surveys conducted in 2004 by Mr. Cornett, near Palm 
Vista and Los Alamos Roads and on adjacent Reservation lands. detected more than 500 
individuals within the hoondaries ofproposed residential development parcels (Cornell 2004). Mr. 
Cornett reponedly stopped counting after 500 and suggested that thousands more plants were 
present (J. Cornett, pers. comm.). On June 30,2005, Service personnel observed more lhalI2,OOO 
individuals scattered across the same site and adjacent lands (USFWS unpublished data). Based on 
available data, Sections 10, 14, 22. and 24 together support the largest known population of 
Coachella Valley mllk-vercb. 

In April 2005, surveys conducted for the Desert Southwest Transmission Project and Devers to 
Palo Verde 11 Project identified 38 occurrences of the Coachella Valley milk-vetch hetween 
North Palm Springs and Indio. The surveys located 98 individual Coachella Valley mllk-vetch 
associated with these occurrences (Greystone Environmental Consultants 2(05). 

While the overall range of this species may not he significantly reduced from the historical 
di.stribution. the number of clttant occurrences has declined dramatically (K. Barrows 1987, 
Service 1996). The majority of historical habitat has been eliminated or degraded hecause of the 
direct and indirect effects of developmenl. Most of the historical habitat has been directly 
converted 10 urban or agricultural development, and the almost all of the remaining habitat has 
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been substantially degraded by reduced/eliminated sand sources, OHV use, alllJlor inva~ive plant 
species. 

3.2.5 Habitat Affinities 

Many tllXa in the genus Astragalus, including A. lentiginoslls var. eoacJu.tllae, are endemic 10 

habitats willt sjX"~ifie substrate or hydrologic conditions and =. therefore, natura1ly limited in 
distribution by the necessary combination of various physical factors (Service 1998). The 
Coachella Valley milk-vetch is found on loose sands. mostly within the Coachclla Valley of 
Riverside County. Coachella Valley milk-vetch populations in the Coachella Valley are strongly 
affiliated wilh active, stabilized, and shielded sandy substrates (Sanders and Thomas Olsen 
Associates 1996. White 2004). This tllXOll is primarily found on loose aeolian (wind transported) 
or alluvial (water lranspoltCd) sands thal are located on dunes or flats. and along disturbed 
margins of sandy washes (Service 20(4). This biotic community type has been categorized by 
Holland (1986) as stabilized and partially-stabilized desert sand fields. 

Most of the suitable sandy ltabitat for lhe species in the Coachella Valley is genenlted from sand 
derived from alluvial fans and floodplains of several specific drainages of the Indio Hills and San 
Bernardino, Little San Bernardino. and San Jacinto Mountains (Griffiths 111 al, 2002. Lanca<;ter 
1997). Sediment is entrained from slopes and channels in the headwaters and drainage mid
reaches, and is lransponed downstream in channels during infrequclItflood events (Griffiths el 

at. 2002). Fluvialtranspon is the dominant mechanism that moves sediment into fluvial 
depositional areas in tbe Coachella Valley (Griffiths til al. 2002). SOllie sediment is stored on 
terraces withillthe channels. whereas during larger flood events, sediment is stored on the surface 
oflarge coalescing alluvial fans as floodplain deposits, or is tiansponed through these faILS in 
chllDllelized washes and deposited over broad depositional areas on the valley floor. For 
sufficient fine-grained sands to reach the aeolian system in the Valley floor and ultimately 
support suitable habitat for the taxon, it is necessary to protect major fluvial channels that 
lranspon source sand from the surrounding drainage basins, as well as alluvial fans and 
floodplain depositional areas. 

Active sand dunes are an important habitat for the Coachella Valley milk-vetch. The highest 
densities of Coachella Valley milk-vetch have been found in locations containing large areas of 
aeolian sand, iucluding Snow Cteek (Sallders lind TIIOmas Olsen Associates 1996), The Big 
Dune, and Willow Hole areas (Service files, ELM. unpublished dilla 2001a). Within active and 
stabilized sand fields and dunes. the species tends to occur in coarser sands in the margins of 
dunes. but not in most active blow sand areas (WhIte 2004). ActIve dunes are generally 
characterized as barren expanses of moving sand where perennial shrub species are sparse. TIle 
dunes may intergrude with stabilized or partially stabili7.ed dunes. which have similar sand 
accumulations and formations but are stabillzed by evergreen or deciduous shrubs, scattered low 
annuals, and perennial grasses. Active sand fields are similar to active dunes, but are 
characterized as smaller sand accumulations that are not of sufficient deplh to form dune 
formations. They also may be characterized lIS hummocks forming behind individual shrubs or 
clumps of vegetation. 
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Slabili:t.ed sand fields are similar to active sand fields but contain sand accumulations that are 
st:lbilized by vegetation or are armored (Service 2004). Armoring is the process where the wind 
picks up l!Ild moves small sand grains, and leaves behind larger sand grains forming un "armor" 
that prevents wind from moving additional smaller particles trapped below (Sharp and Saunders 
1978). The stabilized sand fields in the latter case arc temporary, becoming active when the 
armor is disturbed over large are.as, or new blowsand is deposited by the wind from upwind 
fluvial depositional areas (Service 2004). 

Coachella Valley milk-vetch is also found in shielded sand dunes and fields (Service 2004). 
Shielded sand dunes and fields have similar sand formations as compared to active and stabilized 
sand dunes and fields, except that sand source and transport systems that would normally 
replenish these areas have been interrupted or shielded by human development (Service 20(4). 

Coachella Valley milk-vetch also occurs in locnli:z.cd patches of aeolian sand or along active 
washes that are, in some cases, fnirly distant from large dunes or sand field areas (White 20(4). 
Some of these localized patches of aeolian sands are characterized as ephemeral sand 
accumulations lacking dune formation (Service 20(4). This type of habitat generally occurs at 
the western end of the Coal'hella Valley where wind velocities are highest (Sharp and Saunders 
1978). 

The sandy substrates that provide suitable habitat for Coachella Valley milk-vetch are extremely 
dynllllaic in terms of spatial mobility lind tendency 10 change back and forth from active to 
slllbiJized (Lancaster 1995). This has significant consequences for Coachella Valley milk-vetch 
because their population densities vary with differentlypes of sandy substrates (Service 2004). 
Because suilable habitat is transitory in some portions of the Valley, currently unoccupied areas 
can also become suitable following fluvial and aeolian events. For instance, the greatest 
densities of plants have been recorded on dune and hummock habitats. such as The Big Dune, 
Snow Creek, and Willow Hole, whereas smaller densities of plants have been recorded on 
stabilized sand fields (Service files, BLM, unpublished GIS data 2oola), Conserving a relatively 
wide variety of sandy substrate types is imponant for the conservation of Coachella Valley milk
vetch because of the dynamics of the aeolian sand transport processes and the artificially reduced 
and limited extent of remaining habitllt (Service 2004). 

Plant species often found in association with the CO,'lCllclln Valley milk-vetch include creosote 
bush (Larrea tridcntata), burro-weed (Ambrosia dllllWsa), indigo bush (Psorothamfllls emoryi), 
fourwing saltbush (A/riplex cWleseells). sand verbena (Abroll;'l l'illosa). dicoria (Vicari(1 
canescens), Indian ri~'egl1!SS (Aclmathenllll hymt'/lOides). croton (Cr%n ea/{romicllsl. sandmal 
(Chamaesyce po!:ycarpo). sandpaper plant (PetalollYx /hurberi). annual desert ratllewced 
(Astragalus aridus), salton milk-vetch (A. erotalarille), and devil's lantern (Oef/othera 
deltoides). 
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3.2,6 Life History 

Coachella Vnllcy milk-vetch seeds gcrminnte in response to winter rains (White 20(4), 
Likewise, seasonally dormant root crowns (the root crown is the point at which the root and stem 
of a plantlllccl) sprout new Shools in response to winler rains. TIle date of first flm'i<ering may be 
as early as December and conlinucs into May. though most flowering specimens have been 
collected ill March and especially itl April (White 20(4). The urst d"le of folit may be a" early as 
February, but most specimens of fruits have been collected in April and May. The Coachella 
Valley milk-vetch fruiting bodies are inflated. an apparent adaptation for being dispe.Ilied by 
wind. As such, wind transport corridors between populations facilitllte gene now and population 
"rescue" after extirpation events in dynanlic habitat areas. At maturity. the pods dry and fall to 
the ground, wbere they are dispersed by wind. As summer progresses. the vegetation dies above 
the root mass. with an unknown proportion of plants persisting into the following summer and 
fall as dormant mot crowns (White 20(4). Coachella Valley milk-vetch populations typically do 
survive drought periods as dornlant seeds (seed bank). lind the numbers of lIbovc-gruund planL~ at 
any given time is only a limited temporal indication of population siU! (White 2(04). It is not 
known how long seeds may remain viable. but studies on A. ltmtig;lloslls var. micufls 
demonstrate that buried seeds can remain viable for at least 8 years (Pavlik and Barbour 1986). 
Therefore, suitable habitat thar is essential for the long-term survival of this tlllCon can oncn be 
devoid of above-ground individuals (during dry periods). yet contain undetected (by typical 
surveys) seed bank and dormant foot crowns. 

3.2.7 Popularion Trends 

Historical abundance of the taxon in the Coachella Valley is unknown. Twellly to twenty·nve 
occurrences have been recorded within the past decade (CDFG/CNDDB 2(01); and 90 percenl 
are found within 3.1 miles (5 kilometers) of Interstate 10 (Barrows 1987, CNDDB 2001). 
Approximately 20 to 25 percent of the documented plant occurrences are protected on the three 
existing fringe-toed lizard Reserves in the Coachella Valley Preserve System, An estimatcd 75 
to 80 pereent of the known CoacheUn Valley milk-vetch occurrences arc found on unprotected 
lands. Of these, approximately 7 percent exist on Southern California Edison (SeE) lands. 7 
percent occur on land~ within the Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indian Reservation, and the 
remainder is situated on other private pareels. 

Overall. populations of Coachella Valley milk-vetch vary widely in numbers of above-ground 
plants from year to year. depending on the environmental conditions. making assessments of tOlal 
individual numbers difficult. At locations where the Coachella Valley milk-vetch was monitored 
in 1995. densities varied from 3.1 to l48 plants per acre (1.3 to 60 plants per hectare) (Sanders 
and Thomas Olsen Associates 1995). Because the general overlap of nIilk-vetch habitat with that 
of the fringe-toed lizard, it is expected that the extent of milk-vetch habitat has likely been 
similarly reduced by 85 to 91 pereent compared to historic conditions (as noled for the fringe
toed lizard above). with concomitant losses of milk-vetch occurrences and populations in number 
and sizes. 
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3,.2.8 TIlfCalS 

The elimination of habitat for Coachella Valley milk-vetch likely inilhlted with the introduction 
of agriculture over a century ago, butllrbnlllzluion has greutly llccelCmled these losses in the past 
40 years. Significant dune lu\bltat for the species once <)(:currlld nlons much or Ihe length of the 
Coachella Valley floor. Increased urbanization hl1S reduced lIvlulnblc huhilallhrough direct 
conversion of land, and illdin.:clly throllgh alllll'l\lions in the Sl1nd transport system fI:sp('l\sible fN 
the creation/maintenance or sandy ecosystems (Blll'iows J987). StntetuIe,s, pe~'t)lutilln ponds, 
utility substations, spoil piles llndlevees, road fill, and/or tree windrows hllvc been 
cODStructed/planted within most ol'thc rctllnining sand Iffinspm1 corridors. stabilizin1!. confining, 
or blocking much ofthe historically free moving santi downll~ valley. preventing or milldng 
the continued sand replcnishmcm of Ihe blowsand habitat. As habitllt for the SP<'ci'~S bc.:omes 
increasingly fragmented by urban developmcnt, retlluinlng populations become more vulMnble 
to adverse effects of OHV activities. roadside maintcnllllcc. pavingflaudSl:lIping, lind Iloo'llatlve 
plant invasions. Fragmenlation increnses the potential for stocbastic cvents that dctrllllcnllllly 
affcctlong-term survival probability. Similarly. fragmentation also dcl.~reascs the spedes' 
resilience to rebound from such events. Additionally. populations of Coachella Vll1ley mm:· 
vetch have been altered by development of wind energy parks lind degmdcd by OHV U'iC 1K. 
Barrows. pers. eornm. 19%). 

llle primary threat to Coachella Valley milk-vetch is Ihl: extensive llrbM in Ilie 
Coachella Valley (63 FR 53596). Urbanization can directly destroy plants and suitable 1I11bitllt 
on a Project site. Additionally, development can indirectly degr.ldc or eliminate suitable l:all'lUll 
by covering sand source aroa.~ with structures or landscaping. or by blocking saud trllllt~~>Ort 

llll'Ough a Project site to habital areas downwind of the development. A_ note l\lxw'('., perilldjcc 
inputs of IlOOlian sands are essential to the maintetWll.'e of Ihl: dynarelc blowsaud of 
the Coachella Valley (Semce 1998). Residential, oommercil1l, mad. and golf course 
devclopments witbolnthe appropriate design coIlSldemtions when in saud llOOrccIl.ran,poli 
corridors. typically have adversc effects on me local llOOlian and flooding n:gimcs by n:duclllg 
the wind movcment ofsands and modifying the flooding lind drainage pIlUCms, OcCllpkd and 
potential habital areas thaI are dowllstTeare or dO!'\\''Tlwind of these developments (hahilUt that 
depends on a periodic supply of loose unconsolidated sands for its long·tenn e:..islen,-e), lire 

gc.nernlly degraded by the I1lterntion. blockage, and reduction in Ihl: supply of slmd. 

Aoodter threat includes habital degradation and loss by me spread ofinvnsivc plants. such liS 

Salwan [I\USlard (8ra.uica (oumefortii) and Medit:erranean grass (Schisml/s barootlls) (69 FR 
14468). Inva~ivc plant specie!' can potentiall)' displace Coachella Valley ntilk.·vetch by 
.tabi lizing loose sediments, reducing ttansport of sediment to downwind habitnls occupied by 
this specie~. and oompeting fur litllit~ resoun:es. such lIS water. Dense populations of Saharnn 
mus!llrd have inVaded nlll:St suitable milk-vetch habital an:as in the Valley. and are pnrticulurly 
evident with standing plants in ~dVY rdinf1l11 years. 
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On private and public lands, unauthorized OHV Use has increased in recellt years and is expected 
to damage or destroy standing plants llJId occupied habitats dircctly. A lack of enfor,'cllll:nt 
capilbility has contributed to thc proliferation of this problem. 

On privatc and public lands, the cOllstruction and oper.ltion of sand and gravel mines, debris 
dams, and percolation ponds directly and indirectly impscl plants and occupit'd habitat llnd 
deCl'1:lISe the amount of fluvial sediments to depositional areas in downstream ol."upled habitats. 
For example, the percolation ponds constructed on BLM and CVWD lands in the Whitewater 
Floodplain Conservation Area resulted in the direct loss of occupied habiUlt and have 
substantially altered the tntnsport of sand to downstream occupied habitats (Griffiths 1'1 ill. 
2002b). 

3.2.9 Existing lind Future Conservation 

Please see Existing Conservation and Fulure Consen'lltion above for the fringe-toed lizard, 
Existing and future conservation efforts for tbe Coschella Valley milk-vetch and fringe-toed 
lizard lire largely the same. liS their habitat needs are simillll". Exceptions include rome future 
conservation expected for the milk-vetch (and other· species) along Morongo Wash and other 
drainages, as well as in the Willow Holc.IBanning FlIlIH area; many of these efforLs would not 
likely directly benefit fringe-toed liurds 

3.2.10 Conservation Need.s 

No recovery plan has been published for the 1IIi1k.,vlZu:h. As with the fringe-toed litw, tbe best 
seientific and eor:nmercial data available indklltes thaI 1000g-telln conscn'lltion of at tellSt threc or 
four viable populations (based 011 viable effective popnlation sius generdlly accepted in the pecr
reviewed literature) of milk-vetch with self-sustaining CI.'Osyslem processes (e.g., SlInd supply) is 
IlCCCssary fon:ollSelValiOl1 of the species (Murray 1'1 (II. 1999, Nekolllllnd White 1999, Murgules 
and Pressey 2000. Fairbanks el a1. 2001. Noss el 01. 2002, Canadian Wildlife Service lind U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service 2005. Fnmkharn 1'1 al. 2(05). lhe CVMSHCP and the requirements of 
our associated permit are expected 10 provide the majority of the measures necellsary for the 
milk-vetch COIlSelVAtion. Outside of Implementation of the CVMSHCP. lIdditional ConselVlIlion 
of mille-vetch babill:ll: and ecosystem processes areas are neccssllry within and outside 
CVMSHCP COllSCrvaliOIl Areas. Some of this conservation will be complemental)' to the 
CVMSHCP (tenned Complemenlary Conservation under tbe CVMSHCP). with the balance 
outside or coordinated with the CVMSHCP planning efforts. This additional conservation 
(primarily in the forms of aequisitioo. proteetioo. management. and Project impact 
rainimiUltionimodification) is expected and necessary from federal, tribal, sUl1e,llJId local 
jurisdictions/agencies in lile Coaebella Valley that are not Perrnitees under the CVMSHCP. The 
lIlO.st important conservation cffortS for lile milk-vetch are expected to occur upstream and along 
the Morongo Wash floodplain. the WhitewlIler River floodplain, tbe Willow HoleIBanning f(lult 
area (including mesqUite hummocks), the Snow Creek/San Gorgonio/Wind)' Jloint area, and in 
the Thousand Palms area. Essential needs also include the proleeuon of sand supply and 
tfllnSport lln.:a,. maintenllncelreslomtion of ecosystem processes (the associliled groundwater, 
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Ollvilll, lllld llfOlilln processes/regimes that support habitat), as well as ~ prolccllon/cnhllnCClIlcnt 
!>uflident area ofpolential and suitable habitat areas necc,ss!uy to nll'~t ba~k conscrvation go~ls. 

II Synopsis of Stlllus 

TIle Coachella Valley milk-vetch is currently persisting in the Coachella Vlllley. bUI no CSlllllil!(.'S 

~l( I1Ulg~Hvide population sizes exist. As noted above, increased urbanization has redu!:.:u 
available habitat and the sand transport system necessary to maintain this spedes by 85 percent 
or more over historic conditions. Almost all remaining populations of the ~pcdesare fragmented 
and isolated; habitat for the species is becoming increasingly fragmented by urban de.velop.laenl 
lind more vulnerable to adverse el1'ects of OHV activities, road construction, and invilsive plllnt 
species. The currently expected continued loss and degradlltion of habitllt, dislllrbanec. 
fragmentalion of populations and loss Of degradation of slltld sooreesw sand tl1UlSport corridors 
necessary to sustain remaining habitat synergistically combine to make survival of this species 
tenuous in the long-lenn. 

4,0 ENVIRONMENTAL BASELINE 

The regulations implementing the Act (:SO eFR §402.02) define the environmental baseline Ill' 
the past and present impllCts of all Federal, Stllte, or private actions lllld other human aclivities in 
the action area. Also inclnded in the environraental baseline are the lUIlicipated impacts of all 
proposed Federal Projects in the lICdon area that have already undergone 5e\."tion 7 con.sullation, 
and the impacts of State or pell/llte actions which are contemporaneous with the consultation in 
progress_ 

4.1 Action Area and Project Site 

Action area Oleal'rS all areas to be affected directly or indin:clly by the Federal aClion lind not 
merely !be immedillle area invoh"Cd in the action (SO CFR §402,02). TIte action area is the arell 
in which the EnvifOl'lffiCntal Baseline, Effects of the Action, and Cumulative Effects are 
lIl'la1yzed. 

4.1.1 Action Area and Surrounding Land Uses 

The action area is located within the upper CoaclteUa Valley of Riverside COunty, situated ncar 
the eastern end of the San Gorgonio Pass. Thc upper Coachella Valley region is nn extensi\'e 
outwash alluvial plain. ringed by steep hills and mountains. The San Gorgonio Pass (Pass) is a 
I1ll1Il)W (five miles wide) east-west pass which connects the coastal and San Bcrnardino plains 
with the Coachella Valley. Topographic relief in the area surrounding the lICtion area '''"8cs 
from the gently sloping desert floor which makes up the majority of the Pass area and upper 
Coachella Valley, to Sleep mountain slopes inlhe northwestern and southwestern portioll.s of the 
Pass, the action area is surrounded by tlte Litlle San Bernardino Mountains {o the north, the San 
Gorgonio Pass extending to lhe west, open valley desert to the east, and the San Jacinto 
Mountains to the southeast. 
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The action area utilized herein indudes the floodplain of the Whitewaler River from downstream 
of Windy Patutto the downstream end of section 6, Township 45 Range 5E, on the Agua 
Caliente Indian Reservlltion. The action llrea also includes additionalllreas outside the floodplain 
of the Whitewater River within section 22, Township 3S Range 4E, including area~ on both sides 
of the Southern Pacific/linion Pacific Railroad and across GarneH Wash. 111e action arCll 
additionally includes blowslIlld habirats adjacent (northell5t) 10 the portion of tile Whitewater 
River floodpltlin noted above. Sce Figure 3.1-1 below. 

'11;e action area is located on the desert floor. within Ihe Wllilewater River floodplain and some 
areas inunediately adjacent, on the Valle)' Ooor betWCCll Slate Route III artd Inlerstate 10. The 
action tlrell hll5 gendy sloping topography (outside of constructed levees), with elevation.s ranging 
from ahollt 1,000 feet above sea level in the northwest to alx'ul ,14{) feet in the southeast 

The primary sand source for the Whitewater Floodplain ConS<::tvat.ion Area and action area is the 
active and relalively open flood plain of Whitewater River downstream of \\'indy Point; the river 
is intenniltenl on the valley fll1lJr and emanales fromlhe San Bernardino Mountains with 
tributaries illlhe San Jacinto Mountains (Griffiths cr aJ. 2002b). M'diments, most importantly 
sand, is fluvially lIe[losited (and existing derasi!., become exposed) during stormwatcI nows 
wlthin the floodwily and portions of the floodplain of the Whilewater River. Filler sediments ate 
entrained in a largely unidirectional wind field created by the westerly winds and deposiled 
downwind in unstable coppice duneslhummocks (Griffilhs ('I (/[. 2oo2a) These 
dunes/hurnmoc.ks are transitory and decrease in size as the supply of alluvial sand is depleted 
(Griffiths <:1 ai, 200211). Wirtd energy in the Coachella Valle)' is abundant, and l\('olian!>and 
trmsport is Iirniled solely by the ~lIpply of suitable l1uvially·deposited sediment (Griffiths cl at. 
2oo2a). The datll malyLed by GriffitllS et ai. (2002b) 5uggestthat cblll1gcs in flllvial sediment 
supply significlUltly influence rates of aeolian s<::dimcllI trallsport in the Whitewater Floodplain: 
the highest Ilcolillll sand trallsport rates follow periods of high discharge in lhe river. and Jow 
I'lIles either preceded or coincided with high mnoff. 

Much of this sand historically was dropped (fluviall)' deposited) where stulm Oows encounter 
wide floodplain areas and slow dowl1; in this eale Inost or it is tluvially deposited in the wide 
portiolls of the tloodplainlfloodwny downslte.anl ofWi.ndy Point and upstream of Section (, (T4S 
R5E) of the Aglln Caliente Indim Reservation (CVAG 2007, Griffiths el al. 2oo2b). The 
consistent winds down the Coacbella '!lIlley (northwest to liOUU.~t) later move thole ~ments 

tbm are sand-silA:d and 1IU1IlJer that are eJlposed on the ground surfllCe (ShlUp 1\164). The winds 
lltthe upper end (northwestern) of the VlIlleyare stronjlest (where the Valley is namlW) and tlllJli 
have the highest potential to move the larger (SlIIld sized) sediments in qUaIltity. Sediment" that 
are not exposed (buried or capped) are oot picked up by the wind AeolUm sand movemenllll 
~Iowed (or even stopped) by vegetlltion or other similar features (bemls, fences, buildings, etc. 
that slow the wind near the grourtd ~urface), as all sub:aantial Silnd movement happen" very dose 
to rhe ground (Sharp 11)64). 
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Over a period of )'ears following a modemte or larger fluvial deposition event (such ll~ typically 
occurs about once a decade in the Valley), a large amount (a spike of sand quantity over lime) 
sand is blown from these fluvial deposition areas into. and eventually through. lhe aoolilln 
lransition arCllS. 'nlC last substantial drought period, which ended the winter of 2004-2005. 
involved an extended period (approximately 12 YCllfS) with lillie flllvial deposition in tbe 
Whitewater River i100dway or floodplain (within the action area and Ctlnservation Area). 
OtJrine this drought peri(XI mc)s! of (hI;' S\lrfm:e. \:llowsand sand deposits within these llleolian 
transition areas in the lICtion area wen.' eroded by the consistent winds and blown downwind. 
Most of this aeolian sand lraversingthis portion of the Whitewater Floodplain used 10 end up in 
The Big Dune. 

Anthropogenic impediments prevent the delivery of WIDe fluvial sediment to the Whitewater 
Floodplain Conservation Area from both tbe upper San Gorgooio River (which historically and 
possibly currently feeds into a gravel pilnellf the lOW'll of Banning) and Blaisdell Cllnyon (which 
is cut off from the Whitewater depositional area by <:California Highway Ill) (Griffiths ':f aJ. 
2002b), Sediment yield to the Whitewater fluvinl depositional area in the modem era is less than 
in the predevelopment period owing to these reductions in sediment delivery (Griffiths ef al. 
2{)()2b). The ill-stream mining operlltion on the upper San GOtgonio River likely reduces 
sediment yields intbc entire San Gorgonio bllSin by 14 percellt (Grifllth5 e/ al. 2002b). 

Before the cunstruction of percolation ponds, retention dikes. a railroad. and major highways (the 
pre-development period for the Valley). the areal extent of the \Vhitewatcr depositional area 
stmngly reflected the amQunt ~lf IUlnual sediment deposited (Grlflltb tef ai. 2002b j. In the modem 
era, the extent of the Whitewater depositional area ha~ been red\K:ed by alter,lIion of channels and 
floodplains (Griffiths I!( al. 2002b). llle construction of the pel'l"(llllllOn ponds in the Whitewater 
River floodplain has reduced tlle amount ofSIlnd <lV1lHable for aeolian transJXll1 in ule 
Whitewater FlOodplain Con..,;ervll1ioo Area by redocing tbe Mill ll.fClI of' s.and exposed to the wind 
and reducing the area of fluvial deposition (Griffiths er al. 2002b). These ponds also Imp some 
fluvial sediment (CVAO 2007), which Is then unavailable for aeolian transport owing to the 
geometric arrangement of tile pond~ perpendicular [0 wind dircction combined with the high 
slope angles On the dikes (Griffith!! elat. 2OO2b). This has hlocked westerly aeolian sand 
transport from erossing much of the historic depositional arell (Griffiths IU aI. 2oo2bj. In 
combination, the White..711er fluvial dept;lsitionlll area has been reduced by nearly 50 percent 
(from 7.1 to 3.6 square milesI by t.be direct and indirect effects of the installation of the 
percohllion ponds along tlle south edge of the river (Griffiths el aI. WQ2b).nus t.hen teSuhs in a 
signilicllIll quantity of sediment deposition to OI..'cur in lInartowet swath and farther downstrealll 
lhan occurred historically under the nalural nuvial sedinlenl regime (Griffiths et al. 2002b). 'The 
result is I~ sand being fluvially deposited within the Whitewll1er F1OO<1plain Conservation Arell 
in locations that are effective for maintaining aeolian processes and then:fore blowsand hnbitnl 
for the fringe-toed lizard. 

Urban development (mostly since [he 1980's) !lOW intercedes between these transition areas on 
the Whitewater Floodplain and The Big Dune; the saud thatuow reaches this interceding 
development predominately ends lip al this downwind edge. or is removed from within the 
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developed area Much of Tile Big Dune is now developed so no appreciable aeolian sand is 
expecled to rcaelltlle remllining undeveloped portions of Tile Big Dune. Given this 
fl'llgmentlilionMd lsolallon, no par! of lhe Big Dune was included in lilly CVMSHCP 
Con..;ervalion Area, althOllgh some habitat (including occupicd hahitat by fringe-toed Iiz.ards and 
milk-vetch) likely 8tilJ cJ\:isLs there. 

The w:tion nrca contains existing OftHiclal features, Including p;wed and dIn mads, fcncing, 
overhead power lines. CVWD percolation ponds. levees/bemlS. debris piles. rllill'l:)'ld. tree 
windrows, and hundreds of wind turbine generators. Most of the ilction area is wllhin the 
CVMSHCP Whitewater }lloooplllin (lonliCrvation Area. The Whitewater Floodplain Reserve Is 
within the center of the aelion itrea. Also within the action area llre a portion of the Whilewater 
River floodwaylhigh-wnter chanllcllll1d adjllCent poteollllllsuitallie habitat for the fringe-toed 
lizard and milk-vetch occurring wiLhin Section II of the Agun Caliente Indian Reservation: 
Section 6 occurs at the downstream (SOIlthca'llern) of the ilClion area. Most of the land wiLhin the 
aeLion area is controlled by CVWD or BLM, Most of the non-CVWD private lands in the 
area occur in lIS eastern third, on both sides of North Cf!!OC Autry 'I'mlL 

The Whitewater Floodplain Reserve was thought by some researchers to have il slISwnablc 
aeolian sand sources (Meek Md WaskJewicl. 1993), whlle others (e.g., Griffiths <:1 2002b) 
questioned whether the Whitewater Floodplain Reserve will hllve il sufficient recum:nt 
supply for survival of the fringe-toed lizard. because Qf the fluvial lind aeolian disl'llptioos 
associated with the percolation ponds upstream on the highly epi..ooic sediment deposition from 
the Whitewater River. Some additional arlificial ad~rliC effccts to lIuvill! lind aeolian PI'lX'CSscs 
result from debris stockpiles and levees (on CVWD lands within the Whitewater Reserve) 
associated with Gamet Pit Mine. 

4.1.2 Project Site 

The Project site is located in doliC proximity to existing wind turbine arrays; it is located south 
and east of more than 600 existing ""nd turbines located within the Whitewater RIver floodplain 
area of the City of Palm Sprin/lli. Additiooalman-mllde features located in c101iC proximity to the 
Project site include: Nonb 1Ildian Canyon Drive located directly east of the ~ite (running north
south); the Southern PacifidUnion F'llt:ific Railroad line and Inlerstate 10 freeway, botb located 
nottlt of the site: and Stare Highway J11 less than one mile southwest of the site, An existing 
residential community Is located south of the Projecl site on lbe opposite side of flood dlll1lulle 
reduction levee. An existing 1.2 mile-long levee extends norln-south lh."TOSS and off I portion the 
Project site (Within Section 27). 

The Project slte for the proposed ilCtion consists of Section 27. most of section 28 lpredominat<lly 
proposed wind energy turbines and transfonners) and portions or section 22 (predominately 
proposed electrica1 substation, overhead lines, and tap line). The Project site as defined herein 
includes all areas tbat would be directly affected by the proposed Project. and the adjw:ent arelLS 
withillthe vicinity. This differs from the Project sile defined in the dran EIS/ElR for the Project, 
in that it includes the powerline trallSrnlssion features. See Figure2Ji-S. 
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The Seetioo 27 lind 28 portion~ of the ProJeet site (1Ummtly consist primarily of undeveloped 
desert land wlt!l I LI miles of ex.isting gravel roods, bulld.ings, meteorological towers, overhead 
pole lines, lind fences originll1.ly in$talled for II previous wind energy Projeet on Seetion 28. 
Seetion 22 cmllllillS live operating wind energy Projects, access roarls, overhead pole lines, wind 
turbines, meteorological towers. plId·mountcxl trllnsformers. outdoor storage yard. electrical 
suhstlltion, and a railroad. Seclion 27 also illcludes u 0.7 mile-long pornon of an existing CVWD 
levee that exlends oCfsile. a gravelrond, lind IWI) 199 fOUL lull meleolOlogicallowers for 
coUeeting wind and climme dalll. Section 28 cummtly conll1lns four 199 fOOL tall meteorological 
lowers, remnunls of a previous wind turbine opcrntIon including seyen concrete block lind IVuOO 

buildings. some ahandoned electrical trallllformers. 15 grnvel roads, approximately 2.3 miles of 
overhead electrical lilies, and an existing opernling wind energy Projecl on tbe western end, 
opernled by others than Ihe appllClllI1. The remainder of the Projecl sile Is primurily covered by 
dc,o;ert scmb vegetalil111, lind II series of dminuge swall~.Il, along wilh areas of cobbles and 
boulders. Scattered debris occur throughoul the Projecl she Ihal apparentlY have been illegally 
dumped, blown onto the site. or left by periodic flooding of the Project area. 

11111 proposed development is located 011 property that is curmntly zoned Watercourse on the 
Palm Springs Zoning Map. The zoning c1assificlItion pennlls the Iypes of land uscs thatllre 
proposed. subjecllo a Cooditional Use Permit and the requirements of Section 94.02.00{H)(S) or 
Ule Palm Springs Munk:ipuJ Code n:gullU.illg COllunereIal Wind UI1Crgy Conversion Systellls 
(WECS). The applicanl has entered inlo an agreement with the CVWIJ to lellsc its land on 
Section 27. 

Aside from the north-south running ''CVWD levee" (sec figure 3.1-1). Ihe Project site does not 
have any steep slopes bul has genlle sloping topogrnphy 10 the southeast with lolal relief of 
llpproxitrnllely 160 fccl, ranging frolllabout 804 feet above sea level al the northwest comer to 
644 feel at Ihe southe:lstl'Omer. According 10 Dale Anderson at Riverside Counly l7J.ood Conlrol 
and Wliter Cooseryation Districl, this levee is defunct lind no longer in usc. PCI' conversations 
\I\11h Federal Emergency MlIIlllgement Agency and Riverside Counly Flood Control and Wilier 
Conservation Disuict (see Consultation Hlslory above) regarding potential isslles surrounding 
redIrecting t100d flows towards Ihree existing levees in the southern portion of the Whitewater 
River floodplllill. both agencies indicated they would probably not objecl 10 the removal of the 
north/soulh mnning levee (pllrlia.lly O(.'Cuning on site) In Ihe southern portion of the Whitcw.tler 
River floodplain. 
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Mountain YIIW IV Wild Energy Project E1S/EIR IRQUAE I 
Existing Land Uses 3.1-1 
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4.2 Status of the Species and Critical Habitat within the Acllon AJ"ell 

4.2.1 Coachella Valley Pringe-toed Lizard 

Critical habitat for the fringe-toed lizard duceS not occur in rhe action afca for thc propm:cd 
Project. 

TIle Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizard is cndemJc Coachella Valley and occurs in the action 
area and Project site. Range-Wide and within the action area, drought eondllions and assodated 
natural sand depletion cycles have caused (and are expected 10 cause) t.lllIlpomry lizard 
population declines. Although these conditions are periodic and nalura! (and are lhose under 
which Ihe species evolved).thcy arc problematic whcn combined with the synergistic effects of 
the currentlUtificial conditions of smull population Ulld patch sizes. fragmentatllm, species 
invasions, modified fluvial/aeolian regimes, and 10", of l"llre lucas and connectivity, Thus, 
natural drought conditions Subsh10lially threlllen all remllining fringe-tood lizard POPUlllliollS. 
including the population in the aclion area. 

Service staff estimates that abollt 1,500 OClCS of mid- or high-functi()n potcntinl habitllt oecum in 
the action area (see Plgure FTL-4). An unoetennlned uereago! of allditk'rlltl arell:l of low-function 
hubltat for the ~pecies oceulS ill the action IllU, including within the ProjCl"1site, Much of thc 
llClion area (along the center orlhe Whitewater River) is t')l'ically IIOtlulbllat f(ll tile species 
because these areas are plUt 01 all active high-Witter dmnnelllloodway. Other are1l\ within the 
historic floodplain and temll:e5 of Ihe Whitewllter River are not hllbillll 01 arc low-funcl.ion 
habitat for fhe species, indirectly due to llItificiai constrictions of Ihe 1100xlpiain in the oction are;1 
upstream/upwind. with associated losses in fluvial and lleOlian processe$ (Griffiths rl at 2002h). 
SubstUlltiaJ portions of the llCllon l1ICll Mve potentillito heeolllC mid- or high-function hllbitat for 
the species (with restoUltiowenhlllli;ement), but tllCSC area~ lIICll. geucmlly depleted of blowsi1nd 
because of these modified fluvial and lleOlhm procCllSClI (Griffiths (/ ai. 2(0211), 

Drought conditions in the region over last couple centuries have rt.'Sulted In several extended 
periods (10 years or lIlore) willt relativdy mir\OlOI nonexistent storolflows thmugh tbc main 
drainages of the Valley, including the Whjtewliler River in the oction area; during these drought 
periods relnti vely minol levels of fluvial sedilllcntlllion occun; witbJn fhe vurious IltXldplaln$ that 
are key to tlte blllwsand ec(}system. With fhe almO£l constant winds in the Valley, dU.liug 
extended droughl conditions Icss sand was delivered to almost all blowsand habit!! in the IIcllon 
Mea Ihan is eroded away, \'C$ulling in a 001 depletion (oreliminlltloo) ofthe blowsalld deposits 
necessary 10 suslJlin lizard Iutbilat across large areas (CVAG 2007l. 111ls is especially evident in 
the action area (including lhe WbJtewater Aoodplain Reserve and CVMSHCP Whitewater 
Aoodplain Conservation Areul. where no substantial dunes (extemi\'(\ blowsand dcpot>its) 
Mil unconsolidated sand deposits are shallow and generally transitory. 

Most of the E'rojecl site is oot hubitlll or is low function Itabilal for the fringe·toed lizard. Tbe 
channel for the Whitewater River erosses Ihe Project site; areas thai are plUt of the current high
wllter clutnnel fOl River do flot have: suhstantial deposils of blowsand., sufficicnt 10 support 



57 Field Manager, Palm Springs-South Coast Field Office, BLM (99BOOO2-07F0042) 

lizards in most years. Areas of the Project site to the north of the railroad tracks also typically 
lack sufticient blowsands, as this area is mostly out of the sand trJ.nsporrJdeposition zone 
considering prevailing winds and fluvial deposition areas upwind; as such, these mens are 
expected to not be occupied by lizards In most years. 

The portion of the Project site north of the main River channel and south of the railroad tracks 
includes what is likely a relatively thin strip of high function habitat for the fringe-toed lizard. 
This area gets very substantial periodic inputs of blowsand, has a relatively high cover of 
vegetation, and is not consistently disturbed by small and medium-sized flood events. 

Portions of the Project site that are south of the current channel of the Whitewater River are now 
largely shielded from influx of blowsands due to the percolation pond levees that are upwind (as 
noted above, features such as levees are very effective at blocking aeolian transport of 
blowsands). Additionally, the area occupied by the percolation ponds (and the southern portion 
of the Projcct site itself) used to be (until the ponds were constrUcted) part of the larger main 
fluvial deposition area for the Whitewater River (Grift1lbs et al. 2002b). Degraded babitats for 
boll! fringe toed li7,ards and milk vetch (stabilized shielded desert sand fields) within the 
Whitewater Floodplain Conservation Area occur downwind of the percolation ponds; the ponds 
are in the path of the fluvial flows of the Whitewater Rivcr and their presence has restricted flows 
10 a narrower deposition area, which has affected the extent of suitable habitat for both species 
(CVAG 2(07). The long-term persistence of stabilized shieldcd desert sand fields is 
compromised by the interruption nfthe sand source and sand transport system (CVAG 2(07). 
Without periodic deposition of fluvial sediments from mid-sized flood events in the area now 
occupied by the percolation ponds, the portion of the Project site that is downwind of the 
percolation ponds has lost most of it blowsand supply (Griffiths (!r al. 2002b). As such, sand 
supply and transport have been sUb&iantially degraded to the southern half of the Project site. and 
Lhis area now mostly consists of relatively small areas of blowsand deposits surrounded by 
stabilized shielded desert sand fields that are "armored." Because this portion of the Project site 
is in a very high wind zone and bas sparse vegetation, aeolian. sand transport through the Project 
site historically was likely (periodically) very substantial, and blowsand deposits wcre likely 
historically more extensive, quite dynamic, and closely tied to periodic influx of fluvial deposits 
upwind in the historic main depositional area of the Whitewater River floodplain. 

The fringe-toed lizard population in the Whitewater Floodplain Reserve and surrounding 
Whitewater River floodplain recently dropped to what is to be likely dangerously low population 
census levels during a severe drought that ended in 2005. Mark-recapture monitoring 
methodology was used to intensively sample the Whitewater Floodplain Reserve since 1985 
(Barrows et al. 1995; Muth and Fisher pers. COmDl., 1986-2005). From 1985 to 2005, the 
population was sampled annually within the plol, and the results progressively dropped from 
documenting a high density to a very low density of fringe-toed lizards. When monitoring began 
on the plot in 1985, over 200 adult fringe-toed lizards were detected in the 5.6-acre plOL During 
a drought from 1985 to 1990, the number detected dropped to II adults. The number detected 
rebounded to l43 fringe-toed lizards on the plot in 1996. Extended drought conditions from 
1993 to 2005 resulled in a decrease in the number of lizards 3gain. By 2005, only one adult 
fringe-toed lizard was detected on the plot (Mark Fisher, pers. corum., 2006). 
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Based on aerial photography, ground.lnJlhing, lInd expert opinion, CAVO staff clllcuhlled lhat in 
2005 less than 500 acres (200 hectares) of suitable habiult existed on the Whitewater Floodplain 
Reserve, and that roughly 1.000 acres (400 hectares) of suimble habitat exisled in the Whitewater 
floodplain area (including habitat areas inside and outside of the Reserve). At a density of one 
fringe-toed lizard per 5.6 acres (the density in 2005 in the lesl plot), CFWO SinH ('sljmated lhur 
approximately 90 fringe-toed lizards inhabited the Reserve aad that approximately 180 fringe· 
toed lizards inhabiled the entire Whitewater Floodplain in 2005. However. a few small patches 
of habitat likely supported higher densities of fringe·toed lizards than the monitored plOl, 
ConsequenUy, CFWO staff estimated that Ihe entire population on Ihe Whitewater River 
floodplain probably dropped below 300 fringe-toed lizards in 2005. In 2005 and 2006, habitat 
conditions in portions of the Whitewater River floodplain improved due to an influx of aeolian 
blowsand deposits (following the winter 2004-2005 flood-borne sediment dcp()sils upwind), bUI 
the population numbers on the 5.6-acre plOI increased 10 only six lldull fringe-toed lizards in 
2006. 

Service staff estimate (using mark-recllptul'C melhodologies) tlllltihe entire census popUlation on 
the entire Whitewater River floodplain dropped below 300 fringe-toed lizards in 2005, TItis low 
census population number translates into extremely low effective population size in the long
tenn (Frankham el al. 2005), as it is typically very close 10 the size of the smallest single 
generation effective population size. wllichis a fraction (often about 10 pereent) of Ihe census 
population size (Frankham el al. 2005). Thus, the long-tenn effective population size for the 
entire Whitewater River floodplain population is likely close to 30 fringe-toed lizards. lind very 
likely less than 100 (e.g., Vecutich et al. 1997); this number is quite small wheu genetic. 
demographic, and environmental threats arc considered (e,g., Lynch and Lande 1998). 'nle 
genetic bottleneck of a single-generation effective population of only 30 fringe-toed lizards (and 
a census population of 300 or less individuals) in the entire Wltitewatcr River floodplain in 2005 
will likely have long-term conservation consequences, 

The census population in the White"'llter River floodplain is expected to substantially increase 
over the next few years of because of increased blowsand inputs/improved habitat conditions 
following recent flood flow sedil1lCnt deposition, Nevertheless, the next extended (12 years or 
longer) drought likely will again depopulate the Whitewater River Ooodplaln 10 the brink of 
extirpation or cause extirpation, regardless of any genetic factors at work due to the elltremcly 
low census populations numbers that would result from loss of habillll associated Wilh drought. 
The steep population increases following severe crashes seen in this species resull in surprisingly 
minor increases in long-tenn effective populations size (e.g.. Vucetieh el ell. 1997), and allcast 
this and likely all of remJlining fringe-loed lizard populations have effective populations 
substantially smaller that the minimum recommended numbers. 

4.2.2 Coacbella Valley Milk-vetch 

No critical habitat bas been designated for this species. thus none oecurs within the ,tetion area. 
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The COllCbella VaHey milk-vetch is largely restricted to the Coachella VaHey. Population 
estimlltes tbroughoutthe action llJ'ea are not currently available beeause insufficient monitoring 
dlltllare available. Similar to the fringe-toed lizard, Service staff estimates that about 1,500 acres 
of mid· or high·function potential habitat occurs in the action area (see Figure FI1.-4). An 
undetemlined llCreage of low·function habitat for the species occurs in the action area, induding 
within the Projcct site. 

POpUIIUiOl1li of Coachella Valley milk·vctch have been altered by uevc!oplllcnt of wind energy 
parks and degraded by aHV use (K. Barrows. pers. COnl1ll. 1996). Development has also caused 
direct and indirect losses of plants and habitat for the species. The downwind end of the action 
arellis defined by a swath of dense development that has eliminated what WllS historically 
contiguous llvailable hllbitlltthrough to. Ilnd across. The Big Dune. The llCtion area i~ a fragment 
of what was historically a much larger system of Ilvailable hahitat (thalineluded The Big Dune); 
nevertheless. much of the aetion area remains rellilively open fmm an aeolian processes 
perspective. Within the lletlon nrea. percolation ponds, 1100d danlllge reduction structures, spoil 
piles, roads. wind energy structures, milroad, utilities, and tree windrows have been 
constructedlplanted within much of the historic sand SOUree!trdIlSpt)r1 corridor. These features 
and their associated infrastnlcture modify fluvial and aeolian processes. stabilizing. confining. 
andlor blocking II substantial portion of the historically free lllOving sand downstream or 
downwind in the llctiollarell, 11lis ultimately prevents or gTeII!ly reduces the continued sand 
replenishment to most of the historic blowsand habitat in tllC action arell, lind has likely redu(.'Cu 
available habitat in the action area to fraction of what occurred historically. 

Habitat areas and level of function throughout the Project site is likely quite similar for the milk
vetch as tbat uoted above for the fringe-toed lizard. BccllUse milk-vetch can occupy soroc areas 
on l100dplain telTllCes that have minimal blowsands (where fring<Hoed HINds are Illlt expected), 
the ovcrlllp of habitat function within the Projcet site for the two species is oot procise llnd more 
of the Project site !I1lIy provide more medium functioll habitat for the milk-vetch than for fringe
toed lizards. 

4.3 CVMSHCP: Whitewater Floodplain Conservation Area 

The CVMSHCP Whitewater Floodplain C~'iCrvlltion Area, established by the CVMSHCP in 
2008. illCludes t:IlllSt of the fluvial depositioo llJ'ea llIld much of the llCOlialltl1ll1sport Wile the 
Whitewater River floodwlly and Ilondplain system south of lntellitllle-l0 (Griffiths tl al. 2OO2b). 
This C~'iCl'VlI1ion Area is a zone of restricted future development and cooservation pllWning in 
which a suostlWtiallllDOOnt ofcrmrently unconscrved land remains. The Coaservation Area 
includes the existing Whitewater Floodplain Reserve, and additional lands eaSt and SOUtheast of 
the existing Reserve on the WllSllllld cast sides of Gene· Autry Tntil, south and east ()f CVWD'5 
grouoowliter percolation ponds, the Gamet Hill area oorth of the Whitewater Floodplain Reserve, 
and CVMSHCP proposed Biological Corridor and sand lnlnsport areas soutb of 1·10 along 
Mission Creek, and Willow washes, which provide cormecrivity for sonIC species (though not 
likely frlnge-tocd lizatds, but possibly formilk-veteh) to or from the Willow Hole ConservlIdon 
Area north ofl-l0, To the northwest of this Conservlltion Area is the Whitewarer ClUlyon 
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Conservation Area, To the west is the Highway 111/1,10 Conservation Area. The Whitewater 
Floodplain Conservation Area connects to the Snow Creek/Windy Point Conservation Area nellf 
Windy Point, where the San Gorgonio River joins the Whilewiller River. The Whilcwater 
Floodplain Conservation Area contains a total of approximately 7,370 acres. 

The Conservation Area contains most of the mllin fluvial deposition urea for Whirewllter River 
Ooodpillin (downstreaul of Windy Point). and much of the aeolian transport zouc of the historic 
blowsand ecosystcm based on the Whitewater River (CVAG 2007, Griffiths er a/. 2OO2b). This 
Conservation Area does not (nor do any of the CVMSHCP ConsefVlltion Areas) contain any 
portion of the historic main lIeoliun deposition urea for the Whitewater River, The Big Dune. 

Tho Whitewater Floodplain Conservation Area consists of 5,j86 acres of CVAG modeled habitat 
for Lhe fringe-toed lizurd. Of Lhis tolUl, abouL2.500 acres (approximately 45 percent) of fringe
toed lizurd modeled habitat are considered Existing Conservation Lands controlled by BIM or 
CYWD. OUf estimates. based on field reviews and acrial photos, indicated thaI about 1.000 
acres of habitaL suiLahle for fringe-toed lizards in the Whitewater Floodplain Conservlltion Area 
was exlUnL in early 2005; large area~ of modeled habitat (approximately 4,500 acres) were found 
Lo be devoid of suhsLantial hloWS<'llld deposits and were lhus \llIsuitable at that time. Some of 
these areas are expecLed Lo become periodically suiLable with the input of new aeolian sand in the 
months/years following the stormfiow-generated fluvial events Ibat deposited sands upwind 
during the winter of 2004/2005. Other large areas of CV AG modeled habitat ure not expected Lo 
tx:come suitable habitat in the predicted future, even following larger tluviaJ deposition events. as 
these areas ure not downwind of expected fluvial deposition areas under currenL l100dplain 
conditions. based on mapping by Griffiths ef at. (2002b). Pursuant to Service field and GIS 
analysis (including CVAG 2007 mapping, historic and recent aerial photos, and mapping from 
Griffiths ttr aJ. 2002b). we expect that a!Jout 1.195 acres of the Whitewater Floodplain 
Con.'lervlltion Area is potential mid- or high-function habitat for the fringe-toed lizard. 

The Whitewater Floodplain Reserve contains approximately 1,230 acres of CYMSHCP-modeled 
habitat for the milk-vetch. An additional approximately 4,374 acres CVMSHCP-modeled habitat 
for the milk-vetch occurs east of the Whitewater River between Highway lO and I:lighway III in 
tbe urea north of the CVWD percolation ponds and adjacent to the soulbeastem comer of the 
Reserve. to comprise a total of approximately 5,635 acres of modeled htlbitaL in the Whitewater 
Floodplain Conservation Area. The CVMSHCP will cunSl:rvt;l applUAilllately 5.325 acres of 
rnilk-veteh modeled habitat in the Conservation Area 

In addition to the issues noted previously. past and present ORY activity within the boundaries of 
the proposed Whitewater River Conservation Area likely degrades suittlble hahitat for Lhe fringe
toed lizard. Within and adjacent to Section 19 and 24, TIS R4E. uflbe Whitewater Floodplain 
Conservation Area, evidence of OHV use bas heen observed on CVWD and BLM 
controlled.lands (Tyler Grant. Pete Sorensen, and Jon Avery, pets. observ. 2004. 2005. 2006. 
20(7). OHVs have and currently gain access to proposed Conservation Area lands (including the 
adjacent Snow Creek ConservaIion Area) important to the ecosystem upon which the fringe-toed 
lizard and milk-vetch depend. 
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Of the existing conservallon lands within lhe Conservation Area, the CVMSHCI' is expected to 
protecl these lands in perpetuity. Pursuanl [C) the CDCA Plan Amendment and the CVMSHCP 
(as noted 'lbove), on ELM lands within the Conservation Area, BLM is expected to conserve 
approximately 99 perccnl of eaeh vegetation community thaI supports fringe-Illed lizard or milk
vetch habilats. Of the private unprotected lands in the Conservation Area, the CVMSHCP is 
expectcd to protect approximately 90 percent of the acreage of modeled habitats for fringe-toed 
lizanlWld milk-vetch, 

Table W-l.	 CVMSHCP Whitewater I<1oodplaln Conservation Area: Plan Specified 
Losses and Conservntion of CVMSHCP Modeled lIabitllt.~ 

Species 

Total Acres 
of 

Modeled 
Habitat 

in 
Conservation 

Area 

Acres of 
Disturbance of 

Mod. Hob, 
Authorized in 
Conservation 

Area 

Acres 0/ 
Mod. Hob, in 

Existing 
Conservation 

Lands 

Remaining 
Acre:; of 

Mod. Hob. 
to be 

Conserved 

Total Acres of 
Mod, Hob. 

to be 
Conserved in 
Whitewater 
Floodplain 

Conservation 
Area 

""""-,-== 

5,325 

- _.~..

5,309 

Coachella 
Valley 
Milk-
vetch 

5,635 318 2,535 2,859 

Coachella 
Valley 
Fringe-
toed 
Lizard 

5,617 309 2,532 

."

2,m 

As noted in Table W-[ abovll, the CVMSHCP and our expected Secl.ion 10 permit would 
provide coverage to permittees for developmeDtlosses of approximmcly 10 percent of the fringe
toed lizard Wld milk-vetch habitats on unconscned private lands within the Conservation Area 
(note: the areas of modeled habitats for friage-toed li7.ard and milk-vetch lllfgely overlap), 
Outside of the CVMSHCP Conservation Areas on non-federallnon-Reservationlands (in the 
CYMSHCP plan area), the CVMSHCP and pertnit provide coverage for development actions 
performed or approved by permitees. 

The Plan provides for unspecified management measures. including potential util ization of $5 
million Management Contingency Fund identified in the Plan. The Plan commits CYWD to 
"deposit sand removed from tbe groundwater recharge basins [percolation ponds] during 
maintenance operations in the fluvial and aeolian sand transpon area on available Resenc lands 
in a manner that downwind habitat would receive appreciable inputs of aeolian sand from 
deposits....· Much of this material removed from the percolation ponds m,ly contain sediments 
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other ilian sand. Additionally, the overall amount of sediment maJ.erial is expectcd to be 
relatively small compared to the aeolian processes involved in maintaining habitats for fringe
toed lizard and milk-vetch. While this action is expected to havc some minor net benefits to the 
fringe-toed lizard and milk-vetch, the extent of the benefit to be derived from tlus action has not 
been determined in terms of enhancements of the function or the areal extent of habitat available 
in this Conservation Area. 

The existing protected lands and cUlTent regulatory mechanisms in the action area do not 
sufficiently protect the ecosystem process areas essential to maintaining (rejuvenating) the 
necessary potentia1lsuitable habitat within the action area for the milk-vetch and fringe-toed 
lizard. Althougb some management and enforcement in the CVMSHCP Whitewater Floodplain 
Conservation Area occurs, inadequate management resources are currently available to 
effectively provide for necessary habitat enhancement (e.g., restore degraded fluvial deposition to 
portions of the Whitewater River floodplain). Some enhancement of existing habitats has 
occurred in the Whitewater Floodplain, including sand fencing to artificially retain additional 
blowsands. 

4.4 Consultations in the Action Area 

Several section 7 consultations with the BLM and Army Corps of Engineers that are important to 
fringe-toed lizards or milk-vetch were concluded over the last few decades. In 1982, BLM 
consulted with us on 12 wind energy development projects on public lands in the San Gorgomio 
PasslCoacheUa Valley Wind Energy Resource Study Area (1-1-82-F-1l4). Per BLM's approvals 
under this action, thousands of wind turbines were approved for construction on leased BLM 
parcels. The term of these leases is 30 years; these leases run until the year 2013 (The Nature 
Conservancy 1985). Many of these wind turbines (and associated buildings, access roads, 
transmission lines) were built within sand source and/or sand transport zones important to the 
lizard and the ecosystem it depends upon, particularly within Whitewater River floodplain. 
Minimization and mitigation measures implemented by the applicants and/or BLM were limited. 
Notably, many of the wind turbines developed per lliis action on BLM lands in sections 20, 22, 
and 28 (in T3S, R4E) in the Whitewater River floodplain are placed on levees associated with 
CVWD's percolation ponds and the remaining adjacent channel of the Whitewater River. 
Associated additional turbines have been placed on adjacent CVWD parcels in locations having 
important ecosystem processes supporting fringe-toed lizard and milk-vetch habitat. particUlarly 
fluvial sediment transport and deposition and aeolian sand erosion and transport. 

In 1984 Bilf consulted with us on right-of-way grant request from CVWD for development of 
percolation ponds within the Whitewater River floodplain, between Highway 11 I, the Southern 
Pacific Railroad line, and Indian Avenue (USFWS 1984: Biological Opinion 1-1-84-F-17). The 
purpose of this project is to gather and spread Whitewater River stormwater flows and imported 
Colomdo River water for groundwater recharge. The staled term of the project is 30 years (1984
2014). The project directly covered about 800-900 acres. Approximately 20 north-south dikes 
were ultimately constructed), each approximately 87 feet wide and 450 feet apart. A dike was 
also constructed along the northerly edge and east of the spreading facilities/percolations ponds 
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to redirect the Whitewater River into a narrulV channel for [load dllllluge reduction purposes, 
substantially reducing the available floodplain of the River and concentrating and increasing the 
velocities of flood flows thus moving sediment deposition farther downstream than occurred 
naturally (Griffiths III al. 2ooob). The project utilized on-sile material to construct the 
di kcs/lcvecs. 

111c Biological Opinion for the percolation ponds acknowledged that indirect effects of the 
down-valley transport and deposition of sand by wind and \\'ater were not fully understood: the 
supposition in the Biological Opinion was that the project would not affect wind transpo't of 
sand east of Illdilm Avenue (Service Ii les. USFWS 1984). TIle Biological Opinion also 
acknowledged thai if all l100dwaters are trapped by the pereolation ponds there would he an 
effect on water Il'llnSport of sand, and that the potential indirect effects of the project "arc of 
significance to thc fringe-toed lizard because the lands lying to the east of Indian Avenue are 
good habital." Our Biological Opinion did notllnticipate most of the substantial fluvial changes 
caused by the percolation ponds (lIS laler illustrated, for example, by Griffiths el al. 2oo2b). 
Nevertheless, the Biologk1al Opinion found that the project as proposed woUld jeopardize the 
continue<:l existence of the fringe-toe<:! Hurd, and provided a reasonable and prudenl altemativo 
that stipulated thai. 1.218 ncres of GVWD land~ immediately east of Indian Avenue to be 
conserved and managed for the GVFTL for the life of the project (30 years), "then reassessed" by 
BLM and the Service al the end of the lca.<;e in year 2014. This Biological Opinion also 
stipulated that illegal usc of the afCll by off-road vehicles should not be allowed and should be 
controlled by the besl pos.~ible mcans. Our BioJogiclll Opinion provided an incidental take 
statement that only exempted take of Iiurds on 236 acres of habitat to be disturbed by 
construction; it did not anticipate any take from harm resulting from any indirect effects, such as 
loss or degradation of blowsand habitat downstream/downwind of arCllS of reduced fluvinl 
sediment deposition caused by the percolation pond project. Approximately 1,170-aeres of 
CVWD lands and 24 acres of BLM lands (1,194 acres total) of the Whitewater Reserve were 
protected as a result of this consUltation (these same lands were Illter incorporated into the 
conservation strategy under the GVFTL HGP and GVMSHCP). 

In 1999 the Service provided a Biological Opinion to BLM on a proposed Iletion "Leasing of 
Federal Land for the Purpose of Wind Energy Development in Coacbella Valley. Riverside 
County" (BO ref. no. 1-6-99-F-49, September 3,1999). This project action was ne\'er 
implemenled~ it included proposed construction of wind energy turbines on BLM lands. 'nlC 
proposed Project analyzed herein is a re-initiation of consultation on this former proposed action. 

In 2004 the Service provided a Programmatic Biological Opinion (1-6..()4..F-32S2.4) 10 the 
Feder.1i Highway Administration for specific road projects in the Coachella Valley. including the 
Indian Canyon Drive Widening Project (Indian Canyon Drive Project). TIle Indian Canyon Drive 
Project is located in the action area and downstream/downwind of the herein proposed Project 
site. TIle Indian Canyon Drive Project has not yet been constructed as of the date of this 
Biological Opinion. Indian Canyon Drive, a north-south roadway. currently exists as 1Ilwo-lane 
roadway extending through the action area. The Indian Canyon Drive Project would widen 
Indian Canyon Drive to a 4-lane divided roadway segment, to provide two traffic lanes in each 
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direction with a 4-foot wide painted median and 8-foot wide shoulders. The project will require 
additional right-of-way and two culvert replacements or extensions. No curbs or benns are 
proposed for the roadway segment within the Whitewater River floodplain; the roadway segment 
would be constructed as an at-grade crossing so that flood waters can cross anywhere along the 
segment in the floodplain. A I,OOO-footlength of concrete structural section is proposed for the 
roadway segment in the northern portion of tbe Whitewater River crossing to facilitate 
maintenance during periods of flooding. The remainder of the project will be constructed with an 
asphalt concrete pavement overlay, or new pavement section. The widening would occur entirely 
on BLM managed lands, to the west of the cun-ent road aligrunent. A tiered Biological Opinion 
off of the mentioned Programmatic Biological Opinion is in-process for the project. 

4,5 Mining 

Along the northern edge of the action area and surrounded by the CVMSHCP Whitewater River 
Floodplain Conservation Area, the existing Garnet Pit (Garnet Rock Pit: RCLOOI29; 91-33
0031) is largely within the fonner floodplain of the Whitewater River and is within the City of 
Palm Springs (sections 26 and 29, TIS R4E). This active pit is controlled/operated by Granite 
Construction (Riverside County 2(06). The pit is directly downwind of more than a linear mile 
ofthe current channel of the Whitewater River adjacent to CYWD's percolation ponds. Because 
it is downwind of this channel, much of the sand that is flood-deposited in tbis channel stretch 
and is latcr eroded by high winds, blows into the mine sileo Most of this sand likely remains 
onsite or is commercially transferred offsite. No appreciable amount bJowsand entering the mine 
site is expected [0 reach blowsand habitat for the lizard. Thus, this mine site is a sink for an 
undetermined amount of blowsands of the Whitewater River. 

Substantial excavation within the Garnet Pit has occurred off Granite's pareel and into the 
existing Whitewater Floodplain Reserve (and proposed Whitewater Floodplain Conservation 
Area) on lands owned by CVWD (section 26). Additional to the excavations, substantial 
debris/rubble piles have been created, and a levee has been constructed, within the Whitewater 
Roodplain Reserve and floodway of the Whitewater River. According to the State Mining 
Geology Board (SMGB 2003b) "GnlIlite.. , indicates that excavation activities have extended 
southward from the Granite parcel onto the CVWD parcel. ..According to the April 25, 2002, 
letler from Coachella Valley Water District, •... [GJranite is nOI permitted to excavate on district
owned land... '" On December 21, 2001. the Gamel Pit was inspect~ by staff under contract to 
the SMGB (SMGB 2003b), and according to the SMGB: "As noted at that time, the mine had 
been operated outside the scope of its approved reclamation plan" (SMGB 2003b). On March 
14,2002, the SMGB issued the operator a Notice to Correct (SMGB 2003b). According to the 
SMGB, Granite proposed in 2003 to wait until 2038 to refill the excavated portions of 
CVWDlReserve lands (SMGB 2003a). The combination ofexcavations, debris piles, and the 
constructed levee are currently having substantial direct and indirect adverse effects on the 
blowsand ecosystem and fringe-toed lizards in Whitewater River area. The constructed levee 
extends approximately a half mile into the Whitewater Floodplain Reserve. These effects are 
most pronounced in the footprint of these features on CVWD/Reserve lands, and indirectly in the 
areas downstream and in the wind-shadow of the debris piles and levee. Downwind from tbe 
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lcvee. a significant area of potential fringe-toed llzard habitat within (he Whitewater Floodplain 
Reserve is currently starved of blowsand as a result of the levee and debris, and thus highly 
degrading or eliminating it as habitat. Removal of Granite' 5 apparently unauthorized levee on 
CVWDlReserve lands would allow passive restoration of much of this degraded habitat. Granite 
has recently committed to fill the excavation that occurred, as well remove most of the associated 
debris piles and levee, on CVWD/Whitewater Floodplain Reserve land; this work is expectcd 10 

be completed within the next year, after remaining permitting issues for the fill and debrisllevee 
removal work are resolved (Service files, Catherine Vos, Granlte Construction representative, 
pers. comm. at the CVAG Interim ProjecI Review for the "Granite Construction/CVWD 
Reclamation Project", August 21, 2007: letter from Gary Johnson. Gr-anite Construction, to Steve 
Robbins, CVWD, September 25, 2007). 

4,6 Factors Affecting the Species' Environment within the Action Area 

As stated above, the primary factors affecting the fringe-toed lizard and milk-vetch in the aClion 
area are the loss of habitat due to alteration of fluvial and aeolian sand sources, obstructions 
within the sand movement corridors, conversion of habitat to incompatible uses, OHV activity, 
and armoring of soils. These combined factors have resulted and will likely continue to cause 
substantial direct and indirect losses, such that only a small fraction of historically available 
habitat in the action area remains, little of which is functional to the extent that it is capable of 
supporting viable populations of this species in the long-term without increases ]n management, 
notably restoration of ecological processe.~. 

5,0 EFFECfS OF THE ACTION 

The regulations implementing the Act (50 CFR §402.02) define effects of the action as the direct 
and indirect effects of an action on the species or critical habitat, togethcr with the effects of 
other activities that are interrelated or interdependent with that action. that will be added to the 
environmental baseline. Indirect effects are those that are caused by the proposed action and arc 
later in time, but still are reasonably certain to occur. Interrelated actions are those that are part 
of a larger action and depend on the larger action for their justification. Interdependent actions 
are those thathave no independent utility apart from the action under consideration. 

5.1 Direct Effects 

The proposed Project site is approximately 1.659 aCres, of which approximately 23.9 total acres 
(temporary plus permanent disturbance) would be directly disturbed. 

The proposed Project would utilize eXisting 16-foot wide gravel roads totaling 17,200 linear feel, 
and would create and utilize 16,065 linear feet of new 16-foot wide gravel roads to cooocct to 
existing adjacent roads. Each of the new constructed wind turbines would have a 63-foot by 47
foot gravel area surrounding it, with 4 inches to 6 inches of gravel over compacted native soil. 
No more than 2,000 total cubic yards of cut and 2,400 total cubic yards of fill, balanced on site, 
would be required. An existing off-site road in Section 21 crossing private land and an existing 
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road along the southern boundary of Section 22 would provide access to the site. Some existing 
roads in Section 28 (as noted above in the Description of the Action) would be closed by the 
proposed Project to any tmffic and allowed to passively rcvegetate. Otber roads in Section 28 
(also noted above) would continue to be utilized. The existing roads In Section 27 would not be 
used by or closed by the proposed Project. 

Proposed construction would take up to six months. Construction would begin with dean-up of 
numerous existing unauthorized trash piles on the Project site. Project construction and 
operations would resull in an incremental incrcase In pennanent human presence in the area. 
Overall human activity on the Project site would decrease after construclion, and would be 
limited to regulllr maintenance visits (two to six visit.s pcI' day. usually a lighl truck with a two 
person crew). On-site aClivity would be restricted to roads and graveled areas. 

Direct pcrmanent tosses for the proposed Project are estimated at 10.6 acres. Direct temporary 
dislurbwlce are estimaled to be 13.3 acres. A proposed temporary 4.75-acre construction ~laging 

area would be utilized only for construction and would be allowed to passively rcvegetate 
following construction. 111e Applicant bas indicated that permanent maintenance equipment and 
vehicles would not be needed or utili7Ad onsite. No landsclping or rcstonltion is proposed for 
the Project site. 

5.1.1 Direct Injury, Monalily. or Loss 

Proposed grading and development of new roads. preparation of existing roads. 
grading/excavation/construction of structures. and cross-coon try vehicle lr'dvel would likely 
disturb or erushlkiU fringe-toed lizards in the foutprint. Because current habitat function in 
almost ail of the Project site is low (particularly where most grJding would occur). the numbers 
of fringe-loed lizards disturbed, directly injured. or killed is undelcrotincd, but expected to be 
low. The numbers of milk-vetch plants that would be crushed or eliminated by such construction 
activities is undetermined. but expected to be as mllny a~ several hundred plants in Section 28 
based on provided survey data, llnd till undetennined number wilhin Section 22 where no survey 
data exist. 

Vehicle road usc during construction and operation of the Project would likely directly result in 
the crushing and killing of some fringe-toed lizards. Because roads (typically a compacted 
surface) and graveled areas are expected 10 be poor or unsuitable habitat for fringe-toed lizards. 
the undetermined numbers of lizards kiUed during construction. annually during operations, and 
in totaI arc expected to be smaiL Because road usc during operations is expected 10 be daily, any 
milk-vetch seedlings germinating in the .road surface woold he crushed and no milk-vetch plants 
arc expected to become fully developed within the truvelJed road footprints. Some milk-vetch 
standing plants and fringe-toed lizards may become established in the disturbed areas dift.'(,-t!y 
adjacent to the traveled road surface: these individuals would likely be crushed or disturbed 
whenever road maintenance occurs. Mechanical road maintenance is expected to be infrequent. 
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5.1.2 Direct Habitat Disturbance 

Direct disturbance associated with construction of structures and roads would result in the loss of 
23.9 total aercs (13.3 acres temporary; 10.6 acres pemlanent disturbance) or less, of various 
natural biotic communities, Most of the Project sile currcnlly consists of stabilized shielded sand 
fields, due 10 the modification of floodplain and shielding effects of upstream/upwind levee 
stmctures (noted llbove); historically much of this same area would likely have vaned between 
epbelll¢ral sand fields and active channeVfloodway. Much of the remainder of the site is 
ephemeral sand fields. Ephemeral sand fields typically have higher function for fringe-toed 
lizards and milk·vetdl than stabilized shielded sand fields (CVAG 2007). 

Approximately 8.0 acres of temporary and permanent disturbance would occur within Section 28. 
Otber portions of tbe Project silc were nOl. noted to be occupied by either milk-vetch or fringe
toed lizards in lbe survey reports provided, although a proposed powerline in Section 22 (south 
of lbe railroad tracks, north of the maln channel of the Whitewater River) was noted in survey 
reports as being within suitable habitats for both species (see below). An undetermined portion 
of the Project site within Section 28 is where suitable fringe-toed lizard habitat and several 
hundred individual milk-vetch plants were detected. Because the proposed Project in Section 28 
would utilize existing roads and previously disturbed wind turbine sites, and because the overall 
habitat function within the Project site is typically low for both species, the direct loss of habitat 
function, both tempol"JI and permanent, also is relatively low. Additionally, considering the 
acreage involved. mucb of the Project is relatively open with the footprint of hard structures 
taking up fraction of lbe overJII direct loss. Nevertheless, because these losses would occur 
within a Conservation Area (compared to an area nOI expected to be conserved), these direct 
losses are important. Also, because the losses are spread out over a large area, the direct impact 
to lbe species (e.g., number of territories affected, etc.) is likely greater than ifProject footprint 
was consolidated. 

"The impactS from proposed construction of a powerline across high function habitats for fringe
toed li:;r.ards and milk-vetch north of the Whitewater River in section 22 are undetennined, but are 
within lbe overall aereage disturbance limits for the Project. 11lis is lbe area with likely the 
highest function habitats for both species OD. the Project site, based OD depth and area of 
blowsand deposits, as well &J"Vice surveys in lbe area. No surveys for milk-vetch Vlere 
performed for the Project along tbe proposed powerline alignlll¢Ol during a season when the 
plant would be detectable. No fringe-toed lizards were detected in this area during directed 
desert tortoise surveys perfonned for the Project. Both species were reported by the applicant to 
occur offsite to the southWCl.'t onbe proposed powerline alignment, and the arell was considered 
suitable fo[" both species in the provided assessment reports. According to the Applicant, 
disturbance in this area would amount to placement of two power poles and lhe strillging of 
cables on the poles. This would involve the cross-country w::cess by trucks with augers for pole 
placement and lbe unspooling of cables across tbe site. Permanent disturbance would occur from 
lbe placeme,m of poles only. Temporary disturbance would occur from vehicle access, hole 
augering, pole setting. and cable hanging. No grading or fill wou.ld be associated with this 
portion of the Project, and access to the site would be provided by dirt roads Ihut cross to and 
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through the site. Post-construction operations would not involve human activity in this specific 
high-function habitat area, and maintenance of the powerline would be infrequent. 

5.2 Indirect Effecls 

5.2.1 Lighting 

No nighttime lighting is proposed for this Project, except for tbe minimum lighting reqUired for 
security reasons at the proposed electrical substation (apparently required by Homeland 
Security). The Federal Aviation Administrlllion requires lighting of a portion of the wind 
turbines with fla.shing red strobe tights; these lights are not expected to directly or indirectly 
affect either species. The proposed electrical substation is in lID inunediate area thar is notlike!y 
habitat for either milk-vetch or fringe-toed lizards, although high function habitat for both 
species oecurs to the south of the railroad tracks. Artificial lighting may subject fringe-toed 
lizards. milk-vetch, or the other species of their ecosystem with increased predation or modified 
foraging behavior by crepuscular and/or night-active species. Because the habitals for milk-vetch 
or fringe-toed lizard do not likely occur in close proximity, combined with the minimization of 
lighting required at the substation, it is expected that any indirect ecological effects to fringe-toed 
lizard or milk-vetch from any light escaping the proposed substation would be small. 

5.2.2 Fencing 

The main (southern) portion of the Project site would be fenced using three-strand barbed wire 
and lockable gates. This would provide substantial protection to this portion of the Project site 
by securing the area from most illegal trespass, trash dumping, and off-road vehicle traffic. This 
would likely reduce degradation of the biotic commtmities and milk-vetch lI!ld fringe-toed lizard 
habitats typically associated with these activities. The type of fencing utilized would allow for 
passage through the site by wildlife species and would not restrict fluvial or aeolill!l sand 
movement. 

5.2.3 Predator Perches 

Fringe-toed lizards are susceptible to a variety of predators. many of which oecur 1Il elevllled 
levels near areas of development or infrastructure. Above-ground structures often provide 
artificial perches for normal bird predators of fringe-toed lizards, such as loggerhead shrikes. 
common ravens, and American kestrels. These featutes substll!ltlaJly increase tlle number and 
height of available predator perches suitable for detecting prey near a particular site (Kay ttl al. 
1994, Reinert 1984, Askham 1990); most of the effects of these artificial perches would likely be 
within 100 meters of each perch. Enhanced perches are expected to result in increased bird 
predation pressures on fringe-toed lizards directly and on the ecos)'Stem that milk-vetch and 
fringe-toed lizards depend upon. 

TIle proposed Project would include development of substantial above ground structures. The 
proposed wind turbine generators are not expeclto provide predator perches that would be 
important to the ecosystem that fringe-toed lizards or milk-vetch depend upon, due to their 
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monolube design, heighl of any horizontal perching surfaces. moving blade surfaces, and the 
cllrrentiow/flliure expected moderate function of the babitats adjacent. The proposed 
powerlines. lnllls[omlers, and fences are expected to provide enhanced bird predator perches to 
the Project area. Existing powedines, fences, and older lattice-type wind turbine slntclures in the 
general Proje<:t area have already provided substantially enhanced hird predator perches, reducing 
the net effecl of these proposed structures. The proposed powerline across some high function 
habilals for botb species in the northern portion crthe Project site is of concern, nHhongh other 
existing vowedines in the lU"Ca already reduce the net effect of this new powerline. The net 
impacts to mllk-velch are expected to be very small, and on fringe-toed lizards the net impacts 
are expected to be small. 

5.2.4 Roads 

Some roads in the Project site would be closed by the Applicant. Existing roads in Section 28 
that would be closed lly tlle proposed Proje<:t to all traffic and allowed to revegetate include, 
beginning from the westem most road in Section 28, the third, fifth, sixth, seventh. eighth, tenth, 
eleventh, and fourteenth north-south roads. TIle existing fourth, ninth, twelfth and thirteenth 
north-soutb roads would continue to be utilized, and the existing cast-west roads would be 
utilized by the Project as well. The existing roads in Se<:lion 27 would not be used by or closed 
by the proposed Project. Closed roads would likely not receive any future traffic during the 
Project term and would be expected to pa.~sively revegetate and periodically develop fluvial 
and/or blowsand deposits that would remain undisturbed. Some oftbese areas would likely 
become periodically occupied by fringe-toed lizards and/or milk-vetch. 

Use of new and existing roads associated with Project construction and operations would likely 
fragment or continue to fmgmenl an undetermlned number of territories of occupied habitat for 
tbe fringe-tOl:d lizard. 

5.2.5 Aeolian Processes 

Although the Project dlrcct permanent disturbance acreage is somewhat moderate is size, the 
potential for bloeking the movement of windblown sand through the site is minimaL This is 
because the frontal area (cross-se<:tion) of the above structures proposed to be placed in the 
Ooodplain portion of tbe action area is small (and much smaUer than tbe overall Project 
footprint), such that the polential for aeolian shielding impacts from the action are not 
subSlantial. 

5.2.6 Managemcnt 

Future management activities for the benefit of blowsand species covered by the CVMSHCP, 
including the milk-vetch and fringe-toed Iiz.ard are expected in tbe Proje<:t site and larger action 
area. As noted I\OOVe, the effective population size of the fringe-toed liz.ards in the Whitewater 
River Floodplain system is likely quill.' low. Enhancement of habitat in the action area is 
necessary in order to considerably increase the viability of this fringe-toed lizard population. [n 
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order to ilCllievc tnc Illinimullllcvcl of viability nl.'Cessal)', this enhanc~ment will probably entail 
reslOring and enhancing areas of fluvial deposition and enhancing m:olian deposition in the action 
M:ll, pMlcularly to promle fur higher hahitat function during extended drought periods. This 
re'&torntlon lind enhancement of fluvial deposition is expected to include expansion of modcrate
sire !lood events inw a larger portion of the Projcct site, than current conditions allow. The 
proposed Project would potentially cause additional constraints OIl this future management, but 
the Applicant hilS provided consi'kntble me;lSlIreS to red,"'c lhl',e c(m,trnints. ", noted below. 

Most of the proposed l>rojen would be constructed in the loo-year floodplain of the Whitewater 
River, south of the cun'Cnl low flow channel of the Whitewatcr River and just downstream of 
CVWD's percolation ponds. The Project de~lgn incorpurate, flood protection measures and 
design that would allow for surface !low of flood wliters through the site without impedance or 
dnmage 10 the Project facilities. The Projcct includes underground cables and wind turbine and 
ttllllsfomtcr foundutions designed to withstllnd scour from flowing wuler. at-grade roads that 
would not CllUse alteflllion or concentralion of now. grave! roads thM cnn be readily repaired in 
the event of floods, !lnd placementl)f other facilities such as the electrical substation and storage 
areaS outside the fluodphtln. The electrical control systems, power management systems. safety 
systems, and dntn monitoring systems of the wind turbines would be elevated above the flood 
wnter llnd lllelltcd and designed 10 make them safe from dumage from flood waters during 100
year flood flows. 

Pursunnt to the futllre management referred to above, the Projeci is designed to allow Whitewater 
River small/modemte llood low nOW! (e,g.• 25 year storm events) to be redirected across the 
Project site; the propo~ed ProJecl facilities lire designed to handle the flow provided they do not 
exceed Ihe loo·YCllr llood elevation and velocity that Is currently predicted to occur III this site. 
According to the drainage study prepared for Ihe proposed Project, the IOO-ycar flow depth is 
O.lIZ fect, und the tOO'YClif lload velocity is 4.(,4 cfslft unit flow. und the Project is designed to 
hundle Ihis now, In the eventlhat future modification of the percolation ponds and/or associated 
facilities is made that would redirect tload flows, the App.liclInl has slated that the Project design 
would be able to handle future potential habitat management actions (water diversions, berms, 
etc) p.rovided these flows do IIOt exceed the IOO·)oear flood elev'lltion and flood velocity Dow. :l1 

the wind tUrbines. transformers. and underground facilities, 

The Project also includes construction of sand fencing on the Whitewater Preserve, castor Nl11tll 

Indian Canyon Road in Section 26. TbIl Applicant proposes to COIl'ilnlct 24 :segments of sand 
fences. each segment being 25 feet in length and :; to 4 feci high. wilh en segment separated by 
II 50 fect gap to allow movement of wildlife II:fOSli the site and sand movement within the site. 
TOlallenlth of SlIlld fences would be 600 feet Rilch row of fences would be spaced 300 feci 
lipan in II slllggcrcd grid so tMtllle lItell for !\and fence treatmenl would be Ii rectangular area 600 
feet north-south by 900 feel east,west. equaTing llpptOximll1ely 12.4 acres. This measure woold 
enhance the luibitllt ~nt on lhe R~rve by increasing retention of blowSllllds wilhin jl~ 
boundaries. 

In addition 10 the design mcasuros nQled above, poooant to the Project descriplion.1he proposed 
Project would provide or allr»w joilllllCi.'e!i$ Qr U'>C (If the site 10 otherwi!le 1.",,'Ologically manage 
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lhe site for the purpo$c$ CVMSHCP and CDCA Plan Amendment. It Is ellpeeled lhut future 
potentially e£Sential management for fringe-toed lizards [uld milk-vetch, including redirecting 
flood flows through !he Project sile for restoration or fluvial processes. would mll be precludetl 
by the proposed Project. 

6.0 CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

Cumulative effects ioclude the effects of future Stllte, tribal, local, or pl'i\'llle actilll1S, unrelated to 
the proposed action and not involving Federal aetivitlc.s, that arc reasonably cel1ain to oc\~ur in 
the action area considered in this Biological Opinion. An uooetcmlim:d level of OIlV .md tmsh 
dumping activities are expected to continue in lhe aClion area. The Service is unaw;ue or allY 
other future activities withom Federal involvement in the aclion !Ilea that are likely 10 occur. 

7.0 CONCLUSION 

No critical habitat for either species occurs within the action area. thus none would be affeclt'li. 

After revIewing the stalus of the Coachella Valley fring,:,-toed liZllId and Coachella Valley milk
vetcb, the environOlentlll baseline for the lldiOll area. etTects of !he propo.sed action, and 
cUl11uhtlive effects,.it is Ihe Servk'c's biological opinion !hlllthe MOlIfUllin View IV Energy 
Project, as proposed. is not likely to jeopardize tbe continued existence of the fringe-t:oed lizard 
01' milk-veleh. 

TIle Service reached this conclusion for the following rea.wns: 

7.1	 Coachella Valley I'ringe·toed Uzard 

BliSed on the slatus and distribution of the fringe-toed lizard, impacts to an undetermined number 
of fringe-toed liz.ards that would be affected by !he proposed action is not likely to '\ppreciably 
redu(.'C the likelihood of survival and recovery of the fringe-toed lizard by reducing the 
reproduction, nUl11bers. or distribution of !he species, because: 

I.	 'J1le Project would not preclude potentially essential ecologiclll management activIties for 
(he species in !he Project site, 

2	 The direct impacts to the species, including diswrbancc, direct injury. or mOl1aJity to an 
undetermined number of lizards that would occupy the Project site during the peffilit term 
is likely to be small. 

3.	 1be direct inlpacts 10 habitat are limited In extent, amounling to less tban 23.9 lotal acres, 
with 13.3 acres temporary and 10.6 acres penmmCinl disturbance (nol Illl of (he Project 
footprint 15. or would be in lbe fUlure, habitat for the srx-~ics), 'l1lis amount is small 
considering the offsetting 1l1elLSUres provided, the acn:uge remaining mnge-wide. the type 
of impacts, and the low to moderate currontlllld future rUl\l~li()n of mosl habitat that 
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would be affected. Impacts to high function habitat for the species ure expected to be 
small and mostly lcmj'lOfliry. 

4.	 The indirect efle,-~ll; of lbe Project are genemlly sRlall wben considering lbe proposed 
design and offsett.ing measures of the Projcct 

5.	 The Projcct prtlJlose, Ihe (lllYl11em (If CVMSHCPfffingc (,xou lizard habitat fees in the 
10lal amoun! of $154.137.00. which would be llsed for 3~"lltisition of important habitat or 
essential ecosystem process 11Ind.~ for the fringe·toed lizard. 

6.	 The CVMSHCP provide~ II substantial portion of the mea.~ures needed for the
 
cooselvlIlloo of the fringe-toed lizard
 

7.2	 COIIchel1a VlIIJey Milk·vetch 

Based Mthe Siolus lind distribution of lhe milk-vetch. imjlacts to undetermined number of milk
vetch plllllls that may be affccted by the proposed Hction is [Jot likcJy to appreciably redllCC !be 
likelihood of sun'ival lind recovery of the milk-vetch reducing the reproduction, numbers, or 
distribulion of Ute spttics, because: 

1,	 The ProjC<:1 would not preclude potentially essential ecological managcmcntllCtivities for 
the species in the Project site. 

2.	 The direct impacti 10 the species, including disturbance and the elimination of lin 

ul:llietcrmined number of plllllts tha! would occupy the Project site durin!: the pennit lelm is 
likely 10 be small. 

3,	 The direcl impacl, 10 habitat, ll1!lounting to less thun 23.9 total acres (13.3 il\.'I-c, lcmporary; 
10.6 acres permanent disturbance). is small considering the offsetting mellJltlres provided, 
the acreage remaining for !be species TlIl!ge-wide. thut only a ponion of the Pr\IJcct 
footprint is current or future babitat for tbe species. HIld the low to moderate current and 
future function of most babitat that would be affected. l.rnpacts to high function habitat for 
the species are expected to be sma.ll and mostly tentporary. 

4.	 The indirect effects of !be Project are generally!ll1a1l when considering the proposcd 
design and offselting tuell:iUCCS of the Project. 

5.	 The Project. proposes the payment of CVMSHCP/fringe tl)Cd lizard habitat fees in the total 
amount of $\54,137.00, to be used for acquisition of hlihilllt or essential ecosystem process 
lands for !be fringe-toed liZllTd, whlcb would \'efy Iilcely protcct habitat or ecosystem 
processes lands for the milk-vetch. 

6.	 The CVMSHCP provides Sllbstllntilll portion of the measures needed for tllC conservation 
of the milk-vetch. 
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8.0 INCLDENTALTAKESTATE~iF:NT 

Section 9 of the Act,lIud Federal regulation PUfSUlIllttO section 4(d) of Ihe Act, pl'Ohibits the take 
of endangered and threatened specics. n:specdvcly. without specillJ exemplion, Take is defined 
as harass, tuum, pursue, hunl, shoot, wound. kill, Irap, captuI'C, collect, or lIttemptto engage in 
any such condUCI. Harm is funhcr donned by tbe Scrvkc to include significant habitat 
modification or degradation thalllelUlIlly kills or injures Illisled sp¢cies by significlllIuy 
impairing essentiaJ behavioral pllltems. lUl:luding hll5tding, feeding, or sheltering. Harass Ls 
deftned by tbe Service us lin action thul creates the HkelilJ\)Q(\ (lfinJul)' to a listed spt.'cics lly 
lIIUlOying it to such lin eX!entlls 10 significantly disrupt normal behllviorlll patterns which include. 
but are not limited to. breeding, {ceding, or lihcltering. Incidental take is defined liS take tblll is 
incidental to, and not the purpose of, the carrying ont of an otherwi'C lawful activity, llnder the 
tcl1llS of section 7(b)(4) anu 7(o)(2} of the Act, such inddenuu take is nO! cOllsideled a prohibited 
taking under the Act. provided thaI such taking is in compliance wilh Ihis incidcnlaJ lake 
statement. 

The measuI'C.' described 11('.10"'" nrc nondiscretionlU)' and must be undenllkeo by the BLM nod 
Applicant in order for the exemption in scction 7(0)(2) 10 lIpply. TheBLM hIlS II continuing 
dnty, SUbject to tbeir jurisdiclional authority, 10 regulate the lIctivit)' sitUll1ed wlthi.n the actioo 
area and coven.'d hy this incidental take statement. Within the action lllCll, if the BLM (1.1 faib to 
assume and implement the terms and conditions; or. (2) fJllls to require the eOIlII'llCltll' 10 IIdben: 
to the tenns and conditions through enfon:cable lemlS that are added to any lell~ or contract, the 
protective coverage of section 7(0)(2) may lapse. If the Applicant fails to llllsUlI'lll and iI:llplermnt 
ule tel1llS and conditions of me incidental take statelllCIlt, the protcctive CO\'Cl/1llC of !iCCdl>l1 
7(0}(2) may lapse. To morutor the tm.pocts ofincidentllltl\.l(e. tl'lll BLM must report tbe progre$..~ 

orlbe lIction and its imp.1Cl on the species to nor agency lIS specilied in the incidental tllke 
statement [50 CFR § 402.14{i){3)). 

8.1 Amount or Extent or Take 

This Biological OpiniOll provides an.alysis pursuant III the seclion 7(a)(2) of the Act for the entire 
.proposed action. This incidental take 5t.llleffiCnl provides take eXClllption for pro~'S<ld acti vilies 
on BLM lands oldy..Pursuant to agreements regarding the CVMSHCP. the portion of the Project 
IX.'-'UI'rillll outsiUllllf BLM lands must receive iL~ ine:ldenUll take cover.Ige through the Section 
100a)(1}(B) pennit we are i$suing on the CVMSHCP from the CVMSHCP Permittee, the Cily of 
Palm Springs. TIle City of Palm Springs hIS land usc jurisdiction over the Project. 

The Service anticipates that an undetermined number of fringc-lOed lizards would be hllIffiCd by 
impacts on 9J3 acres of BLM lands, limited to 2,0 lI(:Tes of peJ:lItiUlent disturbance and 7,8 ,\Cres 
of temporary disturbance. We anticipate that it will he difficult to quantify tbe eXlI(:t number or 
mnFHoed 1i:!'Mds tbat are likely be affected by the pro.posed action over the Projl'Cltenn for the 
following reMon: 
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'llie populnlion sile on the Projk"Ct site at any time is difficult westimate due to the dynarnic 
conditions associated with their habitllt. The reproduetive success and survival of individual 
Cringe· toed Iil,ards is dependent tln se,Lsonal and climatic fluctuations in their habitat, such as 
inputs and erosion (lCblowsand during and between }'ears. amount ofralnfall.elc. Therefore. 
the p'lpullllion of fringe-toed lizards at a site varies dramatically between years. 

Nevertheless, we antie1pll1e lhat most of the fringe-toed lizards located within the Project 
footprint on BLM lands (9.8 acres of fringe-toed lizard habitat) will be taken in the form of direct 
mortality or injul}', disturbanee, or 11lll111, by tlle Applicant's activities ofgrading, excavating, 
\'chicles Ifllvel, and petfomling construction or operations (as noted in !be Project description 
abovo) on Ihe hllbltat they occupy. No cover~ge is provided herein for the use of any chemicals 
on the lands in the, Project site. Should Project construction or operlltions impact more tban 9.8 
IlCres of fringe-toed lizard habitat on BLM lands, the BLM shoold cease the activity resulting in 
the take and reinitiate consuhation whh the SCf\'lce, 

8.2 l~lTllet of the Take 

In the accompanying biological opinion, the Service determined that this level of anticlpllted take 
is not likely to result in jeopardy 10 the fringe-toed lizard. 

9.0	 REASONABLE AND PRUDElIoT Mt.:ASURE 

The Service believes Ihe following reas{)!Illble and prudcnlmea.sure is necessary and lIppropri~te 

to minimize the effect of Ihe take of fringe-llX':d lizard; 

9.1	 The BLM and Applicant will report to tbe Service the fO(1(print lind llCrellgc of llreliS directly 
affected by !be ProJect, the number illld locll\ion of any fringe-tiled lillll'ds detected 00 the 
Project site. and the lizards likely to be taken by tho ProJect, 

10.0 TERM AND CONDITION 

In order to be exempt from Ihe prohibitions of seclion 9 of the Act, Ihe BLM and Applicant mllst 
comply witllthe follOWing tenn and condition, which implenlenls the reasonahle lind prudent 
measure described above. 'nlis term and condition is non-discretionary, 

10.1 The following term and condition implements reasonable nud prudent mem.'1lre 9, I; 

The BLM and Applicant shall report to the Service, witllin one y_ of Project 
construction initiation. the actual footprint and acreage including II mllp of IIreas directly 
(temporarily and pernJllDCnlly) affected by the Project, by USGS section, and Ihe number 
and location of any fringe-toed Iil~rds detected on the Project site, including those likely 
to be tllken by tile Project 
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TIle Service retains the right to access Project site for complilulce will1tlM:: 
proposed Description of the Action llIld with the ternlS :lnd eonJilil\IlS of this Biological Opinion. 
Any habitat willfully destroyed that is not in tIM:: idenlified Project footprint should be disclosed 
immediately to the Servi,'e for possible reinitiation of COl1sultlltion. Compcn'Huion for such 
habitat loss will be requested at a minimum 1111.10 of 5: I. 

11.0 MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 

Pursuant to 50 CFR 402.14(1)3, the BLM ..... lIIlIst report the progr~",s of the action llllt! ils 
impact on the species to the Service as spccifit'C1 in the incidental take statemellt:' The reporting 
requirements are established in accordance with SO CFR 13.45 llIld 18.27, To receive coverage 
under this Biological Opinion. the BLM or the appliC1ll11 mllst provide a monitoring report as 
described above in Section IO. 1. 

12.0 REPORTING REQUlREMI~NTS 

The Service's Carlsbad Omce is [0 be nmilled within three working d,lys should any endllngered 
or threatened species be found delld or injured during this Project. NUlificaliDn musl include the 
dale. time. llI1d location of Ihe careass. lind llny olher pertlnem Infolmation. Dead llI1imals may 
be marked in an appropliale manner, photographed. llI1d left on-site. Injured lUlimals should be 
transported 10 a qualified vetennarilll1. Should lilly treated animals survive, the Service should be 
contacted regarding the final disposition of the llnill1llls. The Service contacl JX~rson Is Jon 
Avery. Mr. Avery may be contacted at the letterhead address or at (760) 431-9440. 

13.0 CONSERVATION RECOMMENDATIONS 

I. BLM should work w.llh permlttess to restore sitcs that have ablll1doned wind cnergy projects 
to develop llI1d implemenla plan 10 remove unused for underotillz.ed turbines and restore the 
sites. Funds to restore sites should be included in pcmlils with assured funding (I.e. bonds. 
endowments) for furure implementation of the ll'Storation. 

2. BLM should work with the Service. CVWD. the US Army Corps of Engineers llnd Olhers tll 
pre-design the future percolation ponds thal will reorient the ponds iIIld provide beller I1llvlal 
sllI1d transport to the Whitewater are,a. 

3. The ELM should reinltiale the biological opinion for the cKisiting pcn:olalion {X1ndli on 
new informlllion provided in this biological opinioll. 

4. The BLM should take the necessary steps to eliminate anv use in Ibis area by cOlltrolling 
access, patrolling. and lL';ing other tools avllllllbJe. 
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14.0 REL'ITTIATION NOTICE 

TIlis concludes formal eonsullulion nnthL~ action outlined in the Description of the Proposed 
Action. As provided in 50 CFR §401.l6. reinitiation of formal consultation is required where 
discretionnry Fedcralagency involvemenl or control over the action has been retained (or is 
lIuthori1.cd by law) lind if (I) the limount or extent of incidental take is exceeded; (2) new 
infonnlltk'n rcvclIls offects of the agency ncl.ion that may affccllislCd species or <:ritkal h~b;'~! ;n 
a manner or to an extent nul considcred in this opinion; (3) the agcncy action is subsequently 
modi lied in n manner thai clluses ItIl elrect to ihe listed spc<:ies or critical habitat not considered 
in this opinion; or (4) a new species is listed or critical habitat designated Ihat may be affected by 
the action. III instances wh(~re the nmoUnl or extent of incidental take is exceeded, any operations 
causing such take must cease pending reinitiation. 
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May 15, 2007 

Mr. Craig Ewing, Director 
City ofPalm Springs 
3200 E. Tahquitz Canyon Way 
Palm Springs, CA 92262 

RE:	 AIRPORT LAND USE COMMISSION (ALVe) DEVELOPMENT REVIEW 
File No.: ZAP 1002PS07 
Related File No.: CUP (Conditional Use Permit) No. 5.1081 
APN: 669-220-004,669-240-003 

Dear Mr. Ewing: 

On May 10,2007, the Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission CALUC) found the 
above-referenced project consistent with the 2005 Palm Springs Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plan and with the Countywide Policies of the 2004 Riverside County Airport 
Land Use Compatibility Plan, subject to the following conditions: 

CONDITIONS: 

1.	 All WECS shall be marked in accordance with FAA Advisory Circular 7017460-1K, 
Change 2, Obstruction Marking and Lighting, white paint - Chapters 12 & 13, in 
accordance with the Federal Aviation Administration letters dated March 26,2007. In 
addition, the eleven WECS referenced in Condition No.6 below shall be lighted in 
accordance with FAA Advisory Circular 7017460-1K, Change 2, Obstruction Marking 
and Lighting, synchronized red lights - Chapters 4, 12, & 13. 

2.	 Within five (5) days after the construction reaches its greatest height, FAA Form 7460-2, 
Notice ofActual Construction or Alteration, shall be completed by the project proponent 
or hislher designee and submitted to the Federal Aviation Administration Air Traffic 
Airspace Branch, ASW-520, 2601 Meacham Blvd., Fort Worth TX 76137-0520. 

3.	 The specific coordinates, heights, and power shall not be amended without further review 
by the Airport Land Use Commission and the Federal Aviation Administration; provided, 
however, that reduction in height shall not require further review by the Airport Land Use 
Commission. 

4.	 Due to the specification of turbines to be lighted using the Red Synchronized Lighting 
System, any change to the development in terms of turbine height, physical layout and 
design of the development, or turbine obstruction lighting designation, including, but not 



Airport Land Use Commission 
Page 2 of 3 

limited to, the deletion ofany turbines included in the Red Synchronized Lighting System 
as referenced in Condition No.6 below, shall require the entire development to be 
resubmitted to the FAA for airspace evaluation. 

5.	 Each wind turbine shall be painted in a bright white color for daytime conspicuity. 

6.	 The eleven wind turbines identified in FAA Aeronautical Study Numbers 2006-AWP
6343-0E, 2006-AWP-6347-0E, 2006-AWP-6348-0E, 2006-AWP-6356-0E, 2006
AWP-6357-0E, 2006-AWP-6369-0E, 2006-AWP-6370-0E, 2006-AWP-6379-0E,. 
2006-AWP-63 80-0E, 2006-AWP-6385 -OE, and 2006-AWP-6391-0E shall be 
obstruction lighted for nighttime conspicuity using single-fixture L-864 Red 
Synchronized Lighting, as outlined in the report prepared by the FAA William J. Hughes 
Teclmical Center titled "Development of Obstruction Lighting Standards for Wind 
Turbine Farms", or such alternative lighting as may be approved by the Federal Aviation 
Administration. Minimum intensities of 2,000 candelas for nighttime red flashing are 
required. The lighting shall be continuously monitored. 

7.	 Light outage notification by the project sponsor and/or operator to the FAA Automated 
Flight Service Station (AFSS) facility is required for either light outages on any of the 
individual turbines and/or the failure of the synchronization system. 

8.	 Temporary construction equipment used during actual construction ofthe facilities shall 
not exceed the height of the proposed facilities, unless separate notice is provided to the 
Federal Aviation Administration through the FOIm 7460-1 process. 

9.	 The proposed WECS shall not generate electrical interference that may be detrimental to 
the operation ofaircraft and/or aircraft instrumentation. 

10.	 Other than FAA-approved lighting and marking as specified above, no lighting shall 
be installed that would direct a steady light or flashing light of red, white, green, or 
amber colors associated with aircraft operations toward an aircraft engaged in an 
initial straight climb during takeoff or toward an aircraft engaged in a straight fmal 
approach toward a landing at an airport. 

11.	 Rotor blades shall utilize a flat or matte (non-glossy) fmish so as to minimize the 
reflection of sunlight towards an aircraft engaged in an initial straight climb during 
takeoff or towards an aircraft engaged in a straight fmal approach toward a landing at 
an airport. 

12.	 The WECS and any accessory uses shall not generate smoke or water vapor and shall 
be designed so as not to attract large concentrations of birds. 

13.	 The maximum height ofany WECS and tower shall not exceed 299 feet to top of 
blade at 12 o'clock position. 

Should you have any questions regarding this action, please contact John Guerin 
at (951) 955-0982. 

2 
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Sincerely,
 

RIVER~SID~E£C~£}J~~~:;LAND USE COMMISSION
 

Cc:	 ALUC Staff 
Michael Azeka, Mountain View Power Partners IV 
AES Corporation (Arlington VA) 
Coachella Valley Water District - Attn.: Mark Johnson 
U.S. Bureau of Land Management- North Palm Springs - Attn.: Claude Kirby 
Richard Walsh, Palm Springs International Airport 

Enclosures: FAA Notices ofNot a Hazard to Air Navigation 

Y:\ALUC\Palm Springs\ZAP1 002PS07.LTR 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
LOS ANGELES DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

P.080X532711 
LOS ANGELES. CALIFORNIA 90053·2325 

August S. 2008 

Office of the Chief 
Regulntory Division 

Mike Auk" 
1455 Frnzee Road FI9 
San Diego. CaJifomla 92108-4301 

Dear Mr. Azeka: 

Reference- is made to your request (File No. SPL-2008-00698-FBV) dnted June 25. 2008. for 
it permit delennination 10 install a wind energy generation radllt)' In the upper Coachella 
Valley known as Mountain View IV Wind Energy I)roject near the Clly of PAlm Springs., 
Riverside County. Califomia. As part of the evtlluntion process, we hnve made the 
determination below. 

Based on the information furnished in your originalleUer. revlsed letter dated July 21, 
2008 by Natural Resources Assessment, Inc.. and "Development Option A Site Plan" prepared 
by Stantec Engineering Ir.msmiltl."d on July 30. 2008. we have determined that your proposed 
Protect would not dischl1rge dredged or fill material into" water of the United Stutes or an 
adjacent wetland. as long as work would be performed as indicated and clled (see attilched 
figures). This determination Is made wilh the underslnndlng that no work would take place 
near or within Chino Creek (previously determined ,uri!ididional by SPL-2005-21J6.DPS) or 
Ihe While Water River. effectively placing the pro;ect on adjAcent upland areas. It is also our 
understanding thallhe project would not drain directly 10 the Crt."Ck or river or otherwise 
require any features necessitating other discharges of fill material in the water course or 
ndjacent wetlands. Therefore. the pro;ed is not subject to our jurisdiction under Section 404 of 
the Oean Wnler Act and a Section 404 permit would not be required from Ollr office. 

Please be ll\vare that our determination does not preclude the need 10 comply with 
Section 13260 of the California Water Code (Porter/Cologne) iU1d we recommend thai you 
contact lhe California Regi01\al Water Quality Control Bo..,rd to insure complinnce with the 
above regulations. Furthermore. our determination docs nol obviate the need to obtain other 
Federal, state. or local authorizations required by law. 
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If yOll howe tiny questions. please cont<lct Ine ,,1213.452.3289 or vin e-mail 31 
ForrestB.Vanderbil tttusace.army.mil. 

Please be advised Ihal you can now comment 011 your experience with Regulatory 
Division by accessing the Corps web·based customer survey form at: 
hUp;I1pcr2. nw~,\lS.1(;e!fl rmy.mi Jlsufvey,htnll. 

Forrest n. Vanderbilt 
Project Manager 
Soulh Coost Bmnch 
Regulatory Division 

Enclosures 
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Natural Resources Assessment, Inc.
 
 

3415 Valencia Hill Drive, Riverside, California 92507
 
 


Telephone 951 686 1141 Fax 951 686 8418 E-mail nrainc@earthlink.net
 
 


July 21, 2008 

Mr. Forrest B. Vanderbilt 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Regulatory Division 
915 Wilshire Blvd. 
P.O. Box 532711 
Los Angeles, CA 90053-2325 

Subject: Revised Jurisdictional Determination and Analysis of Impacts, Coachella Valley WECS 

Dear Mr. Vanderbilt: 

Natural Resources Assessment, Inc. was contracted by Mountain View Power Partners IV, LLC to conduct a 
general biological assessment of two adjacent sites for wind energy generation  in the Coachella Valley. As part of 
the general biological assessment, we surveyed the two sites for jurisdictional waters of the U.S. 

We previously submitted a jurisdictional analysis (dated June 22, 2008) requesting a jurisdictional determination 
for the two parcels. Subsequent to a review of the analysis, on July 17, you requested the following additional 
information: 

•	 	 	An aerial photograph with the project overlain on the image 
•	 	 	Identification and mapping of Chino Creek and its flow relative to the project boundary. 
•	 	 	Ground photos of the berm along the Whitewater River floodplain showing the relationship of the 

Ordinary High Water Mark (OWHM) to the property boundary. 
•	 	 	Ground photos of the  berm that currently collects flow from Chino Creek. 

We have attached the additional information to this letter, as well as attaching the previous letter, to provide a 
complete package for your review. Together, this letter serves as a notification of our findings.  We request a 
written response in confirmation of our findings.  Please call me at 951 686 1141 if you have any questions or 
would like additional information. 

Sincerely, 

Karen Kirtland 
President 

cc: Mr. Mike Azeka, AES Wind Generation, Inc., San Diego 
 

Attachments: Letter dated June 25, 2008, project layout graphic, Figures 1 through 7, and project photos. 
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Natural Resources Assessment, Inc.
 
 

3415 Valencia Hill Drive, Riverside, California 92507
 
 


Telephone 951 686 1141 Fax 951 686 8418 E-mail nrainc@earthlink.net
 
 


June 25, 2008 

Mr. Dan Swenson 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
 
Regulatory Division
 
915 Wilshire Blvd.
 
P.O. Box 532711
 
Los Angeles, CA 90053-2325
 

Subject: Jurisdictional Determination and Analysis of Impacts, Coachella Valley WECS 

Dear Mr. Swenson: 

Natural Resources Assessment, Inc. was contracted by Mountain View Power Partners IV, LLC to conduct a 
general biological assessment of two adjacent sites for wind energy generation  in the Coachella Valley. As part of 
the general biological assessment, we surveyed the two sites for jurisdictional waters of the U.S. 

The two Wind Energy Conversion System (WECS) sites are located in the upper Coachella Valley, south of 
Interstate 10 (Figures 1 and 2). The first WECS site consists of 290+ acres in Section 28, Township 3 south, Range 4 
east, Desert Hot Springs 7.5’ U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) topographic map (Figure 1). 

The second WECS site consists of 361.5+ acres in Section 27, Township 3 south, Range 4 east, Desert Hot Springs 
7.5’ U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) topographic map (Figure 2).  

The two WECS sites lie within the historic floodplain of the Whitewater River. The historic floodplain of the 
Whitewater River has been significantly altered over time, and waterflow has been virtually eliminated as a result 
of construction of large earthen berms by the Coachella Valley Water District that channelized the river. The 
WECS sites are located downstream of this levee and pond system (Figure 3). 

Because the Whitewater River now flows along a defined channel, the existing OWHM lies north of the current 
projects (Figure 4, Photos 1 - 4). The two WECS site are outside the OHWM and therefore outside the 
jurisdictional waters limits. 

The sites occupied by the two WECS do not have a substantial connection (significant nexus) to the current flow 
of the Whitewater River. Although the project lies within the Whitewater River floodplain, the actual trace of the 
river currently flows between 0.25 to 0.5 miles north of the two fields (Figure 4). Any water on site is mainly sheet 
flow from high storm events, such as the 2005 flood. 

Sheet flow across Sections 28 and 27 is stopped at a long existing large earthen berm that runs roughly north 
northeast to south southwest on Section 27. This berm is between 10 and 14 feet in height and is approximately 
1.3 miles in length. Based on our field evaluation, no water from farther northwest on the sites flows beyond this 
 
berm, and no localized flow along this drainage currently exists southeast of the berm.
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Mr. Dan Swenson Natural Resources Assessment, Inc. 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

page 2 

The remaining issue is whether construction of the WECS will result in the deposition of dredged or fill material 
in jurisdictional waters. There is no doubt that past activities have resulted in deposition of material and 
significant changes to the Whitewater floodplain. These past activities include the construction of the levees, 
berms, and ponds. However, our work was focused on new construction on the WECS, rather than past activities 
in this area. Because it is our determination that no jurisdictional waters are present on the two WECS site, there 
will be no dredging or filling of jurisdictional drainages on site. 

This letter serves as a notification of our findings. We request a written response in confirmation of our findings.  
Please call me at 951 686 1141 if you have any questions or would like additional information. 

Sincerely, 

Karen Kirtland 
President 

cc: Mr. Mike Azeka, AES Wind Generation, Inc., San Diego 

Attachments: Figures 1, 2, 3 and 4. Photos 1 - 4 

November 5, 2007 Corps letter SEA05 101 
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Mountain View IV Natural Resources Assessment, Inc. 
Jurisdictional Analysis 

Project Area 


Source: Desert Hot Springs (1978) Figure 5. Chino Creek Flow7.5‘ USGS topographic quadrangle
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Chino Creek 

Mountain View IV Natural Resources Assessment, Inc. 
Jurisdictional Analysis 

Direction of current flow 

Berm 

Direction of former flow 

Source: Google Earth 2008 Figure 6. View of Altered Flow 
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Mountain View IV Natural Resources Assessment, Inc. 
Jurisdictional Analysis 

Berm 

Currrent flow 

Former flow 

Source: Google Earth 2008 Figure 7. Close up View of Altered Flow 
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Jurisdictional Analysis 

BermCurrent flow 

Photo Point 043. Looking north along Chino Creek drainage and berm.
 
 



Photo Point 053. Dune fields. Looking south from the Metrolink Station.
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Photo Point 054. Looking north toward the Santa Fe rail line.
 
 




Photo Point 055. 100 year Floodplain. Looking north from southern edge.
 
 




Photo Point 056. Looking southeast from North Indian Avenue down the trace of the Whitewater flow.
 
 




Photo Point 042 . Looking southeast from North Indian Avenue to southwest at the property boundary. 

Current Ordinary High Water Mark along the Whitewater River floodplain 

Property boundary 



Chino Creek 
Berm 

Photo Point 041. Looking south towards Chino Creek. 
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ADDENDUM TO DRAINAGE STUDY MOUNTAIN VIEW IV PROJECT 
PALM SPRINGS 

1.0 Introduction 

The Mountain View IV project site is located at the north end of Palm Springs, just west of North 
Indian Canyon Drive, and approximately a mile south of I-10. The site lies within the flow path 
of the Whitewater River, see Figure 1. The purpose of this addendum is to estimate with 
detailed methods the 100-year water surface elevation across the project site and to estimate 
scour depths resulting from the 100-yr peak flow impacting the base foundations of the 
proposed wind turbines. 

2.0 Hydrology 

A literature review was conducted to determination the 1-percent annual chance flood (100-yr 
peak flow) for the White Water River adjacent to the Mountain View IV project site.  The Flood 
Insurance Studies (FIS) for Riverside County and Palm Springs City Flood provided detailed 
hydrology information downstream of the project location. 

The Mountain View IV project site is located on FEMA FIRM Panel 0602450900 D effective 
November 20, 1996 in an Approximate Zone A Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA). A Zone A 
SFHA is an area of approximate 100-yr floodplain delineation with no base flood elevations 
(BFEs) determined.  FIRM Panels 0602570004 D, effective July 7, 1999 and Panel 0602570003 
B, effective March 2, 1983, cover the southern boundary of the project site. Both of these panels 
fall within the City of Palm Springs, California.  FIRM Panel 0602570004 D has both A and AE 
(BFEs determined) zones, see Figure 2. 

The FIS for the City of Palm Springs, CA, Riverside County, effective July 7, 1999 stated that 
the 100-year discharge for Whitewater River downstream of the Palm Canyon Wash confluence 
is 47,000 cfs, this flow was used in the detailed study of Whitewater River. The Palm Canyon 
Wash confluence is approximately 7.7 miles downstream from the project site which includes 
the drainage area of Chino Canyon Creek. This flow is a significantly conservative estimate of 
the 100-year discharge just upstream of the project site due to decreased drainage area 
contributing to the White Water River adjacent the Mountain View IV project area.  The 100-year 
discharge for Whitewater River of 47,000 cfs was used within the detailed hydraulic model of the 
Whitewater River adjacent to the Mountain View IV project. 
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ADDENDUM TO DRAINAGE STUDY MOUNTAIN VIEW IV PROJECT 
PALM SPRINGS 
Hydraulics  
August 27, 2008 

3.0 Hydraulics 
 
 

Cross section data for the Whitewater River in the study area were obtained by field survey and 
from USGS 10-meter digital elevation models (DEMs).  Cross sections were located at close 
intervals upstream and downstream of proposed wind turbine locations in order to compute 
scour effects at these structures. The Whitewater River near the project site is very flat, and 
there is no immediately influence from Chino Creek or physical constriction to cause a 
backwater effect at the project site location. The locations of selected cross sections used in 
the hydraulic analyses are shown on Figure 3. 

Roughness coefficients (Manning’s “n”) for the computations were taken from the effective FIS 
for Whitewater River just downstream of the project location. Roughness coefficients of 0.030 
were used for the main channel and 0.04 for the overbank areas. 

Water-surface elevations for the 1% annual chance flood (100-yr flood) were developed using 
the US Army Corps of Engineers HEC-RAS step-backwater program.  Starting elevations for the 
step-backwater analyses of the Whitewater River were determined by normal-depth calculations 
and the slope-area method. 

A summary of the frequency-elevation relationships from the effective FIS for flooding source 
adjacent to the Mountain View IV project are presented in Table 1, “FIS Summary of 
Elevations”. 

TABLE 1 – FIS SUMMARY OF ELEVATIONS 

FLOODING SOURCE AND LOCATION   100-YEAR  FLOOD DEPTH 
WHITEWATER RIVER @ INDIAN AVE 
 
 
(FIS PROFILE 25P @ Profile Baseline) 637 ~ 1’ 
 

*CHINO CREEK @ INDIAN AVE 
 
 
(FIS PROFILE 05P @ Profile Baseline) 621 ~2.5’ to 3’ 
 
 

* Located approximately 2,300-ft south of project improvements 

A summary of the frequency-elevation relationships from the hydraulic model created in this 
study for flooding source adjacent to the Mountain View IV project are presented in Table 2, 
“Summary of Elevations”, also see Figure 3 and Appendix 2 for HEC-RAS output. 

TABLE 2 –SUMMARY OF ELEVATIONS 

FLOODING SOURCE AND LOCATION  100-YEAR  FLOOD DEPTH 
WHITEWATER RIVER @ INDIAN AVE 
 
 
(See Post HEC-RAS Output: STA 40+00) 645.2 ~ 1’ to 2’ 
 
 

* Located approximately 2,300-ft south of project improvements 
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ADDENDUM TO DRAINAGE STUDY MOUNTAIN VIEW IV PROJECT 
PALM SPRINGS 
Hydraulics 
August 27, 2008 

Discrepancies in base flood elevations (BFEs) are due to different profile baseline and cross 
section locations and the use of different topographic elevation data.  This study utilized 4 
surveyed cross sections and USGS 10-meter DEMs to estimate water surface elevations.  The 
FIS’s detailed study used 4’ contours of Riverside County provided by Aelytek, Inc. 1990, which 
are reflective of conditions at the time of the detaied FIS Study. 

The difference in topographic elevation data and profile baseline and cross section locations 
yield different BFEs but correspond well with flood depth (+/- 2.0’).  Also it would be expected 
that the contributing 100-yr peak flow at the project site will be less than the 47,000 cfs used in 
the hydraulic model, which in turn would yield a smaller flood depth at the project site.  The 
47,000 cfs (100-yr flow) as stated in the effective FIS includes the 9 square miles of drainage 
area from Chino Creek (located approximately 2,300-ft south and down slope of the project site) 
and contributes 4,500 cfs, which will have little to no contributing effect on flood depth at the 
Mountain View IV project site.  Also approximately 10,000 to 20,000 cfs would be split from the 
main flow path around Station 235+00 and flow south of the overall project area along Highway 
111, which would decrease the flow north of and through the Mountain View IV project site, in 
turn decreasing flow depth and velocity having an effect on the proposed wind turbines.  The 
one- dimensional hydraulic model created for this study did not take into account flow leaving 
the main flow path affecting the Mountain View IV project site, resulting in a conservative 
estimate of flow depth and velocity. 

All elevations used in this study are referenced to National Geodetic Vertical Datum of 1929 
(NGVD).  Elevation reference marks used in this study were obtained by Riverside County 
Flood Control and Water Conservation District. 
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ADDENDUM TO DRAINAGE STUDY MOUNTAIN VIEW IV PROJECT 
PALM SPRINGS 
Scour Analysis  
August 27, 2008 

4.0 Scour Analysis 
 
 

The computation of scour at piers, within HEC-RAS was based upon the methods outlined in 
Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18 (FHWA, 2001). 

4.1 SCOUR MODELING GUIDELINES 

A pier scour analysis was performed in which the wind turbine and transformer foundations are 
modeled as piers. This hydraulic model included several cross sections upstream and 
downstream of the proposed wind turbine locations to evaluate the long term effects of the 
turbines on the water surface profile. 

Pier scour was computed by the Colorado State University (CSU) equation. The CSU equation 
predicts maximum pier scour depths for both live-bed and clear-water pier scour, and is shown 
below: 

0 65 
yS a Fr1

0 43 = 2.0 ⋅
 


 
 






 
 
 

 
 

 


K1 ⋅ K 2 ⋅ K3 ⋅ K
4 ⋅ y1 

⋅
 
y1 

where: 

Correction Variable  Description Factors Used in 
HEC-RAS Model 

= Scour depth, ft yS 

= Flow depth directly upstream of the pier, ft y1 

= Correction factor for pier nose shape 1.0 K1 

= Correction factor for angle of attack of flow 1.0 K 2 

= Correction factor for bed condition 1.1 K3 

= Correction factor for armoring by bed material size 0.46 K 4 
 

a = Pier width, ft 
 
L = Length of pier, ft 
 

Fr1 = Froude Number directly upstream of the pier 
 
= Mean velocity of flow directly upstream of the pier, ft/s 
 V1 
 

g = Acceleration of gravity (32.2 ft/s2) 
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ADDENDUM TO DRAINAGE STUDY MOUNTAIN VIEW IV PROJECT 
PALM SPRINGS 
Scour Analysis 
August 27, 2008 

The maximum velocity and depth for both the channel and overbank areas were used in order 
to account for the potential of the main channel thalweg to migrate back and forth within the 
piers. The migration of the main channel thalweg could cause the maximum potential scour to 
occur at any one of the wind turbines.  Desert water course often exhibit a meandering nature, 
lacking a well-define stream channel.  Flood flows occur in frequently shifting, braided channels. 

Pier scour occurs due to the acceleration of flow around the pier and the formation of flow 
vortices (known as the horseshoe vortex). The horseshoe vortex removes material from the 
base of the pier, creating a scour hole.  As the depth of scour increases, the magnitude of the 
horseshoe vortex decreases, thereby reducing the rate at which material is removed from the 
scour hole.  Eventually, equilibrium between bed material inflow and outflow is reached, and the 
scour hole ceases to grow.  The factors that affect the depth of local scour at a pier are: velocity 
of the flow just upstream of the pier; depth of flow; width of the pier; length of the pier if skewed 
to the flow; size and gradation of bed material (D50 = 3” and D95 = 6”, see Appendix 3 soil data); 
angle of attack of approach flow; shape of the pier; bed configuration; and the formation of the 
debris. 

4.2 SCOUR RESULTS 

Wind turbine and transformer data was entered as piers into the hydraulic model.  As a result of 
the scour analysis the wind turbines and transformers will have a scour depth of 5.5 to 9.3 feet 
for the 100-year scenario.  The design foundation depth (30’ for turbines and 10’ for 
transformers) is larger than the scour depth for the 100-year flood.  Thus the foundation design 
depth is adequate for 100-year flood protection against scour.  See Appendix 3 for scour model 
results. 
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ADDENDUM TO DRAINAGE STUDY MOUNTAIN VIEW IV PROJECT 
PALM SPRINGS 
Recommendations  
August 27, 2008 

5.0 Recommendations 
 
 

A detailed hydraulic study was performed on the Whitewater River adjacent to the Mountain 
View IV project site.  Due to a lack of detail of the available topographic data a 2-foot deep main 
channel (thalweg) was artificially created to correspond to the location of the White Water River 
profile baseline location shown of the effective FIRM. It was determined, based on the analyses 
above, that the water depth in the main channel to the north of the Mountain View IV project site 
will be approximately 4-feet deep. The proposed wind turbines and transformers, which are 
located in the right overbank (floodplain), will encounter a water depth of one to two feet. Thus, 
in order for proposed structures to be safe from the 100-year flow, the elevations of proposed 
electric and control components in the wind turbines and transformers must be 3-feet (including 
1-foot of freeboard) above the existing ground. 

The structure (turbine and transformer) expected life is 20-years. The scour analysis of the 
wind turbines and transformers will have a maximum scour depth of 9.3 feet during a 100-yr 
flood. Thus, the wind turbines and the transformers with their foundation depths of 
approximately 30 ft and 10 ft respectively will be adequate to protect from scour. 
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7.0 Figures 1 - 4 
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8.0 Appendices 
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8.1 APPENDIX 1: FEMA FIRM, PROFILES, AND FIS TABLES 
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8.2 APPENDIX 2: HEC-RAS OUTPUT (PRE, POST CONSTRUCTION) 
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8.3 APPENDIX 3: SCOUR ANALYSIS 
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MITIGATION, MONITORING, AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

The following environmental mitigation measures were incorporated into the Conditions of Approval for this project in order to mitigate 
identified environmental impacts to a less than significant level.  A completed and signed checklist for each measure indicates that this 
measure has been complied with and implemented, and fulfills the City’s monitoring requirements with respect to Assembly Bill 3180 (Public 
Resources Code Section 21081.6). 

MITIGATION MEASURES RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY 

TIMING OF 
COMPLIANCE 

SIGNATURE AND 
DATE OF 

COMPLIANCE 
Air Quality 
Mitigation Measures 

To reduce NOx emissions, the applicant shall require (1) the maximum use of CARB-certified 
Tier 3 diesel engines for heavy on-site equipment, and (2) engines which utilize aqueous diesel 
fuel. 

Construction 
Contractor 

During 
construction 

To reduce PM10 or fugitive dust emissions, the applicant shall prepare an enhanced dust control 
program (“DCP”) that exceeds the minimum dust control requirements contained in SCAQMD 
Rule 403.  Measures that may be integrated into the DCP include but are not limited to the 
following: 

• Use of diesel particulate filters where possible 
• Stabilize inactive disturbed areas 
• Covering stockpiles with tarps 
• Water all haul roads at least three times daily 
• Enforcing reduced travel speeds (15 mph) on unpaved surfaces  

Applicant/ 
Construction 
Contractor 

During 
construction 

Biological Resources 
Mitigation Measures 

The right of way holder (ROW Holder) shall designate a field contact representative (FCR) who 
will be responsible for overseeing compliance with protective measures for the Coachella Valley 
fringe-toed lizard (CVFTL) and the Coachella Valley milkvetch involved in compliance 
coordination with the BLM, and shall be authorized to halt any construction related actions that 
may be in violation of protective measures for threatened or endangered species.    

Construction 
Contractor 

During 
construction 

Prior to initiating any surface disturbing activities, ROW Holder shall prepare and present an Engineering Prior to issuance of 
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MITIGATION MEASURES RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY 

TIMING OF 
COMPLIANCE 

SIGNATURE AND 
DATE OF 

COMPLIANCE 
endangered species education program to all employees/contractors involved in any construction 
activities.  The program will be conducted using the CVFTL and CV milkvetch program already 
approved by the USFWS. The program will contain, at a minimum, the following topics for the 
Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizard and Coachella Valley milkvetch: 

• Distribution and occurrence 
• General behavior and ecology 
• Species sensitivity to human activities 
• Legal protection 
• Penalties for violation of State or Federal Laws 
• Reporting requirements 
• Project protection mitigation measures. 

Education programs previously prepared and approved by BLM and USFWS for wind energy 
development projects in the area may also be used without further approval, provided the 
program has incorporated the required topics as noted above. 

Department, 
Construction 
Contractor 

grading permits 

Locations of poles, guy anchors, and trenches, shall be chosen to avoid habitat suitable for 
CVFTL and CV milkvetch to the maximum extent possible utilizing the existing project design 
and layout.  Work area boundaries shall be conspicuously staked, flagged or marked to minimize 
surface disturbance to surrounding habitat. 

Engineering 
Department 

During 
construction 

Poles and guy wires installed shall be completed by avoiding crushing or removing perennial 
vegetation to the maximum extent possible. 

Construction 
contractor 

During 
construction 

All vehicles shall be confined to existing access routes or previously disturbed areas to the 
maximum extent possible. 

Construction 
contractor 

During 
construction 

The ROW Holder shall hire a qualified biological monitor (as defined in the FTHL Rangewide 
Management Strategy) to be present during construction.  The biological monitor may also 
function as the FCR, and shall perform the functions specified in the Flat-tailed Horned Lizard 
Rangewide Management Strategy (2003 Revision). 

ROW 
holder/applicant? 

During 
construction 

Not more than thirty days prior to construction activity in the area to be disturbed, the biological 
monitor/FCR shall survey the construction area for CV milkvetch.  Any CV milkvetch plants 
present shall be marked with a flagged stake and protected from damage, by avoiding any surface 
impacts within five (5) meters of the plant. 

Planning 
Department, BLM 

Prior to 
construction 

Desert willow hummocks shall be avoided, with no disturbance to occur within five (5) meters, 
to the extent possible. 

Construction 
contractor 

During 
construction 

If any triple-ribbed milkvetch are found, the ROW Holder shall suspend operations in the 
vicinity, and notify BLM to determine whether the plants may be affected by the ROW Holder’s 
actions. 
The FCR/biological monitor shall maintain a record of the date, time and location of all fringe-

Construction 
contractor 

Planning 

During 
construction 

During 
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MITIGATION MEASURES 

toed lizards, milkvetch species, and FTHL found in the right of way. Any damage, injury or 
death to any of these species shall be recorded. 

RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY 

Department, BLM 

TIMING OF 
COMPLIANCE 

construction 

SIGNATURE AND 
DATE OF 

COMPLIANCE 

Within 90 days of completion of the work, the FCR shall prepare and submit (to BLM and 
USFWS) a brief report summarizing the project. Five color photographs will be taken by the 
FCR or biological monitor before, during and after construction to be included in the report.  The 
report shall include a description of the project and compliance with the biological mitigations. 

Biological 
Monitor, BLM 

After construction 

All trash and food items shall be properly contained and regularly removed from the Project site. Construction 
Contractor 

During 
construction 

No pets shall be permitted on the project site. Construction 
contractor, 
applicant 

During 
construction and 

operation 
The following two measures will apply to construction within Section 27 only as no individuals 
of this species were found within Sections 22 or 28. 

A focused survey for burrowing owl shall be conducted within Section 27 prior to project 
construction-related ground disturbance. The survey should be conducted according to the 
recommended guidelines of the Burrowing Owl Consortium (1993) and in consultation with the 
CDFG and the USFWS.  Occupied burrows should not be disturbed during the nesting season 
(February 1 through August 31) unless a qualified biologist approved by the CDFG verifies 
through noninvasive methods that either: (1) the birds have not begun egg-laying and incubation; 
or (2) that juveniles from the occupied burrows are foraging independently and are capable of 
independent survival. 

Applicant, Project 
Biologist 

Prior to 
construction 

If burrowing owls are present which could be affected by project construction, the approved 
biologist shall develop a program to mitigate impacts to this species either through avoidance or 
by passive relocation.  Suggested measures for either of these methods are contained in 
Appendix B, Section 5.2.8 of the Section 27 Report. The program shall be developed according 
to the 1993 Mitigation Guidelines of the Burrowing Owl Consortium and in consultation with the 
CDFG and the USFWS. 

Project Biologist Prior to and during 
construction 

The applicant shall consult with the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), prior to 
project construction to determine whether a streambed alteration agreement is required by that 
agency for the smaller drainages located throughout the project site. 

Construction 
Contractor 

Prior to 
construction 

An additional design measure agreed to by the applicant includes construction of sand fencing on 
the Whitewater Preserve, east of North Indian Canyon Road in Section 26.  The applicant will 
construct 24 segments of sand fences, each segment being 25 feet in length and 3 to 4 feet high, 
with each segment separated by a 50-foot gap to allow movement of wildlife across the site and 
sand movement within the site.  Total length of the sand fences would be 600 feet. Each row of 

Applicant, Project 
Biologist 

After construction 
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MITIGATION MEASURES RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY 

TIMING OF 
COMPLIANCE 

SIGNATURE AND 
DATE OF 

COMPLIANCE 
fences would be spaced 300 feet apart in a staggered grid so that the area for sand fence 
treatment would be a rectangular area 600 feet north-south by 900 feet east-west, equaling 
approximately 12.4 acres. 
The applicant is required to provide mitigation for loss of Coachella Valley fringe-toed lizard 
habitat through payment of mitigation fees.  The amount of the mitigation fee is projected to be 
$95,118 on Section 27 private land, based on 16.6 acres of permanent and temporary disturbance 
and the Coachella Valley Multi Species Habitat Conservation Plan (CVMSHCP) fee of $5,730 
per acre. The projected amount of the mitigation fee on BLM land in Section 28 is $59,019 based 
on a temporary and permanent disturbance area of 10.3 acres and a fee of $5,730 per acre, to be 
provided to BLM or the Center for Natural Lands Management for acquisition of Coachella 
Valley fringe-toed lizard habitat. Total mitigation fees for CVMSHCP/ fringe-toed lizard habitat 
is estimated to be $154,137. 

Applicant Prior to 
construction 

All protected cactus species to be removed by the project shall be flagged and transplanted back 
on site in an undisturbed area prior to construction. 

Applicant, Project 
Biologist 

Prior to 
construction 

The Right of Way (ROW) Holder shall conduct a post-construction avian and bat fatality survey 
over a 12 month post-construction period beginning with commencement of commercial 
operation of the turbines. The survey shall be conducted in spring, summer, fall and winter 
seasons, using standardized survey protocols, as appropriate for the site and any species of 
particular concern. The study shall establish statistical adjustments for observer bias and 
scavenging bias.  All surveys and studies shall include a disclosure of assumptions, survey 
protocols and statistical methodologies in the monitoring reports. The final report shall be 
provided to the Bureau of Land Management. 

Cultural Resources 
Mitigation Measures 

Applicant, Project 
Biologist 

After construction 

If human remains are exposed during construction on non-federal land, State Health and Safety 
Code Section 7050.5 states that no further disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner has 
made the necessary findings as to the origin and disposition pursuant to Public Resources Code 
5097.98.  Construction must halt in the area of the discovery of human remains, the area must be 
protected, and consultation and treatment shall occur as prescribed by law.  If human remains are 
encountered on federal land, pursuant to the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation 
Act and associated regulations, the responsible federal agency official must be notified by 
telephone immediately, and with written confirmation (43 CFR 10.4[c]).  In addition, all ongoing 
activities must cease, the remains should be secured and protected, and Native American 
representatives should be consulted (43 CFR 10.4[d]). 

Construction 
Contractor, 
Planning 

Department, BLM 

During 
construction 

Any buried cultural materials unearthed during earth-moving operations associated with the 
undertaking should be examined and evaluated by a qualified archaeologist prior to further 

Construction 
Contractor, 

During 
construction 
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MITIGATION MEASURES RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY 

TIMING OF 
COMPLIANCE 

SIGNATURE AND 
DATE OF 

COMPLIANCE 
disturbances. Planning 

Department, BLM 
The excavation of areas greater than fifteen (15) feet shall be monitored by a qualified 
paleontological monitor.  Monitoring shall be restricted to any undisturbed subsurface older 
alluvium which might be present below the surface.  The monitor shall be prepared to quickly 
salvage fossils as they are unearthed to avoid construction delays.  The monitor shall also remove 
samples of sediments that are likely to contain the remains of small fossil invertebrates and 
vertebrates.  The monitor shall have the power to temporarily halt or divert grading equipment to 
allow for removal of abundant or large specimens. 

Construction 
Contractor, 
Planning 

Department, BLM 

During 
construction 

If specimens are found when excavation exceeds fifteen (15) feet, the following steps shall be 
followed: 

•  Collected samples of sediments shall be washed to recover small invertebrate and 
vertebrate fossils.  Recovered specimens shall be prepared so that they can be identified 
and permanently preserved. 

• Specimens shall be identified, curated, and placed into a repository with permanent 
retrievable storage. 

• A report of findings, including an itemized inventory of recovered specimens, shall be 
prepared upon completion of the steps outlined above.  The report shall include a 
discussion of the significance of all recovered specimens.  The report and inventory, when 
submitted to the appropriate Lead Agency, would signify completion of the program to 
mitigate impacts to paleontologic resources.. 

Planning 
Department, BLM, 

Project 
paleontologist 

During 
construction 

The geotechnical engineering recommendations of the report entitled “Geotechnical Engineering 
Report for Mountain View IV Wind Project”, and attached as Appendix D of this EIR shall be 
consulted and implemented during project design and construction. 

Geology and Soils 
Mitigation Measures 

Engineering 
Department 

Prior to the 
issuance of 

building permits 
Permanent structures shall be designed by a professional engineer using, at a minimum, the latest 
seismic safety design standards outlined in the 2001 edition of the California Building Code for 
Seismic Zone 4. 

Public Health and Safety 
Environmental Commitments 

Engineering 
Department 

Project design, 
during construction 

implementation of NPDES Best Management Practices (BMP) during construction. 

The project is subject to the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) for the 
protection of surface water quality.  Conditions of approval for the project will require the 

Construction 
Contractor 

Engineering 
Department, 

operation 

During 
construction and 
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MITIGATION MEASURES RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY 

TIMING OF 
COMPLIANCE 

SIGNATURE AND 
DATE OF 

COMPLIANCE 
The project will implement the City’s and BLM’s safety setbacks (except at the internal boundary 
between Sections 27 and 28), and employ a modern turbine structurally designed to withstand 
large seismic events (magnitude 8.0), high winds (up to 130 mph), and flooding. 

Project engineer, 
Engineering 
Department 

Project design, 
during construction 

Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the project proponent shall secure all appropriate 
amendments to right-of-ways or corresponding instruments from the Southern California Gas 
Company. 

Applicant Prior to the 
issuance of grading 

permits 
Contract specifications shall require the grading contractor to contact the Southern California Gas 
Company prior to the issuance of grading permits to ensure that pipelines are properly located, 
and to coordinate and cooperate with SCG on-site inspectors during the associated construction 
phase. 

Grading contractor Prior to the 
issuance of grading 

permits 

If the facility exceeds the 1,320 gallons threshold for petroleum products, the operator shall be 
required to prepare and observe a Spill Prevention Control and Counter Measure plan, under the 
recently revised regulations pertaining to 40 CFR 112 of the Clean Water Act. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 
Mitigation Measures 

Applicant During operation 

Prior to issuance of grading permits, the project applicant would demonstrate compliance with all 
applicable regulations established by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
as set forth in the NPDES permit requirements for urban runoff and storm water discharge and 
any regulations adopted by the City of Palm Springs pursuant to the NPDES regulations or 
requirements.  Further, the applicant shall file an NOI with the RWQCB to obtain coverage under 
the NPDES General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction Activity 
and shall implement a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) concurrent with the 
commencement of grading and construction activities.  The SWPPP shall include both 
construction and post-construction pollution prevention and pollution control measures and shall 
identify funding mechanisms for post-construction control measures. 

Engineering 
Department, 
Construction 
Contractor 

Prior to the 
issuance of grading 

permits 

The project shall comply with provisions of Chapter 8.68 “Flood Damage Prevention” of the Palm 
Springs Municipal Code, Section 8.68.170 “Standards of Construction”, section (c)(2) “Non 
Residential Construction”.  In accordance with the Code, all mechanical and electrical equipment 
shall be elevated a minimum of 2 feet above the base flood elevation (determined to be 2 feet), 
equivalent to 4 feet above natural grade. Natural grade shall be the average grade of native soils 
surrounding the foundation, not including gravel fill placed around the foundation 

Engineering 
Department, 

Project engineer 

Project design, 
during construction 

The project shall comply with provisions of Chapter 8.68 “Flood Damage Prevention” of the Palm 
Springs Municipal Code, Section 8.68.170 “Standards of Construction”, section (a) “Anchoring”.  
In accordance with the Code, all structures shall be constructed with foundations adequately 
anchored to withstand the maximum scour potential during the 100-year storm, determined to be 
9.3 feet. 

Engineering 
Department, 

Project engineer 

Project design, 
during construction 
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MITIGATION MEASURES RESPONSIBLE 
PARTY 

TIMING OF 
COMPLIANCE 

SIGNATURE AND 
DATE OF 

COMPLIANCE 
Noise 
Environmental Commitments 

Engineering 
noise levels lower than the City’s 55dB noise criterion. 
The project will adhere to local noise ordinances during construction and project operation to keep 

Department, 
 
 
Construction 
 
 
Contractor
 
 


During 
construction and 

operation 
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