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TABLES 



Quantity

No. of 
Hours in 

Operation

Dozer 1 8 2.800 1.320

Grader 1 8 1.210 0.310 5.700 0.690 0.490

Water Truck 1 8 14.400 1.520 33.360 3.600 2.080

Fuel/Mechanics Truck 1 8 14.400 1.520 33.360 3.600 2.080

Subtotals 30.010 3.350 72.420 10.690 5.970

1 --- 0.297 0.066 1.947 0.037

11 --- 7.659 0.823 0.819 0.044
40.000

37.966 4.239 75.186 10.715 46.051

(1)

(2)

150

NO

Refer to Energy Unlimited, Incorporated WECS 20 Wind Park Revised Permit Application Offsite Road and 
Traffic Impact Plan prepared by Krieger & Stewart (Appendix G) for a description of construction phases.

Pollutants (lbs/day)

PM10SOXNOX

Additional PM10 for fugitive dust --- --- ---

TABLE 1

ENERGY UNLIMITED, INCORPORATED
REVISED COMMERCIAL WECS 20 PERMIT PROJECT

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION AIR POLLUTANT EMISSIONS

---

550

NO

100

NO

75

NO

PHASE A(1) - ROAD CONSTRUCTION

---

0.005

0.020

 
Estimated Peak Day Construction Equipment Exhaust Emissions 

For Construction of Revised Commercial WECS 20 Permit Project(2)

Equipment Type and Use

CO ROC

------

Offroad mobile equipment emissions are based on emission factors shown in Table A9-8-A in the South Coast 
Air Quality Management District CEQA Air Quality Handbook.  On-road vehicle emissions are based on Highest 
(Most Conservative) EMFAC 2002 (Version 2.2, April 23, 2003) Emission Factors for On-Road Heavy Heavy Duty 
Diesel Trucks and Highest (Most Conservative) EMFAC 2002 (Version 2.2, April 23, 2003) Emission Factors for 
On-Road Vehicles, provided by SCAQMD on their website located at http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/ 
onroad/onroad.html.

Truck tractor & lowboy for grader 
and dozer:  50 miles per day
Workers' Vehicles:  50 miles per 
day

Equipment Type

TOTAL EMISSIONS (lbs/day)
Construction Threshold (lbs/day)

Exceed Daily Threshold? (Yes/No)

150

NO

554-9-Air Quality.xls/Table 1A (03/22/2007)

Barbara
Rectangle



Quantity

No. of 
Hours in 

Operation

Water Truck 1 8 14.400 1.520 33.360 3.600 2.080

Fuel/Mechanics Truck 1 8 14.400 1.520 33.360 3.600 2.080

Loader 1 4 2.290 0.920 7.600 0.730 0.680

Backhoe 1 4 2.700 0.600 6.800 0.570 0.560

Concrete Truck 2 4 5.400 1.200 13.600 1.140 1.120

Subtotals 39.190 5.760 94.720 9.640 6.520

1 --- 0.297 0.066 1.947 0.037

11 --- 7.659 0.823 0.819 0.044
40.000

47.146 6.649 97.486 9.665 46.601

(1)

(2)

NO

Additional PM10 for fugitive dust

TOTAL EMISSIONS (lbs/day)

Pollutants (lbs/day)

ROC NOX SOX PM10

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION AIR POLLUTANT EMISSIONS

Construction Threshold (lbs/day) 550 75 100 150

CO

 Estimated Peak Day Construction Equipment Exhaust Emissions
For Construction of Revised Commercial WECS 20 Permit Project(2)

---

TABLE 2

ENERGY UNLIMITED, INCORPORATED
REVISED COMMERCIAL WECS 20 PERMIT PROJECT

PHASE B(1) - WECS FOUNDATION EXCAVATION AND CONCRETE PLACEMENT

---
0.005

0.020

---

Equipment Type

Equipment Type and Use

---

Offroad mobile equipment emissions are based on emission factors shown in Table A9-8-A in the South Coast 
Air Quality Management District CEQA Air Quality Handbook.  On-road vehicle emissions are based on Highest 
(Most Conservative) EMFAC 2002 (Version 2.2, April 23, 2003) Emission Factors for On-Road Heavy Heavy 
Duty Diesel Trucks and Highest (Most Conservative) EMFAC 2002 (Version 2.2, April 23, 2003) Emission 
Factors for On-Road Vehicles, provided by SCAQMD on their website located at 
http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/ onroad/onroad.html.

Truck tractor and trailer for 
loader and backhoe:  50 miles 
per day 

Workers' Vehicles:  50 miles per 
day

Refer to Energy Unlimited, Incorporated WECS 20 Wind Park Revised Permit Application Offsite Road and 
Traffic Impact Plan prepared by Krieger & Stewart (Appendix G) for a description of construction phases.

150

NO NO NONOExceed Daily Threshold? (Yes/No)

554-9-Air Quality.xls/Table 2B (03/22/2007)

Barbara
Rectangle




Quantity

No. of 
Hours in 

Operation

Water Truck 1 8 14.400 1.520 33.360 3.600 2.080

Fuel/Mechanics Truck 1 8 14.400 1.520 33.360 3.600 2.080

Crane 1 8 5.400 1.20 13.600 1.140 1.120

Subtotals 34.200 4.240 80.320 8.340 5.280

1 --- 0.297 0.066 1.947 0.037

11 --- 7.659 0.823 0.819 0.044
40.000

42.156 5.129 83.086 8.365 45.361
150

NO

(1)

(2)

Refer to Energy Unlimited, Incorporated WECS 20 Wind Park Revised Permit Application Offsite Road and 
Traffic Impact Plan prepared by Krieger & Stewart (Appendix G) for a description of construction phases.

Equipment Type and Use

 Estimated Peak Day Construction Equipment Exhaust Emissions
For Construction of Revised Commercial WECS 20 Permit Project(2)

Pollutants (lbs/day)

PM10CO ROC NOX SOX

NO

TOTAL EMISSIONS (lbs/day)

TABLE 3

ENERGY UNLIMITED, INCORPORATED
REVISED COMMERCIAL WECS 20 PERMIT PROJECT

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION AIR POLLUTANT EMISSIONS
PHASE C(1) - WECS ERECTION

Additional PM10 for fugitive dust

0.020

0.005

Equipment Type

100 150Construction Threshold (lbs/day) 550 75

---

Offroad mobile equipment emissions are based on emission factors shown in Table A9-8-A in the South Coast 
Air Quality Management District CEQA Air Quality Handbook.  On-road vehicle emissions are based on Highest 
(Most Conservative) EMFAC 2002 (Version 2.2, April 23, 2003) Emission Factors for On-Road Heavy Heavy 
Duty Diesel Trucks and Highest (Most Conservative) EMFAC 2002 (Version 2.2, April 23, 2003) Emission 
Factors for On-Road Vehicles, provided by SCAQMD on their website located at 
http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/ onroad/onroad.html.

Truck tractor & trailer for hauling 
WECS:  50 miles per day

Workers' Vehicles:  50 miles per 
day

--- --- ---

NOExceed Daily Threshold? (Yes/No) NO NO

554-9-Air Quality.xls/Table 3C (03/22/2007)

Barbara
Rectangle



Quantity

No. of 
Hours in 

Operation

Water Truck 1 8 14.400 1.520 33.360 3.600 2.080

Fuel/Mechanics Truck 1 8 14.400 1.520 33.360 3.600 2.080

Excavator 1 4 2.700 0.600 6.800 0.570 0.560

Backhoe 1 4 2.700 0.600 6.800 0.570 0.560

Loader 1 4 2.290 0.920 7.600 0.730 0.680

Subtotals 36.490 5.160 87.920 9.070 5.960

1 --- 0.297 0.066 1.947 0.037

1 --- 0.297 0.066 1.947 0.037

11 --- 7.659 0.823 0.819 0.044
40.000

44.743 6.115 92.633 9.115 46.078
150

(1)

(2)

Additional PM10 for fugitive dust

Equipment Type and Use

 
Estimated Peak Day Construction Equipment Exhaust Emissions 

For Construction of Revised Commercial WECS 20 Permit Project(2)

Pollutants (lbs/day)

CO ROC NOX

TABLE 4

ENERGY UNLIMITED, INCORPORATED
REVISED COMMERCIAL WECS 20 PERMIT PROJECT

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION AIR POLLUTANT EMISSIONS
PHASE D(1) - ELECTRICAL CABLE EXCAVATION AND INSTALLATION

150550 75 100

SOX PM10Equipment Type

0.020

Refer to Energy Unlimited, Incorporated WECS 20 Wind Park Revised Permit Application Offsite Road and 
Traffic Impact Plan prepared by Krieger & Stewart (Appendix G) for a description of construction phases.

Offroad mobile equipment emissions are based on emission factors shown in Table A9-8-A in the South Coast 
Air Quality Management District CEQA Air Quality Handbook.  On-road vehicle emissions are based on Highest 
(Most Conservative) EMFAC 2002 (Version 2.2, April 23, 2003) Emission Factors for On-Road Heavy Heavy 
Duty Diesel Trucks and Highest (Most Conservative) EMFAC 2002 (Version 2.2, April 23, 2003) Emission 
Factors for On-Road Vehicles, provided by SCAQMD on their website located at 
http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/ onroad/onroad.html.

Truck tractor and trailer for 
hauling backhoe and loader:  50 
miles per day
Truck tractor and trailer for 
hauling electrical cable:  50 
miles per day

Workers' Vehicles:  50 miles per 
day

0.020

0.005

Construction Threshold (lbs/day)

TOTAL EMISSIONS (lbs/day)

554-9-Air Quality.xls/Table 4D (03/22/2007)

Barbara
Rectangle



Quantity

No. of 
Hours in 

Operation

Crane for Maintenance 1 8 5.400 1.200 13.600 1.140 1.120

Pickup Truck 1 8 14.400 1.520 33.360 3.600 2.080

Subtotals 19.800 2.720 46.960 4.740 3.200

1 --- 0.696 0.075 0.075 0.004
40.000

20.496 2.795 47.035 4.741 43.204

(1)

(2)

 
Estimated Peak Day Operation and Maintenance Equipment Exhaust Emissions 

For Construction of Revised Commercial WECS 20 Permit Project(2)

TABLE 5

ENERGY UNLIMITED, INCORPORATED

Additional PM10 for fugitive dust

REVISED COMMERCIAL WECS 20 PERMIT PROJECT

ESTIMATED OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE AIR POLLUTANT EMISSIONS
PHASE E(1) - OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

150

Exceed Daily Threshold? (Yes/No) NO

550 75

NO

150

Equipment Type

Equipment Type and Use Pollutants (lbs/day)

CO ROC NOX SOX PM10

Refer to Energy Unlimited, Incorporated WECS 20 Wind Park Revised Permit Application Offsite Road and 
Traffic Impact Plan prepared by Krieger & Stewart (Appendix G) for a description of construction phases.

Offroad mobile equipment emissions are based on emission factors shown in Table A9-8-A in the South Coast 
Air Quality Management District CEQA Air Quality Handbook.  On-road vehicle emissions are based on Highest 
(Most Conservative) EMFAC 2002 (Version 2.2, April 23, 2003) Emission Factors for On-Road Heavy Heavy 
Duty Diesel Trucks and Highest (Most Conservative) EMFAC 2002 (Version 2.2, April 23, 2003) Emission 
Factors for On-Road Vehicles, provided by SCAQMD on their website located at 
http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/ onroad/onroad.html.

Pickup Truck:  50 miles per day 0.001

NO NO NO

TOTAL EMISSIONS (lbs/day)
Operation Threshold (lbs/day) 100

554-9-Air Quality.xls/Table 5E (03/22/2007)

Barbara
Rectangle
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BIOLOGICAL REPORT UPDATE FOR 
SECTION 31 PROPOSED WIND GENERATION EXPANSION 

AMEC EARTH & ENVIRONMENTAL, INC. 
2006 

 



 

AMEC Earth & Environmental, Inc. 
3120 Chicago Avenue, Suite 110 
Riverside, CA 92507  
Tel +1 (951) 369-8060 
Fax +1 (951) 369-8035 
www.amec.com 

16 October 2006 

 
Energy Unlimited 
638 Lindero Canyon Road, #273 
Oak Park, CA 91301 
 
Phone (818) 991-5095 
Fax      (818) 991-2232 
 
Attention: David Lamm 

Re: Biological Report update for Section 31 Proposed Wind Generation Expansion 

 

Introduction 

 AMEC Earth and Environmental (AMEC) was contracted to visit the site of a proposed 
wind generation expansion.  Biological studies have been performed on this existing, operating, 
wind power site in the City of Desert Hot Springs in 1984 (Tierra Madre) and 2000 (Ogden).  A 
letter report was prepared in 2004 (AMEC) updating the biological issues for the site, mainly in 
regard to bird mortality issues related to a proposed change in tower design.  Site visits were 
also made in 2005 to address potential jurisdictional waters issues (AMEC 2005).  This letter 
updates those biological studies for this project.  This project has also been identified in 
previous planning documents as WECS 20 and it is on Assessor’s Parcel Number 667-160-001. 

Results 

 AMEC biologist John F. Green visited the site on 13 October 2006.  Conditions were 
found to be essentially identical to those described the previous reports, and to those seen by 
Green during December 2005 visits to the site.  Biological issues, recommendations, and 
conclusions from those reports therefore remain valid in most respects.  Three things have 
changed, however: 

1. Little San Bernardino Mountains Gilia (Gilia maculata) is a sensitive plant species which 
is listed as being of moderate potential for occurrence in the 2000 assessment.  This 
species has been reclassified as Little San Bernardino Mountains Linanthus (Linanthus 
maculatus). 

2. Jurisdictional limits for “Waters of the United States” are being redefined as the result of 
a recent Supreme Court decision.  It is possible that new guidelines will exclude dry 
washes such as those found on site (see AMEC 2005), but this has not yet been 
determined. 

3. The Coachella Valley Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Community 
Conservation Plan (MSHCP) (Coachella Valley Association of Governments [CVAG] 
2006) has been completed.  All Permittees have approved it except for the City of Desert 
Hot Springs.  When or if it is approved by Desert Hot Springs it would go into effect as 
soon as permits were issued for it by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service and 
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California Department of Fish and Game.  If this occurs, the project will need to comply 
with the MSHCP terms if it has not already been permitted to move forward. 

Under the plan, sites outside of designated Conservation Areas will face little or no 
environmental constraints, and will simply pay designated development fees.  These 
fees will be used to buy land within the conservation areas towards the goal of an 
interconnected reserve system within the plan area. 

This site, however, is within the Upper Mission Creek/Big Morongo Canyon 
Conservation Area.  Goals for this Conservation Area are to: 

1. Conserve a total of 11,037 acres which would include: 

2. Conserve core habitat and supporting ecological processes for Little San 
Bernardino Mountains Linanthus, Triple-ribbed Milkvetch (Astragalus 
tricarinatus) , Desert Tortoise (Gopherus agassizi), and Palm Springs 
Pocket Mouse (Perognathus longimembris bangsi) 

3. Conserve habitat for LeConte’s Thrasher (Toxostoma lecontei) 

4. Conserve Coachella Valley Jerusalem Cricket (Stenopelmatus cahuilaensis) 
habitat (none of this would be within Desert Hot Springs) 

5. Conserve occupied Burrowing Owl (Athene cunicularia) burrows 

6. Conserve 248 acres of riparian and desert dry wash habitats 

7. Maintain bridges on Highway 62 as biological corridors 

8. Maintain fluvial sand transport in the Mission Creek channel 

The goals which could be of direct concern to this project are numbers 2, 3, and 5.  The site is 
within modeled Desert Tortoise habitat (Figure 4-12b in CVAG 2006) and the tortoise is known 
to occur on-site.  The site is within a modeled sand source area (an ecologic process) on Figure 
4-12d in CVAG (2006).  There is a high probability that LeConte’s Thrasher could occur in the 
project area and a moderate probability that Burrowing Owl could. 

It is unlikely, however, that the project area would be desired as an addition to the reserve 
system.  It already has an existing wind farm on it and is in a Desert Hot Springs general plan 
designated Energy-related Industrial area (CVAG 2006).  This low intensity land use allows the 
project area to continue to support desert flora, fauna, and ecological processes, but would 
make it undesirable as a permanent part of the reserve system.  Placement of new wind towers 
on this site (which includes removal of some of the existing towers) would cause little change to 
the existing conditions.  If the MSHCP is approved, it is likely that this project would be allowed 
to proceed under the plan through payment of the necessary fees and with appropriate 
documentation of site usage and conditions. 

Conclusions 

 Except for the exceptions noted above, recommendations and conclusions from the 
previous biological reports (Tierra Madre 1984, Ogden 2000, AMEC 2004, 2005) remain valid.  
By following those recommendations, or by complying with the MSHCP as outlined above, this 
project should be able to move forward without further biological constraints. 
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Please contact me with should you have any further questions or comments. 

 
 
 
 
 

John F Green 
Wildlife Biologist 
AMEC Earth & Environmental 
(951) 369-8060 x 110 
john.f.green@amec.com 
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Energy Unlimited, Incorporated 
Section 31 Proposed Wind Generation Expansion 

Biological Assessment Update 
 

Lawrence F. LaPré, PhD 
AMEC Earth and Environmental, Inc. 

June 2004 
 

Introduction 
 This report updates a biological study prepared in 2000 for placement of wind generation 
turbines on an existing site in the City of Desert Hot Springs.  This project has been identified in 
previous planning documents as WECS 20.  The current proposal differs from past proposals in 
the height and location of the turbines.  The 2000 proposal specified eight 1.3 mW 100 meter 
turbines (69 meter tower, 31 meter blade) within the existing Energy Unlimited wind park.  The 
2004 proposal specifies eight 1.5 mW turbines in nearly the same location in a single north-south 
row.  The turbines on the end of each row will be 100.25 meters tall (65 meter tower, 35.25 
meter blade) and the six turbines in between will be 103.5 meters tall (65 meter tower, 38.5 
meter blade).  

This change and the public review have raised the issue of the potential for bird 
collisions.  Since the San Gorgonio Pass is well known as a migratory flyway, additional 
information on the avian risk of turbine-related mortality is provided and is the primary purpose 
of this report.  The findings and conclusions of the November 2000 biological study (Ogden, 
2000) for this project remain valid, with the exception that the U. S. Geological Survey study of 
desert tortoises in the wind resource area is completed.  The radio transmitters on the wild 
tortoises have been removed and there is no need to contact USGS if a tortoise is encountered. 
 
Results 
 
Perspective on Avian Mortality 
 The National Wind Coordinating Committee (2001) has summarized annual avian 
collision mortality from all sources as follows: 
 

• Vehicles: 60 – 80 million 
• Buildings and windows: 98 – 980 million 
• Power lines: tens of thousands – 174 million 
• Communication towers: 4 – 50 million 
• Wind generation facilities: 10,000 – 40,000 

 
These estimates reflect the relative abundance of these structures.  In addition, the 

National Audubon Society has estimated that house cats kill 100 million birds per year.  The 
relative impact of wind energy facilities on the total bird mortality in the United States from 
human-induced sources is small. 
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Studies on bird collisions with wind turbines 
 Since the beginnings of large-scale commercial production of energy from wind turbines 
in the early 1980s, the potential for adverse environmental impacts in the form of bird mortality 
has been recognized.  The industry, via the American Wind Industry Association, initiated 
studies of this potential problem, followed by a number of state and federal agencies, notably the 
California Energy Commission.  In 1994, the National Wind Coordinating Committee was 
formed as a collaborative endeavor composed of representatives of electric utilities, state utility 
commissions, equipment suppliers, consumer advocates and environmental interests.  The 
NWCC formed an Avian Subcommittee to better understand and coordinate research on the risk 
of bird collisions with wind turbines.  These committees have published the results of several 
studies and symposia, most of which are available on the worldwide web. 
 The local governments, utilities and land managers have also sponsored site-specific 
studies of bird migration and collision potential in the San Gorgonio Pass.  Riverside County and 
the federal Bureau of Land Management assessed all environmental risks prior to approval of the 
initial developments in the Pass in the early 1980s.  Southern California Edison Company 
sponsored technical studies using radar equipment to determine the intensity of bird migration 
through the San Gorgonio Pass.  Finally, both Riverside County and the California Energy 
Commission have performed monitoring studies to attempt to quantify the magnitude of the bird 
collision problem in the San Gorgonio Pass wind resource area. 
 The results of these technical studies are summarized below: 
 
Bird use of the San Gorgonio Pass 
 The San Gorgonio Pass is a high-use nocturnal flyway for migratory songbirds.  Both the 
spring and fall seasons have shown extensive bird flights.  McCrary et al. (1983) estimated 32 
million birds flew through the Coachella Valley during spring of 1982, and 37 million birds 
during the fall of 1982 (McCrary et al.1984).  Traffic rates of 5,000 - 10,000 birds per hour were 
recorded with radar equipment.  Their study sites ranged over a larger area than just the Pass, 
extending to Palm Canyon, the Whitewater floodplain and Thousand Palms. 

These migratory birds generally flew at heights much greater than the tallest turbines.  
Birds flew at heights of 200 – 400 meters above the ground, though a smaller proportion (11%) 
was below 127 meters.  On very windy nights, however, birds can be blown down closer to the 
ground or may seek shelter at ground level.  In these instances, the turbines on the ridge tops, 
such as on Whitewater Hill, present a risk of collision.  
 Large, soaring birds known to be susceptible to collision with wind turbines are not 
common in the San Gorgonio Pass.  Golden eagles have been recorded nesting at Whitewater 
Canyon, and are present in low numbers in the winter.  Occasional turkey vultures are recorded 
in the San Gorgonio Pass, as are red-tailed hawks and a variety of less common raptors. 
 
Recorded mortality in the San Gorgonio Pass 

Recorded mortality in the San Gorgonio Pass wind resource area is small.  County-
sponsored mortality studies detected a small (<1%) mortality rate for migratory birds in the San 
Gorgonio Pass.  McCrary et al. (1986) estimated that 6,800 birds were killed annually based on 
38 dead birds found while monitoring nocturnal migrants.  These included 25 species.  
Considering the number of nocturnal migrants relative to fatalities, the authors concluded that 
this level of mortality was biologically insignificant.  The CEC (Anderson et al. 2000) 
documented 42 fatalities during quarterly searches of 360 turbines.  The highest mortality was at 
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turbines near water.  The NWCC estimated a total of 2.3 birds per tower per year would be killed 
in the San Gorgonio wind resource area, based on a turbine count of 2,900. 
 
Assessing avian risk of mortality 
 The primary factors involving risk of collision and mortality to birds from wind turbines 
are location, bird abundance, and tower design.   
 
Location – Location refers both to the placement of a tower with respect to local topography as 
well as placement relative to nearby vegetation or water.  Turbines placed on top of a ridge are 
more likely to be in the path of both migratory birds and resident soaring birds.  Towers placed 
near or over water present a much higher risk of bird collisions.  Towers adjacent to riparian 
vegetation or other areas with extensive bird use, such as forests and woodlands, present a 
greater risk of bird mortality. 
 
Bird abundance – Large soaring birds, such as hawks, eagles and vultures are most at risk of 
collision with wind turbines.  These birds utilize updrafts at the edge of canyon walls as a source 
of lift.  In the Altamont Pass wind resource area, the large number of resident and wintering 
golden eagles has been substantially impacted by collisions with wind turbines.  The large 
population of ground squirrels attracts these and other birds of prey to that location. 
 The abundance of birds utilizing a migratory flyway is also an important factor in 
collision frequency.  Areas that experience high passage rates are more at risk of collision than 
areas where migrants are less concentrated. 
 
Tower design – Towers using guy wires are more likely to present a risk of bird mortality than 
those without supporting cables.  Studies are mixed on whether lattice or tubular towers present a 
greater collision risk. Turbines with fast-moving blades present a higher mortality risk than those 
with fixed rate, slow blade movement.  Use of warning lights may increase the attraction of 
nocturnal birds (including night migrants) to towers.  Taller towers are more likely to encounter 
migratory birds than short towers, and therefore, present a greater risk of collision. 
 
Features of the Energy Unlimited proposal related to risk factors 
 
Location – The eight proposed towers are located downhill from the primary ridgeline of 
Whitewater Canyon.  These are in the safest location relative to the risk for bird collisions.  The 
towers are not near or over open water or near riparian vegetation.  Anderson et al (2000) noted 
higher bird utilization and mortality in the low elevation (<1,000’) subregion he studied relative 
to the mid elevation (1000’ – 2000’) subregion.  The Energy Unlimited site is in the mid 
elevation range. 
  
Bird abundance – The Desert Hot Springs location is not considered a high use area for soaring 
birds.  Of  five wind resource areas studied by Anderson et al. (2000), the San Gorgonio Pass had 
the lowest raptor utilization rate.  The site is within a very high use migration corridor, though 
the bird passage takes place at higher altitudes. 
 
Tower design – The tubular towers that do not employ guy wires are among the safest designs 
relative to risk factors for bird collisions. 
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Conclusions 
 The potential for bird mortality from the eight turbines in the Energy Unlimited proposal 
is low, but not zero.  Risk factors associated with bird collisions are minimized by location, bird 
abundance, and turbine design.  The impact to birds in the Desert Hot Springs area will be 
biologically insignificant. 
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ENERGY UNLIMITED, INCORPORATED  
WECS 20 WIND PARK 

OFFSITE ROAD AND TRAFFIC IMPACT PLAN 
 
 
1. Introduction 
 
 The proposed WECS project will result in the construction, operation, and maintenance of eight 

wind turbines.  The proposed traffic route to the site is shown on the attached map.  This route is 
currently used by the operation and maintenance personnel operating the existing WECS 20 Wind 
Park.  An increase in traffic to and from the site for the construction phase of this project will 
occur.  The current Average Daily Trips (ADT) along the access route has not been established; 
however, by observation, it appears quite low (well below 7,000 ADT).  Therefore, the increase 
in traffic will have little impact on the ability of the access road system to handle the traffic load, 
as the volume to capacity ratio on these roads will remain very small.  Parking capacity will not 
be affected by project traffic since vehicles used in the construction and operations of said project 
will park on private property.  Some parking alongside access roads may occur to allow for the 
adjustment of delivery loads; however, this will not be the norm and each occurrence should have 
little impact on local traffic.  This project will have no impact on emergency access or access to 
nearby uses for local residents and will not impact the local rail traffic.  This project will not 
require new or altered road maintenance procedures.  In general, this project will have little or no 
impact on the transportation capabilities of the community. 

 
2. Route Locations 
 

The proposed route for traffic is shown on the attached map.  A main route does not pass by any 
residential areas.  

 
3. Road Surfaces 
 

Access Road adjacent to Colorado River  
Aqueduct Native Material 
  

 
4. Road Maintenance and Repair Plan 
 

Access Road along Colorado 
River Aqueduct 

Minor grading and water as needed 
to control dirt and dust. 
 

All Roads  
 
 

All damage to the road surface due 
to construction traffic will be 
repaired to the original condition 
of the road prior to the start of 
construction. 
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5. Estimate of Duration of Traffic 
 
 

i) Construction (Total Duration:  1 Month) 
 

PROJECT 
PHASE 

 
DESCRIPTION 

 
ESTIMATED DURATION OF TRAFFIC 

 
     A Road Construction 

 
1 Week/Month for 1 Month 

     B WECS Foundation Excavation 
and Concrete Placement 
 

4 Weeks/Month for 1 Month 
 

     C WECS Erection 3 Weeks/Month for 1 Month 
 

     D Electrical Cable Excavation and 
Installation 
 

2 Weeks/Month for 1 Month 
 

ii) Operation and Maintenance (Total Duration:  30± Years) 
 

PROJECT 
PHASE 

 
DESCRIPTION 

 
ESTIMATED DURATION OF TRAFFIC 

 
     E Operation and Maintenance 

 
Continuous 

 
6. Description and Frequency of the Vehicles Using the Proposed Routes 
 

i) Construction  
 

 
 

TYPE OF VEHICLE  

 
 

PHASES (1) 

 
ESTIMATED TRAFFIC 

VOLUME (2) 
 

Truck Tractor & Lowboy  
with Dozer/Grader 
 

A 2 Trips Total 

Water Truck A, B, D 4 Trips Daily 
 

Fuel & Mechanics Truck A, B, C, D 1 Trip Daily 
 

Survey Crew Truck A, B, D 2 Trips Weekly  
 

Truck Tractor & Trailer with 
Backhoe & Loader 
 

B, D 2 Trips Total 

Concrete Trucks 
 

B 55 Trips per Foundation  
(8 Days) 
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TYPE OF VEHICLE  

 
 

PHASES (1) 

 
ESTIMATED TRAFFIC 

VOLUME (2) 
Crane C 2 Trips Total 

 
Truck Tractor & Trailer with 
WECS 

C 4 Trips per WTG 
 
 

Truck Tractor & Trailer with 
Electrical Cable 
 

D 2 Trips Weekly 

Private Vehicles of 
Construction Workers (1 
Trip per Vehicle) 
 

A, B, C, D 10 Trips Daily 

 
 ii) Operation and Maintenance 
 

 
 

TYPE OF VEHICLE  

 
 

PHASES (1) 

 
ESTIMATED TRAFFIC 

VOLUME (2) 
 

Crane for Maintenance E 1 Trip Monthly 
 

Pickup Truck for 
Maintenance Workers 

E 1 Trip Daily 
 

 
(1) See Item 5 for Description of Phase 
(2) 1 Trip is a Round Trip On Site and Off Site 

 
7. Sequence of Work 
 

Work will be performed simultaneously as required.  Work will proceed as soon as building 
permits are obtained. 
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APPENDIX H 
 

WIND TURBINE GENERATOR TECHNICAL DATA 
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NOTICE OF PREPARATION AND 
COMMENTS IN RESPONSE TO NOTICE OF PREPARATION 

 



 

NOTICE OF PREPARATION 

 















Barbara
Text Box
See Figures Section of DEIR for a full copy ofSheet 1 (Primary Exhibit Plot Plan/Site Disturbance Plan)





Barbara
Text Box
See  Appendix A of DEIRfor a full copy of theEnvironmental Assessment



 

COMMENTS IN RESPONSE TO NOTICE OF PREPARATION 
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NOTICE OF COMPLETION / NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY 
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