
FOUNTAIN WIND PROJECT  

Appendices  

April 6, 2018 

 83 

 

Prior to an environmental recommendation, referrals for this project were sent to agencies 
thought to have responsible agency or reviewing agency authority.  The responses to those 
referrals (attached), where appropriate, have been incorporated into this document and will be 
considered as part of the record of decision for the environmental review associated with Project 
Use Permit 16-007.  Copies of all referral comments may be reviewed through the Shasta County 
Planning Division.  To date, referral comments have been received from the following State 
agencies or any other agencies which have identified CEQA concerns: 
 

Agency Commenter Comment Date 

Burney Fire Protection District Monte Keady, Fire Chief January 15, 2018 

California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife 

Curt Babcock, Habitat Conservation 
Program Manager 

March 2, 2018 

California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife 

Kristin Hubbard, Environmental 
Scientist 

March 7, 2018 

California Department of 
Transportation 

Marcelino “Marci” Gonzalez, Local 
Development Review & Regional 
Transportation Planner 

January 31, 2018 

Central Valley Regional Water Quality 
Control Board 

Dannas J. Berchtold, Engineering 
Associate Storm Water & Water 
Quality Certification Unit 

February 5, 2018 

Frontier Communications Chuck Wadowski, Engineer Senior 

Network Design 

January 11, 2018 

Pit River Tribe Brandy Mcdaniels, Madesi Band 
Cultural Representative for The Pit 
River Tribe 

February 10, 2018 

Shasta County Assessor / Recorder  January 16, 2018 

Shasta County Air Quality 
Management District 

John Waldrop January 16, 2018 

Shasta County Fire Department Jimmy Zanotelli, Fire Marshall February 1, 2018 

Shasta County Office of the Sheriff Lt. Tyler Thompson, Burney Patrol 

Station 

February 8, 2018 

Shasta Mosquito and Vector Control 
District 

Darcy Buckalew, Administrative 
Office Manager 

January 12, 2018 

Wintu Audubon Society Bruce Webb And Janet Wall, Co-
chairs Conservation 

February 14, 2018 

 

 

 



















































From: Hubbard, Kristin@Wildlife

To: Bill Walker

Cc: Battistone, Carie@Wildlife; Burkett, Esther@Wildlife

Subject: Fountain Wind Helicopter Survey Permit Requirements

Date: Wednesday, March 07, 2018 11:39:25 AM

Hi Bill,

 

I just recently received guidance from our Statewide Raptor Coordinator, Carie Battistone, that a

Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the Department is required for aerial raptor surveys

such as those being conducted for the Fountain Wind Project. The reason behind this is that

helicopter surveys are not a passive monitoring tool, and if not performed correctly, can result in

nest failure or take of eggs, nestlings, or adults of State Listed and/or Fully Protected raptors, which

are protected under State law. More information can be found here:

http://www.dfg.ca.gov/wildlife/nongame/research_permit/mou.html. As stated on our website, the

MOU process for Fully Protected species requires a minimum of 6 weeks processing time.

 

Please forward this email to the Fountain Wind Project applicant to advise them to contact Carie

Battistone at Carie.Battistone@wildlife.ca.gov, or Esther Burkett in her absence at:

Esther.Burkett@wildlife.ca.gov, in order to apply for an MOU.

 

Thank you,

Kristin

 

Kristin Hubbard

Environmental Scientist

California Department of Fish and Wildlife

2440 Athens Avenue

Redding, CA 96001

(530) 225-2138

 
Every Californian should conserve water.  Find out how at:

SaveOurWater_Logo

SaveOurWater.com · Drought.CA.gov

 



1

From: Gonzalez, Marcelino@DOT <marcelino.gonzalez@dot.ca.gov>

Sent: Wednesday, January 31, 2018 10:57 AM

To: Bill Walker

Cc: Grah, Kathy M@DOT; Pascal, Anthony C@DOT; Stinger Jr, Rob F@DOT; Veatch, Steve C@DOT

Subject: FW: Sha-299-68.1 Wind Turbines 

Bill, 

Regarding the new Pacific Wind Development (UP 16-007) turbine project. Our main comment is that the project 
description include that coordination will occur with Caltrans and CHP regarding the transport of turbine equipment and 
materials due to the potential oversize and weight of the materials to prevent damage to the highways and surrounding 
infrastructure while minimizing the impact on the travelling public. 

Thanks for the opportunity to review.  If you prefer a letter response, let me know. 

Marcelino "Marci " Gonzalez 
Local Development Review 
& Regional Transportation Planner 
(530)225-3369 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Barnes, Stacey@DOT 
Sent: Friday, January 12, 2018 1:30 PM 
To: Gonzalez, Marcelino@DOT <marcelino.gonzalez@dot.ca.gov>; Pascal, Anthony C@DOT 
<anthony.pascal@dot.ca.gov>; Veatch, Steve C@DOT <steve.veatch@dot.ca.gov> 
Cc: Anderson, Don L@DOT <don.anderson@dot.ca.gov>; Grah, Kathy M@DOT <kathy.grah@dot.ca.gov>; Balkow, 
Thomas C@DOT <thomas.balkow@dot.ca.gov>; Moore, David E@DOT <dave.moore@dot.ca.gov>; Akana, Eric 
E@DOT <eric.akana@dot.ca.gov>; Orr, Eric D@DOT <eric.orr@dot.ca.gov>; Casas, Aaron D@DOT 
<Aaron.Casas@dot.ca.gov>; Rich, Tamara J@DOT <tamara.j.rich@dot.ca.gov>; Maxwell, John G@DOT 
<john.maxwell@dot.ca.gov>; Stinger Jr, Rob F@DOT <rob.stinger@dot.ca.gov>; Anderson, Don L@DOT 
<don.anderson@dot.ca.gov> 
Subject: RE: Sha-299-68.1 Wind Turbines LESSONS LEARNED due Feb 2 

I recall a large meeting, and you may have been there, with a representative from the Hatchet wind farm, CHP, Jan 
Meyers from TMC, Ed Lamkin, and others possibly.  It was quite an orchestration effort, and I think the work put into 
establishing the route and logistics went a long way to preventing any permanent damage to the highway route.  
According to Clint Burkenpas, who was the TMC manager at the time, Jan thoroughly went over the route with the 
representative and drove it ahead of time, identifying all the possible obstacles, and even went so far as to change out 
signs to make them temporarily removable to easily accommodate the large transport vehicles.  It may also help to take 
before and after pictures of concern areas?  It's a little tough to pin mitigation on them when there is no encroachment 
permit involved, unless we plan to make them expand the road connection.  Rob may have been part of that meeting, 
maybe he can add his two cents.  I don't think Transportation Permits was too involved other than issuing them a permit 
for transport. 

Stacey Barnes, PE 
Project Manager Plumas Co. 
Caltrans District 2 
(530) 225-3439 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Gonzalez, Marcelino@DOT 
Sent: Friday, January 12, 2018 10:28 AM 
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To: Barnes, Stacey@DOT <stacey.barnes@dot.ca.gov>; Pascal, Anthony C@DOT <anthony.pascal@dot.ca.gov>; 
Veatch, Steve C@DOT <steve.veatch@dot.ca.gov> 
Cc: Anderson, Don L@DOT <don.anderson@dot.ca.gov>; Grah, Kathy M@DOT <kathy.grah@dot.ca.gov>; Balkow, 
Thomas C@DOT <thomas.balkow@dot.ca.gov>; Moore, David E@DOT <dave.moore@dot.ca.gov>; Akana, Eric 
E@DOT <eric.akana@dot.ca.gov>; Orr, Eric D@DOT <eric.orr@dot.ca.gov>; Casas, Aaron D@DOT 
<Aaron.Casas@dot.ca.gov>; Rich, Tamara J@DOT <tamara.j.rich@dot.ca.gov>; Maxwell, John G@DOT 
<john.maxwell@dot.ca.gov> 
Subject: Sha-299-68.1 Wind Turbines LESSONS LEARNED due Feb 2 
 
 
Stacey and all, 
 
Do we have any 'Lessons Learned' from the Hatchet Wind project?  Extreme Heavy loads, CHP escorts.  Will these things 
damage highway pavement in transport?  Is that mitigatable? 
 
Anything that we want the County to consider in their environmental review to allow a NEW wind turbine project with even 
larger turbines and a lot more of them, if it gets approved? 
 
Comments, concerns, suggestion.  Response by Feb 2. 
 
 
 
http://www.redding.com/story/news/2017/12/28/portland-firm-wants-build-100-turbine-wind-project-california/975861001/ 
 
 
Portland firm wants to build 100-turbine wind project near Burney 
 
A Portland, Oregon, firm has filed an application to build up to 100 wind turbines - more than twice as many as Hatchet 
Ridge - in eastern Shasta County. 
 
The turbines would be located north and south of Highway 299 and west of the Hatchet Ridge wind energy project 
completed in 2010. 
 
The turbines proposed by Pacific Wind Development could also dwarf the 418-foot-tall turbines on Hatchet Ridge, where 
there are 44 turbines. 
 
While turbine heights haven't been decided, the firm's application says they could be up to 591 feet tall, nearly as high as 
the 602-foot Shasta Dam. 
 
William Carlson said he can see the Hatchett Ridge turbines from his home north of Redding. Having another set of 
turbines built closer to where he lives would be worse. 
 
"I think the closer it gets to Redding, the more objectionable it is," Carlson said. 
 
The massive project would be built on 37,436 acres leased from Oxbow Timber I LLC. When operating at capacity, the 
turbines could produce up to 347 megawatts of electricity, enough to power about 260,000 homes, according to a formula 
from the Lawrence Livermore Labs. 
 
At buildout, the Fountain Wind Project would have about 12 full-time employees, according to a report submitted with an 
application to the Shasta County Planning Department. 
 
Pacific Wind Development set up monitoring towers several years ago to test whether the area east of Montgomery Creek 
was suitable for further wind development. 
 
Scott Kringen, the project developer, said the company is in the early stages of development and will need to go through 
approval through several local, state and federal agencies. 
 
Shasta County planning officials said the project will likely have to go through a thorough environmental analysis. 
 
"Again, it's very early, and we have lots of work to do, but we think we have a great wind farm site here that can create 
jobs and deliver a new source of clean energy for Californians," Kringen said. 
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But Carlson said he didn't believe the benefit of clean energy was worth the cost of ruining the view in a county heavily 
dependent on tourists who visit the area to enjoy the outdoors. 
 
"For the environmental benefits you get, it's too steep of a price to pay for the (loss of ) aesthetics," he said. 
 
The application report says views of the turbines are expected because of their height and exposed locations. 
 
"In addition to the size, form and color of the turbines, another source of visual contrast from the operation of the project 
would be the introduction of motion into a static landscape," the report says. 
 
Carolyn Adams of Burney said she initially opposed the Hatchet Ridge wind turbines, which can be seen from her home. 
But over the years she has grown used to seeing the turbine blades turning on the hilltop west of Burney. 
 
Jim Wiegand of Redding said he thinks the wind turbines will be bad for birds because they will be killed by the turbine 
blades. 
 
OPINION: It's not too late to help slow climate change 
 
"I'm real sad to hear this," Wiegand said after hearing the news about the proposed wind development. "These turbines 
slaughter everything. It's really sad." 
 
Kringen said the company will work to minimize impacts on birds. 
 
"Wind farms can have an impact on birds, which is why we collaboratively work with stakeholders, scientists and reputable 
avian organizations to minimize those impacts and find a sustainable path forward," he said. 
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From: Brandy McDaniels <bmcdaniels@pitrivertribe.org>

Sent: Saturday, February 10, 2018 11:11 PM

To: Bill Walker

Cc: mickydb@hotmail.com; Mickey Gemmill; Charles White; Yatch Bamford; Buzz Ward

Subject: Use Permit 16-007 (Fountain Wind project)  Pacific Wind Development, LLC

Bill Walker, AICP, Senior Planner, 
While your maps are of poor quality and resolution on your project description web page, it is clear that the 
Fountain Wind project is entirely within the Ancestral territories of the Pit River Tribe.  Specifically the 
Ancestral boundaries of the Madesi, Itsatawi, and Atsugewi Bands of the Pit River Tribe.  Therefore I am 
requesting the following information regarding this project so that adverse impacts to historical, traditional 
religious, and cultural properties can be evaluated: 

Draft Cultural Resource report
Ground water recharge analysis
Viewshed analysis and potential impacts to visual resources report
Biological surveys
Site Characterization studies, which include but are not limited to animals, plants, and habitat.
Request that a sensitive species survey be conducted, if it has not already been completed.
Bat desktop assessment
Economic impact

Regards, 
Brandy McDaniels, Madesi Band Cultural Representative for the Pit River Tribe   
530-515-6933 
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From: James Zanotelli <Jimmy.Zanotelli@fire.ca.gov>

Sent: Thursday, February 01, 2018 9:40 AM

To: Bill Walker

Subject: Fountain Wind Project

Bill, 

I looked over the info on the county website.  I have a few comments. I did not see the info below listed in the report. 
I’m not sure if this is the point to make these request, or wait to add the comments to the official conditions for the 
project.  

1. There isn’t any mention in their fire protection plan of fire hydrants, fire systems or fire water on-site for
firefighting purposes.

2. The O&M building for the Hatchet project had fire sprinklers, I would assume the O&M building for this
project would require the same.

3. SCFD would like 5000 gallon water tanks placed in strategic locations throughout the wind farm for
firefighting.

Jimmy Zanotelli 
 

 

 

 













 
PO Box 994533 
Redding, CA 96099-4533 
wintuaudubon.org 
 
 

February 14, 2018 
 
 
Bill Walker, Senior Planner 
Shasta County Department of Resource Management 
1855 Placer St., Suite 103 
Redding, CA 96001 
 
Subject: Use Permit Application 16-007 (Fountain Wind), Informal Consultation per CCR 15063(g) 
 
 
Dear Mr. Walker: 
 
Wintu Audubon welcomes the opportunity to respond to your request for comments pursuant to CCR 
15063(g). Wintu Audubon has approximately 450 members in Shasta County. Wintu Audubon is 
prepared and pleased to offer its services as a local conservation organization with special knowledge of 
wildlife potentially impacted by the project. We are concerned about the bird, bat and other wildlife 
impacts that may result from this major wind development project, and wish to be certain that 
appropriate studies and surveys are conducted in advance of the preparation of California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) documents, so that appropriate measures to minimize impacts 
(including but not limited to turbine and road siting and layout redesign) and appropriate mitigation for 
impacts which cannot be adequately reduced are fully examined and disclosed during the CEQA process 
rather than after it.  
 
Due to the potential for mortality to or displacement of special status bird and bat species, that inhabit 
or migrate through this area (eg. greater Sandhill crane, bald eagle, willow flycatcher, yellow warbler, 
great grey owl), and potential for fragmentation of their habitats, Wintu Audubon believes an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) must be required for this project. We caution that the results of 
mortality surveys at the nearby Hatchet Ridge site, although a part of the information sources that are 
available, must not be used as predominant evidence that bird mortalities will be similar at the site in 
question. Many habitat features of this site are quite different from the Hatchet Ridge site, including but 
not limited to variability of terrain and landforms, variability and age classes of conifer species, post-
Fountain Fire vegetation characteristics, water features present including seasonal and perennial ponds, 
lakes and wetlands, and presence of fish-bearing streams. In addition, unlike the Hatchet Ridge wind 
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farm, the proposed (and alternate) turbine sites are much more widespread across the project area. 
 
We�note�from�a�review�of�the�applicant’s�timelines�for�CEQA�document�preparation�and�wildlife 
(including bird and bat) surveys, that the applicant may anticipate preparation of draft CEQA documents 
prior to full completion and report preparation for those surveys. This would be counter to the intent of 
CEQA to fully disclose the likelihood of impacts prior to circulation of CEQA documents rather than after 
it, and counter to California Energy Commission’s CALIFORNIA GUIDELINES FOR REDUCING IMPACTS TO 
BIRDS AND BATS FROM WIND ENERGY DEVELOPMENT (2007). We submit that all bird and bat use 
surveys should be completed and incorporated by reference in advance of the release of the draft EIR, 
so that their conclusions may fully advise the impact, avoidance and mitigation analyses of the EIR. 
 
It is difficult to comment on the adequacy of the design of bird surveys which are currently underway, 
and perhaps in major portion nearly completed. Point count locations are not displayed with sufficient 
detail relative to the landforms and habitats in the project area to allow any determination of their 
adequacy, both in number and location. Moreover, a full analysis of bird habitat types in the project 
area should be performed to provide the basis for the design of the surveys. We do not have adequate 
information to determine to what extent and how this was done. We are concerned that bird surveys 
have been and may continue to be carried out only during spring and fall periods.�The�area’s�use�by�
certain bird species such as raptors may vary seasonally by habitat type, so surveys only conducted in 
spring and fall may not disclose summer foraging ranges by raptors, for example.  
 
For small birds including passerines, the application states 2 years of surveys will be conducted during 
vernal�and�autumnal�migration�windows�beginning�April,�2017.�It�further�states�“completion�of�this�
effort will result in data for inclusion in a draft Biological Survey Report, which will be available by first 
quarter�2018.” As noted above, these milestone dates are inconsistent and appear not to comport with 
the�applicant’s�CEQA�review�expectations. 
 
The applicant states that no surveys of nighttime migration will be conducted, because most nighttime 
migration is above turbine rotor elevation. There are, however, anecdotal records that the area has 
experienced massive low-level migration of Sandhill crane during storm events. The above referenced 
CEC�Guidelines�state:�“For�nocturnal�migratory�birds,�conduct�additional�studies�as�needed�if�a�project�
potentially�poses�a�risk�of�collision�to�migrating�songbirds�and�other�species.”�The�study cited in the Use 
Permit application is not fully instructive as to this possibility for this site.  The applicant also states that 
radar surveys have been discredited as unreliable, but the use of acoustical or near-infrared methods is 
not discussed. The possibility of low level Sandhill crane migration during storm events should be fully 
examined, and studies designed to further address this if feasible. 
 
We are concerned about the configuration of the project including widely disparate turbine sites and 
many improved access roads, and the attendant construction and operation effects that will tend to 
fracture wildlife habitats. We suggest that consideration of alternate configurations that will 
concentrate facilities and roads and thus lessen the effects of habitat fragmentation should be 
considered. 
 
The site plan indicates that 4 or more MET towers will be maintained beyond the construction phase 
and indefinitely during normal operations. Due to the risk of mortality to birds from MET tower guy  
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wires, the above referenced CEC Guidelines recommend that permanent MET towers should not be 
guyed at turbine sites, or if guy wires are necessary, then effective bird deterrents installed. 
 
The application presents a number of milestone dates for surveys and related reports. Wintu Audubon 
would appreciate knowing the approximate revised schedule status for these milestones.  
 
The above referenced CEC Guidelines call for the identification and consultation with conservation 
groups (such as Wintu Audubon) in advance of design and implementation of bird and bat studies and 
surveys. We have not been contacted on this project in the past. Although we appreciate the 
opportunity to consult at this current “early” stage, we have insufficient information on the design 
protocols for any of the studies underway on this project to determine their adequacy. We trust that 
studies can be amended or augmented should the need be identified. 
 
The CEC Guidelines also call for identifying conservation orgs such as Audubon to consult with the 
developer throughout project planning and CEQA review. Wintu Audubon stands ready to perform this 
role. We can be available by phone or in person for further consultation as necessary to clarify our 
position on any of these planned studies and reports, and throughout project planning. 
 
 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Bruce Webb, phone (530)515-5324 and Janet Wall, phone (530)547-1189 
Co-Chairs, Conservation 
Wintu Audubon Society      
 
 
Cc:  Wintu Audubon Board of Directors 

California Audubon 


