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Letter OG1  Burney Chamber of Commerce 
Response to Comment OG1-1   
It is noted that the Burney Chamber of Commerce supports approval of the proposed project. 

Response to Comment OG1-2   
This comment supports additional public hearings on the project in the near future. 
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Letter OG2  Pit River Tribe 
Response to Comment OG2-1   
This comment expresses the Pit River Tribe’s serious concerns about the project’s impacts on 
natural and cultural resources. 

Response to Comment OG2-2   
The Tribe suggests its support of renewable resources, but it also has concerns related to the 
possible violation of the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act and the Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act. 

Response to Comment OG2-3   
The Tribe notes its historic use of the project area and the project’s potential to pose a “direct 
threat to their religious freedom.” 

Response to Comment OG2-4   
This comment provides background information regarding the Pit River Tribe and its federal 
status under Docket 347 of the Department of Interior Land Claims Commission. 

Response to Comment OG2-5   
Neither the County nor consulting state agencies are aware of habitat restoration efforts by the 
Pit River Tribe conducted in the project area.  As addressed in the responses to comments 
submitted by the California Department of Fish and Game and the Wintu Audubon Society, 
formation of a stakeholder group does not mitigate or lessen the significance of potential 
impacts, and is, therefore, not proposed as mitigation in the Draft EIR.  However, as part of the 
proposed mitigation, a monitoring/adaptive management program and formation of a Technical 
Advisory Committee are included in revised Mitigation Measure BIO-6. 

Response to Comment OG2-6   
CEQA does not require an assessment of the economic impacts of a proposed project in an 
EIR.  While the County could consider conservation easements and stakeholder groups as a 
condition of approval of the proposed project, as suggested by the Pit River Tribe in this 
comment, these activities have not been included in the Draft EIR because neither would 
substantially lessen any identified environmental impacts, such as avian mortality.  Neither Shasta 
County nor the project applicant has announced any plans “to fund monitoring or mitigation for 
bird population loss on Tribal lands” as expressed in the comment.  However, offsite mitigation 
for habitat has been added as part of revised Mitigation Measure BIO-6. 

Response to Comment OG2-7  
The EIR sets forth extensive monitoring requirements to determine if the impacts resulting from 
project operations are substantially different from those predicted in the Draft EIR, and has 
identified mitigation measures to minimize those impacts if they exceed predictions.  See also the 
responses to Comment PA1-4 which summarizes the additional mitigation requirements 
determined in consultation with the California Department of Fish and Game. Please refer to 
revised Mitigation Measure BIO-6 in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR. 
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Response to Comment OG2-8  
Relationships between the Tribe and the County are beyond the scope of environmental analysis 
as mandated by CEQA; accordingly, this issue is not addressed in the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment OG2-9   
Comment noted.  Impacts on cultural resources and coordination with the Pit River Tribe are 
disclosed in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment OG2-10   
Measures to control the spread of noxious weeds are provided in Mitigation Measure BIO-2 in 
the Draft EIR. 
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Letter OG3  Remy, Thomas, Moose and Manley, LLP 
Response to Comment OG3-1  
This comment introduces the applicant’s attorney’s comments on the Draft EIR.  The comment 
states that the applicant is in agreement with most of the conclusions of the Draft EIR, with a 
few exceptions as noted in subsequent comments. 

Response to Comment OG3-2   
Based on currently available information on the number of known Butte County morning-glory 
occurrences and the element occurrence rank of each occurrence as provided in the California 
Natural Diversity Database (2008), the Draft EIR does not overstate the significance of impacts 
on Butte County morning-glory.  Please see the response to Comment OG6-7, OG6-8, and 
OG6-9 for further explanation. 

Response to Comment OG3-3   
The evidence and comments submitted by Dave P. Young of WEST have been carefully 
reviewed and considered, and proposed changes to Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR have been made 
where appropriate.  Please refer to the responses to Letter OG6 below. 

Response to Comment OG3-4   
The term traditional cultural property has been removed from Mitigation Measure CUL-1 to 
eliminate any implication that the project is required to comply with federal cultural resource 
regulations. 

Response to Comment OG3-5   
It is acknowledged that any private property access must be granted by the property owner. 

Response to Comment OG3-6   
Comment noted.  The Draft EIR screened a reasonable range of project alternatives that could 
reduce or eliminate one or more of the significant environmental impacts associated with the 
project.  Section 4.5, Alternatives Analysis, beginning on page 4-11 of the Draft EIR, discusses this 
process in detail. 

Response to Comment OG3-7   
Comment noted.  The commenter offers additional information on the constraints associated 
with the use of vertical axis wind turbines for the proposed project.  The Draft EIR addresses 
this technology in Section 4.5.1, Alternatives Considered but Rejected.  The information provided 
supports and does not change the conclusions in that section of the Draft EIR.  

Response to Comment OG3-8   
In this comment, the applicant’s CEQA counsel describes the research and justification for 
RES’s selection of a particular turbine for the proposed project.  This information is presented in 
Appendix A of Final EIR as information supporting the project description, presented in 
Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR. 
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Response to Comment OG3-9   
The commenter provides supporting information quantifying the reductions in greenhouse gas 
emissions generated by wind turbines in contrast to those generated by fossil fuels.   

Response to Comment OG3-10   
The AWEA citation is noted and included in the administrative record.  Additional information 
is provided by the applicant’s CEQA counsel.  The information is noted and will be included in 
the administrative record for the project. 

Response to Comment OG3-11   
Comment noted.  The relevant FAA requirements, as set forth in the technical note Development 
of Obstruction Lighting Standards for Wind Turbine Farms, are excerpted below. 

Nighttime wind turbine obstruction lighting should consist of the preferred Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) L-864 aviation red-colored flashing lights. Minimum intensities of 
2000 candelas for nighttime red flashing or strobe lights are required. The standard FAA L-
810 steady-burning obstruction light, with an intensity of approximately 32 candelas, is of 
very little use. (Patterson 2005.) 

The wording of Mitigation Measure AES-1 has been revised to clarify compliance with FAA 
regulations. 

Response to Comment OG3-12   
Comment noted.  The wording of Mitigation Measure AIR-1 has been revised to remove the 
requirement that operations be discontinued when wind speeds exceed 20 mph and that other 
minimization measures be implemented instead.  

Response to Comment OG3-13 
This comment expresses the applicant’s interest in reconsideration of certain issues in the Draft 
EIR, as identified above. 
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Letter OG4  RES America Developments, Inc. 
Response to Comment OG4-1  
The project applicant notes the particular considerations that factor into an alternatives analysis 
under CEQA, particularly at this site.  The applicant notes that additional information about the 
alternatives is provided in this comment letter. 

Response to Comment OG4-2  
This comment states that the smaller project alternative is not economically feasible at this site, 
and provides a rationale for this assertion. 

Response to Comment OG4-3   
The comment provides additional explanation and justification for the elimination of the Smaller 
Capacity Project Alternative in the Draft EIR.  The Draft EIR’s discussion of the Smaller 
Capacity Project Alternative begins on page 4-15.  This discussion states that the alternative 
“may” be feasible but that it would not reduce the significance of identified impacts to a less-
than-significant level.  The applicant states that a smaller capacity alternative (less than 100 MW) 
is not economically feasible and does not meet the project objective (Draft EIR Page 2-4) due to 
the cost of supporting infrastructure (a constant) regardless of the number of turbines installed.  
Therefore, based on the analysis presented in the Draft EIR and the supporting information 
provided by the applicant in this comment, this alternative was considered infeasible and was not 
considered further in the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment OG4-4   
The commenter provides additional information concerning the Butte County Morning Glory 
Avoidance Alternative and its infeasibility.  As discussed in Section 4.5.1 of the Draft EIR, this 
alternative was considered but rejected from further analysis.  The information does not change 
the Draft EIR conclusions regarding this alternative.  

Response to Comment OG4-5   
Comment noted.  This comment provides additional information regarding the feasibility of the 
vertical axis wind turbine (VAWT) technology at this project site.   

Response to Comment OG4-6   
The project applicant addresses the availability and commercial viability of vertical axis wind 
turbines, also previously addressed in both the Draft EIR and Wintu Audubon comment letter 
(and response thereto).  The applicant makes clear its view that VAWTs are not feasible for the 
proposed project.  See also the response to Comment OG3-6. 

Response to Comment OG4-7  
Comment noted.  The applicant provides information indicating that the areal extent of habitat 
loss associated with the installation of vertical axis wind turbines would far exceed the habitat 
loss associated with the wind turbines planned for the proposed project. 
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Response to Comment OG4-8 
The comment supports the elimination of VAWTs as an alternative technology as discussed on 
page 4-13 of the Draft EIR.  The applicant supports the finding that this alternative technology 
is infeasible for the proposed project and does not meet the project objectives.  The information 
does not change the conclusion regarding this alternative presented in Chapter 4 of the Draft 
EIR. 

Response to Comment OG4-9 
In addition to the applicant’s contention that the application of VAWT technology is not feasible 
for the proposed project (see the response to Comment OG4-7), this comment provides 
additional information indicating that such equipment “cannot be financed by institutional 
investors or lenders in the wind or power industry.”  The commenter suggests that because the 
project would cost approximately $200 million, the claim that an “unproven” technology from a 
largely “unknown” manufacturer of turbines could be financially viable is a “baseless” assertion.  
As stated in the Draft EIR, based on these factors, the use of VAWTs is not feasible, does not 
meet the project objectives, and was eliminated from consideration in the Draft EIR.  The 
information does not change the conclusion regarding this alternative presented in Chapter 4 of 
the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment OG4-10 
Comment noted.  No further information on the economic or construction constraints is needed 
at this time. 
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Letter OG5  RES America Developments, Inc. 
Response to Comment OG5-1  
These comments provide information from the applicant regarding cultural resources at the site. 

Response to Comment OG5-2  
The project applicant expresses a willingness to coordinate with the Pit River Tribe regarding the 
Tribe’s concerns about Hatchet Ridge, while acknowledging the difficulty of arranging 
meaningful discussions with the Tribe.  The applicant is requesting that the County assist in 
facilitating such consultation, especially since consultation is one component of Mitigation 
Measure CUL-1 as set forth in the EIR.  The County is committed to assisting the applicant in 
arranging the coordination activities specified in Mitigation Measure CUL-1 to ensure that the 
interests of both the applicant and the Pit River Tribe are addressed.   

Response to Comment OG5-3  
The EIR does not treat Bunchgrass Mountain as an entity separate from Hatchet Ridge (see 
response to Comment OG5-4 below).  Accordingly, this comment is not relevant to the impact 
analysis presented in the cultural resources section of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment OG5-4   
As indicated on page 3.5-6 of the Draft EIR, the Pit River Tribe identified Hatchet Ridge–
Bunchgrass Mountain as a single cultural resource.  Page 3.5-6 also discloses that power places 
are distributed along the ridge on Hatchet Ridge and Bunchgrass Mountain.  Because the cultural 
resource was identified by the Pit River Tribe (who treats the two localities as one) on the basis 
of their historic and recent use of Hatchet Ridge–Bunchgrass Mountain, and because power 
places are distributed within both localities, treatment of Hatchet Ridge–Bunchgrass Mountain as 
a single entity is consistent with the information on record.  The fact that persons outside the Pit 
River Tribe prefer to regard Hatchet Ridge and Bunchgrass Mountain as separate geographic 
features does not reflect the Pit River Tribe’s conception of the area as a cultural resource, but 
instead reflects modern geographic conventions made independently of cultural resource 
concerns. 

Response to Comment OG5-5   
Comment noted.  Although the Draft EIR does not cite the integrity discussion contained in the 
California Historical Resources Information System publication California Register Eligibility, such a 
discussion of integrity is presented on page 3.5-7 of the Draft EIR.  Specifically, 

A number of recent disturbances are evident on Hatchet Ridge–Bunchgrass Mountain:  
radio and microwave towers on Hatchet Ridge and Bunchgrass Mountain, a system of dirt 
roads, Sierra Pacific Industries timber operations, and the partial vegetative denuding of the 
area caused by the Fountain Fire.  Despite these recent disturbances, for the purposes of traditional 
cultural practices, the Pit River Tribe considers Hatchet Ridge–Bunchgrass Mountain “visually pristine” 
(Tiley 2007:Appendix C).  Although Bunchgrass Lookout Road and other elements of the 
road system are doubtless larger travel corridors than historic-era Achumawi foot trails, the 
presence of unpaved roads along the ridge is not inconsistent with traditional use of the ridge as a travel 
corridor.  The damage inflicted on the ridge’s vegetative communities, while severe, is at worst a temporary 
impact on the character-defining features of Hatchet Ridge–Bunchgrass Mountain.  Forest fires are not 
exclusively modern phenomena; they doubtless occurred on the ridge in former times.  
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Additionally, though not documented specifically in the project area, the deliberate burning 
of vegetation was a common California Indian forest management practice (Woods and 
Raven 1985:6–7).  Finally, the radio and microwave towers, while clearly visible on most of the ridge, do 
not impede views from the ridge of important natural features such as Mt. Lassen and Mt. Shasta.  The 
towers are sufficiently dispersed relative to the length of the ridge that they do not dominate the viewshed on or 
fully compromise the character-defining features of Hatchet Ridge–Bunchgrass Mountain for traditional 
cultural practices. [Emphasis added.] 

Whereas the specific term integrity is not used in the previous paragraph, a clear case is made that 
Hatchet Ridge–Bunchgrass Mountain, in the words of California Register Eligibility, retains 
“enough…historic character or appearance to be recognized as [a historical resource] and to 
convey the reasons for [its] significance.” 

Response to Comment OG5-6   
The first sentence under Impact CUL-1 identifies Hatchet Ridge–Bunchgrass Mountain as a 
historical resource for the purposes of CEQA (page 3.5-10 of the Draft EIR): “Hatchet Ridge–
Bunchgrass Mountain appears to be a historical resource for the purposes of CEQA.” 

As Ms. Hughes points out in her letter, further evaluative and subsequent mitigation efforts will 
be made within the framework of the California Register of Historical Resources’ significance 
criteria.  For a more in-depth discussion of the identification of Hatchet Ridge–Bunchgrass 
Mountain as a traditional cultural property, refer to the responses to Comments OG3-4 and 
OG5-7. 

Response to Comment OG5-7   
Although Ms. Hughes’ statement that the Pit River Tribe has provided no input concerning the 
status of Hatchet Ridge–Bunchgrass Mountain as a traditional cultural property may be valid1, a 
careful reading of page 3.5-6 of the Draft EIR reveals that the status of Hatchet Ridge–
Bunchgrass Mountain as a sacred or religious site has long been a matter of record.  As recently 
as 2003, Registered Professional Forester M. E. Wyhlidko (2003:1) documented that Hatchet 
Ridge–Bunchgrass Mountain is a sacred site.  Bureau of Land Management archaeologist Eric 
Ritter (1986:1) documented that the Pit River Tribe used Hatchet Ridge–Bunchgrass Mountain 
for seeking visions, consistent with Olmsted and Stewart’s (1978:Figure 1) designation of 
Hatchet Ridge–Bunchgrass Mountain as a power place.  Furthermore, professional cultural 
anthropologist Shelley (Raven) Tiley—who prepared the consultation report (Tiley 2007) on 
which the Draft EIR’s analysis of Hatchet Ridge–Bunchgrass Mountain is based—documents 
the Pit River Tribe’s use of Hatchet Ridge–Bunchgrass Mountain as a traditional cultural 
property from the historic period through 1985 (Woods and Raven 1985:40) to the present day 
(Tiley 2007: 8–9).  Whatever the history of consultation between the present landowner and the 
Pit River Tribe, the sources cited in this paragraph reveal that the Pit River Tribe’s use of 
Hatchet Ridge–Bunchgrass Mountain as a sacred site and traditional cultural property has been a 
matter of record among anthropologists and cultural resource managers for a minimum of 30 
years (dating from Olmsted and Stewart 1978).  Depending on what point in time previous 
timber harvest plans were conducted on Hatchet Ridge–Bunchgrass Mountain, some or all of 
this literature was accessible to archaeologists, cultural resource managers, and registered 
professional foresters qualified to review confidential cultural resource documents.  These 
sources of information should have been reviewed during the timber harvest plan impact 

                                                      
1 The information in Ms. Hughes’ comment letter is not sufficient to substantiate the claim, because she does 
not cite actual timber harvest plans or supporting documents. 
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analyses referred to by Ms. Hughes.  Whether these sources refer to Hatchet Ridge–Bunchgrass 
Mountain as a traditional cultural property, sacred site, or religious site, all such designations 
conform to state and federal definitions of a cultural resource “site” (not archaeological site), and 
the responsibility to consider impacts on this resource under past, present, and future 
environmental reviews is not obviated by the degree of input by the Pit River Tribe or the 
categorization of the resource.  Its status as a cultural resource is a matter of record. 

The fact that the landowner has no specific “knowledge or evidence of such use or of the 
presence of any historic or prehistoric archaeological sites” has little bearing on whether Hatchet 
Ridge–Bunchgrass Mountain constitutes a traditional cultural property that qualifies as a 
historical resource for the purposes of CEQA.  Furthermore, the Draft EIR (page 3.5-7) 
documents two projectile points (HR-ISO-1 and HR-ISO-3) and a historic can (HR-ISO-2) in 
the project area.  These three isolated finds do not constitute historic or prehistoric 
archaeological sites, but do indicate that, in the absence of a pedestrian survey by a qualified 
archaeologist, statements as to the absence of such sites are anecdotal and not indicative of the 
absence of any type of cultural resource. 

Response to Comment OG5-8   
It is noted that private property access requires permission by the landowner. 

Response to Comment OG5-9   
It is noted that the applicant does not recognize the cultural resources as a traditional cultural 
property. 

Response to Comment OG5-10   
Impact CUL-3 was identified on the assumption that construction-related activities would 
present an impediment to continued traditional cultural use of Hatchet Ridge–Bunchgrass 
Mountain.  Ms. Hughes makes a fair argument that a lack of net change in accessibility to the 
property constitutes no effective change in baseline access conditions.  This point is consistent 
with the information disclosed in Impact CUL-3 of the Draft EIR. 
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Letter OG6  WEST, Inc. 
Response to Comment OG6-1  
The author identifies WEST’s role on the project and the studies it conducted. 

Response to Comment OG6-2  
This comment references WEST’s credentials in the field. 

Response to Comment OG6-3  
This comment presents the purpose of this letter:  to clarify issues identified in the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment OG6-4  
This comment references the nocturnal migration radar study recently conducted for the project. 

Response to Comment OG6-5  
The author provides contact information. 

Response to Comment OG6-6   
Table 3.4-3 contained several errors and has been revised to correct those errors.  This comment 
addresses specific issues associated with the special-status species table referenced above; no 
substantive CEQA issues are raised. 

Response to Comment OG6-7   
The commenter correctly notes that the percentage of the area occupied by Butte County 
morning-glory within the 11 acres that will be affected is unknown.  Because the amount of this 
impact is unknown, it must be assumed that all 11 acres could be occupied by Butte County 
morning-glory.  Accordingly, the impact estimate of approximately 8% as provided in the Draft 
EIR is correct.   

Response to Comment OG6-8   
The commenter is correct in stating that Butte County morning-glory has been observed to 
respond to certain types of ground disturbance.  The disturbance created by the project may 
result in temporarily higher densities (numbers of individuals) within that habitat on the project 
site that is not converted to roads or turbine foundations.  However, the commenter erroneously 
equates the proliferation of more individuals with an increase in habitat.  The Draft EIR 
correctly states that there will be a net loss of habitat as a result of the proposed project.   

Response to Comment OG6-9   
The commenter notes that Butte County morning-glory is known to respond to disturbance such 
as bulldozing, timber harvest, and fire.  Please see the response to Comment OG6-8 above, 
which acknowledges that Butte County morning-glory is known to respond to disturbance.   

The commenter also notes that the project will cause types of disturbance that will increase 
habitat for the species.  Please see the response to Comment OG6-3 regarding this issue.  The 
commenter erroneously equates the proliferation of more individuals with an increase in habitat.  
The project will convert lands currently occupied by Butte County morning-glory to other uses 
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such as turbine foundations and access roads, resulting in a net decrease in habitat.  The Draft 
EIR correctly states that there will be a net loss of habitat as a result of the proposed project. 

The commenter also notes that Butte County morning-glory should no longer meet the 
definition of “rare or endangered” under CEQA because approximately 38 additional 
occurrences have not been recorded in the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) and 
the species no longer meets the definition of “rare or endangered” under CEQA.  Based on a 
review of the most current version of the CNDDB (February 2008), there are now 101 known 
extant occurrences of Butte County morning-glory.  The commenter is correct in noting that the 
California Department of Fish and Game’s Special Plants List (California Department of Fish and 
Game 2008) provides the criteria for state ranking and that 21–80 occurrences or 3,000–10,000 
individuals or 10,000–50,000 acres defines the S3 rank.  There is good evidence from recent 
timber harvest plans prepared for harvests in the region that there may be additional occurrences 
not yet recorded in the CNDDB.  Regardless of the 101 occurrences currently known in the 
CNDDB, apparent additional occurrences, and the apparent affinity for disturbance displayed by 
the species, the california Department of Fish and Game published its most recent update of the 
Special Plants List in January 2008 in which they retained the S3 rank for Butte County morning-
glory.  The California Department of Fish and Game states in the Special Plants List that there “is 
more to ranking than just counting EO’s and individuals”.   The Special Plants List also indicates 
that there are other factors that contribute to the ultimate ranking of a particular species, such as 
aspects of ecology and biology, known trends, and types of threats.  The species must be 
considered “rare or endangered” for the purposes of CEQA based on the recent status listing. 

The proposed project would result in a net loss of habitat for Butte County morning-glory.  
Although construction of the project would result in a net loss of habitat for the species, the 
Draft EIR acknowledges that the amount of direct loss does not appear to be substantial.  
However, potential indirect impacts as described in the Draft EIR, such as competition with 
nonnative species, could result in a substantial reduction of the population over time; 
accordingly, the measures described in the Draft EIR—avoidance and/or control of invasive 
species—are warranted and appropriate to mitigate this impact.  The commenter notes that if 
impacts on Butte County morning-glory are found to be potentially significant, effective 
mitigation would include minimizing areas of construction-related impacts where the plant 
occurs and noxious weed control to prevent encroachment by invasive competitors.  The County 
concurs with the commenter’s recommendations.  The mitigation proposed in the Draft EIR is 
consistent with those recommendations. 

Response to Comment OG6-10   
Comment noted.  Mitigation Measure BIO-6 has been extensively revised, and the duration of 
monitoring has been set at 3 years, unless mortality thresholds are exceeded.  However, the 
mitigation measure was not and is not inconsistent with CEC guidelines as the commenter 
suggests.  A longer period of monitoring than the standard 2-year recommendation is warranted 
by the fact that two of the species most likely to be affected are state- and federally listed species 
that are relatively large and long-lived, and thus more likely to exhibit greater temporal variation 
in their behavior patterns than other species might be. 

Response to Comment OG6-11   
Thresholds that would trigger actions to minimize avian mortality have been further refined in 
the final version of Mitigation Measure BIO-6. 
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Measures “related to operating the wind farm” are the only measures that are available to 
minimize impacts.  See response to comment PA1-8 for a discussion of the appropriateness of 
compensatory mitigation and why such mitigation is inconsistent with CEQA in this case. 

Response to Comment OG6-12   
Mitigation Measure BIO-6 has been revised to include thresholds of mortality below which no 
further mitigation is required.  It has also been revised to include development and 
implementation of a monitoring and adaptive management program, which includes formation 
of a Technical Advisory Committee and a 2-year monitoring study.  Clear timelines are 
established for when mortality monitoring will no longer be required.  The goal of the adaptive 
management program is clearly stated to be the reduction and maintenance of avian mortality 
rates that are below the established thresholds.  Please see the complete revised text of Mitigation 
Measure BIO-6 in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR.   

Response to Comment OG6-13  
  Many of the recommendations presented in the comment have been incorporated into revised 
Mitigation Measure BIO-6. 

Response to Comment OG6-14   
The final results of the nocturnal migration study using marine radar are included as Appendix B 
of the Final EIR.  However, the data and results of the study provide no new information that 
would alter any of the conclusions in the Draft EIR. 
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Letter OG7  Wintu Audubon Society 
Response to Comment OG7-1  
This comment discusses the intention of the group’s review and a summary of its conclusions 
presented in the letter. 

Response to Comment OG7-2  
This comment notes the group’s position on the project and its support of the California Energy 
Commission guidelines. 

Response to Comment OG7-3   
The analysis of cumulative impacts and alternatives is presented in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment OG7-4   
Comment noted.  A discussion of the pertinent state and federal laws is presented in the 
regulatory setting section of each resource analysis section in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR.   

Response to Comment OG7-5   
Comment noted.  The regulatory setting pertaining to avian and other biological resources is 
discussed in detail on pages 3.4-10–3.4-13 of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment OG7-6  
An incidental take permit would be required for adverse impacts on northern spotted owl.  
However, no adverse impacts on northern spotted owls are expected to occur due to the fact 
that there is no habitat capable of supporting them in the project area and that spotted owls are 
not known to fly above the canopy where they would be at risk from turbine collision.   

Response to Comment OG7-7   
A study of nocturnal migration using marine radar has been conducted. The report, A Radar 
Study of Nocturnal Bird and Bat Migration at the Proposed Hatchet Ridge Wind Project, California, Fall 
2007, detailing the results of that study is included as Appendix B of the Final EIR.  It should be 
noted that the results of this study did not alter any of the conclusions regarding potential 
impacts on avian species. 

Response to Comment OG7-8   
The exact intention of this comment is somewhat unclear.  One of the project objectives is to 
“Develop a wind power project in a location that will have minimal impacts on birds, bats, 
vegetation, and other environmental resources” (Draft EIR, page 2-3).  Although this objective is 
subject to interpretation, it is the conclusion of the Draft EIR that this objective can be met by 
the proposed project. 

Response to Comment OG7-9   
Please refer to the responses to Comments OG3-6 and OG3-7. 
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Response to Comment OG7-10   
The commenter’s intended definition of “functional” mitigation is unclear.  All feasible 
mitigation measures currently available have been required for the project.  Contingency 
mitigation, in the form of an adaptive management program, has been added to Mitigation 
Measure BIO-6 in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR.  Please refer to the response to Comment PA1-8. 

Response to Comment OG7-11   
See revised Mitigation Measure BIO-6 in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR. 

Response to Comment OG7-12  
The commenter references cumulative impacts but does not provide specific comments on the 
Cumulative Impacts analysis in Section 4.1 of the Draft EIR, where anticipated cumulative 
effects are disclosed. 

Response to Comment OG7-13   
See the response to Comment OG7-5. 

Response to Comment OG7-14   
The commenter notes that mitigation measures BIO-1 and BIO-2 will not reduce impacts on 
Butte County morning-glory to a less-than-significant level and that the impact should be 
considered significant and unavoidable.  Because the commenter does not provide any rationale 
for this assertion, further responses to this comment are not possible. 

Response to Comment OG7-15   
Please refer to the responses to Comments OG3-6 and OG3-7. 

Response to Comment OG7-16   
See the response to Comment PA1-6 for a discussion of the appropriateness of compensatory 
mitigation and why such mitigation is inconsistent with CEQA in this case.  Monitoring methods 
and requirements were provided in the Draft EIR and have been modified and expanded in the 
Final EIR.  Adaptive mitigation methods presented in the Draft EIR have been expanded in the 
revised version of Mitigation Measure BIO-6, presented in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR. 

Response to Comment OG7-17   
See the response to Comment PA1-8.  Most studies to date have shown no relationship between 
painting schemes and bird and bat mortalities; accordingly, the suggested minimization measure 
is unlikely to have any effect.   The description of the meteorological towers on page 2-8 of the 
Draft EIR specifies that the towers would be freestanding structures without guy wires to 
minimize impacts on avian species.  Finally, it is not anticipated that the proposed project would 
result in creation of any artificial rock piles because standard grading practices would be 
employed.  Moreover, as described in Section 2.7 of the Draft EIR, areas of temporary 
disturbance would be graded and replanted to their original condition on completion of 
construction activities. 

Response to Comment OG7-18   
See the response to Comment PA1-8. 
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Response to Comment OG7-19   
Comment noted.  Mitigation Measure BIO-6 has been revised and expanded to include an 
adaptive management approach that requires increasing operational constraints until mortality 
levels remain below the thresholds established in the Final EIR. 

Response to Comment OG7-20  
Comment noted.  The recommendation for coordination between Shasta County and the CEC is 
incorporated into the administrative record.  The willingness of the CEC to “manage” the 
mitigation measures, even under contract, is unknown at this time. 

Response to Comment OG7-21   
Comment noted.  Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR does in fact discuss the potential biological 
impacts of the proposed project on all special-status species, including all fully protected species, 
that could potentially be affected by the project.    

Response to Comment OG7-22   
Comment noted.  These issues were considered in the analysis conducted for biological 
resources in Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment OG7-23   
Impacts on other avian species are addressed in Impact BIO-11 on pages 3.4-22–3.4-23 of the 
Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment OG7-24   
See the response to Comment OG7-4. 

Response to Comment OG7-25   
Cumulative impacts are addressed in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR.  There are no other wind farms 
planned in the immediate vicinity. 

Response to Comment OG7-26   
Comment noted.  Illegal take is still illegal take, even if it is “compensated for.”  The commenter 
implies that implementation of all the recommendations in the letter will make take of a fully 
protected species legal, even though the comment admits that take cannot be “avoided,” but 
only “reduced.” 

Response to Comment OG7-27   
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment OG7-28   
See the response to Comment OG7-21. 

Response to Comment OG7-29   
The CEC guidelines were reviewed in preparation of the Draft EIR and are referenced in that 
document and in this Final EIR where appropriate. 
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Response to Comment OG7-30   
See the response to Comment OG7-6. 

Response to Comment OG7-31  
See the response to Comment OG7-7. 

Response to Comment OG7-32   
See the response to Comment OG7-7. 

Response to Comment OG7-33   
Avian use studies conducted at operating wind farms have been correlated with avian mortality 
studies at those same wind farms; this correlation forms the best currently available basis for 
predicting what the potential magnitude of avian mortalities will be.  This is the basis for drawing 
conclusions about nocturnally migrating birds from observations of birds during the day.  The 
information and conclusions drawn in the nocturnal migration study using radar provided no 
additional information that would contradict the conclusions drawn from the baseline ecological 
study.  In addition, inclement weather such as low fog is typically associated with an atmospheric 
inversion layer, during which there is little to no wind.  Therefore, the turbine blades are much 
less likely to be rotating during these periods, reducing the risks to birds moving through the 
area.  See the response to Comment OG7-35. 

Response to Comment OG7-34   
Inclement weather conditions at Hatchet Ridge that could impede visibility for migrating birds 
(e.g., low clouds and fog) generally result from an inversion layer, a condition that is generally not 
accompanied by wind; under such conditions, turbine blades would not be rotating and the risk 
of avian mortality is low. 

Response to Comment OG7-35  
The conclusion that waterfowl mortality is expected to be low at Hatchet Mountain is based on 
(1) the estimate of exposure risk derived from the avian use studies conducted using standardized 
techniques developed specifically for this purpose, and (2) information on mortality rates of 
waterfowl at all wind farms in the U.S. with comparable data. 

Response to Comment OG7-36   
The WEST report (Appendix C-1 of the Draft EIR) included all observations of birds, and 
observers noted the altitude and direction of movement of all birds.  This is certainly a 
“component” of migration.  Subsequent to issuance of the Draft EIR, a study of nocturnal 
migration using marine radar was conducted.   

Response to Comment OG7-37   
 See revised Mitigation Measure BIO-6 in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR.  

Response to Comment OG7-38   
The Draft EIR considered potential impacts on all species with a potential to occur within the 
study area, with emphasis placed on those species considered to be special-status species.  
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Potential impacts on common species were also addressed in Impact BIO-11 in Section 3.4 of 
the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment OG7-39   
Comment noted.  The estimated number of bald eagle deaths from turbine collision based on the 
avian use studies was approximately one per year. Even for a long-lived, k-selected species with a 
low reproductive rate, the mortality of one individual per year is unlikely to result in permanent 
population declines, unless the population is very small, and adversely affected by other factors. 
The WEST report concluded that any potential mortality of bald eagles would be most likely to 
occur during winter; the wintering population of bald eagles in the area likely comprises 
individuals originating from several different breeding populations, and not necessarily only from 
the local breeding population.  Nevertheless, because of the potential for a higher than expected 
numbers of mortalities, this impact is considered significant. 

Response to Comment OG7-40   
See the response to Comment PA1-12. 

Response to Comment OG7-41  
Comment noted.  Mitigation Measure BIO-6 has been revised to include mortality thresholds for 
diurnal raptors as a group, and thus would include red-tailed hawk and other diurnal raptors.  
Mitigation measures are included to reduce mortality of red-tailed hawk and other diurnal raptors 
if the thresholds are exceeded. 

Response to Comment OG7-42   
See revised Mitigation Measure BIO-6 in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR. 

Response to Comment OG7-43   
See the response to Comment OG7-38.  The WEST report collected data on all avian species 
and all bat species detected in the project area.  The Draft EIR addresses potentially significant 
impacts on biological resources.  These include impacts on deer, other avian species, and bats as 
well as on special-status birds.  Finally, the legality of an action is not necessarily correlated with 
its biological impact.   

Response to Comment OG7-44   
Comment noted.  Please see the response to Comment OG3-7. 

Response to Comment OG7-45   
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment OG7-46   
CEQA requires that impacts on a rare, threatened, or endangered species be “substantial” in 
order to be considered significant.  The status of a species alone cannot be used to indicate 
whether or not the impact is substantial.  Factors such as distribution and number of 
occurrences, size of the population, biology and ecology of the species, and known threats to the 
species must be considered in order to make a determination regarding the severity of the 
impact.  The Draft EIR finds that the loss of approximately 8% of one occurrence of Butte 
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County morning-glory does not rise to a “substantial” level under CEQA.  Because additional 
indirect effects on the population may occur as described in the Draft EIR, effects of the project 
may result in a substantial impact over time.  The County maintains that the mitigation measures 
addressing this impact would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. 

Response to Comment OG7-47   
The flexibility to site turbines as described in the project description is not inconsistent with 
mitigation measure BIO-1.  This siting flexibility will enable the applicant to revise project design 
in response to identification of sensitive resources such as Butte County morning-glory.  The 
commenter also notes that final facility siting must be submitted to the California Department of 
Fish and Game  and Shasta County Department of Resource Management and approved by both 
agencies prior to granting of the use permit.  As stated in Mitigation Measure BIO-2 in the Draft 
EIR, the applicant must conduct detailed surveys for Butte County morning-glory at the time of 
year it is identifiable.  Delaying issuance of the use permit until final design documents have been 
completed will not change the outcome of the mitigation measure, but it will create an 
unnecessary delay for the project proponent.  Moreover, final design should consider the results 
of the surveys. 

Response to Comment OG7-48   
Please refer to the response to Comment OG7-8.  According to CEQA, for a project to be 
viable, it must meet most of the stated project objectives, not all stated objectives.  As indicated 
throughout the entire Draft EIR document, most of the project objectives have, in fact, been 
met by the project as outlined. 

Response to Comment OG7-49   
In evaluating project alternatives, CEQA requires only that a proposed alternative meet most of 
the stated objectives (CEQA Guidelines 15126.6 (a)).   

The County has prepared what it considers to be a thorough and complete investigation of all 
feasible alternatives to the proposed project, in full compliance with the spirit and intent of 
CEQA.  An appropriate level of rationale and analysis was provided in both the supplemental 
alternative screening analysis and the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment OG7-50   
Please refer to the responses to Comments OG3-6 and OG3-7. 

Response to Comment OG7-51  
The commenter provides additional information from a single manufacturer of VAWTs.  Please 
refer to the responses to Comments OG3-5 and OG3-6. 

Response to Comment OG7-52   
CEQA requires that alternative sites be evaluated based on the following criteria: environmental 
impacts; suite suitability; economic viability, social and political acceptability; technological 
capacity; availability of infrastructure; General Plan consistency; regulatory limitation; 
jurisdictional boundaries; and whether the proponent could reasonably acquire control, or 
otherwise have access to an alternative site. (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1). 
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Because the proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts that cannot be 
fully mitigated, the County chose to evaluate alternative sites.  A reasonable attempt to locate a 
suitable site for the proposed project was conducted and the results of this assessment are 
provided in the Draft EIR.  Lacking confidential information from wind energy companies 
seeking sites, finding a site comparable to Hatchet Ridge was difficult, but several possibilities 
were identified.  Ultimately, an alternative site alternative was rejected due to the high number of 
variables that exist in the selection of a site (beyond the purview of the Draft EIR) and because 
there was no clear evidence that the significant and unavoidable impacts on avian and visual 
resources would be mitigated by selecting another site. 

Response to Comment OG7-53   
The commenter suggests that by placing the turbines “down-slope” from the ridge, avian 
mortalities would be reduced.  However, the reference to “down-slope” is spatially unclear.  
Because Hatchet Mountain is a ridge, “down-slope” could be construed to refer to either side of 
the ridge.  In support of the recommendation to move the turbines “downslope”, the 
commenter cites studies from two operating wind farms as well as the CEC guidelines.  These 
studies do not suggest that moving turbines “down-slope” would reduce avian impacts, but 
rather that placing turbines “away from the edge” reduces avian impacts.  This is because winds 
coming in contact with the mountainside result in updrafts that raptors and other birds use to 
soar.  The proposed project design places the turbine string as far from the southwestern edge of 
the ridge as possible in conformance with the CEC guidelines and the studies cited by the 
commenter.  Avoidance of this edge is most beneficial because the prevailing wind is from 
southwest to northeast.  Moving the turbines “down-slope” to the southwest would put them 
nearer the area where raptors are likely to be soaring on updrafts.  Moving the turbines to the 
northeast is not feasible due to the steep dropoff on that side of the ridge. 

Response to Comment OG7-54   
Please refer to the applicant’s supplemental information provided in this Final EIR (Hatchet 
Ridge Wind, LLC Jan. 28, 2008).  On record, the applicant deemed a smaller project alternative 
infeasible. 

Response to Comment OG7-55  
Please refer to the applicant’s supplemental information provided in this Final EIR(Hatchet 
Ridge Wind, LLC Jan. 28, 2008).  Neither a phased project alternative or a VAWT design 
alternative was deemed feasible by the applicant on record. 

Response to Comment OG7-56   
Please refer to the response to Comment OG6-9. 

Response to Comment OG7-57   
This comment will be included in the administrative record for the project, available for review 
by the Shasta County Board of Supervisors.  The impact analyses do not indicate that this project 
is a Category 4 project according to the CEC guidelines.  In addition, Mitigation Measure BIO-6 
requires the project proponent to continue adjusting operations until mortality rates remain 
below threshold levels for 2 consecutive years.   
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Response to Comment OG7-58   
The Draft EIR indicates that no feasible mitigation to reduce avian mortality to a less-than-
significant level exists.  However, mitigation does exist, and is required in the revised Mitigation 
Measure BIO-6 (see Chapter 3 of the Final EIR), that would result in the reduction of avian 
mortality to below threshold levels at which population-level effects might occur.  As stated in 
the response to Comment OG7-10, the commenter’s definition of “functional” mitigation is 
unclear.  The opinions of the Wintu Audubon Society become part of the administrative record 
for this project. 

Response to Comment OG7-59   
Mitigation Measure BIO-6 has been revised to include measures that would have to be 
implemented to reduce mortality rates, as did the original version in the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment OG7-60   
Comment noted.  As noted above and in the revised Mitigation Measure BIO-6, the mortality 
monitoring study is designed to determine if mortality thresholds at which population-level 
effects could occur are being met or exceeded.  If the mortality thresholds are met or exceeded, 
then measures are required that would reduce the level of mortality.  Additional measures must 
be implemented incrementally until avian mortality levels remain below threshold levels for 2 
consecutive years. 

Response to Comment OG7-61  
Comment noted.  There is no information to suggest that the suggested mitigation reduces avian 
mortality.  Most studies conducted to date indicate that this measure would have no effect. 

Response to Comment OG7-62   
See the response to Comment OG7-17. 

Response to Comment OG7-63   
See the response to Comments OG3-6, OG3-7, and OG7-17.  Impacts on aesthetics and visual 
resources (including the effects of lighting) are disclosed in Section 3.1.2 of the Draft EIR.  
Moreover, Section 2.6.4 of the Draft EIR specifies that site lighting would be designed to 
minimize light scatter beyond the necessary footprint for function and security purposes. 

Response to Comment OG7-64   
See the response to Comment OG7-15. 

Response to Comment OG7-65   
Please refer to the response to Comment OG7-20. 

Response to Comment OG7-66   
Please refer to the revised Mitigation Measure BIO-6 in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR. 
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Response to Comment OG7-67   
See the response to Comment PA1-8 and revised Mitigation Measure BIO-6 in Chapter 3 of the 
Final EIR. 

Response to Comment OG7-68   
There is minimal information on any nearby potential wind energy sites.  There are no other 
known proposals in close regional proximity that are reasonably foreseeable.  

Response to Comment OG7-69   
Comment noted. 

Response to Comment OG7-70 
Comment noted. 
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