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DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT AND ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
A. PROJECT LOCATION AND ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
Regional Location

The proposed project site is located within the site of the City of Soledad Water Reclamation
Facility (WRF) 1 mile southwest of Soledad, which is situated in the southern Salinas Valley in
central Monterey County. The project’s regional location is illustrated in Figure 1 - Regional
Location. The project site is located along Highway 101, which is the main regional highway in
this area, running north-south through the Salinas Valley. Soledad is located along Highway 101,
approximately 30 miles southeast of the Monterey Peninsula, 25 miles south of Salinas, and 70
miles north of Paso Robles. Neighboring communities within 25 miles include Gonzales and
Chualar to the north, and Greenfield and King City to the south.

Project Vicinity

The project site is located within the eastern portion of the Soledad WRF property immediately
east of the facility’'s aeration ponds and west of the tfreatment facilities. Surrounding land uses
are active agriculture to the north and east, which are predominated by row crops. To the south
is the Salinas River riparian corridor. A map of the project vicinity is shown in Figure 2 - Project
Vicinity.

Project Site

The Soledad Wind Energy Generation Project (hereinafter proposed project) would be located
on the existing City-owned Water Reclamation Facility site, as shown in Figure 3 — Proposed Site
Plan and Figure 4 - Site Photos. The location of the proposed wind turbine would be within an
existing disturbed area and would be relatively low in altitude relative to neighboring
topographic forms. The City’s 5.5 million gallons per day (mgd) WRF freats wastewater from the
City of Soledad, a few industrial sources, and two correctional facilities. The proposed project
site is designated as Public Facility in the City of Soledad General Plan, as shown in Figure 5 -
Soledad General Plan Land Use Designations, and is zoned as a Public Facility District by the
City’s Zoning Ordinance. Existing facilities at the WRF were commissioned in December 2009 and
consist of the following:

= Preliminary Treatment — The headworks provides preliminary treatment of raw wastewater
flows from the city's residential, commercial, and industrial users as well as raw
wastewater from two California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation facilities
approximately 8 miles north of Soledad. The headworks includes automated mechanical
screening at Ya-inch openings followed by grit removal equipment.

» Secondary Treatment — Consists of two parallel activated sludge biological nutrient
removal (BNR) systems. This system is designed for the conversion of ammonia and
organic material intfo nitrogen and suspended solids. Two parallel 90-foot-diameter
clarifiers provide clarification of secondary system effluent solids.

= Filter Influent Pump Station and Equalization Basin — Effluent from the clarifiers flows into a
one-million-gallon equalization basin. Three variable-speed vertical tfurbine pumps
fransfer the secondary effluent to the downstream tertiary treatment facilities.

= Tertiary System — Conisists of a polymer/coagulation addition system, with an in-line flash
mixing system followed by a flocculation basin. Effluent from the flocculation basin is

City of Soledad Soledad Wind Energy Generation Project
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gravity fed to the high-rate compressible media filfration (which meets California Water
Recycling Criteria (Title 22)).

» Disinfection — Disinfection is provided by an uliraviolet system that is a low-pressure, high-
output vertical lamp system arranged in open concrete channels.

» Effluent Disposal — Treated wastewater is discharged into 108 acres of rapid infiltration
basins (RIB). The purpose of the basins is to percolate the treated effluent into the ground.

» Solids Treatment and Disposal — Solids are digested in two aerobic digesters; aeration is
supplied by two floating aerators in each digester. Digested sludge is dewatered by
screw presses to 18 percent solids. These solids are further dried by windrowing of the
material in one of the old decommissioned seftling ponds to 60 to 70 percent solids.
These solids are transferred to the local landfill and used as a soil amendment to the daily
top cover.

B. PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND
Project Background

The City of Soledad Public Works Department, acting as project applicant, owns and operates
the Water Reclamation Facility, which recently underwent construction for facility expansion as
part of the City of Soledad Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion Project (SCH: 2005032122).

In the fall of 2004, City staff found that Soledad’s wastewater tfreatment and disposal system was
at or near its maximum capacity as a result of increasing sewage flows, possible influent flow
meter complications, and rains from an the extremely wet winter. In 2005, the City’'s proposed
revised Waste Discharge Requirements (WDR) for the Central Coast Regional Water Board were
approved through WDR Order No. R3-2005-0074 to increase plant capacity. The upgrade and
expansion of the plant was Phase | of three phases that are scheduled to take place within the
next several years. Phase | started in late July of 2008 and was completed in early 2010.

The facility currently relies on energy from the electric power grid, which is operated and
maintained by Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E). The proposed project involves the installation of
an electric generating wind turbine at the City’'s WRF with the purpose of offsefting electricity
usage required by plant operations. The City is proposing this wind energy project to reduce
energy consumption from the electric grid by establishing a self-sustaining energy source
through installation and operation of the wind energy furbine. Any excess power generated
would be fed back intfo the electric power grid in a contractual net-metering relationship with
PG&E, which is discussed in further detail below.

Project Description

The proposed project consists of the installation and operatfion of a 1.5 megawatt (MW)
electricity-generating wind turbine at the City's WRF with the purpose of offsetting electricity
usage required by sewage treatment plant operations. This application of a wind turbine is
widely used for producing electric power on site at homes, farms, and businesses, which are
already served by the utility grid. This grid-connected system would serve the City by offsetting
energy consumed from the grid. The purpose of the proposed project is to provide a sustainable
supply of electrical energy for the Water Reclamation Facility and lead to a net reduction of
energy costs for the City.

Soledad Wind Energy Generation Project City of Soledad
Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration March 2013



T\_CS\Work\Soledad, City of\Soledad Wind Farm MND (13-0005, 01)

L —Watsonville L

\/AL ooy
B

an” B-en.to
County

Project
Location

Monterey
County

@it

AU
Los Padres NF m.\
Co ‘\

Pacific

Fort Hunter Liggett

Ocean _ Q|
ESRI Street Map USA L )\

Figure 1

Regional Location

PMCr

e



INITIAL STUDY

This page left blank intentionally.

Soledad Wind Energy Generation Project City of Soledad
Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration March 2013



Project Vicinity

O
= |
()
-
o
2
o |
put
o

3]

&w%%ﬂ%m&m&m

Wd 62:02:C ® €102/¥/2 - AXW'ALINIDIA 1O3rOdd ¢ JINDH\EL02\AVYAITOS\SAXWNAINNOD ATIILINOWNSIO \:L




INITIAL STUDY

This page left blank intentionally.

Soledad Wind Energy Generation Project City of Soledad
Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration March 2013



T:\_CS\Work\Soledad, Ci

ity of\Soledad Wind Farm MND (13-0005, 01]

-

H\\

A

Source: CNA Engineering Inc.

(PROPOSED LEASE
AREA)

“____

PROJECT SITE

SCALE: 1" » 80"

1 l'l'.'l'?lil" '"LE

.

° ‘
~

] /

/ \\umu
AN hmm
= S

>

<

SITE

NORTH
LOCATION MAP

126.3

213.3

14.00"

NTS

TURBINE ELEVATION

NOTES:

126

213.3

fa T £
SN/

S g

J'* /' u-‘::-)\' ‘lm
ﬂh%f “"”@/f@'mm
.f, s

@‘Me"’

R =)

.
%"“
&

o
o« @
e
A

@

-

-1
N

LE R \ -

0

S wma

S,

J

TURBINE BLADE
— FIBERGLASS

INE HUB

TURBINE SHAFT
= TUBULAR STEEL

14.00°

TURBINE ELEVATION

FROJECT PROPERTY IS APPROXIMATELY 99 AC WITH ONLY APPROXIMATELY 14000
SQUARE FEET OF DISTURBED AREA IN THE PORTION OF THE PROPERTY AS SHOWN.

THERE ARE NO PARKING SPACES REQUIRED AS THIS WIND TURBINE HAS NO

EMPLOYEES OR WISITORS WORKING ONSITE.

THE TOTAL LAND AREA REQUIRED FOR THE FOUNDATION, TRANSFORMER AND
ELECTRICAL PANELS IS APPROXIMATELY 800 SQUARE FEET

Figure 3

Proposed Site Plan

PMCr

S,



INITIAL STUDY

This page left blank intentionally.

Soledad Wind Energy Generation Project City of Soledad
Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration March 2013



ity of\Soledad Wind Farm MND (13-0005, 01,

T:\_CS\Work\Soledad, Ci

Source: Google Earth

Soledad Turbine Location

' §

Soledad Turbine Location

Figure 4
Site Photos

PMCr

/\_/



INITIAL STUDY

This page left blank intentionally.

Soledad Wind Energy Generation Project City of Soledad
Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration March 2013
10



y of\Soledad Wind Farm MND (13-0005, 01)

T:\_CS\Work\Soledad, Cit;

--h-n-u-u-u-u:’— —_— |

o (See Figure 11-1)

.

—f

A/ Northwest
Specific Plan Area

®

Dole Food
Processing
Plant

San Vicente West
Specific Plan Area

®

North Entry Commercial
Specific Plan Area &
Entry Commercial

Expansion Area

Wastewater;Reclamation]Eacility]

L

®

Mirassou
Specific Plan Area |

- -

®

-Il-- L T T 11 s |

X Los Coches
. ,"'I Adobe *
%
II; - ‘.'.

i f

(See Figure lI-2)

Miravale Il
Expansion Area
= (No Specific Plan Required)

®

o e
/ ‘n'.. "“‘
/ s

/ =

=

Y

rr

o
bi LEDAI

Land Use Diagram

Source: City of Soledad, 2009

Single Family Residential Neighborhood Commercial

| Medium Density Residential [ General Commercial

I High Density Residential
- Downtown Commercial

Service Commercial

I Fubiic Faciiity
B ndustrial

Expansion Areas

/| Downtown Specific Plan Boundary (@  Existing/Approved Parks

Agriculture

| Properties Subject to Wiliamson Act Contract (&)

New Parks (location approximate)

E::; Open Space/Grazing L_ New Police or Fire Station (location approximate)
A -
i__ll' City Limits & Schools

Adopted Sphere of Influence ad Church

Redevelopment Project Area

0 1000 2000 ’X
FEET N

Figure 5
Soledad General Plan Land Use Designations

PMCr



INITIAL STUDY

This page left blank intentionally.

Soledad Wind Energy Generation Project City of Soledad
Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration March 2013
12



INITIAL STUDY

Turbine Model Specifications

The proposed wind turbine would be a GE Energy 1.5sie 60 Hz. This model is a three-bladed,
upwind, horizontal-axis wind turbine with a rotor radius of approximately126.3 feet. The turbine
rotor and nacelle are mounted on top of a tubular steel tower giving a rotor hub height of
approximately 213.3 feet for a total structural height of approximately 340 feet (see Figure 3 -
Proposed Site Plan). The machine employs active yaw control (designed to steer the machine
with respect to the wind direction), active blade pitch control (designed to regulate turbine
rotor speed), and a generator/power electronic converter system from the variable-speed drive
train concept (designed to produce nominal 60 Hz, 575-volt electric power).

The proposed wind turbine would feature a distributed drive train design wherein the major drive
frain components, including the main shaft bearing, gearbox, generator, yaw drives, and control
panel, are attached to a bedplate.

Rotor and Blades

The rotor on the proposed turbine is designed to operate in an upwind configuration (blades
positioned upwind of the turbine tower) comprises three blades mounted to a cast ductile iron
hub.

The rotor diameter would be 77 meters (252.6 feet), resulting in a swept area of 4,657 square
meters, and is designed to operate between 10 and 20 revolutions per minute (rom). Rotor
speed is regulated by a combination of blade pitch angle adjustment and generator/converter
torque conftrol. The rotor spins in a clockwise direction under normal operating conditions when
viewed from an upwind location.

The wind turbine would have three blades manufactured from fiberglass epoxy resin and with a
smooth layer of gel coat on the outer surface that is designed to provide UV protection and
blade color.

Blade Pitch Control System

The proposed wind furbine would utilize three (one for each blade) independent electric pitch
motors and controllers to provide adjustment of the blade pitch angle during normal operation.
Blade pitch angle is adjusted by an electric drive that is mounted inside the rotor hub and is
coupled to aring gear mounted to the inner race of the blade pitch bearing.

The active pitch controller feature would enable the wind turbine rotor to regulate speed, when
above rated wind speeds occur, by allowing the blade to “spill” excess aerodynamic lift. Energy
from wind gusts below rated wind speed would be captured by allowing the rotor to speed up,
tfransforming this gust energy into kinetic energy, which may then be extracted from the rotor.

Three independent backup battery packs or spring units are provided to power each individual
blade pitch system to feather the blades and shut down the machine in the event of a grid line
outage or other fault. By having all three blades outfitted with independent pitch systems,
redundancy of individual blade aerodynamic braking capability is provided.

City of Soledad Soledad Wind Energy Generation Project
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Brake System

The electrically actuated individual blade pitch systems described above act as the main
braking system for the wind turbine. Braking under normal operating conditions would be
accomplished by feathering the blades out of the wind. Any single feathered rotor blade is
designed to slow the rotor, and each rotor blade has its own backup battery bank to provide
power to the electric drive in the event of a grid line loss.

The proposed wind turbine would also be equipped with a mechanical brake located at the
output (high-speed) shaft of the gearbox. This brake is only applied immediately on certain
emergency stops. This brake also prevents rotation of the machinery as required by certain
service activities.

Generator

The generator is a doubly fed induction-generator with wound rotor and slip rings. The generator
synchronous speed is 1,200 rom, and a variable-frequency power converter tied to the
generator rotor allows the generator to operate at speeds ranging from 870 rom to 1,600 rpm.
Nominal speed at 1.5-MW power output is 1,440 rpm.

The generator meets protection class requirements of the International Standard IP 54 (totally
enclosed) and is air cooled. The generator housing is grounded, and an air-to-air thermal
exchanger cools the windings under normal operating conditions.

The generator is mounted to the bedplate on elastomeric foundations to reduce vibration and
associated noise.

Temperature sensors are built into the generator windings to provide a temperature reading to
the wind tfurbine controller. In the event the generator temperature is outside of the normal
operating range, an automatic shutdown of the turbine is initiated if the generator is online.
Additionally, the machine will be unable to start if the windings are below their acceptable
operating temperature limit.

Nacelle

The nacelle is the cover housing that houses all of the generating components in a wind turbine,
including the generator, gearbox, drive train, and brake assembly. The nacelle of the proposed
turbine would be constructed of fiberglass and lined with sound-insulating foam. This sound-
insulating foam helps reduce acoustic emissions from the wind turbine.

Access from the tower into the nacelle is through a manhole in the bedplate, which is located
beneath the wind rotor main shaft. The nacelle is ventilated and illuminated with electric lights
and a skylight hatch. A hatch at the front end of the nacelle provides access to the blades and
hub. When the rotor is stopped and secured in position with a hydraulic rotor lock, the interior of
the hub can be accessed through one of three hatches located in the rotor spinner.

Yaw System

A roller bearing attached between the nacelle and tower facilitates yaw motion. Four planetary
yaw drives (with brakes that engage when the drive is disabled) mesh with the outside gear of
the yaw bearing and steer the machine to track the wind in yaw. The automatic yaw brakes
engage in order to prevent the yaw drives from seeing peak loads from any turbulent wind.

Soledad Wind Energy Generation Project City of Soledad
Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration March 2013
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A wind vane sensor mounted on top of the nacelle sends a signal to the turbine conftroller to
evaluate the position of the nacelle with respect to wind direction. Within a specified fime
interval, the controller activates the yaw drives to align the nacelle to the average wind
direction. The yaw drives require electric power to operate.

On the underside of the yaw deck, a cable twist sensor is mounted to provide a record of
nacelle yaw position and cable twisting. After the sensor detects 900-degree rotation in one
direction (net), the conftroller automatically brings the rotor to a complete stop, untwists the
cable by counter yawing of the nacelle, and restarts the wind turbine.

Power Converter

The proposed wind turbine would use a power converter system that consists of a converter on
the rotor side, a DC intermediate circuit, and a power inverter on the grid side. Altogether this
complete system functions as a pulse-width-modulated converter in four-quadrant operation.

The converter system consists of an insulated gate bipolar transistor (IGBT) power module and
the associated electrical equipment. Variable output frequency of the converter allows a
rotational speed-module operation of the generator within the range of 870 rom to 1,600 rom.

Tower

As described above, the proposed turbine would be mounted on top of a tubular tower, putting
the wind rotor hub height at 213.3 feet. The tubular tower is tapered and manufactured in three
sections from steel plates. Access to the turbine is through a lockable steel door at the base of
the tower. Service platforms are provided. Access to the nacelle is provided by a ladder, and a
fall arresting safety system is included. Interior lights are installed at critical points from the base
of the tower to the tower top.

Foundation and Fencing

The foundation for the proposed turbine is anticipated to consist of a 15-foot-diameter (177
square feet) by 30-foot-deep pier type foundation. The total land area required for the
foundation, transformer, and electrical panels would be approximately 800 square feet or 0.018
acres. The foundation would be enclosed within security fencing with a diameter of 75 feet
(4,418 square feet).

Obstruction Lighting and Marking

The proposed wind turbine would be designed in accordance with Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) requirements for obstructions to navigable airspace. It would be painted
white and include lighting in accordance with FAA requirements for daytime and nighttime
visibility.

Grading/Trenching

The total footprint of the proposed turbine, including the generator, fransformer, switchgear, and
metering panel, would be approximately 800 square feet or 0.018 acres. In addition,
approximately 100 feet of 480-volt underground conductors would be installed from the
fransformer pad of the proposed turbine to the electrical panel. Also, a gravel access road
would be constructed from existing roads to the base of the turbine for maintenance purposes.

City of Soledad Soledad Wind Energy Generation Project
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The alignment for the underground conductors and the access road are shown on Figure 3 -
Proposed Site Plan.

Installation of the proposed underground conductors would require trenching along the length
of the proposed alignment (approximately 100 linear feet). Because the proposed turbine would
be installed on the site of the existing Water Reclamation Facility, minimal clearing would be
required. However, the turbine would require a compacted pad using approximately 1,500
cubic yards of on-site fill material. Existing access roads, currently used by WRF staff, would be
used for short-term construction access, while the proposed gravel access road would be used
for long-term operation and maintenance. All disturbed areas would be stabilized after
construction. The foundation and structural systems would be designed to meet California
Building Code (CBC) standards for seismic zone compliance.

Construction Phasing

Construction of the proposed wind turbine would occur in two phases. The first phase would
include site preparation and foundation construction. Typically this requires an excavation
depth of up to approximately 30 feet from the ground surface to construct a foundation
approximately 15 feet in diameter. The subsurface soil would be prepared for the crane pads,
and remaining soil from the foundation excavation would be returned to the center of the
foundation pursuant to the foundation design. The installation of electrical equipment,
underground conductors, and transformers would also be installed during this phase. The first
phase of construction would last approximately two weeks, followed by at least 30 days of no
activity to allow sufficient time for the foundation concrete to cure.

The second phase of construction would involve the delivery and assembly of the tower, rotor,
nacelle, and transformer. Each component would be delivered to the site via existing roadways
and would be assembled with the use of cranes. All associated electrical work would then be
performed to connect the wind turbine generator to the fransformer and existing electrical
panel. The turbine erection and associated electrical and underground conductor installation
would take approximately four weeks.

The two phases of construction could be separated by as many as three months due to the
variability in delivery schedule of the wind turbine components. During both phases, all
construction vehicles and equipment would be staged on site and would not require any street
closures.

Operations

The proposed wind turbine would operate on an automatic basis whenever sufficient wind is
present at a maximum of 24 hours per day, seven days per week. The system is expected to
have an operational life span of at least 20 years and may be operational for more than 30
years.

Renewable Wind Energy

The proposed wind turbine would improve energy efficiency and provide a renewable source of
electricity to the project site. The proposed turbine is anficipated to generate 2,700 MW hours of
electricity in an average year, enough to power approximately 235 average American homes
(EIA 2013). As such, the proposed project offers potentially positive impacts in terms of
greenhouse gas (GHG) reductions, water conservation, and energy security, as compared to
the traditional methods of electricity generation (see Section V1.4, Biological Resources, Section
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VL9, Hydrology/Water Quality, and Section VII, Mandatory Findings of Significance, for further
discussion of these issues). Wind power avoids several of the negative effects of traditional
electricity generation from fossil fuels, as follows (DOE 2008):

¢ Emissions of mercury or other heavy metals into the air

¢ Emissions associated with extracting and transporting fuels

¢ Lake and streambed acidification from acid rain or mining

¢  Water consumption associated with mining or electricity generation
e Production of toxic solid wastes, ash, or slurry

e Greenhouse gas emissions

In July 2008, the United States Department of Energy’s Office of Energy Efficiency & Renewable
Energy released a report enfitted 20% Wind Energy by 2030: Increasing Wind Energy’s
Contribution to U.S. Electricity Supply. The report outlines the benefits that implementation of
wind energy projects could bring to the local, regional, national, and global environment
concerning climate change, as follows:

Publicity related to wind power developments often focuses on wind power’s impact on
birds, especially their colliding with turbines. Although this is a valid environmental
concern that needs to be addressed, the larger effects of global climate change also
pose significant and growing threats to birds and other wildlife species. The
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change [IPCC] recently concluded that global
climate change caused by human activity is likely to seriously affect terrestrial biological
systems, as well as many other natural systems (IPCC 2007). A 2004 study in Nature
forecast that a midrange estimate of climate warming could cause 19% to 45% of global
species to become extinct. Even when minimal temperature increases and climate
changes are projected, extinction of species would be in the 11% to 34% range (Thomas
et al. 2004). The future for birds in a world of global climate change is particularly bleak.
A recent article found that 950 to 1,800 terrestrial bird species are imperiled by climate
changes and habitat loss. Species in higher latitudes will experience more effects of
climate change; birds in the tropics will decline from continued deforestation, which
exacerbates global climate change and land conversion (Jetz, Wilcove, and Dobson
2007). Wind energy, which holds significant promise for reducing these impacts, can be
widely deployed across the United States and around the world fo begin reducing
greenhouse gas emissions (GHGs) now. Although the effects of wind energy
development on wildlife should not be minimized, they must be viewed in the larger
context of the broader threats posed by climate change.

A primary benefit of using wind-generated electricity is that it can play an important role
in reducing the levels of carbon dioxide (CO2) emitted info the atmosphere. Wind-
generated electricity is produced without emitting CO2, the GHG that is the major cause
of global climate change. Today, CO:2 emissions in the United States approach 6 billion
metfric tons annually, 39% of which are produced when electricity is generated from fossil
fuels. If the United States obtained 20% of its electricity from wind energy, the country
could avoid putting 825 million metric tons of COz annually info the atmosphere by 2030,
or a cumulative total of 7,600 million metric tons by 2030. A relatively straightforward
metric used to understand the carbon benefits of wind energy is that a single 1.5-MW
wind turbine displaces 2,700 metric tons of CO2 per year compared with the current U.S.
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average utility fuel mix, or the equivalent of planting 4 square kilometers of forest every
year (AWEA 2007).

The fuel displaced by wind-generated electricity depends on the local grid and the type
of generation supply. In most places, natural gas is the primary fuel displaced. Wind
energy can displace coal on electric grids with large amounts of coal-fired generation.
In the future, wind energy is likely to offset more coal by reducing the need to build new
coal plants. Regardless of the actual fuel supplanted, more electricity generated from
wind turbines means that other nonrenewable, fossil-based fuels are not being
consumed. In New York, for example, a study prepared for the independent system
operator (ISO) found that if wind energy provided 10% of the state’s peak electricity
demand, 65% of the energy displaced would be from natural gas, followed by coal at
15%, oil at 10%, and electricity imported from out of state at 10% (Piwko et al. 2005).

In addition, manufacturing wind turbines and building wind plants generate only minimal
amounts of CO2 emissions. One university study that examined the issue (White and
Kulsinski, 1998) found that when these emissions are analyzed on a life-cycle basis, wind
energy’s CO2 emissions are extremely low—about 1% of those from coal, or 2% of those
from natural gas per unit of electricity generated. In other words, using wind instead of
coal reduces CO2 emissions by 99%; using wind instead of gas reduces CO2 emissions by
98%. (DOE 2008)

Proposed Measures for Avoiding Impacts to Birds and Bats

As taken from the US Fish and Wildlife Service's Service Interim Guidance on Avoiding and
Minimizing Wildlife Impacts from Wind Turbines (2003), “Wind-generated electrical energy is
renewable, produces no emissions, and is considered to be generally environmentally friendly
technology...However, wind energy facilities can adversely impact wildlife, especially birds and
bats, and their habitats...The potential harm to these populations from an additional source of
mortality makes careful evaluation of proposed facilities essential. Due to local differences in
wildlife concentration and movement patterns, habitats, area topography, facility design, and
weather, each proposed development site is unique and requires detailed, individual
evaluation.” As such, the following operational protocols have been incorporated in the project
proposal as best management practices (BMPs) to ensure that careful and project-specific
analysis has been considered and included in the project description. (Section V1.4, Biological
Resources, includes a further detailed discussion about impacts to all applicable avian species.)

Best Management Practice Operational Protocols for Birds and Bats

¢ The City's qualified biologist will conduct bird monitoring at the site for a one-year period
following turbine installation (to be conducted concurrently with bat monitoring). The
one-year monitoring will include the following:

— Carcass searches will be conducted by the City's qualified biologist. The frequency of
searches will be once per month but twice a month during the periods of peak
raptor movement (i.e., March-April and August-September) than during other
months.

— The City's qualified biologist will conduct one scavenging and searcher efficiency
trial.
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C.

— Monitoring results will be reported to the City of Soledad Public Works Department.
CDFW and USFWS will be nofified immediately if a special-status bird is found, and
arrangements will be made for disposition.

On an annual basis and for the life of the turbine, the City will obtain GPS or other
tracking data for the condor from the Ventana Wildlife Society and the National Park
Service at Pinnacles National Park. The City's qualified biologist will analyze this data and
report it to the CDFW and the USFWS. Should alternative tracking methods be used by
the Ventana Wildlife Society, monitoring data from those methods will confinue to be
collected.

The wind turbine will be locked when visibility is less than 300 feet due to fog or other
inclement weather.

Should condor activity substantially increase within 1 kilometer of the site and below 200
feet above the project site, and/or a condor is observed during any of the surveys
conducted by the City’s qualified biologist, the City and the City's qualified biologist will
consult with the USFWS and the CDFW to determine appropriate additional mitigation
measures if any are warranted.

REQUESTED ENTITLEMENTS AND PROJECT APPROVALS

This Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration provide the environmental information and
analysis and primary California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) documentation necessary for
the City of Soledad to adequately consider the effects of the proposed project. The following
agencies, as shown below in Table 1 - Requested Entitlements and Approvals, are expected to
use the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration in their decision-making to grant
permits and necessary approvals. These lists include information that is known to the City of
Soledad at publication of the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration.

TABLE 1
REQUESTED ENTITLEMENTS AND APPROVALS

Agency Permit Approval

Local Agencies

City of Soledad'

City of Soledad — Building Department | Construction Authorization

City of Soledad — City Council Conditional Use Permit Mitigated Negative Declaration

Regional Agencies

N/A

State Agencies

N/A

Federal Agencies

N/A

Note: 1. Lead Agency.

City of Soledad Soledad Wind Energy Generation Project
March 2013 Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

19




INITIAL STUDY

D. ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION
For the purposes of this Initial Study, the following technical reports were consulted:

1. Report on Condor Movements Regarding Proposed Soledad Wind Turbine Project, prepared
by the Ventana Wildlife Society, November 12, 2008.

2. Cadlifornia Condors and the Potential for Wind Power in Monterey County, prepared by the
Ventana Wildlife Society and Stanford University's Solar and Wind Energy Project, October
2009.

3. Final Environmental Impact Report for the City of Soledad 2005 General Plan & Wastewater
Treatment and Disposal Master Plan, prepared by Crawford Multari & Clark Associates under
contract with the City of Soledad, September 21, 2005.

4. Cultural Resource Evaluation for the Soledad Wastewater Treatment Plant Project in the
County of Monterey prepared by Archaeological Resource Management, August 7, 2007.

Each of these studies is available for review at:

City of Soledad, Public Works Development
Soledad City Hall
248 Main Street
Soledad, CA 93960

PROJECT CONSISTENCY WITH OTHER APPLICABLE LOCAL AND STATE PLANS AND MANDATED LAWS

Use the list below to indicate plans applicable to the project and verify their consistency or
inconsistency with project implementation.

General Plan/Area Plan X Air Quality Management PlanX]
Specific Plan  [] Airport Land Use Plans [X]
Water Quality Control Plan X LAFCO Annexation Policy L]

The proposal was reviewed for consistency with the City of Soledad General Plan (2005) as well
as other applicable plans and policy documents. Plan consistency is discussed below.

CITY OF SOLEDAD GENERAL PLAN

The project was reviewed for consistency with the City of Soledad General Plan (2005). Section
VI.10, Land Use and Planning, of this Inifial Study, discusses whether the proposed project would
physically divide an established community, conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy,
or regulatfion of an agency with jurisdiction over the project, or conflict with any applicable
habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan. Installation of the wind
turbine would support the City of Soledad’s goals, objectives, and policies outlined in the
General Plan regarding energy efficiency and conservation.
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WATER QUALITY CONTROL PLAN

The California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) has established Regional Water
Quality Control Boards (RWQCB) to oversee the management of potable water resources in
specific regions. The proposed project site is located within the jurisdiction of the Central Coast
Regional Water Quality Control Board (CCRWQCB), which has adopted a Regional Water
Quality Conftrol Plan (RWQCP). The RWQCP outlines the means for providing potable water to
the Central Coast region, based on regional population projections and employment forecasts
established by the Association of Monterey Bay Area Governments (AMBAG).

As discussed above, the proposed project would be consistent with the City’s General Plan. It
would also be consistent with AMBAG's forecasts, as the proposed project is an energy project and
would not add to the population or employment forecasts for the City of Soledad. If the potential
growth represented by the proposed project is within the envelope of growth envisioned for the
jurisdiction by AMBAG, then it is consistent with the RWQCP. Therefore, as the Regional Water
Quality Control Board incorporates general plans in its preparation of RWQCPs, and as the
proposed project is consistent with AMBAG's forecasts, it would be consistent with the RWQCP.
Section VL.9, Hydrology and Water Quality, of this Initial Study, discusses whether the proposed
project would violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, substantially
deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge, substantially
alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, or create or contribute runoff water that
would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage.

AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT PLAN

The Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District (MBUAPCD) is one of 35 air districts
established to protect air quality in California. Its jurisdiction is the North Central Coast Air Basin
(NCCAB), comprising Monterey, Santa Cruz, and San Benito counties. The CCAA (Health & Safety
Code Section 40910 et seq.) required initial preparation of an Air Quality Management Plan
(AQMP) in 1991, with subsequent updates every three years.

The proposed project would be subject to the fifth update to the 1991 AQMP, the 2008 Air
Quality Management Plan (AQMP) for the Monterey Bay Area. The AQMP is based on AMBAG's
projected population and employment forecasts. If the potential growth represented by the
proposed project is within the envelope of growth envisioned for the jurisdiction by AMBAG, then
it is consistent with the AQMP. The proposed project is consistent with AMBAG's forecasts, as there
would be no population increase resulting from the proposed project. It is an energy project and
would not add to the population or employment forecasts for Soledad. Therefore, the proposed
project would be consistent with the AQMP.

AIRPORT LAND USE PLANS

There are currently no airport land use plans applicable to the proposed project. Monterey County
has four general use airports. Each airport is in a different position in the life span of its planning
cycle. The Monterey County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) is currently pursuing the
development of a master Monterey County Airports Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) for these
four airports. However, it is not anticipated that the proposed project would be affected by the
ALUCP, as it is not anficipated to be finalized within the timeline of approval for the proposed
project.
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

A. FACTORS

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, as
discussed in the checklist on the following pages.

X Aesthetics [ ] Agriculture and Forest L] Air Quality
Resources

X] Biological Resources [] Cultural Resources [] Geology and Soils

[] Greenhouse Gas Emissions Xl Hazards and Hazardous [] Hydrology and Water
Materials Quality

[l Land Use and Planning [ ] Mineral Resources ] Noise

[] Population and Housing [] Public Services [] Recreation

[ ] Transportation/Traffic [] Utilities and Service Systems

Some proposed applications that are not exempt from CEQA review may have little or no
potential for adverse environmental impact related to most of the topics in the Environmental
Checklist, and/or potential impacts may involve only a few limited subject areas. These types of
projects are generally minor in scope, located in a non-sensitive environment, and are easily
identifiable and without public controversy. For the environmental issue areas where there is no
potential for significant environmental impact (and not checked above), the following finding
can be made using the project description, environmental setting, or other information as
supporting evidence.

L] Check here if this finding is not applicable.

FINDING: For the above-referenced topics that are not checked off, there is no potential
for significant environmental impact to occur from construction, operation, or
maintenance of the proposed project, and no further discussion in the
Environmental Checklist is necessary.

EVIDENCE: This project will not affect the categories not checked above, as follows:
Agriculture and Forest Resources

The Important Farmlands Map of Monterey County (FMMP 2010) classifies the Water
Reclamation Facility site as Urban and Built Up Land. In addition, the project site does not
contain any active farmland and has been previously disturbed and developed as a water
tfreatment facility. Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would not result in the
conversion of any Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance
(Farmland). The project site is zoned by the City of Soledad as Public Facility and is not currently
contracted under the Williamson Act. Installation of the wind turbine would be on vacant and
previously disturbed land that has not historically been used for agricultural purposes.
Furthermore, there are no forestry resources on the project site or in the surrounding area.
Therefore, implementation of the proposed project would noft result in the loss or conversion of
forestland to non-forest use. (Ref. 1, 2, 3, 75)
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Mineral Resources

The project site is currently disturbed and is used for wastewater tfreatment purposes and is not
known to contain any significant mineral resources that would be of value to the region or
residents of the state. Similarly, the site has not been noted in any plan for its potential to yield
mineral resources, and its development would not prohibit the exploration or loss of mineral
resources. The Final Environmental Impact Report for the City of Soledad 2005 General Plan &
Wastewater Treatment and Disposal Master Plan determined that no known mineral resources
were located within the General Plan area that would be of value to the region or state. The
proposed project would be required to comply with all federal, state, and local regulations
regarding mineral resources. (Ref. 1, 2, 3)

Population and Housing

The proposed project would noft, directly nor indirectly, induce substantial population growth;
displace a substantial amount of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere; or displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere. The project does not include the development of housing, and
no housing or people would be displaced by the proposed project as the project site has been
historically disturbed and used as a wastewater treatment plant. (Ref. 1, 2, 3)

Public Services

The project would not result in an increased demand for public services as the project is an
energy project, and does not include a residential or commercial component, and would not
cause population growth that would impact public services. Therefore, implementation of the
proposed project would not substantially affect fire or police services, schools, parks, or other
public services. (Ref. 1, 2, 3)

Recreation

The project site does not contain recreational facilities, nor would it require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities, as it is an energy project that would not lead to population
growth that could affect recreational facilities. There are no existing neighborhood parks in the
project vicinity. As the proposed project does not contain a residential component, nor would
residential land uses be allowed as a result of this project, the project would not have a
detfrimental effect on public recreation facilities throughout the city, nor would substantial
physical deterioration of these facilities occur or be accelerated as a result of the proposed
project. (Ref. 1, 2, 3)

Utilities and Service Systems

Implementation of the proposed project would not require or result in the construction of new
water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities. As the proposed
project consists solely of the implementation of a wind furbine, no uses that would require water
or wastewater facilities would be present. Minimal areas of impervious surfaces (approximately
800 square feet) could create additional stormwater runoff; however, standard conditions of
approval for erosion control would be required. Minimal amounts of water may be used during
the grading, filling, and construction phases of the project. This demand would be minor and
temporary.
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The project would be required to comply with all federal, state, and local regulations regarding
solid waste, including General Plan solid waste Policies S-26 and S-27 as follows:

Policy S-26 The City shall promote maximum use of solid waste source reduction,
recycling, composting and environmentally safe fransformation of wastes.

Policy §-27 The City shall require that all new development comply with applicable
provisions of the Monterey County Integrated Waste Management Plan.

The Johnson Canyon Landfill located in Gonzales, just north of Soledad, a privately owned
facility covering 163 acres operated by Salinas Valley Solid Waste Authority, serves the City of
Soledad. The total estimated permitted capacity is 13,834,328 cubic yards. The remaining
capacity of the landfill is approximately 6,923,297 cubic yards as of 2007. The landfill is estimated
to provide capacity to the Salinas Valley through 2040 (CalRecycle 2013). Because of the nature
of wind turbine system installation and operation, as all materials will originate off -site, and as no
demolition of existing structures is required, this project is anticipated to produce little to no solid
waste. No impact is anticipated. (Ref. 1, 2, 3, 50, 59, 71)
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B. DETERMINATION
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

[l | find that the proposed project CCULD NOT have a significant effect on the
environment, and o NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

X I find that aithough the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the
project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponeni. A MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

' | find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the envircnment, and
an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

] | find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or
"potentially significant unless mitigated” impact on the environment, but at least one
effect (1) has been adequately analyzed in an earfier document pursuant to applicable
legal standards, and (2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the
earlier analysis as described on attached sheets, An ENVIRONMENTAL WMPACT REPORT is
required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

| | find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed
adeguately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant o applicable
standards, and (k) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EiR or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed
upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

.v"d-“-””-
Signature Date
Brent Slama City of Scledad = Community
Development Director
Printed Name Title
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are
adequately supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the
parentheses following each question. A “No Impact” answer is adequately supported if
the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to
projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No
Impact” answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well
as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants,
based on project-specific screening analysis).

All answers must take into account the whole action involved, including off-site as well as
on-site, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as
well as operational impacts.

Once the City has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the
checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than
significant with mitigation or less than significant. "Potentially Significant Impact” is
appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are
one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the determination is made, an
EIR is required.

“Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where
the incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "“Potentially
Significant Impact” to a “Less Than Significant Impact.” The lead agency must describe
the mitigation measures and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than
significant level.

Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA
process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative
declaration (Section 15063(c)(3)(D)). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the
following:

qa) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist
were within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document
pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were
addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation
Measures Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures that were
incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they
address site-specific conditions for the project.

Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to
information sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances).
Reference to previously prepared or outside documents should, where appropriate,
include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.

Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used
or individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion.
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8) The explanation of each issue should identify:
a) The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and
b) The mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than
significance.

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact With Less Than
. Significant Mitigation Significant No
1. AESTHETICS - Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic [] [] X [
vistae (Ref: 1,2, 3,5, 6)
b) Substantially damage scenic resources,
including, but not limited to, ftrees, rock |:| |:| |:| |X|

outcroppings, and historic buildings within a
state scenic highway? (Ref: 1, 2, 3, 4)

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its

surroundings? |:| |:| |E |:|

(Ref: 1,2,3,5, 6)
d) Create a new source of substantial light or
glare that would adversely affect day or
nighttime views in the area? (Ref: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, N = u u
6,54, 61, 62)

EXISTING SETTING
Regional Setting

The project is located in the Salinas Valley in Soledad, with Highway 101 traversing the area in a
north—-south direction. Salinas and the communities of Chualar and Gonzales lie to the north,
while Greenfield and King City are to the south. The Salinas Valley is bounded by the Santa Lucia
Mountains and Los Padres National Forest on the west and by the Gabilan Mountains to the
east. The mountains provide visual relief from the floor of the Salinas Valley. The city sits at
approximately 190 feet above mean sea level, with a nearly flat fopography that slopes gently
downward toward the east. The Salinas, San Antonio, and Nacimiento rivers and their tributaries,
the San Antonio and Nacimiento reservoirs, and numerous canyons, valleys, and creeks make up
other visual features in the area.

Visual Character of the Project Area

The project site is located west of Hwy 101, just south and west of Soledad. The project site is
located in the center of the Salinas Valley floor between the Sierra de Salinas Range to the west
(with the Santa Lucia Mountains beyond) and the Gabilan Mountains to the east. Existing
development on the site includes previously disturbed areas associated with the Water

City of Soledad
March 2013

Soledad Wind Energy Generation Project
Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
27




INITIAL STUDY

Reclamation Facility, including all tfreatment facilities, a facility building, and a parking area.
Compacted gravel roads encircle the tfreatment facilities and facility buildings.

Surrounding Land Uses and Views

Directly surrounding the project site is the WRF and its associated uses. The majority of the land
uses surrounding the WRF to the north, west, and east are active agricultural, and many of these
areas are planted in seasonal row crops. These agricultural areas are flat to gently sloping. South
of the WRF is the Salinas River..

Scenic Vistas

A scenic vista is a view of natural environmental, historic, and/or architectural features
possessing visual and aesthetic qualities of value to the community. The term “vista” generally
implies an expansive view, usually from an elevated point or open area. There are views and
scenic vistas of distant mountain ranges to the east and west of the project site, as well as views
of open farmland. Areas with active vineyards are located immediately north and south of the
project site, providing distinction to the visual landscape.

REGULATORY SETTING
City of Soledad General Plan
Goal 1 To protect the City’s natural, cultural, visual and historical resources.

Policy C/OS7 The City shall require new public and private development to protect
scenic resources by:

a. Prohibiting structures along ridgelines, steep slopes (above the 400
foot elevation contour), or in other highly visible locations unless no
practical alternative is available, or such a location is necessary to
protect public health and safety;

b. Utilizing natural landforms and vegetation for screening structures,
access roads, building foundations, and cut and fill slopes;

c. Requiring landscaping which provides a landscape fransition
between developed areas and adjacent open space or
undeveloped areas; and is compatible with the scenic resource being
protected;

d. Incorporating sound Soil Conservation Service practices and
minimizing land alterations. Land alterations shall be minimized by:
keeping cuts and fills to a minimum; limiting grading to the smallest
practical area of land; limiting land exposure to the shortest practical
amount of time; replanting graded areas to insure establishment of
plant cover before the next rainy season; and creating grading
contours that blend with the natural confours on site or look like
contours that would naturally occur;
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e. Designing roads, parking, and utilities to minimize visual impacts. If
possible, utilities shall be underground. Roadways and parking shall fit
the natural terrain; and

f. Designing projects to fit the site's scale and character. Structures shall
be designed and located so: they do not silhouette against ridgelines,
or hilltops; roof lines and vertical architectural features blend with and
do not detfract from the natural background or ridge outline;
residential density and massing is decreased with increased elevation
where it would mar the scenic quality of the scenic resource; they fit
the natural terrain, and they utilize building materials, colors, and
textures that blend with the natural landscape and avoid the creation
of high-conftrast situations.

Visual Simulations

Static visual simulations of the proposed project were prepared to provide a concept of what
the wind turbine will look like from various locations in proximity to the project site. Static visual
simulations, as opposed to video simulations, are prepared by taking photographs of the site,
creating an image of the proposed project using a model or other means, and compositing the
proposed and the base conditions photographs. These visual simulations are presented in
Figures 7 through 10, while Figure 6 provides the location and direction of each simulation
vantage point.

ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS

a, ¢)

Less Than Significant Impact. A scenic vista is generally described as a clear, expansive
view of natural environmental, historic, and/or architectural features, usually from an
elevated point or open area, which possesses visual and aesthetic qualities of value to
the community. Scenic vistas within Soledad may be of agricultural and other open
space lands, as well as views of the Sierra de Salinas Mountains to the west and the
Gabilan Mountains to the east.

The project proposes the construction and operation of a wind turbine with a total height
of approximately 340 feet on the project site. The rotors of the wind turbine would rotate
confinuously whenever sufficient wind is present.. The utility lines and associated
fransformer boxes would be located underground. The furbine would protrude
approximately 340 feet above ground level and would be a permanent, fixed structure
that would serve as a distinct focal point and would be visible from Highway 101 and
from surrounding areas with views of the site (see Figures 6 through 10).

While the proposed turbine would serve as a new visual element in the areq, it would not
significantly obstruct the viewshed of the Sierra de Salinas Range or other scenic aspects
of the area. There are numerous existing visual intrusions in the project vicinity that can
be seen from Highway 101 and other public viewing areas, including felephone poles,
frees, and other vegetation, an existing 150-foot felecommunications tower on the Water
Reclamation Facility site, and other WRF structures. Regardless, the proposed furbine
would result in an additional visual infrusion beyond what exists with these existing
structures.

Implementation of the proposed project would result in an additional visual intrusion in
the project vicinity. However, the project is not expected to substantially degrade the

City of Soledad Soledad Wind Energy Generation Project
March 2013 Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

29



INITIAL STUDY

existing visual character or quality of the site or its surroundings, including scenic vistas.
This is due to already existing visual infrusions in the project area as well as the limited
scale of the turbine project (one turbine within a previously disturbed area). Further, as
observed from the visual simulations, the wind turbine’s distance from major public
viewsheds, such as Highway 101, would reduce the scale and prominence of the turbine.
The City's General Plan has no significant visual resources or policies. Therefore, the
project would result in less than significant impacts to scenic vistas and to the existing
visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings.
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No Impact. There are no state scenic highways that can view the project site or that can
be viewed from the project area. Although the wind turbine would be visible from
multiple viewing points on surrounding roadways, there would be no impact to scenic
resources within a state scenic highway viewshed. No impact is anticipated.

Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated. The Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) normally requires any structure that exceeds 200 feet above ground
level, or less in the vicinity of airports, to be marked and/or lighted, as set forth in the
FAA's Advisory Circular 70/7460-1K. Daytime visibility of structures is enhanced through use
of an orange and white paint pattern and/or flashing white lights. Flashing white lights
are usually sufficient for lower structures (below 200 feet above ground level). Lighting for
wind turbines is typically installed on the nacelle. The FAA always requires daytime
visibility for wind turbines, which may be achieved by either paint or lighting.
Requirements for daytime lighting are location and proposal dependent but are
specified in the formal FAA Determination of No Hazard to Air Navigation. Where air
traffic is common, the FAA typically requires lighting. In areas with less air traffic, the white
paint typically used for wind turbines appears to be sufficient (Massachusetts Technology
Collaborative 2007).

The project site is not located in the vicinity of any airports (the nearest is Mesa Del Rey
Airport over 18 miles away to the southeast in King City), but would exceed 200 feet
above ground level. As such, in accordance with FAA requirements, the proposed
turbine would be painted bright white and include safety obstruction lighting. Such
lighting could create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely
affect daytime or nighttime views in the area.

The proposed tubular steel turbine would be painted white, thereby eliminating the
potential for daytime glare as no bare metal materials would be exposed to sunlight.
Although the proposed turbine would feature flashing warning lights, these lights would
be located near the peak of the furbine’s tower on the nacelle (at approximately 213.3
feet) and would provide only enough lighting to be visible from surrounding airspace. The
proposed lighting would not shine substantial light onto surrounding properties and would
not iluminate the night sky. Regardless, the proposed project would introduce a new
lighting source to the project area and would be considered potentially significant.
Therefore, compliance with the below mitigation would be a requirement of project
approval.

MITIGATION MEASURE

MM 1-1: Any ground-level safety lighting shall be minimal in nature, shielded to minimize

off-site glare, and directed toward the ground to reduce potential skyglow. No
markings, logos (with the exception of the City of Soledad’s logo), or writing shall
be allowed on the exterior of the wind turbine unless required by the FAA. The
exterior paint of all visible components of the project turbine and any associated
structures shall be white in color. The City shall install only FAA-approved L-810
LED Obstruction Lighting on the nacelle of the turbine for aviation warning in
accordance with FAA requirements; the turbine shall not be lighted for other
reasons.

Implementation of the above mitigation measure would reduce impacts to a less than
significant level.
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No

2. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects,
lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment
Model (1997) prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an opfional model to use in
assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest
resources, including fimberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer
fo information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding
the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the
Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in
Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board.

Would the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or

Farmland of Statewide Importance
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared
pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and |:| |:| |:| |X|

Monitoring  Program of the California
Resources Agency, to nonagricultural use?
(Ref:1,2,3,5,11,12,13, 25, 29, 30)

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural
use, or a Wiliamson Act contracte (Ref: 1, 2, 3,
11, 31) L] [] ] X

c) Conlflict with existing zoning for, or cause
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code Section 12220(g), timberland
(as defined by Public Resources Code Section
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland D D D |X|
Production (as defined by Government Code
Section 51104(g))¢

d) Result in the loss of forestland or conversion of
forestland to non-forest use? |:| |:| |:| |X|

e) Involve other changes in the existing
environment, which, due to their location or
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland

to nonagricultural use or conversion of [] [] [] X
forestland to non-forest use?2 (Ref: 1, 2, 3,5, 11,
12,13, 25, 29, 30)
Soledad Wind Energy Generation Project City of Soledad
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ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS

See discussion in Section IV.
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No

3. AIR QUALITY Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management
or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations.

Would the project:

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of

the applicable air quality plane (Ref: 1, 2, 3,
19, 21, 22, 23) [] [] [] X

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air
quality violatione (Ref: 1, 2, 3, 19, 21, 22, 23, 59, N u = L]
60)

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net
increase of any criteria pollutant for which
the project region is nonattainment under an
applicable federal or state ambient air
quality  standard (including releasing |:| |:| |E |:|
emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds
for ozone precursors)2 (Ref: 1, 2, 3, 19, 21, 22,
23, 59, 60)

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial

pollutant concentrationse (Ref: 1, 2, 3, 19, 21,

22, 23) L] [] X []
e) Create objectionable odors affecting a

substantial number of people? (Ref: 1, 2, 3, 19,

21, 22, 23) L] L] > L]

The proposed project is located in the North Central Coast Air Basin (NCCAB), which is under the
jurisdiction of the Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District (MBUAPCD). Dispersion of air
pollution in an area is determined by such natural factors as topography, meteorology, and
climate, coupled with atmospheric stability.

For the protection of public health and welfare, the federal Clean Air Act (CAA) requires the US
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to establish national ambient air quality standards
(NAAQS) for various pollutants. These pollutants are referred to as “criteria” pollutants because
the EPA publishes criteria documents to justify the choice of standards. These standards define
the maximum amount of an air pollutant that can be present in ambient air without harm to the
public’s health. Within the NCCAB, the air pollutants of primary concern, with regard to human
health, include ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), and particulate matter (PM). Exposure to
increased pollutant concentrations of ozone, PM, and CO can result in various heart and lung
ailments, cardiovascular and nervous system impairment, and death.

Soledad Wind Energy Generation Project City of Soledad
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The MBUAPCD is the agency primarily responsible for ensuring that NAAQS and California
ambient air quality standards (CAAQS) are not exceeded and that air quality conditions are
maintained in the NCCAB, within which the project is located. Responsibilities of the MBUAPCD
include, but are not limited to, preparing plans for the attainment of ambient air quality
standards, adopting and enforcing rules and regulations concerning sources of air pollution,
issuing permits for stationary sources of air pollution, inspecting stationary sources of air pollution
and responding to citizen complaints, monitoring ambient air quality and meteorological
conditions, and implementing programs and regulations required by the CAA and the California
Clean Air Act (CCAA). The most recent Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) was adopted in
August 2008, the sixth revision to the 1991 plan (MBUAPCD 2008). In an attempt to achieve
NAAQS and CAAQS and maintain air quality, the MBUAPCD has most recently completed the
2008 AQAP for achieving the state ozone standards and the 2007 Federal Maintenance Plan for
maintaining federal ozone standards. The MBUAPCD has also adopted the SB 656 Plan for
meeting state standards related to airborne particulate matter (MBUAPCD 2009).

ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS

a) No Impact. Consistency of nonresidential projects such as the proposed wind turbine with
the AQMP is determined by assessing whether the emission source complies with all
applicable MBUAPCD rules and regulations, including emission offset and emission
control requirements and/or whether or not project emissions are accommodated in the
AQMP. The proposed wind furbine would not generate operational air emissions and
would parfially offset the need for electricity from fossil-fuel power plants. Thus, the
proposed project would not impact MBUAPCD clean air planning efforts. There is no
impact.

b) Less Than Significant Impact

Short-Term Construction Emissions

Construction-generated emissions are short term and of tfemporary duration, lasting only
as long as construction activities occur, but possess the potentfial fo represent a
significant air quality impact. The construction of the proposed project would result in the
temporary generation of emissions resulting from site preparation and excavation, as well
as from motor vehicle exhaust associated with construction equipment and the
movement of equipment across unpaved surfaces, worker trips, and the delivery of the
wind furbine. Emissions of airborne parficulate matter are largely dependent on the
amount of ground disturbance associated with site preparation activifies.

The MBUAPCD's construction-related pollutant of concern is particulate matter smaller
than 10 microns in diameter (PM1o), and the MBUAPCD threshold for PMio is 82 pounds per
day. The MBUAPCD provides screening thresholds to determine if construction activities
could result in an exceedance of this threshold. According to the MBUAPCD,
construction activities that involve minimal earth moving over an area of 8.1 acres, or
more, could result in potentially significant temporary air quality impacts, if not mitigated.
Construction activities that require more extensive site preparatfion (e.g., grading and
excavation) may result in significant unmitigated impacts if the area of disturbance were
to exceed 2.2 acres per day.

The construction of the proposed project would require earth moving over an area less
than 8.1 acres and would require far less than 2.2 acres per day of ground disturbance.
Construction activity would result in some emissions but on a limited scale that would not
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adversely affect criteria pollutant concentrations. Since the proposed area of
disturbance is so limited, construction would not result in exceedance of MBUAPCD
thresholds for PMio and construction emissions would be less than significant.

Operational Emissions

The purpose of the proposed wind turbine is to produce emissions-free energy. By nature,
wind turbines do not produce air pollutant emissions; they reduce emissions by
decreasing the need for energy from power plants, which is considered a beneficial
impact regionally and statewide. The on-site source of renewable energy that would be
created by operation of the proposed wind turbine would result in the decrease of fossil
fuels used by the Water Reclamation Facility and the City during periods of net-metering
as explained previously in the Project Description section.

The US Department of Energy’s report, titled 20% Wind Energy by 2030: Increasing Wind
Energy’s Contribution to U.S. Electricity Supply, discusses factors involved in implementing
wind energy as a substantial source of electricity in the coming decades. Also, the Fourth
Assessment Report of the United Nations Environment Program and World Meteorological
Organization’s Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) notes that
“[rlenewable energy generally has a positive effect on energy, security, employment
and air quality” (DOE 2008).

The National Renewable Energy Laboratory (NREL), a national laboratory of the US
Department of Energy’'s Office of Energy Efficiency & Renewable Energy, released a
report in February 2008 entitled Wind Energy and Air Emission Reduction Benefits: A
Primer, stating:

One of the obvious benefits of wind energy is that the production of electricity
from this source involves zero direct emissions of air pollutants. In contrast, fossil
fuel-fired electric generation from coal, oil, or natural gas results in substantial
direct emissions of numerous air pollutants that have adverse impacts on public
health and the environment. Electric generation from fossil fuel-fired power plants
is a leading source of air emissions that harm human health and contribute to
global climate change - resulting in 39% of carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions, 22%
of nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions, 69% of sulfur dioxide (SOz) emissions, and 40%
of mercury emissions in the United States. Other pollutants include volatile organic
compounds (e.g., benzene, dioxins) and heavy metals (e.g., arsenic, lead).
Health experts have documented that pollutants from fossil fueled power plants,
particularly coal plants, result in a wide range of serious health effects. These
adverse health effects include lung cancer and other respiratory diseases (e.g.,
asthma), other carcinogenic effects, neurotoxic effects, and elevation of heart
disease risks.

Wind energy generation results in reductions in air emissions because of the way
the elecfric power system works. Wind energy is a preferred power source on an
economic basis because the operating costs to run the turbines are very low and
there are no fuel costs. Thus, when the wind turbines produce power, this power
source will displace generation at fossil fueled plants, which have higher
operating and fuel costs. The specific types of fossil fuel-fired power units that will
be displaced by wind generation vary significantly among states and regions.
Some states and regions rely on coal plants for a majority of their generation
(e.qg., West Virginia), whereas other regions and states rely heavily on natural gas-
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fired units (e.g., most of New England). The displaced emissions of CO2, NOx, SOa,
and mercury generally will be greater in areas with large amounts of coal-fired
generation and lower in areas where natural gas is the dominant fuel. The
emissions level is also influenced by the age of the fossil fuel-fired units, as well as
their relative levels of efficiency and pollution control. (DOE 2008)

Operational emissions would be less than significant.

Less Than Significant Impact. In accordance with MBUAPCD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines,
project emissions which are not consistent with the AQMP would be considered to have
a cumulative regional air quality impact. As identified under Impact a) above, the
proposed project would be consistent with the 2008 regional air pollutant forecasts in the
AQMP. In addition, as noted in Impact b) above, neither construction-related nor long-
term operational emissions associated with the proposed project would exceed
MBUAPCD significance thresholds. For these reasons, this would be considered a less than
significant impact.

Less Than Significant Impact. The exposure of sensitive receptors to toxic air contaminants
(TACs) associated with the proposed project that could potentially occur during both the
construction and operational phases of the proposed project is analyzed here.

Short-Term Construction Toxic Air Emissions

Construction of the proposed project would result in temporary emissions of diesel PM
associated with the operation of off-road construction equipment. Diesel-PM is identified
by the California Air Resource Board (CARB) as a toxic air contaminant (TAC). Health-
related risks associated with emissions of diesel PM are primarily associated with long-
term exposure and the associated risk of contracting cancer. For residential land uses,
calculations of the cancer risk associated with exposure to TACs are typically made
based on a 70-year period of exposure. However, the use of diesel-powered construction
equipment associated with the proposed project would be temporary and episodic.
Assuming an overall construction period of approximately two months, short-term
construction activities would account for less than 1 percent of the 70-year exposure
period typically used for the calculation of diesel-PM cancer risk. Furthermore, in July 2007
CARB adopted regulations aimed at reducing diesel PM generated by off-road
equipment. This regulation requires the installation of diesel-PM control devices, such as
particulate filters, for new equipment and encourages the replacement of older engines
with newer emission-controlled models. By 2020, diesel-PM reductions are anticipated to
be reduced by approximately 74 percent. For these reasons, diesel PM generated by
project construction, in and of itself, would not be expected to create conditions where
the probability of contracting cancer is greater than 10 in one million for nearby sensitive
receptors. Therefore, short-term exposure to TACs would be considered a less than
significant impact.

Furthermore, construction-related air quality impacts would be controlled by
implementing City of Soledad standard conditions of approval for dust abatement and
air quality that require watering of loose soil, implementing erosion control measures, and
requiring dust control. Standard erosion control measures would include the following:

¢ Maintaining natural vegetation at the project site to the extent feasible.

e Protection of bare ground with the use of mulching, erosion control blankets, and
netting.
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¢ Containment of sediment by installing silt fences and straw and fascine wattles.

For these reasons, construction and grading impacts resulting from the proposed project
are considered less than significant.

e) Less Than Significant Impact. The occurrence and severity of odor impacts depends on
numerous factors, including the nature, frequency, and intensity of the source; wind
speed and direction; and the sensitivity of the receptors. While offensive odors rarely
cause any physical harm, they can be unpleasant, leading to considerable distress
among the public and often generating citizen complaints to local governments and
regulatory agencies. Projects with the potential to frequently expose members of the
public to objectionable odors would be deemed to have a significant impact.

The proposed project would not result in the installation of any equipment or processes
that would be considered major odor emission sources. However, activities associated
with installation of the turbine would involve the use of a variety of gasoline- or diesel-
powered equipment that would emit exhaust fumes.

While exhaust fumes, particularly diesel exhaust, may be considered objectionable by
some people, construction-generated emissions would occur intermittently throughout
the workday and would dissipate rapidly within increasing distance from the source. The
project site is located in an agricultural area with few residences in the vicinity. As a
result, potential exposure of sensitive receptors to odors associated with proposed
project would be considered less than significant.
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No

4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES - Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either
directly or through habitat modifications, on
any species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special-status species in local or
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by ] X ] ]
the California Department of Fish and Game
or US Fish and Wildlife Service? (Ref: 1, 2, 3, 7,
8,10, 15, 53, 56, 58, 63, 64)

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional
plans, policies, or regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and Game or D D D |X|
US Fish and Wildlife Service? (Ref: 1, 2, 3, 7, 8,
10)

c) Have a substanfial adverse effect on
federally protected wetlands as defined by
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal |:| |:| |:| |X|
pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal,
filing, hydrological interruption, or other
means? (Ref: 1,2, 3,7,8,10)

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of
any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use D D D |X|
of native wildlife nursery sitese (Ref: 1, 2, 3,7, 8,
10)

e) Conlflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a
free preservation policy or ordinance? (Ref: 1, D D D |X|
2,3,7.8,10)

f)  Conlflict with the provisions of an adopted
habitat conservation plan, natural
community conservation plan, or other |:| |:| |:| |X|
approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan? (Ref: 1,2, 3,7, 8, 10)

Note fo the reader: As of January 1, 2013, the agency previously known as the California
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) became known as the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW). For purposes of this Initial Study, the agency’s names and associated
abbreviations are inferchangeable.
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This subsection is based on the Biological Resources Assessment (BRA) and the Raptor and Bat
Survey Report (RBSR) conducted for the proposed project by PMC biologists in November 2008
and revised in 2013. Documents are incorporated herein by reference and are available for
review at the City of Soledad Public Works Department located at 248 Main Street in Soledad.
The purpose of this section is to describe the existing biological resources, including the special-
status species and sensitive habitats known to occur, or that potentially occur, within the project
study area (PSA), the regulations and programs which provide for their protection, and an
assessment of the potential impacts of implementing the proposed project. Particular emphasis
in this section is placed on the evaluation of impacts of the proposed wind turbine on diurnal
raptors (i.e., hawks, kites, falcons, and eagles), the federal and state endangered California
condor (Gymnogyps californianus), and special-status bat species. This section also includes a
discussion of mitigation measures necessary to reduce impacts to a less than significant level,
where feasible.

Information contained in this section is based on a review of database search results pertaining
to biological resources within the PSA and from field investigations. The biological resources
within the PSA and general vicinity were determined from a review of previous environmental
documentation, including the City of Soledad General Plan (2005) and the City of Soledad
Wastewater Treatment and Disposal Upgrade and Expansion Biotic Resources Assessment (EMC
Planning Group 2007). In addition, PMC biologists conducted the RBSR, including a habitat
assessment and surveys for nesting and foraging raptors, including the California condor and the
golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos), and a habitat assessment and surveys for roosting/foraging
bat species. The RBSR was revised in 2013. The revised RBSR is attached as Appendix A.

Furthermore, a number of other resources were used for this evaluation, including an online list of
federally listed species for the project vicinity provided by the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)
Endangered Species Office (USFWS 2013), the California Department of Fish and Wildlife's
(CDFW) California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) (CDFW 2013), and the California Native
Plant Society’'s (CNPS) Electronic Inventory (2013) for the Soledad, California, US Geological
Survey (USGS 1955) 7.5-minute quadrangle and surrounding quadrangles (Gonzales, Mount
Johnson, North Chalone Peak, Greenfield, Bickmore Canyon, Palo Escrito Peak, Sycamore Flat,
and Paraiso Springs). These previously recorded special-status species occurrences are included
in Appendix B.

REGULATORY FRAMEWORK

This subsection lists specific environmental review and consultation requirements and identifies
permits and approvals that must be obtained from local, state, and federal agencies prior to
implementation of the proposed project.

Federal

Endangered Species Act

Provisions of the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA), as amended (16 USC 1531), protect
federally listed threatened and endangered species and their habitats from unlawful take.
“Take" under the ESA includes activities such as “harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill,
frap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage in any such conduct.” USFWS regulations
define harm to include some types of “significant habitat modification or degradation.” The
United States Supreme Court ruled on June 29, 1995, that “harm” may include habitat
modification “..where it actually kills or injures wildlife by significantly impairing essential
behavioral patterns, including breeding, feeding or sheltering.” For projects with a federal nexus,

Soledad Wind Energy Generation Project City of Soledad
Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration March 2013
50



INITIAL STUDY

Section 7 of the ESA requires that federal agencies, in consultation with the USFWS, use their
authorities to further the purpose of the ESA and to ensure that their actions are not likely to
jeopardize the contfinued existence of listed species or result in destruction or adverse
modification of critical habitat. Section 10(a)(1)(B) allows non-federal entities to obtain permits
for incidental taking of threatened or endangered species through consultation with the USFWS.

Migratory Bird Treaty Act

Migratory birds are protected under the Migratory Bird Treat Act (MBTA) of 1918 (16 USC 703-
711). The MBTA makes it unlawful to take, possess, buy, sell, purchase, or barter any migratory
bird listed in 50 CFR Part 10, including feathers or other parts, nests, eggs, or products, except as
allowed by implementing regulations (50 CFR 21). The vast majority of birds found in the study
area are protected under the MBTA.

Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act

The bald eagle and golden eagle are federally protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act (16 USC 668-668c). It is illegal to take, possess, sell, purchase, barter, offer to sell or
purchase or barter, transport, export, or import at any tfime or in any manner a bald or golden
eagle, alive or dead, or any part, nest or egg of these eagles unless authorized by the Secretary
of the Interior. Violations are subject to fines and/or imprisonment for up to one year. Active nest
sites are also protected from disturbance during the breeding season.

State

California Endangered Species Act

Under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA), the CDFW has the responsibility for
maintaining a list of endangered and threatened species (California Fish and Game Code
2070). The CDFW maintains a list of “candidate species,” which are species that the CDFW
formally nofices as being under review for addition to the list of endangered or threatened
species. The CDFW also maintains lists of “species of special concern,” which serve as species
“watch lists.” Pursuant to the requirements of the CESA, an agency reviewing a proposed project
within its jurisdiction must determine whether any state-listed endangered or threatened species
may be present in the project site and determine whether the proposed project would have a
potentially significant impact on such species. In addition, the CDFW encourages informal
consultation on any proposed project that may impact a candidate species. Project-related
impacts to species on the CESA endangered or threatened list would be considered significant.
State-listed species are fully protected under the mandates of the CESA. "Take" of protected
species incidental to otherwise lawful management activities may be authorized under
California Fish and Game Code Section 206.591. Authorization from the CDFW would be in the
form of an Incidental Take Permit.

California Department of Fish and Wildlife

Native Plant Protection Act

The Native Plant Protection Act (California Department of Fish and Game Code Sections 1900-
1913) prohibits the taking, possessing, or sale within the state of any plants with a state
designation of rare, threatened, or endangered (as defined by the CDFW). An exception to this
prohibition in the act allows landowners, under specified circumstances, to take listed plant
species, provided that the owners first notify the CDFW and give that state agency at least 10
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days to come and retfrieve (and presumably replant) the plants before they are plowed under or
otherwise destroyed (Fish and Game Code Section 1913 exempts from “take” prohibition “the
removal of endangered or rare native plants from a canal, lateral ditch, building site, or road, or
other right of way”). Project impacts to these species are not considered significant unless the
species are known to have a high potential to occur within the area of disturbance associated
with construction of the proposed project.

Birds of Prey

Under Section 3503.5 of the California Fish and Game Code, it is unlawful to take, possess, or
destroy any birds in the orders of Falconiformes or Strigiformes (birds of prey) or to take, possess,
or destroy the nest or eggs of any such bird except as otherwise provided by this code or any
regulation adopted pursuant thereto.

“Fully Protected” Species

California statutes also accord “fully protected” status to a number of specifically identified
birds, mammals, repftiles, and amphibians. These species cannot be “taken,” even with an
incidental take permit. Section 3505 of the California Fish and Game Code makes it unlawful to
“take” “any aigrette or egret, osprey, bird of paradise, goura, numidi, or any part of such a bird.”
Section 3511 protects from “take” the following “fully protected birds”: (a) American peregrine
falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum); (b) brown pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis); (c) California
black rail (Laterallus jamaicensis coturniculus); (d) California clapper rail (Rallus longirostris
obsoletus); (e) California condor (Gymnogyps californianus); (f) California least tern (Sterna

albifrons browni); (g) golden eagle; (h) greater sandhill crane (Grus canadensis tabida); (i) light-
footed clapper rail (Rallus longirostris levipes); (j) southern bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus
leucocephalus); (k) frumpeter swan (Cygnus buccinator); (I) white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus);

and (m) Yuma clapper rail (Rallus longirostris yumanensis).

California Fish and Game Code Section 4700 identifies the following “fully protected mammals”
that cannot be “taken”: (a) Morro Bay kangaroo rat (Dipodomys heermanni morroensis);
(b) bighorn sheep (Ovis canadensis), except Nelson bighorn sheep (subspecies Ovis canadensis
nelsoni); (d) Guadalupe fur seal (Arctocephalus townsendi); (e) ring-tailed cat (genus
Bassariscus); (f) Pacific right whale (Eubalaena sieboldi); (g) salt-marsh harvest mouse
(Reithrodontomys raviventris); (h) southern sea ofter (Enhydra lutris nereis); and (i) wolverine (Gulo
gulo).

Fish and Game Code Section 5050 protects from “take” the following “fully protected reptiles
and amphibians”: (a) blunt-nosed leopard lizard (Crofaphytus wislizenii silus); (b) San Francisco
garter snake (Thamnophis sirtalis tetrataenia); (c) Santa Cruz long-toed salamander (Ambystoma
macrodactylum croceum); (d) limestone salamander (Hydromantes brunus); and (e) black toad
(Bufo boreas exsul).

Fish and Game Code Section 5515 also identifies certain “fully protected fish” that cannot
lawfully be “taken” even with an incidental take permit. The following species are protected in
this fashion: (a) Colorado River squawfish (Ptychocheilus lucius); (b) thicktail chub (Gila
crassicauda); (c) Mohave chub (Gila mohavensis); (d) Lost River sucker (Catostomus luxatus);
(e) Modoc sucker (Catostomus microps); (f) shortnose sucker (Chasmistes brevirostris);
(g) humpback sucker (Xyrauchen texanus); (h) Owens River pupfish (Cyprinoden radiosus);
(i) unarmored threespine stickleback (Gasterosteus aculeatus williamsoni); and (j) rough sculpin
(Cottus asperrimus).
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LOCAL
City of Soledad General Plan

Policies of the City's General Plan (2005) that are applicable to the proposed project and to this
evaluation include the following:

Policy C/OS10 The City shall support state and federal laws and policies to preserve
populations of rare, threatened, and endangered species by ensuring
development does not adversely affect such species in a significant way
or by fully mitigating adverse effects.

Policy C/OS11 The City shall require that significant natural, open space, and cultural
resources be identified in advance of development and incorporated
into site-specific development project design to the extent feasible.

Policy C/OS12 The City shall require developers to use native and compatible nonnative
species, especially drought tolerant species, to the extent possible in
fulfiling landscaping requirements imposed as conditions of project
approvals or project mitigations.

Policy C/0OS$17 When considering the approval of activities that result in the removal of
mature trees, the following factors shall be considered:

a. Thesize, age, health and species of tree(s) to be removed.

b. Whether or not the removal of the tree(s) is necessary for the
reasonable development and use of the site.

c. Whether the tree(s) to be removed is (are) a native or infroduced
species.

Policy C/OS19 When mature trees are removed to accommodate new development,
they shall be replaced at a ratio of at least two new trees for every one
free removed, or such additional number and size of frees as considered
appropriate by the reviewing body at the time of approval of such
development.

METHODS

On October 1 and 2, 2008, PMC biologists performed a pedestrian reconnaissance-level
assessment of the PSA. Prior to the assessment, PMC conducted a review of available literature,
aerial photographs, and topographic maps for the PSA and surrounding vicinity. The biological
resources within the PSA and general vicinity were determined from a review of resources,
including an online list of federally listed species for the project vicinity provided by the USFWS
Endangered Species Office (USFWS 2013), the CNDDB (CDFW 2013), and the CNPS online
electronic inventory (2013). Results of the database searches are included in Appendix B.

During the reconnaissance-level assessment of the PSA, biologists walked along the perimeter of
and throughout the PSA, paying special attention to areas with the potential to support nesting/
roosting and/or foraging activities for raptors and bats. Breeding behavior could not be
observed, as the survey was conducted outside the nesting season. However, frees and other
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potential nest substrates were inspected for evidence of nesting material from the previous
breeding season. The Salinas River riparian corridor extending south/southwest from the PSA was
not thoroughly surveyed; a limited surveyed was conducted by walking along the southerly WRF
perimeter road and inspecting suitable nest tfrees with binoculars. Areas extending to the north,
east, and west of the PSA are generally dominated by agriculture. These areas were surveyed by
driving along accessible roads and inspecting suitable habitat areas with binoculars. The PSA
and surrounding vicinity were also evaluated for any potential migratory pathways or
topographic features that may concentrate birds. In addition to the reconnaissance-level
assessment, PMC biologists conducted a total of four days and evenings of raptor and bat
monitoring over the following dates: October 1 (evening), October 2 (day and evening),
October 15 (day and evening), October 16 (day and evening), and October 17, 2008 (day).
Additional details regarding methods and results or these surveys can be found in Appendix A.

RESULTS
Study Area Description

The +217-acre PSA is a highly disturbed environment consisting of the WRF facilities. All structures
associated with the Water Reclamation Facility, including a communications tower, are located
on the east end of the PSA. During the assessment and monitoring surveys, construction activities
were being conducted primarily along the north-central portion of the PSA; however, large
vehicles were regularly traveling the WRF perimeter road on the east side of the PSA. These
construction activities were a result of the previously approved City of Soledad Wastewater
Treatment Plan Expansion Project (SCH: 2005032122). The purpose of this project was to upgrade
the WRF to meet new Waste Discharge Requirements (WDR Order No. R3-2005-0074) and to
increase plant capacity. The upgrade and expansion of the WRF was completed and
commissioned in December 2009. Natural vegetation is lacking within the PSA, but strips of
disturbed weedy annual grassland vegetation are found along the berms/roadways adjacent
to the WRF ponds and along the perimeter of the PSA. Land uses immediately surrounding the
PSA include agriculture and rural residential.

Topography and Drainage

The general fopography within the PSA and surrounding areas is characterized as mostly gently
sloping to nearly level. The elevation within the PSA is approximately 180 feet (54.86 meters)
above mean sea level. The maijority of seasonal surface runoff is conveyed to a retention basin
within the PSA. A narrow topographic fold traverses the north-central portion of the PSA,
generally in an east-west direction, which may also convey seasonal surface runoff within the
PSA and from surrounding areas. This swale-like feature has formed along a berm along the
northern PSA boundary; however, this feature appears to be isolated. No surface water flow was
apparent either extending away from or info the PSA. No other drainage-type features or
wetlands were observed within the PSA. Furthermore, no wetland features or drainages were
noted in the Biotic Resources Assessment prepared for the treatment plant expansion and
upgrade project (EMC Planning Group 2007).

Biological Communities

Due fto the developed nature of the PSA and surrounding vicinity, natural vegetation
communities and habitats are largely not found. One biological community, annual grassland,
occurs within the PSA. This community is found primarily along the berms/roads adjacent to the
WRF ponds and is highly disturbed. Agriculture surrounds the PSA generally to the north, east, and
west, and the Salinas River and its associated riparian corridor is found south/southwest of the
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PSA. Due to the proximity of agricultural land and the riparian corridor to the PSA, these
communities are also discussed below. Biological communities may provide habitat to a number
of common species of wildlife and may provide suitable habitat for special-status species. These
communities, including associated common plant and wildlife species observed or expected to
occur, are described below. Appendix B includes a list of the plant and wildlife species observed
within the PSA.

Annual Grassland

In California, the annual grassland vegetation community consists of various non-native, and to
a lesser degree, natfive annual plant species and occurs at elevations from sea level to
approximately 4,000 feet above mean sea level. Composition of this vegetation community
varies depending on distribution, geographic location, and land use. Additional major influences
on this vegetation community include soil type, annual precipitation, and fall temperatures.
Dominant plant species that commonly occur within the annual grassland community include
soft brome (Bromus hordeaceus), wild oat (Avena sp.), mouse-tail grass (Vulpia myuros),
mustards (Brassica spp.). wild radish (Raphanus sativa), cheeseweed (Malva spp.), medusahead
(Taeniatherum caputmedusae), long-beaked filaree (Erodium botrys), woodland geranium
(Geranium molle), chickweed (Stellaria media), star thistle (Cenfaurea solstitialis), barley
(Hordeum murinum ssp. leporinum), and tarplant (Holocarpha virgata).

Within the PSA, common plant species observed include field mustard (Brassica rapa), bromes
(Bromus spp.), cheeseweed, Bermuda grass (Cynodon dactylon), telegraph weed (Heterotheca
grandiflora), and Russian thistle (Salsola tragus). Within the narrow topographic fold along the
northern PSA boundary, species associated with wetter areas are encountered, including one
western sycamore (Plantanus racemosa), willows (Salix spp.), mulefat (Baccharis salicifolia),
saltgrass (Distichlis spicata), and prickly lettuce (Lactuca serriola). One interior live oak (Quercus
wislizenii) is also found on top of the berm adjacent to the agricultural fields to the north.

Animal species that commonly occur in these areas include, but are not limited to, western
scrub-jay (Aphelocoma californica), rock dove (Columba livia), northern mockingbird (Mimus
polyglottos), European starling (Sturnus vulgaris), house finch (Carpodacus mexicanus), house
sparrow (Passer domesticus), Brewer's blackbird (Euphagus cyanocephalus), American crow
(Corvus brachyrhynchos), house mouse (Mus musculus), little brown myotis (Myofis lucifugus),
raccoon (Procyon lotor), and opossum (Didelphis marsupialis) (Mayer and Laudenslayer 1988).

During the assessment, various avian species commonly observed within the PSA, and
associated with the limited annual grassland surrounding the WRF ponds and roadways,
included American crow, lesser goldfinch (Carduelis psaltria), yellow-rumped warbler
(Dendroica coronata), red-winged blackbird (Agelaius phoeniceus), black phoebe (Sayornis
nigricans), European starling, mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), and house sparrow.

Agricultural Land

Agricultural areas occur on a variety of land types throughout California. For the purposes of this
community description, the agricultural biological community includes row crops. Typically,
agricultural fields in California are monotypic; however, frees are sometimes planted as
windbreaks aft field edges, and some ruderal (weedy) vegetation can be found along roadsides,
at field edges, and between rows.

Typically, agricultural lands can transition into any community or habitat type. Surrounding the
PSA, agricultural lands transition from the WRF to rural residential and urban areas. Transitions
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between habitats are generally abrupt, marking the edge of cultivated areas. Because of their
high degree of disturbance, agricultural areas generally have a low habitat value for wildlife,
although a number of species adapted for disturbed conditions can utilize these areacs.
Agricultural land provides foraging and shelter opportunities for several species of wildlife,
including mourning dove, red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), American kestrel (Falco
sparverius), American crow, coyote (Canis latrans), striped skunk (Mephitis mephitis), Say’'s
phoebe (Sayornis saya), western kingbird (Tyrannus verticalis), barn swallow (Hirundo rustica),
Mexican free-tailed bat (Tadarida brasiliensis), house mouse, feral pig (Sus scrofa), ring-necked
pheasant (Phasianus colchicus), Norway rat (Rattus norvegicus), and Virginia opossum (Didelphis
virginiana) (Mayer and Laudenslayer 1988).

Riparian

Typically, riparian woodlands and forests are highly valuable biotic communities. They commonly
occur as linear and rather narrow assemblages along riparian and stream corridors. Fremont
cottonwoods (Populus fremontii) and willows are common species along drainages or seeps. The
transition between riparian and adjacent non-riparian vegetation is often abrupt. The riparian
community often intergrades with other communities, including, but not limited to, annual
grassland, agriculture, chaparral, montane hardwood, and conifer/hardwood.

The riparian community provides resources for a variety of mammals, birds, reptiles, and
amphibians. These resources include nesting and foraging habitat, as well as resting, thermal,
and escape cover. To name a few, species that utilize riparian communities are coyote,
raccoon, Virginia opossum, wrentit (Chamaea fasciata), northern flicker (Colaptes auratus),
great horned owl (Bubo virginianus), common garter snake (Thamnophis sirtalis), Pacific treefrog
(Pseudacris regilla), and western fence lizard (Mayer and Laudenslayer 1988).

The Salinas River and its associated riparian corridor is a highly degraded system. The river was
dry during the surveys and appears to be used by off-road vehicles, as evidenced by the
numerous fire fracks within the riverbed. The riparian vegetation that surrounds the river nearly
abuts the southern PSA boundary. A buffer between the WRF perimeter road and the riparian
area is maintained by WRF staff; the width of this buffer varies in size from a few feet to
approximately 30 feet. The riparian area nearest the PSA consists primarily of small to medium-
sized willows, mulefat, coyote brush (Baccharis pilularis), giant reed (Arundo donax), mugwort
(Artemisia douglasiana), poison hemlock (Conium maculatum), saltgrass, and medium- to large-
sized Fremont coftonwoods.

SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES

Special-status species are commonly characterized as species that are at potential risk or actual
risk to their persistence in a given area or across their native habitat (locally, regionally, or
nafionally) and are identified by a state and/or federal resource agency as such. These
agencies include governmental agencies such as the CDFW and the USFWS, or private
organizations such as the CNPS. The degree to which a species is at risk of extinction is the
limiting factor on a species status designation. Risk factors tfo a species’ persistence or
population’s persistence include but are not limited to habitat loss, increased mortality factors
(take, electrocution, efc.), invasive species, and environmental toxins.

In context of environmental review, special-status species are defined by the following codes:

= Species that are listed, proposed, or candidates for listing under the ESA (50 CFR 17.11 -
listed; 61 FR 7591, February 28, 1996, candidates).
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» Species that are listed or proposed for listing under the CESA (Fish and Game Code 1992
Section 2050 et seq.; 14 CCR Section 670.1 et seq.).

» Species that are designated as Species of Special Concern by the CDFW.

» Species that are designated as Fully Protected by the CDFW (Fish and Game Code,
Sections 3511, 4700, 5050, 5515).

» Species that meet the definition of rare or endangered under CEQA (14 CCR Section
15380).

Special-status species identified from the database searches are provided in Appendix B of this
report. The potential for each special-status species to occur within or near the project footprint
(location of turbine) was assessed based on previously recorded occurrences of the species in
the vicinity of the PSA (CDFW 2013; CNPS 20013; USFWS 2013), suitability of habitat within the
project footprint, and professional expertise. Figure 11 — Recorded Occurrences of Special-Status
Species Within a One Mile Radius of the Project Study Area depicts the locations of previously
recorded special-status species within a T-mile radius of the PSA. The following paragraphs
discuss the potential for specials-status plant and wildlife species to occur in the vicinity of the
proposed wind turbine within the PSA.

Special-Status Plants

Based on field observations and literature review specific to the special-status plants listed in
Appendix B, no special-status plant species have potential to occur within the PSA. According to
the CNDDB (CDFW 2013), two special-status plants, Monterey spineflower (Chorizanthe punguns
var. punguns) and robust spineflower (Chorizanthe robusta var. robusta), occur in the project
vicinity (Figure 11). The Monterey spineflower is federally listed as threatened, and the robust
spineflower is federally listed as endangered. Each plant is a CNPS List 1B plant with no state
listing status. However, the PSA does not contain habitat capable of supporting these plants. No
special-status plant species are expected to occur due to the disturbed/maintained condition
of the WRF, and none were observed within the PSA during assessment and surveys.

Special-Status Wildlife

Based on field observations and literature review specific to the special-status wildlife species
listed in Appendix B, special-status wildlife species do have potential to occur within the PSA.
However, due to the disturbed nature of the PSA and the level of activity associated with
maintaining the WRF, specials-status wildlife species, with the exception of certain birds and bats
discussed below, are not expected to occur within the PSA. During the assessment and surveys
performed by PMC biologists (2013; Appendix A), a number of avian species were observed
foraging within and/or flying over the PSA. Several special-status species were found to occur or
potentially utilize habitat areas within the PSA or surrounding vicinity, including sharp-shined
hawk (Accipiter striatus), white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus), and northern harrier (Circus
cyaneus). Each of these species is considered a California species of special concern and is
protected under provisions of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. No golden eagles, which are a
California fully protected species and protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection
Act, were observed during the surveys (PMC 2013; Appendix A). Furthermore, no California
condors, a federal and state listed species and a California fully protected species, were
observed during the surveys (PMC 2013; Appendix A); however, condors have been recorded
near Soledad while moving between release sites at Pinnacles National Park and the Big Sur
area (Ventana Wildlife Society 2007). These species are discussed in more detail below.
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Raptors
Nesting Habitat

The PSA does not contain suitable nesting habitat for any raptor species. With the exception of
one western sycamore and one interior live oak, there are no other trees within the PSA. These
trees are located along the northern perimeter of the PSA and are in an area that experiences a
high level of disturbance. There is also a narrow strip of vegetation along the northern PSA
boundary that contains a few small willows, but this area would not support nesting raptors.

The riparian corridor located south of the PSA may provide suitable nesting habitat for raptors
and other birds; however, no raptor nests were observed (PMC 2013; Appendix A). As described
above, this is a highly degraded river and riparian area that nearly abuts the southern PSA
boundary. Further, a buffer between the WRF perimeter road and the riparian area is
maintained by WRF staff; the width of this buffer varies in size from a few feet to approximately
30 feet. The riparian area contains medium- to large-sized Fremont cottonwoods that may
support nesting raptors.

A number of raptors have the potential to nest in the Salinas Valley area, including white-tailed
kite, northern harrier, red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), Cooper's hawk (Accipiter cooperii),
red-shouldered hawk (Bufeo lineatus), American kestrel, and golden eagle (Roberson 2002;
CDFG 2008b). None of these raptors are documented as nesting within T mile of the PSA (CDFG
2008a). Only the first three raptors listed above were observed during the surveys, and these
birds regularly traveled back and forth across the riparian area and into the PSA. Golden eagles
typically nest on cliffs of all heights and in large trees within open habitats with canyons and
escarpments (CDFG 2008b).

No golden eagles were observed during the surveys, and the riparian area does not provide
suitable nesting habitat for this species. While there are no CNDDB records for golden eagles
within 10 miles of the PSA (CDFW 2013), golden eagles are known to nest within the Sierra de
Salinas Range, which is approximately 6 miles west of the PSA (Roberson and Tenney 1993).
Northern harriers are known to nest in open grasslands and herbaceous wetlands (CDFG 2008b),
which are absent from the PSA. Even though no nests were identified during the surveys, the
Fremont cottonwoods and other large trees within the riparian area may provide suitable nest
sites for white-tailed kites, Cooper's hawks, red-tailed and red-shouldered hawks, and American
kestrels. Breeding territories of these species may extend into the PSA, but it is unlikely that more
than two or three of these raptors would nest in the same vicinity due to their territorial nature.

Roosting Habitat

Most raptors, with the exception of northern harriers, typically roost in trees or on other structures,
such as electrical towers. The PSA contains extremely limited resources for roosting. The few
isolated trees and structures, including the communications tower, within the PSA may be
aftractive to roosting raptors; however, the offsite localities provide higher quality and ample
roosting opportunities. As such, the PSA is unlikely to attract roosting raptors.
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Foraging Habitat

Most behaviors observed within the PSA were of short direct flights (PMC 2013; Appendix A).
However, raptors were observed foraging/hunting within the PSA, in particular an adult and a
juvenile sharp-shinned hawk (Accipiter striatus) that frequented the WRF ponds. The ponds
aftract a large number of waterfowl that provide ample foraging opportunities for raptors. All
bird species observed within the PSA are listed in Appendix C. In addition to the sharp-shinned
hawk and other birds discussed in the preceding paragraphs, other raptors that may forage in
the vicinity during migration and winter include merlin (Falco columbairius), prairie falcon (Falco
mexicanus), peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus), and ferruginous hawk (Buteo regailis).

Operational protocols, as also previously outlined in the project description and included below
in this subsection, have been incorporated into the project proposal as best management
practices (BMPs), to ensure that careful and project-specific analysis has been considered.

Condors

The Ventana Wildlife Society (VWS) monitors the movements of condors released from the
Pinnacles National Park. According to a study prepared by the VWS (2007), 417 detections
occurred within a 25-kilometer (km) radius from the foothills just west of the Gonzales area, north
of Soledad. These 417 detections represented 13 individual condors and were from December
2003 to March 2007. Both Gonzales and Soledad are within the home range of four individual
condors that are currently being radio-tfracked by VWS; however, the distribution of detections is
primarily concentrated along the mountain ranges on both sides of the Salinas Valley, with a few
points located within the valley. All detections over the Salinas Valley floor were of flying
condors. Perched condor detections were located on the foothills and at higher elevations on
both mountain ranges. According to a study prepared by the VWS in 2008, there were 58
detections of condors within a 10-square-kilometer area of the PSA from July 2004 to September
2008. These 58 detections represented 12 individual condors that were being radio-tracked with
GPS devices. Approximately 25 percent of the entire condor population is being tracked with a
GPS device; therefore, these detections do not represent all of the condors that may have been
present within the 10-square-kilometer study area. Only 2 of the 58 detections were of perched
birds, and both were in the foothills on both sides of the valley. Furthermore, there were only four
detections of flying birds below 150 feet, and four more detections between 150 and 300 feet.
These distances were measured as “above ground level,” which is the difference between
elevation and altitude measurements. All of these flying detections were in the foofthills which
are approximately two miles from the WRF. All other detections were over 300 feet above
ground level. Detections averaged 3,520 feet above ground level for the valley floor and 2,241
feet above ground level for foothill detections.

Based on the results of both VWS studies (2007 and 2008) and Sorenson et al (2009), and known
condor behaviors, any condors in the vicinity of the PSA would be expected to be flying
overhead between the surrounding mountain ranges. Condors are known to tfransit from the
Pinnacles National Park area to Big Sur and generally soar over the Salinas Valley along air
currents. Any condors flying over the Salinas Valley in the vicinity of the proposed project would
be expected to be flying at elevations well above the proposed turbine and rotor blade height
of 340 feet.

The PSA does not provide suitable nesting or roosting habitat for condors. Nesting habitat
consists of mountainous areas at low and moderate elevations, especially at rocky and brushy
areas with cliffs (American Ornithologists' Union 1983). California condor nesting sites are typically
located in chaparral, conifer forest, or oak woodland communities (CDFG 2008b; USFWS 2001).
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Historically, condors nested on bare ground in caves and crevices, behind rock slabs, or on large
ledges or potholes on high sandstone cliffs in isolated, extremely steep, rugged areas (USFWS
2001). Cavities in giant sequoia (Sequoiadendron giganteum) have also been used (USFWS
2001). Roosting habitat consists of cliffs, snags, or tall open-branched trees near important
foraging and nesting grounds (Matthews and Moseley 1990; USDA Forest Service 2001). Condors
often return to traditional sites for perching and resting (USDA Forest Service 2001). Roost trees
are often conifer snags 40-70 feet tall (USDA Forest Service 2001). Furthermore, condors prefer to
roost on high places from where they can launch without major wing-flapping effort (American
Ornithologists' Union 1983; Snyder and Schmitt 2002). Condors are known to fly several hundred
feet above the ground; they can reach altitudes of up to 15,000 feet (Snyder and Schmitt 2002).
The PSA does not represent an area of thermal conditions conducive to gliding as it is located
within the Salinas Valley; the strongest winds are typically over ridges.

The PSA does not provide suitable foraging habitat due to the lack of open grasslands, which
are required for condor foraging (American Ornithologists' Union 1983). While the surrounding
agricultural areas may provide opportunities for foraging, it is unlikely that a condor would land
in these fields to forage as, according to the 2008 VWS study, condors are not known to land or
perch within the Salinas Valley. Condors are generally not found on or near the ground in large
valleys due to the lack of adequate flying conditions; condors require updrafts for flying (VWS
2008). Most foraging occurs in open terrain of foothills, grasslands, potreros with chaparral areas,
or oak savannah habitats (CDFG 2008b; USFWS 2001).

Historically, foraging also occurred on beaches and large rivers along the Pacific coast (USFWS
2001). Cadlifornia condors are opportunistic scavengers, feeding exclusively on the carcasses of
dead animals. Typical foraging behavior includes long-distance reconnaissance flights, lengthy
circling flights over a carcass, and hours of waiting at a roost or on the ground near a carcass
(USFWS 2001). Because the PSA lacks open grassland, prey items that may attract condors are
also lacking. Small mammals are likely to occur within the PSA; however, due to the level of
maintenance (including some rodent control), the PSA would not provide the carcasses for
condors to forage upon.

The combined factors described above indicate that condors are very unlikely to be located
within the impact area of the proposed turbine. However, the possibility cannot be dismissed
that an individual condor may fly at lower altitudes near the PSA under certain conditions, such
as poor visibility. As such, operational protocols, as also previously outlined in the project
description and included below in this subsection, have been incorporated into the project
proposal as best management practices (BMPs) to ensure that careful and project-specific
analysis has been considered.

Bats

The Salinas River riparian area south of the PSA provides suitable roosting and foraging habitat
for bats. The narrow strip of vegetation at the north end of the PSA is highly disturbed and is not
likely to support roosting bats; however, bats may forage in this area. A barn located at the far
eastern end of the PSA was searched for evidence of roosting bats with negative results. Based
on available habitat areas within and surrounding the PSA, and known habitat requirements, five
special-status bat species have potential to occur in the project vicinity: pallid bat (Anfrozous
pallidus), western red bat (Lasiurus blossevilli), Townsend's big-eared bat (Corynorhinus
townsendii), California mastiff bat (Eumops perotis californicus), and hoary bat (Lasiurus
cinereus).The habitat requirements described below are from the California Wildlife Habitat
Relationships System (CDFG 2008b) and the Western Bat Working Group (WBWG 2005).
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Pallid bats tend to roost in trees that provide loose bark or cavities. Pallid bats typically fly low
and forage on the ground. Western red bats typically breed in old growth cottonwood riparian
galleries along low elevation rivers. Roosting habitat includes forests and woodlands from sea
level up through mixed conifer forests. The western red bat feeds over a wide variety of habitats
including grasslands, shrublands, open woodlands and forests, and croplands. A nearby water
source is required. The Townsend's big-eared bat requires cavernous habitat, but dispersed
bachelor males may occasionally occur in the vicinity. The California mastiff bat typically roosts
in high cliffs, very tall buildings, or very tall bridges. This habitat is lacking in the general vicinity of
the PSA. The California mastiff bat in known to forage long distances from its roost; however, this
species is not expected to occur frequently or in large numbers in the project vicinity.

Hoary bats occur in Monterey County and the Salinas Valley during their spring and fall
migrations from August to September and from March to April, and they may also winter in the
Salinas Valley. Hoary bats prefer to roost in foliage. Suitable roosting and breeding habitats for
this species include all woodlands and forests with medium to large-size trees and dense foliage.
The hoary bat prefers open habitats or habitat mosaics, with access to trees for cover and open
areas or habitat edges for feeding. Like the western red bat, the hoary bat requires water.

There are no CNDDB records within the project vicinity for these bat species with the exception
of the California mastiff bat; however, this record is from 1938. The nearest known colony of
western mastiff bats is within the Pinnacles National Park area (CDFW 2013). All other recent
documented occurrences of bat species are also from the Pinnacles area (CDFW 2013).
However, it is important to note that while the CNDDB is based on actual recorded occurrences,
it does not constitute an exhaustive inventory of every resource.

Operational protocols, as previously outlined in the project description and included below,
have been incorporated into the project proposal as best management practices (BMPs) to
ensure that careful and project-specific analysis has been considered.

o The City's qualified biologist will conduct bird monitoring at the site for at least one-year
period following turbine installation (to be conducted concurrently with bat monitoring).
The one-year monitoring will include the following:

— Carcass searches will be conducted by the City's qualified biologist. The frequency of
searches will be once per month but twice a month during the periods of peak
raptor movement (i.e., March-April and August-September) than during other
months.

— The City's qualified biologist will conduct one scavenging and searcher efficiency
trial.

— Monitoring results will be reported to the City of Soledad Public Works Department
after the first full year of operations. CDFW and USFWS will be notified immediately if a
special-status bird is found, and arrangements will be made for disposition.

e On an annual basis and for the life of the turbine, the City will obtain GPS or other
tracking data for the condor from the Ventana Wildlife Society and the National Park
Service at Pinnacles National Park. The City's qualified biologist will analyze this data and
report it to the CDFW and the USFWS. Should alternative tracking methods be used by
the Ventana Wildlife Society, monitoring data from those methods will continue to be

collected.
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¢ The wind turbine will be locked when visibility is less than 300 feet due to fog or other
inclement weather.

¢ Should condor activity substantially increase within 1 kilometer of the site and below 200
feet above the project site, and/or a condor is observed during any of the surveys
conducted by the City’s qualified biologist, the City and the City's qualified biologist will
consult with the USFWS and the CDFW to determine appropriate additional mitigation
measures if any are warranted.

e By packing the soil and laying down crushed rock or gravel, a 100 foot buffer will be
created on land surrounding the turbine to keep the area free from rodents and other
small mammals.

¢ Shorebirds and waterfowls shall be discouraged from using the wastewater treatments
ponds by instaling and maintaining highly visible netting or other coverings over the
ponds in the windswept areas proximate to the turbine.

Wildlife Movement Corridors

The PSA does not contain any migratory pathways or topographic features that would
concentrate migrating raptors or other wildlife. Additionally, the proposed turbine is not located
within or immediately adjacent to any large drainage areas that may attract wildlife. However,
the WRF ponds do attract waterfowl, which in turn may attract foraging raptors that may be
migrating through the Salinas Valley. Furthermore, the Salinas River and its associated riparian
corridor south of the PSA may atftract some migrating raptors; however, most migrating raptors
tend to focus on narrow pathways such as narrow north-south ridges or valleys, or along
ridgelines or coastlines. Migratory behaviors vary greatly among raptor species; some travel
great distances while others are partially migratory or resident. Little information is available
regarding migratory patterns within Monterey County.

Protected Trees

The City of Soledad does not currently have a tree preservation ordinance. The two trees within
the PSA, as described above, would not be considered protected trees. Furthermore, there are
no trees within the project footfprint, and no frees are proposed for removal outside of this
project footprint.

ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS

An evaluation of whether or not an impact on biological resources would be substantial must
consider both the resource itself and how that resource fits info a regional or local context.
Substantial impacts would be those that would diminish, or result in the loss of, an important
biological resource, or those that would obviously conflict with local, state, or federal resource
conservation plans, goals, or regulations. Impacts are sometimes locally important but not
significant according to CEQA. This is necessary because although the impacts would result in
an adverse alteration of existing conditions, they would not substantially diminish, or result in the
permanent loss of, an important resource on a population-wide or region-wide basis. With
regard to all impacts identified below, given the high level of activity along with the disturbed
and developed nature of the PSA and surrounding vicinity, there is a very low likelihood of
special-status wildlife species occurrence within the PSA. The mitigation measures idenftified
below are intended to provide an assurance that potential impacts would be mitigated
appropriately for any future proposed development within the PSA.
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Less Than Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated
Impacts to Special-Status Plants

As discussed above, no special-status plant species were identified as potentially
occurring within the PSA. As such, there would be no impact to special-status plants, and
mitigation would not be required.

Impacts to Avian Species Including Raptors (Other Than California Condor)

During the four days of raptor monitoring conducted by PMC biologists (2013; Appendix
A), there were a total of 51 observations of raptors. Most of these were duplicate
observations of what are likely resident individuals. The number of unique individuals is
estimated to be about eight to ten. The most commonly detected raptor species
observed, in decreasing order, were sharp-shinned hawk, red-tailed hawk, white-tailed
kite, and northern harrier. There were also a number of unidentified raptor sightings due
to distance or obstruction by vegetation. Because sharp-shinned hawks generally do not
nest in California (with the exception of some possible locations) (CDFG 2008b), the
observed sharp-shinned hawks were considered to be migrants. There were no
confirmed observations of raptors displaying south-bound flights typical of fall migration.
Other than the sharp-shinned hawk, the observed raptors have a year-long range within
the Salinas Valley area (CDFG 2008b).

Due to the lack of both prey and open grassland habitats, the PSA does not represent
ideal foraging habitat; however, raptors were observed foraging/hunting within the PSA.
As mentioned above, the ponds attract such water birds as listed in Appendix C, which
may provide foraging opportunities for raptors. However, higher quality foraging habitats
surround the PSA.

The PSA does not provide nesting habitat for any raptor species or other special-status
birds. PMC biologists (2013; Appendix A) did not find any potential raptor nests within the
Salinas River riparian corridor along the WRF perimeter or within any other areas
surrounding the PSA. As mentioned above, a number of raptors have the potential to
nest in the Salinas Valley areaq, including white-tailed kite, northern harrier, red-tailed
hawk, Cooper’s hawk, red-shouldered hawk, American kestrel, and golden eagle;
however, none of these raptors are documented as nesting within 5 miles of the PSA
(CDFW 2013). No golden eagles were observed during the surveys in close proximity to
the PSA, and the Salinas River riparian corridor does not likely provide suitable nesting
habitat for this species. Golden eagle nests are likely absent from the immediate area
due to the lack of large trees and suitable foraging habitat (e.g., large expanses of
grassland or open habitat that would support prey items) in the vicinity.

The majority of non-raptors observed within the PSA or immediate vicinity during the
monitoring conducted by PMC (2013; Appendix A) included passerines and water birds.
Appendix C lists the birds observed during the monitoring period. Within the upland
portions of the PSA, the non-raptor species most likely to be present regularly include
mourning doves, American crows, western scrub-jays, European starlings, and black
phoebes. None of these species are considered special-status species, and all are
regionally abundant. Yellow warblers (Dendroica petechia), a special-status species,
were observed within the riparian habitat immediately adjacent to the PSA; however it is
unlikely that a song bird would fly through the solo windswept rotor zone during local
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foraging movements. The WRF ponds do attract water birds (Appendix C) and provide
foraging and resting habitat for these birds.

Common water birds observed include Canada goose (Branta canadensis) and lesser
yellowlegs (Tringa flavipes); however, while many of these birds are protected under the
provisions of the MBTA, none of the wastewater birds are considered special-status
species. Nesting for non-raptors is also not expected within the PSA due to the lack of
habitat and the large amount of disturbance associated with Water Reclamation
Facility. While the WRF ponds do attract water birds, the PSA is not located within a
movement or migratory corridor for large numbers of birds. Although some impacts to
passerines and water birds due to collisions are likely to occur, no impacts to population-
levels of these bird groups are expected.

Construction-Related Impacts

Trees surrounding the PSA to the south and southwest provide potential nesting habitat
for raptors and migratory birds. Raptors and raptor nests are considered to be special
resources by federal and state agencies and are protected under the MBTA and the
California Code of Regulations. Migratory birds and their nests are also protected under
the MBTA. Construction activities that require the disturbance of trees and vegetation
could cause direct impacts to nesting raptors and migratory birds. Removal of suitable
nesting habitat within the PSA would be considered a direct and significant impact if
migratory bird species were taken or deterred from traditional nesting locations.
However, there are no trees within the proposed turbine footprint, and no trees would be
removed during project implementation.

Furthermore, as the nearest stand of trees to the planned turbine is over 500 feet away,
indirect impacts to nesting raptors or migratory bird species in or adjacent to the PSA is
highly unlikely. It is also highly unlikely that raptors or other birds would nest within the
western sycamore or interior live oak tree (as described above) within the PSA due to the
high level of disturbance surrounding those trees. Indirect impacts include noise, dust,
and increased human activity. Due to the proposed location of the turbine, the project is
not expected to result in adverse impacts to nesting raptors or migratory birds, including
nest abandonment, mortality to eggs and chicks, or loss of foraging areas. As such, no
impacts to nesting raptors or migratory birds are expected.

Operation-Related Impacts

Wind energy facilities may have direct and indirect effects on birds and their habitafts.
Direct impacts generally include mortalities associated with collisions and the loss or
modification of suitable habitat. Indirect impacts may include habitat fragmentation
leading to behavioral avoidance or attraction to wind energy facilities due to prey base
availability. These impacts are considered potentially significant.

The design and location of the proposed turbine are expected to minimize impacts to
raptors and other birds. The physical siting of the proposed turbine is appropriate
because it would be located within a developed Water Reclamation Facility away from
landscape features that tend to concentrate raptors. The proposed project does not
entail habitat conversion, and habitat fragmentation from support infrastructure for the
turbine is expected to be minimal due to the ponds and access roads that already exist
as part of the WRF infrastructure. The conical tubular tower design currently proposed is
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less attractive to birds than the lattice-tower style, which contains perches that may
attract birds.

Furthermore, the flights of golden eagles are expected to occur primarily at heights
outside the range of the impact zone of the rotor blades. The lower flights of other birds,
such as foraging eagles, are expected to be low in the vicinity of the PSA due to the lack
of suitable foraging and/or nesting habitat. However, there is some potential for raptors
and otfher birds to be killed or injured by collision with the proposed turbine; some birds
may soar over or fly through the PSA as they afttempt to forage at WRF ponds or in
peripheral areas, including white-tailed kites or peregrine falcons, which are CDFW fully
protected birds. These birds risk injury or mortality as they cross the impact zone of the
turbine.

Erickson et al. (2005) provide estimates of raptor fatalities per turbine per year from
individual studies during 2001, which range from zero at various sites across the United
States to 0.10 per turbine per year at the Altfamont Pass Wind Resource Area (APWRA).
Reported raptor mortality at the APWRA has ranged from 0.05 to 0.10 fatalities per turbine
per year (Erickson et al. 2001). In contrast to the APWRA, raptor mortality has been absent
to relatively low at all newer generation wind plants in the United States. These wind
plants are made up of fewer larger, slower-moving turbines (greater than 40-meter rotor
diameter, with less than 30 blade rotations per minute) (Erickson et al. 2001).

Fatality estimates expressed as the number of raptor fatalities per turbine per year have
ranged from 0 to 0.04 for new-generation wind turbines. Estimates of annual raptor
mortality at the Montezuma Hills wind facility in Solano County in central California have
averaged 0.048 fatalities per turbine. Using the higher mortality rate from the APWRA
(0.10), it is estimated that there would be 0.70 raptor mortalities per year in the PSA. Using
the high end of the lower mortality rate (0.04) at newer generation plants, the mortality
rate is expected to be at 0.28 raptor mortalities per year, or approximately one raptor
every 3.5 years.

A summary of impacts of wind energy facilities on wildlife indicate that fatality rates for
raptors are substantially higher at a few California facilities that use older-generation
turbines than at facilities in other locations that use newer-generation turbines (VWS 2007;
PMC 2008). In addition, these estimates are derived from studies of large wind farms with
hundreds of turbines within a small undisturbed natural footprint. This type of cluster
development in undisturbed areas significantly increases the avian risk of mortality
comparative to a single turbine operating in a highly disturbed environment. The turbine
proposed for this project is consistent with the newer-generation turbines that are
producing low raptor fatality rates at other locations. If any raptor or raptors are
impacted, it is most likely to be a common occurring species (greater exposure to the
area therefore greater probability of a strike. Given that the turbine proposed for this
project will be located in a highly disturbed environment and is a newer-generation
turbine, it is expected there would be a lower risk of fatality than documented raptor
fatality rates from other wind operations.

The mitigation measures below would reduce potential impacts to raptors to a less than
significant level.

City of Soledad Soledad Wind Energy Generation Project
March 2013 Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
67



INITIAL STUDY

MITIGATION MEASURE
MM 4-1: Minimize Operation-Related Impacts to Avian Species, Including Raptors

The City shall implement the following measures to ensure operation-related
impacts to avian species, including raptors, are minimized:

a. Flashing lights shall be used, as required by the FAA. The minimum number,
intensity, and flashes per minute allowable by the FAA shall be used, and the
use of solid or pulsating (beacon) red lights at night shall be avoided.

b. Construction techniques shall be used that don't require guy wires. If guy wires
are necessary, daytime visual markers on wires shall be used.

c. Nacelle air ducts shall be screened to prevent American kestrels from nesting
in the ducts.

Implementation of the above mitigation measure would reduce impacts to avian
species, including raptors and migratory birds, to a less than significant level.

Impacts to the California Condor

According to two studies prepared by the Ventana Wildlife Society (2007 and 2008) and
Sorenson et al. (2009), as described above, any condors in the vicinity of the PSA would
be expected to be flying overnead between the surrounding mountain ranges.

To conclude that there may be potential “take” of condors would be speculative based
on the best available science currently available, as described in the preceding
paragraphs. CEQA discourages speculation as stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15145.
Pursuant to this guideline, if after thorough investigation, a lead agency finds that a
particular impact is too speculative for evaluation, the agency should note its conclusion
and fterminate discussion of the impact. At this fime, consideration of potential impacts
to condors would be too speculative to meaningfully evaluate and, as such, will not be
further analyzed in this Initial Study.

Because the PSA and surrounding vicinity do not provide suitable nesting, roosting, or
foraging habitat for the California condor, construction-related impacts are not
expected and mitigation measures are not provided. However, as the possibility cannot
be dismissed that an individual condor may fly at lower altitudes near the PSA under
certain conditions, such as poor visibility, operation-related measures, as included
previously in the Project Description and the introduction to this subsection, are proposed
for implementation as a part of the proposed project. It is anticipated that there would
be no impact to condors.

Impacts to Special-Status Bats

Construction-Related Impacts

Because there are no trees or other structures within the project footprint, there would be
no direct impacts to bat roosts from project implementation. Furthermore, as the nearest
stand of frees to the turbine is more than 500 feet away, indirect impacts to roosting bat
species in or adjacent to the PSA is highly unlikely. Indirect impacts include noise, dust,
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and increased human activity. Due to the proposed location of the turbine, the project is
not expected to result in adverse impacts to roosting bats, including roost abandonment.
As such, no impacts to roosting bats are expected.

Operation-Related Impacts

Bats may be injured or killed by the moving turbine blades during operation. Because
pallid bats fly low and roosting habitat is more than 500 feet from the proposed turbine
location, it is not anticipated that pallid bats would be struck by the turbine blades.
Western red bats, mastiff bats, and Townsend'’s big-eared bats could be killed or injured
by the turbine, but such impacts are expected to occur infrequently and involve only low
numbers of individuals (PMC 2013; Appendix A). Furthermore, as the PSA contains suitable
wintering habitat for hoary bats and because they prefer to perform aerial displays near
tall objects, the proposed project may impact substantial numbers of these bats. These
operation-related impacts would be considered potentially significant impacts should a
large number of bats be killed or injured; therefore, compliance with the following
mitigation measure would be required.

MITIGATION MEASURE
MM 4-2; Mitigate Operation-Related Impacts to Special-Status Bats

The City shall implement the following measures to ensure operation-related
impacts to special-status bats are mitigated:

a. The wind turbine shall not be located within 100 meters (328 feet) of riparian
and forest edges or known bat hibernacula.

b. The narrow strip of vegetation immediately north of the proposed turbine shall
be removed prior to project implementation so as not to attract foraging bats.

c. Bat mortality at the PSA shall be monitored by the City’s qualified biologist for
one year following turbine installation. The purpose of the monitoring is to
identify the magnitude of impacts before such impacts reach a threshold of
significance. Should more than a few bats be killed or injured by the proposed
project during the first one-year period, this suggests that more bats could be
present than originally anticipated, and the potential could be higher for more
bats to be killed or injured during subsequent years of operation. Monitoring
activities for the first year of project operation shall include the following:

1. Carcass searches shall be conducted by the City’s qualified biologist. The
frequency of searches will be higher during the periods of peak
movement (i.e., March-April and August-September) than during other
months.

2. The City’'s quadlified biologist shall conduct one scavenging and searcher
efficiency ftrial to provide accurate estimates of collision rates using
carcass search data.

3. If, by the end of the first year of project operation, the carcass monitoring
have indicated that bat occurrence in the PSA is negligible, all monitoring
will be suspended. A year end monitoring report shall be submitted to the
City of Soledad Public Works Department.
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4. If one-year monitoring indicates that bat mortality does not present a
significant level of mortality for special-status species, then no additional
monitoring shall be required.

5. Should thresholds be reached or exceeded, then the City and the
City's quadlified biologist shall consult with the USFWS and the CDFW to
determine if additional mitigation measures may be necessary. Other
measures may include, but are not limited to, locking, using sound-
emitting devices to deter bats, and/or reducing lighting at or near the
turbine to reduce insect (prey) abundance.

Implementation of the above-listed mitigation measure would reduce impacts to
special-status bat species to a less than significant level.

b-f)  No Impact. Based on the analysis of the PSA and project application materials submitted
by the City, implementation of the proposed project would not conflict with any local
policies or ordinances protecting biological resources. The proposed project would not
affect any riparian habitat or sensitive natural community or federally protected
wetlands.

As described above, the proposed project would not interfere substantially with the
movement of any migratory wildlife species or with established migratory wildlife
corridors. Lastly, the proposed project would not conflict with an approved local,
regional, state, or federal habitat conservation plan. No impacts are anticipated.
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CULTURAL RESOURCES - Would the project:

Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource as
defined in Section 15064.52 (Ref: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5,
?)

[] [] X []

Cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant fo Section 15064.52 (Ref: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5,
?)

Directly or indirectly destroy a unigque
paleontological resource or site or unique
geological feature? (Ref: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 9)

Disturb any human remains, including those
interred outside of formal cemeteries? (Ref: 1,
2,3.4,59)

The analysis in this section is based on two previous evaluations conducted applicable to the
project site, specifically the Final Environmental Impact Report for the City of Soledad 2005
General Plan & Wastewater Treatment and Disposal Master Plan (GP/WWTP FEIR) and the
Cultural Resource Evaluation for the Soledad Wastewater Treatment Plant Project in the County
of Monterey (Archaeological Resource Management 2007). These documents are incorporated
herein by reference and are available for review at the City of Soledad Community
Development Department, located at 248 Main Street in Soledad.

ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS

a-d)

Less Than Significant Impact. Historical, archaeological, and paleontological resources
and the disturbance of human remains for the City of Soledad Planning Areq, including
the project site, were evaluated as part of the GP/WWTP FEIR. Nafive American
archaeological sites in the central valley tfend to be situated at the base of hills and on
the valley floor near sources of water. The only source of constant flowing water is the
Salinas River. Consequently, there is low potential for identifying Native American cultural
resources elsewhere in the area.

Although a records search of known archaeological sites within the City's Planning Area
did not reveal any previously discovered sites, aside from Highway 101 and the Los
Coches Adobe, the GP/WWTP FEIR found that development of land uses
accommodated by the General Plan could reveal previously undiscovered resources of
significance. Although remote, because the project site has been previously disturbed,
there is a possibility of the unanticipated and accidental discovery of archaeological
and/or paleontological resources and/or human remains during ground-disturbing
project-related activities. This was considered a potentially significant impact in the
GP/WWTP FEIR and was mitigated by requiring compliance with City of Soledad General
Plan Policies L-49, L-52, C/0OS-23, and C/0OS-24, Programs 8.5 and 8.9, and through the
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creation of Program 8.10. The proposed project is consistent with and would be required
to be in compliance with all of the applicable aforementioned policies and programs, as
outlined below.

Policy C/0S-23

Policy C/0S-24

Program 8.10

If development of a site uncovers cultural resources, the
recommendations of Appendix K of the Guidelines for Implementation of
the California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code Section
15000 et seq.) shall be followed for identification, documentation, and
preservation of the resource.

The City shall document and record data or information relevant to
prehistoric and historic cultural resources which may be impacted by
proposed development. The accumulation of such data shall act as a
tool to assist decision-makers in determinations of the potential
development effects to prehistoric and historical resources located within
the City.

The City will amend its development review regulations to incorporate the
following:

1. During the environmental review process, all proposed projects, as
warranted, shall receive further study to determine if archaeological
resources and/or the historic built environment could be significantly
impacts by project implementation. In most cases this will entail a
records search at the NIC and an archaeological field survey of the
proposed site.

2. Dependent upon the results of the records search and field survey, the
need or lack thereof for additional archaeological investigation will be
determined. Additional work, if required, could include subsurface
testing programs, evaluation of significance, data recovery
excavations, and/or construction monitoring. A Native American
representative  shall monitor any earth disturbing work within
documented Native American sites.

3. In developed areas, special consideration shall be given to structures
potentially eligible for listing on the California Register and/or National
Register of Historic Places. Any projects that will include modifications
to structures over 50 years old shall be evaluated by a historian to
determine if the project will result in any significant impacts to the
historic built environment.

4. Potential damage to archaeological resources and/or to the historic
built environment is fo be given special consideration along with other
planning, environmental, social, and economic considerations when
making land-use decisions. Where development would adversely
impacts significant archaeological resources and/or a significant built
environment, reasonable mitigation measures shall be required to
reduce the impact to a less than significant level. Avoidance of
impacts is the preferred mitigation, which can often be accomplished
by project design.

Soledad Wind Energy Generation Project City of Soledad
Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration March 2013

72



INITIAL STUDY

5. All projects requiring earth disturbing activities shall have the following
halt work order conditions attached as conditions of project approval:

a. All projects requiring earth disturbing activities shall have the

following halt work order conditions attached as conditions of
project approval: In the event that archaeological resources are
exposed during project construction, all earth disturbing work
within the vicinity of the find must be temporarily suspended or
redirected until an archaeologist has evaluated the nature and
significance of the find. After the find has been appropriately
mitigated, work in the area may resume.

If human remains are unearthed, State Health and Safety Code
Section 7050.5 requires that no further disturbance shall occur until
the County Coroner has made the necessary findings as to origin
an disposition pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 5097.98.
If the remains are determined to be of Native American descent,
the coroner has 24 hours to notify the NAHC.

Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15063, analysis of the proposed project has
considered the previous environmental documentation prepared and adopted for the
project areq, specifically the GP/WWTP FEIR and the Cultural Resource Evaluation for the
Soledad Wastewater Treatment Plant Project in the County of Monterey, and impacts
associated with cultural resources have been adequately disclosed and recognized by
the City. Therefore, as a site previously analyzed and considered for cultural resources,
the impact is considered less than significant based upon findings made by the City.
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6. GEOLOGY AND SolLs - Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a)

Expose people or structures to potential
substantial adverse effects, including the risk
of loss, injury, or deafth, involving:

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as
delineated on the most recent Alquist-
Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued
by the State Geologist for the area or
based on other substantial evidence of a
known fault2 Refer to Division of Mines
and Geology Special Publication 42. (Ref:
1,2,3,4,5,27)

i) Strong seismic ground shaking? (Ref: 1, 2,
3.4,5,28)

i) Seismic-related ground failure, including
liguefaction? (Ref: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 28)

iv) Landslidese (Ref: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5)

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of
topsoile (Ref: 1,2, 3, 4, 5, 14)

OO d| O

OO d| O

XX X| X

OO d| O

c)

Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is
unstable, or that would become unstable as
a result of the project, and potentially result in
on- or offsite landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse? (Ref: 1,
2,3,4,5,28)

[

[

X

[

Be located on expansive soil, as defined in
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or
property? (Ref: 1,2, 3,4,5,11)

e)

Have soils incapable of adequately
supporting the use of septfic tanks or
alternative  wastewater disposal  systems
where sewers are not available for the
disposal of wastewatere (Ref: 1,2, 3, 4,5, 11)

[

[

[

X

The analysis in this section is based on the GP/WWTP FEIR. The conclusions of the GP/WWTP FEIR
are incorporated herein, and it is available for review at the City of Soledad Community
Development Department, 248 Main Street in Soledad.
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EXISTING SETTING

The City of Soledad is located in a seismically active region. The alluvial Salinas Valley is
bordered both to the east and west by active or potentially active fault zones. Faults are caused
by movement of the earth’s crust, which forces bedrock units located on opposite sides of a
fault line to slide past each other. These lines are not discretely defined, so movement of the
ground surface can occur throughout a fairly wide area that overlies a fault zone. An active
fault is defined as a fault that has a historic seismic record (activity in the last 100 years) or
displaces Holocene (11,000 years and younger) deposits. Faults that exhibit signs of geologically
recent movement (active within the past 11,000 years) are considered the most likely to
experience movement in the near future. Therefore, active faults are generally thought to have
the greatest fault rupture potential. Most agencies, however, will consider potentially active
faults (active within the past two million years) as being capable of generating future
earthquakes. Faults classified as inactive are not considered to present a significant fault rupture
hazard or seismic source. Structural damage associated with earthquake hazards can be
minimized with proper foundation engineering based on an analysis of the soils on a given
building site, thereby limiting the damage to habitable structures in areas most likely to have
these occurrences. The land use designations and policies of the General Plan respond to the
need to protect existing and future development from seismic hazards.

The project site is located in the south Salinas Valley. Elevations across the valley are moderate.
The Gabilan Range borders the Salinas Valley on the east, and the Sierra de Salinas Range and
the Santa Lucia Range border it on the west. The Salinas River drains the valley and the project
site. The geology of the Salinas Valley is difficult to interpret, but appears to be related to
downward folding of the valley floor, which is covered by sedimentary materials (Norris and
Webb 1990). The basement rock units of the valley are covered with 5,000-10,000 feet of
sedimentary material. One of the principal geologic formations in the area is the Monterey
Formation, which dominates the eastern half of the Santa Lucia Range. The Monterey Formation
is generally composed of beds of diatomaceous shales, which are interbedded with siliceous
cherts varying in color from black to tan to white (Norris and Webb 1990).

ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS

a) i) No Impact. Seismically induced ground rupture is defined as the physical displacement
of surface deposits in response to an earthquake’s seismic waves. Ground rupture is most
likely to occur along active faults. However, the potential for ground rupture also exists
along potentially active faults. The project site is not located within an Earthquake Fault
Zone as established in accordance with the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act of
1972. The nearest fault line is the Reliez/Rinconada fault system approximately 5 miles to
the west. The potential for surface rupture to occur on the site is determined to be very
low, and no impact is expected.

ii) Less Than Significant Impact. Small to moderate earthquakes (magnitudes less than 5.0
on the Richter Scale) are common in Monterey County. Soledad is located within the
seismically active California coastal region but outside Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zones. The project site is located approximately 5 miles northeast of the Rinconada Fault
and 14 miles southwest of the San Andreas Fault and is located in Seismic Zone 4. As
such, strong shaking should be expected during the estimated 30-year lifetime of the
proposed turbine. Severe damage can result from ground shaking for any sustained
amount of time. In addition, thick, loose materials, such as the alluvial soils of the Salinas
Valley, tend to amplify and prolong the ground shaking during a seismic event. However,
the proposed foundation and structural systems would be designed and constructed to
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meet California Building Code (CBC) standards for seismic zone compliance. In addition,
the proposed project would require adherence to the City of Soledad General Plan
policies and program created to mitigate seismic impacts, as outlined below.

Policy HZ5 All new development shall satisfy the applicable requirements of the

Uniform Building Code.

Policy HZ6 The City shall require the preparation of a soils engineering and geologic-

seismic analysis prior to permitting development in areas prone to
geologic or seismic hazards (i.e., ground shaking, landslides, liquefaction,
expansive soils).

Policy HZ7 The City shall limit development in areas of steep or unstable slopes to

minimize hazards by landslides or liquefaction.

Policy HZ8 In landslide hazard areas, the City shall prohibit alteration of land in a

manner that could increase the hazard, including concentration of water
through drainage or irrigation systems; removal of vegetative cover; and
steepening of slopes and undercutting the bases of slopes.

Program 9.2 The City will continue to enforce the Uniform Building Code which

b)

addresses seismic safety in building location, design and construction.

Responsible Agency/Department: Community Development Department

Timeframe: Ongoing
Funding: General fund
Monitoring: Community Development Department

Through adherence of the General Plan policies and program outlined above and
inclusion of Seismic Zone 4 level infrastructure for the fturbine, potential impacts
associated with seismic shaking are anticipated to be less than significant.

i) Less Than Significant Impact. Liquefaction is the loss of strength in saturated granular
soils produced by seismic shaking and is often accompanied by the surface occurrence
of free water produced by sand boils. For this to occur, the soils must be saturated at a
relatively shallow depth, of a granular (non-cohesive) nature, and be relatively loose.
According to the City of Soledad General Plan, the area, including the project site, has a
low estimated liquefaction potential, and a less than significant impact is anticipated.

iv) Less Than Significant Impact. The occurrence of landslides is influenced by a number
of factors, including slop angle, soil moisture content, vegetative cover, and the physical
natfure of the underlying strata. The project site is relatively flat and is located above and
set back from nearby slopes; therefore, it is unlikely to be impacted by landslides. Any
impacts are anticipated to be less than significant.

Less Than Significant Impact. According to the United States Department of Agriculture-
Natural Resources Conservation Service's Web Soil Survey, the entire WRF site has a slight
erosion hazard rating. The ratings in this interpretation indicate the hazard of soil loss from
off-road and off-trail areas after disturbance activities that expose the soil surface. The
rafings are based on slope and soil erosion factor K. The soil loss is caused by sheet or rill
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erosion in off-road or off-trail areas where 50-75 percent of the surface has been
exposed by logging, grazing, mining, or other kinds of disturbance. The hazard is
described as slight, moderate, severe, or very severe. A ratfing of slight indicates that
erosion is unlikely under ordinary climatic conditions. In addition, implementation of the
City's standard conditions of approval for dust abatement and air quality that require
watering of loose soils and various erosion and dust control measures would ensure that
any earthmoving activities would be properly conducted to mitigate for soil erosion.
Therefore, project impacts related to soil erosion or the loss of topsoil are anticipated to
be less than significant.

c) Less Than Significant Impact. As discussed in Impacts afi) through a(iv) above, the project
site has been found suitable for development due to location or design strategies
required by the General Plan and the Uniform Building Code. As such, impacts to this
issue area are expected to be less than significant.

d,e) No Impact. The project site is not located on an unstable geologic unit or expansive sall,
nor would the site become unstable as a result of the project. Metz loamy sand underlies
the entire project site and is characterized as being nearly level to gently sloping and
having a slow runoff rate, low shrink-swell potential, moderately rapid permeability level,
and a slight erosion hazard. The proposed project would not require the use of a septic
system. No impacts are anficipated.
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No

7. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS - Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either
directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment? (Ref: [] [] X []
1,2,3,4,5,48, 51,52, 62, 65, 66)

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or
regulation adopted for the purpose of
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? ] ] B ]
(Ref: 1,2,3,4,5,48, 51,52, 62, 65, 66)

EXISTING SETTING

Since the early 1990s, scientific consensus holds that the world’'s population is releasing
greenhouse gases (GHG) faster than the earth’s natural systems can absorb them. These gases
are released as byproducts of fossil fuel combustion, waste disposal, energy use, land-use
changes, and other human activities. This release of gases, such as carbon dioxide (CO»2),
methane (CH4), and nitrous oxide (N20), and chlorofluorocarbons, creates a blanket around the
earth that allows light to pass through but traps heat at the surface preventing its escape into
space. While this is a naturally occurring process known as the greenhouse effect, human
activities have accelerated the generation of GHGs beyond natural levels. The overabundance
of GHGs in the atmosphere has led to an unexpected warming of the earth and has the
potential to severely impact the earth’s climate system. CO2, CH4, and N2O are described below:

o CO2 is released to the atmosphere when solid waste, fossil fuels (oil, natural gas, and
coal), and wood and wood products are burned.

e CHais emitted during the production and transport of coal, natural gas, and oil. Methane
emissions also result from the decomposition of organic waste in solid waste landfills, and
the raising of livestock.

o N20 is emitted during agricultural and industrial activities, as well as during combustion of
solid waste and fossil fuels.

Each GHG differs in its ability to absorb heat in the atmosphere based on the lifetime, or
persistence, of the gas molecule in the atmosphere. CH4 traps over 21 times more heat per
molecule than CO2, and N2O absorbs 310 times more heat per molecule than CO2. Often,
estimates of GHG emissions are presented in carbon dioxide equivalents (CO-2e), which weight
each gas by its global warming potential (GWP). Expressing GHG emissions in carbon dioxide
equivalents takes the contribution of all GHG emissions to the greenhouse effect and converts
them to a single unit equivalent to the effect that would occur if only CO2 were being emitted.
Table 7-1 shows the GWP for different greenhouse gases for a 100-year time horizon.
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TABLE 7-1
GLOBAL WARMING POTENTIALS FOR GREENHOUSE GASES

Greenhouse Gas Global Warming Potential

Carbon dioxide (CO2) 1

Methane (CHa) 21

Nifrous oxide (N20) 310

Source: California Climate Action Registry 2009

The adoption of recent legislation such as Assembly Bill 32 (AB 32), the State’s Global
Warming Solutions Act, Senate Bill 97, and CEQA guidelines for analysis of GHG has
provided a clear mandate that climate change must be included in an environmental
review for a project subject to CEQA.

Less Than Significant Impact. GHG emissions contribute, on a cumulative basis, to the
significant adverse environmental impacts of global climate change. No single project
could generate enough GHG emissions to noticeably change the global average
temperature. The combination of GHG emissions from past, present, and future projects
confributes substantially to the phenomenon of global climate change and its
associated environmental impacts and as such is addressed only as a cumulative
impact.

GHG emissions associated with the project would occur over the short term from
construction activities, consisting primarily of emissions from equipment exhaust.
Construction activities associated with the installation of the proposed wind turbine are
limited to a small amount of excavation for the placing of the 800-square-foot
foundation and turbine, as well as the frenching of 100 linear feet o accommodate
underground conductors. Construction activities would also include the movement of
approximately 1,500 cubic yards of fill material from other areas within the project site.
These activities would emit GHG emissions; however, the amount would be relatively
small as shown in Table 7-2.

TABLE 7-2
PROJECT CONSTRUCTION GHG EMISSIONS — METRIC TONS PER YEAR

Carbon Methane Nitrous
Construction Phase Dioxide (CHY) Oxide COze
(CO2) (N20)

Phase 1 — Site Preparation, Foundation Construction, Trenching 6 0 0 6
Phase 2 — Delivery and Assembly of Tower, Rotor, Nacelle &

12 0 0 12
Transformer
Construction Total 18 0 0 18

Source: Emissions modeled by PMC using the CalEEMod computer program.

Notes: Diesel-fueled construction equipment load factors reduced by 33% in order to account

for off-road emissions overestimation (per CARB 2010). Emission projections include movement
of 1,500 cubic yards of on-site fill material. Crane delivery estimated to take 10 frips and turbine
delivery estimated to take 5 trips. Trip length assumed at 100 miles one way (200 miles round
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trip), which is the distance from the project site to the port at Redwood City. See Appendix D
for modeling outputs.

Operation of the wind turbine would contribute to negligible GHG emissions. While the
project would generate one pickup fruck trip every three months for maintenance
needs, wind turbines provide an alternative to carbon-based energy sources, which is
considered a beneficial impact. The GHG emissions reduction realized by operation of
the proposed wind furbine would more than offset the GHG emissions generated by the
one maintenance-related fruck trip that would occur. Furthermore, the GHG emissions
reduction realized by operation of the proposed wind turbine would more than offset the
GHG emissions generated by project construction, which are also negligible.

Thresholds of significance illustrate the extent of an impact and are a basis from which to
determine the appropriate definition of “negligible” GHG emissions. Significance
thresholds for GHG emissions resulting from land use development projects have not
been established in Monterey County. In the absence of any GHG emissions significance
thresholds, the projected emissions are compared to the San Luis Obispo Air Pollution
Control District (SLOAPCD) recommended threshold of 1,150 metric tons of CO2e annually.
While significance thresholds used in San Luis Obispo County are not binding on the City of
Soledad, they are instructive for comparison purposes. As shown in Table 7-2, estimated
GHG emissions resulting from implementation of the proposed would equal 18 metric
tons of CO2e per year, which is less than the GHG threshold of 1,150 metric tons of CO2e
per year. Impacts are less than significant.

Less Than Significant Impact. California has adopted several policies and regulations for
the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. The proposed project is also subject to
compliance with AB 32, which is designed to reduce statewide GHG emissions to 1990
levels by 2020. As identified under Impact a), the proposed wind turbine would not
generate long-term operational GHG emissions and would actually reduce global GHG
emissions. Also, wind-derived energy is a component of meeting the Renewables Portfolio
Standard (RPS), and the RPS is a recommended reduction measure from the AB 32 Scoping
Plan, which is a comprehensive set of actions designed to reduce overall GHG emissions in
California. Thus, construction of the proposed project would not conflict with the state
goals listed in AB 32 or in any preceding state policies adopted to reduce GHG emissions.
This impact is considered to be less than significant.
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact With Less Than
8. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS - Would the | Significant Mitigation Significant No
project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment through the routine
fransport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materialse (Ref: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 48, 51, 52, 62, 65, L] X L] L]
66,77,78)

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or
the environment  through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous materials D |X| D D
into the environment?e (Ref: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 48, 51,
52, 62, 65, 66,77,78)

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous
or acutely hazardous materials, substances or
waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or D D D |X|
proposed school? (Ref: 1,2, 3, 4, 5)

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list
of hazardous materials sites compiled
pursuant to Government Code Section
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a D D D |X|
significant hazard to the public or the
environment? (Ref: 1,2, 3, 4, 5, 23, 35,77, 78)

e) For a project located within an airport land
use plan area or, where such a plan has not
been adopted, within 2 miles of a public
airport or a public use airport, would the |:| |:| |E |:|
project result in a safety hazard for people
residing or working in the annexation area?

(Ref:1,2,3,4,5)
f)  For a project within the vicinity of a private
airstrip, would the project result in a safety |:| |:| & |:|

hazard for people residing or working in the
annexation area? (Ref: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5)

g) Impair implementation of, or physically
interfere  with, an adopfted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation L L ] X
plang (Ref: 1,2, 3, 4, 5)

h) Expose people or structures to a significant
risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland
fires, including where wildlands are adjacent [] [] [] X
to urbanized areas or where residences are
infermixed with wildlands? (Ref: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5)
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ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS

a, b) Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporated. Because the proposed project is a
wind turbine project, implementation of the proposed project would not create a hazard
to the public or to the environment through the routine storage, transport, use, or disposall
of hazardous materials. The project could have a potentially significant impact to public
safety in regard to wind turbine-specific hazards, which are not directly called out in the
checklist above. Common hazards to the public relating to the operatfion of wind
turbines in the past have been issues including shadow flicker, electrocution, and blade
throw, possibly resulting in a significant impact.

Shadow Flicker

Shadow flicker caused by wind turbines is defined as alternating changes in light intensity
due to the moving blade shadows cast on the ground and objects (including windows at
residences). Consequently, shadow flicker is not the sun seen through rotating wind
turbine blades or moving through the shadows of a wind farm (driving). Also, if there are
any kinds of obstacles such as terrain, trees, buildings etc., between the wind turbine and
a potential shadow-flicker receptor, then shadow-flicker is either significantly reduced or
eliminated at such receptors (Wind Engineers 2006).

The shadow-flicker frequency is related to the rotor speed and the number of blades on
the rotor. The proposed wind turbine has a rotor diameter of 77 m (252.6 ft) and is
designed to operate between 10 and 20 rpm, which franslates to a blade pass
frequency of 1 Hz. In terms of human health, such low frequencies are considered to be
harmless. Frequencies higher than 3 Hz but below 10 Hz are widely used in discotheques,
and the Epilepsy Foundation has made a statement that frequencies below 10 Hz are
not likely to trigger epilepsy seizures.

Shadow flicker is almost never a problem for sensitive receptors near new wind farms,
and in the few cases where it could be, it is easily avoided. For residences close to wind
turbines, shadow flicker can occur under certain circumstances and can be annoying
when frying to read or watch television. However, the effect can be precisely calculated
to determine whether a flickering shadow will fall on a given location near a wind farm,
and how many hours in a year it will do so. Potential problems can be easily identified
using these methods, and solutions range from the appropriate setback from the turbine
to planting frees to disrupt the effect.

The spatial relationships between a wind turbine and a receptor, as well as wind
direction, are key factors related to shadow-flicker time (hours per year). General industry
practices place turbines at least 1,000 feet from receptors (Wind Engineers 2006). At this
distance, shadow flicker usually only occurs after sunrise or before sunset when the cast
shadows are sufficiently long. Shadow flicker intensity is defined as the difference in
brightness at a given location in the presence and absence of a shadow. Shadow-flicker
intensity diminishes with greater receptor-to-turbine separation distance and low visibility
weather condifions, such as haze or fog. The nearest receptor to shadow flicker is over
3,000 feet from the proposed turbine. As such, impacts associated with shadow flicker
are anficipated to be less than significant.

Soledad Wind Energy Generation Project City of Soledad
Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration March 2013
82



INITIAL STUDY

Electrocution

As with any electrical system, there exists a potential for electrocution associated with
installing and operating the proposed turbine. The proposed turbine would feature an
industry-approved fused-disconnect with fast-acting fuses for overcurrent protection. In
addition, the controller monitors for overcurrent, over/under voltage, over/under
frequency, voltage imbalance, and correct phase rotation at the output terminals. If a
fault is detected, the conftroller would initiate an appropriate fault response to protect
equipment within the turbine and equipment in the utility power system, as well as system
operators and other personnel.

Further, the rotor blades would be equipped with a strike sensor mounted in the blade
tip. Additionally, a solid copper conductor from the blade tip to root provides a
grounding path that leads to the grounding system at the base of the tower foundation.
The turbine is grounded and shielded to protect against lightning; however, lightning is
an unpredictable force of nature, and it is possible that a lightning strike could damage
various components notwithstanding the lightning protection deployed in the machine.

Risk of electrocution would be greatly reduced by implementing the safety features
already provided by the turbine manufacturer, as described above. Therefore, impacts
associated with the risk of electrocution are anticipated to be less than significant.

Blade Throw

Blade throw refers to rare events when a turbine blade or pieces of the turbine separate
from the rotor and “fly” off downwind. Turbine blades have been known to delaminate
and splinter in mid-blade without breaking. These events are rare and usually occur
under unexpected or unprecedented wind conditions. The distance a blade or turbine
piece may be thrown depends on turbine height and blade length, piece size and mass,
and topography and wind conditions, but rarely exceeds 1,500 feet. Most pieces have
been found within 300-500 feet of the turbine (National Wind Coordinating Committee
2002). Blade throw can occur from various causes (or a combination of causes) such as
human error, control system failure, incorrect design, fatigue, and/or poor manufacturing
quality in the form of root connection failure, partial failure from lighting, tower strike,
and/or due to defect. However, the proposed project provides for adequate minimum
setbacks of the furbine from residences, property lines, public roads, and highways,
thereby reducing any potentially significant impacts to the public to a less than
significant level. The proposed turbine model also has infegrated safety measures to
ensure safe operation of the wind furbine to the greatest extent possible, as discussed
previously.

Electromagnetic Fields

Electromagnetic fields (EMF) emanate from any wire carrying electricity. Members of the
general public are routinely exposed to these fields in their everyday lives. Possible effects
associated with the electric and magnetic fields from fransmission lines (or similar
electrical sources) fall into two categories: (1) short-term effects that can be perceived
and may represent a nuisance, and (2) possible long-term health effects.

The issue of whether there are long-term health effects associated with exposure to fields
from fransmission lines and other sources has been investigated for several decades.
There is little evidence that electric fields cause long-term health effects. Estimates of
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magnetic-field exposures have been associated with certain health effects in studies of
residential and occupational populations. Research in this area is continuing to
determine whether such associations might reflect a causal relationship. National and
international organizations, such as IEEE, formerly known as the Institute of Electrical and
Electronics Engineers, have established public and occupational EMF exposure
guidelines on the basis of short-term stimulation effects, rather than long-term health
effects. In so doing, these organizations did not find data sufficient to justify the setting of
a standard to restrict long-term exposures to electric or magnetic fields. From what is
known about short-term effects, EMF levels generally decrease exponentially as one
moves away from the electrical wires (American Wind Energy Association 2008). Impacts
associated with EMF are anfticipated to be less than significant.

Even though hazards associated with the proposed turbine operation (shadow flicker,
electrocution, blade throw, electromagnetic field exposure) are anticipated fo be less
than significant, routine maintenance must be fulflled as a precautionary and
preempftive safety procedure. Therefore, compliance with the below mitigation measure
would be required.

Mitigation Measure

MM 8-1: Routine maintenance checks shall be required for the turbine at a minimum of

c)

once every two years by a certified engineer specialized in wind turbine
engineering. If any structural, electrical, or mechanical hazards are identified, the
operation of the turbine shall immediately cease and the hazard remedied. If
reconstruction, demolition, and/or movement of any component of the wind
turbine is required to remedy the hazard, the City of Soledad Public Works Director
shall be contacted to determine whether permits would be necessary to
complete the work.

Implementation of the above mitigation measure would further reduce typical hazards
associated with the wind turbine to a less than significant level.

No Impact. There are no existing or proposed schools within one-quarter mile of the
project site. No impacts are anficipated.

No Impact. The Department of Toxic Substance Control (DTSC) maintains the EnviroStor
list of hazardous material sites compiled pursuant o Government Code Section 65962.5.
A search of EnviroStor for the City of Soledad found that no Federal Superfund Sites (NPL),
State Response Sites, Voluntary Cleanup Sites, School Cleanup Sites, Permitted Sites, or
Corrective Actions Sites were found within Soledad (DTSC 2013).

The California State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) regulates leaking
underground fuel tank (LUFT) cleanup sites and maintains the Geotracker database of
such sites. A LUFT site is an undergoing cleanup due to an unauthorized release from an
underground storage tank (UST) system. A UST is a tank and any underground piping
connected to the tank that has at least 10 percent of its combined volume
underground. UST regulations apply only to underground tanks and piping storing either
petroleum or certain hazardous substances. A search of the Geotfracker database
identified six LUFT sites within the city; however, these sites are located east of Highway
101, cleanup for each has been completed, and the associated SWRCB cases are now
closed. These sites are not anficipated to affect or be affected by the proposed project
(SWRCB 2013). No impacts are anficipated.
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e, f)  Less Than Significant Impact. The project site is located near several airports and airstrips,
as shown in Table 8-1.

TABLE 8-1
AIRPORTS/AIRSTRIPS IN THE VICINITY OF THE PROJECT SITE

Airport/Airstrip Location Distance from Site
Correctional Facility Heliport, Private Highway 101, Soledad 5 miles
Clark Ranch Airport, Private Los Coches Road, Soledad 5 miles
Chalone Vineyard Airstrip, Private Route 146, Monterey County 7 miles
Yanks Air Museum, Private' Thorn Road, Greenfield 7 miles
Metz Airport, Private Metz Road, Greenfield 10 miles
Pinnacles Ranch Airstrip, Private Route 146, Monterey County 13 miles
Carmel Valley Vintage Airstrip, Public Via Contenta, Carmel Valley 22 miles
Salinas Municipal Airport, Public 745 Airport Boulevard, Salinas 25 miles
Monterey Peninsula Airport, Public 200 Fred Kane Drive, Monterey 30 miles
Marina Municipal Airport, Public 781 Neeson Road, Marina 30 miles

Notes: 1. This project, which includes an airstrip, has been approved, but is not yet under construction.

As shown in Table 8-1, the project site is not within 2 miles of a public airport or public use
airport. There is no adopted airport land use plan area applicable to the project site as
discussed in Section lll. The proposed project site is in the vicinity of a few private airstrips;
however, impacts are anticipated to be less than significant, as the turbine would be
required to be charted on aviation maps per the FAA and would feature paint and
lighting in accordance with FAA requirements.

g) No Impact. The proposed project would notf result in any interference with existing
emergency response or emergency evacuation plans for local, state, or federal
agencies. The project is not located near any emergency facilities or along any
established evacuation routes, and its consfruction and operation would significantly
increase traffic or require any road closures. There would be no impact.

h) No Impact. The construction and operation of the proposed project would not result in
any increase in fire hazards at or near the project site. The proposed project would not
result in any increase in exposure of people or structures to risk from wildland fires. No
impacts are anticipated.
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HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY - Would the

project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Violate any water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements? (Ref: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 17,
18, 37, 59)

]

]

]

Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or
interfere  substantially with  groundwater
recharge such that there would be a net
deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the
local groundwater table level (e.g., the
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells
would drop to a level which would not
support existing land uses or planned uses for
which permits have been granted)? (Ref: 1, 2,
3.4,5,18,59)

Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or areq, including through
the alteration of the course of a stream or
river, in a manner which would result in
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?2
(Ref: 1,2,3,4,5)

Substantially alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or areq, including through
the alteration of the course of a stream or
river, or substantially increase the rate or
amount of surface runoff in a manner which
would result in flooding on- or off-sitee (Ref:
1.2,3.4,5)

e)

Create or contribute runoff water which
would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater drainage systems or
provide substantial additional sources of
polluted runoffe (Ref: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 36)

f)

Otherwise  substantfially degrade water

quality? (Ref: 1,2, 3, 4,5, 18, 37)
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Less Than
Significant
9. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY - Would the | Potentially | Impact With Less Than
project: Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard
area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or ] ] ] X
other flood hazard delineation map?2 (Ref: 1,
2,3.4,5)
h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area
structures that would impede or redirect flood ] ] ] X
flows?2 (Ref: 1,2, 3, 4, 5)
i) Expose people or structures to a significant
risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding,
including flooding as a result of a failure of a L] o o >
levee or dam? (Ref: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5)
i) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?e
(Ref: 1,2,3,4,5) L] L] L] &

ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS

a, b)

No Impact. The development of the proposed wind turbine would not be expected to
violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. The earthwork
associated with the installation and construction of the proposed wind turbine,
fransmission line, and access road would not interfere with any known aquifers. With the
exception of site watering for dust control, construction and operation of the wind
turbine would not substantially contribute to depletion of groundwater. No impacts are
anticipated. As the proposed project is an alternative/renewable energy project, and
uses negligible amounts of water related mostly to short-term construction-related
activities, it would have beneficial impacts to groundwater supplies. Traditional fossil fuel—
based electricity generation accounts for nearly 50 percent of all water withdrawals in
the nation (USGS 2009). Therefore, as additional wind generation displaces fossil fuel
generation, each megawatt-hour generated by wind could save as much as 600 gallons
of water that would otherwise be lost to fossil plant cooling (DOE 2008).

Less Than Significant Impact. Construction of the proposed wind turbine would not
require any alteration of drainage patterns or waterways, because the limited scale of
development and site disturbance would not alter the drainage pattern for the
watershed area. Standard City erosion control measures would be implemented during
construction fo minimize the potential for sediment to be picked up and transported off
site or by runoff. Construction equipment would not be rinsed off on site in such a manner
as to affect nearby drainage ways. Construction materials would be covered and stored
in contained areas. The resulting minimal surface runoff would not be expected to
change significantly from existing conditions or result in any increase in flooding. Minimal
stormwater runoff created by the additional impervious surfaces (approximately 800
square feetf) would be adequately managed by existing stormwater systems. Impacts
are anticipated to be less than significant.
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ag-) No Impact. The proposed project would not locate housing within a 100-year floodplain.
The project site is not located within the inundation area of any dam or behind a levee.
The project site is not subject to inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow, based on
non-coastal location and local geologic conditions. No impacts are anticipated.
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No

10. LAND USE AND PLANNING - Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

a) Physically divide an established community?2

(Ref: 1,2, 3, 4, 5) [] [] [] X

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan,
policy, or regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not
limited to, the general plan, specific plan,

local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) |:| |:| |:| |X|

adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effecte (Ref: 1, 2,
3.4,5,16)

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat

conservation plan or naftural community |:| |:| |:| |X|

conservation plan? (Ref: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5)

ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS

a, c)

No Impact. No established communities are located in the vicinity of the project site, and
no habitat conservation plans or natural community conservation plans are applicable
to the project site. Based on site reconnaissance and City document review, the
proposed project would not physically divide an established community or conflict with
any applicable habitat or nafural community conservation plan. No impact is
anticipated.

No Impact. The project site has a General Plan land use designation of Public Facility and
is predominantly surrounded by agricultural and Water Reclamation Facility uses. Land
use documents were reviewed for project conflicts with plans, policies, or regulations
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. Currently,
the City's General Plan does not include policies or regulations addressing wind energy
projects; therefore, there would not be any conflicts with existing wind energy policies or
regulations. The project, as designed, conditioned, and mifigated, would be consistent
with the City's General Plan with regard to policy and regulatory conformance. No
impact would occur.
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11. MINERAL RESOURCES - Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known
mineral resource that would be of value to
the region and the residents of the state?
(Ref: 1, 2, 3)

[

[

[

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally
important mineral resource recovery site
delineated on a local general plan, specific
plan, or other land use plan? (Ref: 1, 2, 3)

ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS

See discussion in Section IV.
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
12. NOISE - Would the project result in: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact
a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise
levels in excess of standards established in the
local general plan or noise ordinance or of
applicable standards of other agencies? (Ref: L] L] > L]
1,2,3,4,5,42, 44, 47)
b) Exposure of persons to or generation of
excessive groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levelse (Ref: 1,2, 3, 4, 5, 32, [] [] X []
33, 43)
c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels
existing without the project? (Ref: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, |:| |:| |E D
42, 44, 47)
d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase
in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the projecte |:| |:| |E |:|
(Ref:1,2,3,4,5,42, 44, 47)
e) For a project located within an airport land

use plan area or, where such a plan has not
been adopted, within 2 miles of a public
airport or a public use airport, would the
project expose people residing or working in
the annexation area to excessive noise
levelse (Ref: 1, 2,3, 4, 5)

f)

For a project within the vicinity of a private
airstrip, would the project expose people
residing or working in the annexation area to
excessive noise levels? (Ref: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5)

ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS

a, d)

Less Than Significant Impact. The major noise source in Soledad, as in most other

communities, is fraffic. Other noise generators, such as railroads, aircraft, farming
activities, quarry activities, and industrial and food packaging facilities, can contribute to
local ambient noise levels. Potential noise generated by the proposed project would
occur both in the short term due to construction activities and in the long ferm
associated with operation of the proposed wind turbine. Noise-related
associated with short-term construction are discussed below, while long-term impacts

are discussed under Impact 12.c.

impacts
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March 2013

91

Soledad Wind Energy Generation Project
Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration




INITIAL STUDY

Short-Term Construction

Construction noise typically occurs intermittently and varies depending on the nature or
phase (e.g., demolition/land clearing, grading and excavation, erection) of construction.
Noise generated by construction equipment, including earth movers, material handlers,
and portable generators, can reach high levels. Typical noise levels for individual pieces
of construction equipment are summarized in Table 12-1. As depicted, individual
equipment noise levels (in dBA) typically range from the mid-70s to the upper 80s at 50
feet. Typical operating cycles may involve two minutes of full power, followed by three or
four minutes at lower settings. Depending on the activities performed and equipment
usage requirements, combined average-hourly noise levels at construction sites typically
range from approximately 65 to 89 dBA Leq at 50 feet.

TABLE 12-1
TYPICAL CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT NOISE LEVELS
T of Bapfipme Typical zosii)epli‘;el (dBA) Topio & Eapfimest Typical :o;i)el:l;\;el (dBA)
Air Compressor 81 Generator 81
Backhoe 80 Grader 85
Compactor 82 Jack Hammer 88
Concrete Mixer 85 Paver 89
Concrete Vibrator 76 Roller 74
Crane (Mobile) 83 Saw 76
Dozer 85 Truck 88

Source: FTA 2006

Assuming a maximum construction noise level of 89 dBA Leq and an average attenuation
rate of 6 dBA per doubling of distance from the source, construction activities occurring
within approximately 1,500 feet of noise-sensitive receptors could reach levels of
approximately 60 dBA Leq. However, the nearest residence to the project site is located
over 3,000 feet to the northeast. Therefore, potential construction noise would not be
anticipated to result in increased levels of annoyance or sleep disruption to any residents.
Construction-generated noise would be considered a less than significant impact

Less Than Significant Impact. Ground vibration spreads through the ground and
diminishes in strength with distance. The effects of ground vibration can vary from no
percepftible effects at the lowest levels, low rumbling sounds and detectable vibrations
at moderate levels, and slight damage to nearby structures at the highest levels. At the
highest levels of vibration, damage fo structures is primarily architectural (e.g., loosening
and cracking of plaster or stucco coatings) and rarely results in structural damage. For
most structures, a peak particle velocity (ppv) threshold of 0.5 inches per second is
sufficient to avoid structure damage, with the exception of fragile historic structures or
ruins. At the request of the EPA, the Committee of Hearing, Bio-Acoustics, and Bio-
Mechanics (CHABA) developed guidelines for safe vibration limits for ruins and ancient
and/or historic buildings. For fragile structures, CHABA recommends a maximum limit of
0.25 inches per second ppv (FTA 2006). For the protection of fragile, historic, and
residential structures, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) recommends
a more conservative threshold of 0.2 inches per second ppv. This same threshold would
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represent the level at which vibrations would be potentially annoying to people in
buildings (Caltrans 2004).

Long-term operational activities associated with the proposed project would not involve
the use of any equipment or processes that would result in potentially significant levels of
ground vibration. The proposed generator would be mounted to the bedplate on
elastomeric foundations to reduce vibration. Increases in groundborne vibration levels
aftributable to the proposed project would be primarily associated with activities
occurring during the construction phases of the project. Groundborne vibration levels
associated with construction equipment are summarized in Table 12-2. Construction
activities associated with the proposed project would likely require the use of these
machines.

TABLE 12-2
REPRESENTATIVE VIBRATION SOURCE LEVELS FOR CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT
Equipment Peak Particle Velocity at 25 Feet (in/sec ppv)
Large Tractors 0.089
Caisson Drilling 0.089
Loaded Trucks 0.076
Jackhammer 0.035
Small Tractors 0.003

Source: FTA 2006

Based on the vibrafion levels presented in Table 12-2, ground vibration generated by
construction equipment would be less than 0.09 inches per second ppv at 25 feet.
Predicted vibratfion levels at the nearest off-site structures would therefore not be
anficipated to exceed even the most conservative threshold of 0.2 inches per second
ppv. Consfruction activities may result in vibration from compacting and grading
equipment, as well as from crane operation. Excessive amounts of groundborne vibration
or noise levels would not be expected from construction equipment to be used. The base
of the furbine would utilize poured concrete to form the foundation rather than pile
driving. Exposure to groundborne vibration levels would be considered less than
significant.

Less Than Significant Impact. Long-term operational noise-generating activities would
result from implementation of the proposed project. However, typical commercial wind
turbines today, such as the one proposed, at a distance of 350 feet, are slightly less noisy
than the ambient noise levels in a typical home, as shown in Figure 12 — Decibel Level of
a Wind Turbine. As described above, the proposed generator would be mounted to the
bedplate on elastomeric foundations to reduce vibration and associated noise. In
addition, the proposed nacelle would be constructed of fiberglass and lined with sound-
insulating foam, which helps reduce acoustic emissions from the furbine. Because noise
emiftted by wind furbines tends to be masked by the ambient noise of the wind itself and
falls off sharply with distance, noise-related concerns are likely to center on sensitive
receptors closest to the site, particularly those sheltered from prevailing winds. Advanced
turbine technology and preventive maintenance can help minimize noise during project
operation. Based on the aforementioned factors, any impacts to sensitive receptors in
the vicinity of the project site are anfticipated to be less than significant.
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e, f) No Impact. The proposed project is not located within an Airport Master Plan area or
within 2 miles of a public airport, public use airport, or private airstrip, as shown previously
in Table 8-1. A private airstrip is planned for the future in conjunction with the proposed
Yanks Air Museum on the north side of Soledad; however, if constructed, the dairstrip
would not have an impact on the proposed project site since the two are not in close
proximity to each other. Due to the distance to the nearest airport and to the Yanks Air
Museum site, the project site would not be subject to high levels of aircraft noise. The
proposed project would not be associated with people residing or working on the
project site that could be exposed to excessive aircraft noise levels. As such, there is no
impact from airport- or airstrip-related noise.
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact With Less Than
13. POPULATION AND HOUSING - Would the project: Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

a) Induce substantial population growth in an
area, either directly (for example, by
proposing new homes and businesses) or [] [] [] 24
indirectly (for example, through extension of
roads or other infrastructure)2 (Ref: 1)

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing
housing, necessitating the construction of |:| |:| |:| |X|
replacement housing elsewhere? (Ref: 1)

c) Displace substantial numbers of people,
necessitating the construction of |:| |:| |:| |X|
replacement housing elsewhere? (Ref: 1)

ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS

See discussion in Section IV.

City of Soledad Soledad Wind Energy Generation Project
March 2013 Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
95




INITIAL STUDY

This page left blank intentionally.

Soledad Wind Energy Generation Project City of Soledad
Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration March 2013
96



Jet Airplane

Industrial
Noise

Inside Car

Home

Bedroom

Falling Leaves | _L

Source: AWEA, 2008

decibels

150

140

130

120

110

100

90

70

60

50

40

30

20

10

* Sound pressure level at a distance of 100 feet.

Pneumatic Drill

Office

Small Wind
Turbine*

Whispering

Figure 12

Decibel Level of a Wind Turbine



INITIAL STUDY

This page left blank intentionally.

Soledad Wind Energy Generation Project City of Soledad
Draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration March 2013
98



INITIAL STUDY

Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact With Less Than
14. PUBLIC SERVICES Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of
new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance
objectives for any of the following public services:

a) Fire protection? (Ref: 1) |:| |:| |:| |X|

b) Police protection? (Ref: 1)

c) Schools? (Ref: 1)

d) Parkse (Ref: 1)

O O O O
O O O O
O O O O
X X X X

e) Other public facilities? (Ref: 1)

ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS

See discussion in Section IV.
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact With Less Than
15. RECREATION - Would the project: Significant Mitigation Significant No
Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood
and regional parks or other recreational
facilities such that substantial physical |:| |:| |:| |X|
deterioration of the facility would occur or be
accelerated? (Ref: 1)

b) Does the project include recreational facilities
or require the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which might have an |:| |:| |:| |X|
adverse physical effect on the environmente
(Ref: 1)

ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS

See discussion in Section IV.
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No

16. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC - Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance,
or policy establishing measures of
effectiveness for the performance of the
circulation system, taking into account all
modes of fransportation including mass transit
and non-motorized fravel and relevant |:| |:| |E |:|
components of the circulation system,
including but not limited to intersections,
streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian
and bicycle paths, and mass transit? (Ref: 1,
2,3)

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion
management program, including, but not
limited to level of service standards and fravel
demand measures, or other standards |:| |:| |E |:|
established by the county congestion
management agency for designated roads
or highways? (Ref: 1, 2, 3, 24)

c) Result in a change in air fraffic patterns,
including either an increase in traffic levels or
a change in location that result in substantial D D & D
safety risks? (Ref: 1, 2, 3)

d) Substantially increase hazards due fo a
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses L L L X
(e.g., farm equipment)2 (Ref: 1, 2, 3)

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?
(Ref: 1) N N N X

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or
programs regarding public fransit, bicycle, or
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease |:| |:| |:| |X|
the performance of safety of such facilifies?
(Ref: 1,2, 3, 24)

ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS

a, b) Less Than Significant Impact. Temporary increases in traffic may occur during grading,
frenching, and installation of the proposed turbine during the construction phases of the
project. The project would also contribute temporary vehicle trips in the form of
contractor and construction vehicles and building material delivery frucks during
installation activities. According to the City of Soledad Public Works Director, it is
anticipated that these temporary vehicle trips would be accommodated by the local
road system with no substantial delay or congestion. Furthermore, no road closures would
be required to accommodate delivery vehicles.
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The proposed project is also not anficipated to increase long-term regional or local
traffic in the area, as the project would not employ any additional workers beyond those
required for occasional maintenance activities. Therefore, the proposed project is not
anficipated to conflict with any plans, ordinances, or policies associated with the
performance of the local circulation system, and a less than significant impact is
anticipated.

c) Less Than Significant Impact. Implementation of the proposed project is not anticipated
to result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a
change in location, that result in substantial safety risks. There are several airports and
airstrips in the vicinity of the project site, as shown previously in Table 8-1, which could
result in aircraft flying in the vicinity of the proposed turbine. Other potential flights
related to aerial agricultural spraying may also occur in the vicinity of the project site. The
proposed project would be consistent with FAA standards and would neither create
additional air traffic nor create the need to change designated air traffic patterns. Less
than significant impacts are anticipated.

d-f)  The proposed wind turbine would be installed within the existing Water Reclamation
Facility and would have no effect on area roadway safety or compatibility with
surrounding uses related to traffic. Adequate emergency access currently exists for the
WRF, and a gravel access road would be constructed for access to the turbine itself. The
project would not conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting
alternative transportation. No impact is anticipated.
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Less Than
Significant
Potentially Impact With Less Than
Significant Mitigation Significant No
17. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS - Would the project: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact

a) Exceed wastewater freatment requirements
of the applicable Regional Water Quality [] [] [] X
Control Board? (Ref. 1,2, 3, 4,5,17)

b) Require or result in the construction of new
water or wastewater treatment facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant L] [] [] B
environmental effectse (Ref. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 17,
18, 37)

c) Require or result in the construction of new
stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which [] [] [] X
could cause significant  environmental
effectse (Ref. 1,2, 3, 4, 5, 36)

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to
serve the project from existing entitlements
and resources, or are new or expanded D D D |X|
entitlements needed? (Ref. 1,2, 3, 4, 5, 18, 37)

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater
freatment provider that serves or may serve
the project that it has adequate capacity to
serve the project's projected demand in [] [] [] B
addition  to  the  provider's  existing
commitmentse (Ref. 1,2, 3, 4,5,17)

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient
permitted capacity to accommodate the
project’s solid waste disposal needs? (Ref. 1, D D D |X|
2,3.4,95)

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes
and regulations related to solid waste? (Ref. [] [] [] X
1,2,3,4,5)

ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS

See discussion in Section IV.
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MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE

VII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE - Would

the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
Impact With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

a)

Have the potential to substantially degrade
the quality of the environment; substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species;
cause a fish or wildlife population to drop
below self-sustaining levels; threaten fo
eliminate a plant or animal community;
substantially reduce the number or restrict the
range of an endangered, rare, or threatened
species; or eliminate important examples of
the major periods of California history or
prehistorye (Ref: 1, 2,3, 4,5,7,8,10, 15, 53, 56,
58, 64)

Have possible environmental effects that are
individually limited but cumulatively
considerable. “Cumulatively considerable”
means that the incremental effects of an
individual project are significant  when
viewed in connection with the effects of past
projects, the effects of other current projects,
and the effects of probable future projects?
(Ref: 1, 2,3, 4,5, 20)

c) Have environmental effects which will cause

substantial adverse effects on human beings,
either directly or indirectly2e (Ref: 1, 2, 3, 4, 42,
44, 47, 56, 54, 61, 62)

ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS

a)

Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated. The consfruction activities
associated with the proposed project would not be expected to substantially degrade
fish, wildlife, and/or plant populations with the incorporation of mitigation measures MM
4-1 through MM 4-2. Intrusion on any previously undiscovered cultural or historic resources
would not be anticipated. The proposed project would result in a new capability to
produce renewable energy on the project site which is considered a beneficial impact
with the resulting reductions in energy use reducing the amount of electricity required
from the electric power grid to run the Water Reclamation Facility.

Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated. The proposed project would
not contribute to cumulative impacts fo biological resources following implementation of
mitigation measures that require ongoing monitoring of biological impacts of the project
and a reassessment of the adequacy of mitigation after three years. No other issues
analyzed would have the potential to result in cumulatively considerable impacts as a
result of implementation of this project. The proposed project would result in a new
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c)

capability to produce renewable energy on the project site, which is considered a
beneficial impact with the resulting reductions in energy use reducing the amount of
electricity required from the electric power grid to run the WRF.

Less Than Significant Impact With Mitigation Incorporated. Direct and indirect adverse
effects on human beings would not be expected as a result of the proposed project.
Mitigation was included to minimize effects that could cause substantial adverse effects
on human beings such as impacts to a viewshed due to increased daytime and
nighttime glare or light and impacts associated with public safety, as outlined in
mitigation measures MM 1-1 and MM 8-1. The proposed project would result in a new
capability to produce renewable energy on the project site, which is considered a
beneficial impact with the resulting reductions in energy use reducing the amount of
electricity required from the electric power grid to run the WRF. Conditions of approval
would ensure consistency with relevant General Plan health and safety policies. All
potential impact areas are deemed less than significant with City-imposed conditions of
approval and with mitigation incorporated.
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BIOLOGICAL SURVEY REPORT

INTRODUCTION

On behdalf of the City of Soledad, PMC biologists conducted this study in support of a Biological
Resources Assessment (BRA) previously prepared by PMC. The original BRA (2008) was prepared
for a project consisting of the installation and operation of seven electric generating wind
turbines at the City's WWTP (each at a height of 155 total feet). This revised BRA is evaluating the
potential impacts of an amended project consisting of installation and operation of a single
three-bladed, upwind, horizontal-axis wind turbine at the City's WWTP. This total structural height
of proposed wind turbine is 340 feet. The objectives of this study are to: 1) identify and assess the
suitability of the project study area (PSA) (defined further below) to support nesting and foraging
raptors, including the California condor (Gymnogyps californianus) and the golden eagle
(Aquila chrysaetos); 2) identify and assess the suitability of the project study area to support
roosting and foraging bats; 3) conduct a background review of available literature pertaining to
raptors and bats; and 4) conduct limited monitoring of the PSA to determine the raptor and bat
occurrence and use of the PSA during the fall period.

The primary biology-driven issues for large scale wind development typically include the direct
impacts of mortality or injury to avian and bat species associated with collisions with turbines.
Other direct impacts include loss or modification of habitat. The displacement of birds from
areas within and surrounding wind furbine facilities due to visual infrusion and disturbance can
amount to habitat loss. Potential indirect impacts include disturbance and habitat
fragmentation. Further, base prey availability at the furbines may lead to behavioral avoidance
or attraction to the area.

Avian mortality estimates at large wind turbine facilities can be expressed as the annual number
of fatalities or as the annual number of fatalities per unit representing the size or magnitude of
the facility. Total annual mortality estimates for birds at wind projects in the U.S. range from less
than 1 to approximately 10 birds per turbine (Erickson et al. 2001), with passerines and raptors
appearing most susceptible to collision (AWEA 1995, Erickson et al. 2001). According to a study
by Erickson et al. (2005) which compared bird mortalities across the U.S. from wind turbine
farms/facilities, the average number of avian collision fatalities per furbine and per megawatt
(MW) was 2.11 and 3.04 per year, respectively. Based on these known mortality rates, Erickson et
al. (2005) predicted approximately 20,000 (3.04 fimes 6374 MW) to 37,000 (2.11 fimes 17,500
turbines) birds die annually from collisions with wind turbines in the United States. They further
estimated that approximately 2,200 birds will die annually outside California from the 4331 MW of
installed wind generation capacity. These per turbine/year and per MW/year estimates applied
to the number of MW in U.S. at the end of 2003. Erickson et al. (2005) provide estimates of raptor
fatalities per turbine per year from individual studies during 2001, which range from zero at
various sites across the U.S. to 0.10 per turbine per year at the Altfamont Pass Wind Resource Area
(APWRA). Based on these estimates, Erickson et al. (2005) estimated 933 raptors are killed
annually (2003 data) by furbines in the United States, with approximately 80 percent of the
raptor mortality occurring at older projects in California.

Raptor mortality rates at the APWRA, located in San Joaquin County in central California, are
reported to be relatively high. Reported raptor mortality at the APWRA has ranged from 0.05 to
0.10 fatalities per turbine per year (Erickson et al. 2001). In contrast to the APWRA, raptor
mortality has been absent to relatively low at all newer generation wind plants in the U.S. These
wind plants are made up of fewer larger, slower moving turbines (greater than 40 meter rotor
diameter, with less than 30 blade rotations per minute) (Erickson et al. 2001). Fatality estimates
expressed as the number of raptor fatalities per furbine per year have ranged from 0 to 0.04 for
new generation wind turbines. Estimates of annual raptor mortality at the Montezuma Hills wind
facility in Solano County in central California have averaged 0.048 fatalities per furbine.
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Collision fatality of bats has been recognized as a concern for some eastern wind projects
(Nicholson 2003, Kerns and Kerlinger 2004, Kerns et al. 2005); however, bat mortality at western
wind projects is not as high (Erickson et al. 2004; Young et al. 2003; Smallwood and Thelander
2004; Johnson 2005). Of the 45 bat species known from North America (north of Mexico), 11
have been recovered in ground searches at wind-energy facilities (Johnson 2005). Among
these, nearly 75% have been foliage-roosting eastern red bats (Lasiurus borealis), hoary bats
(Lasiurus cinereus), and tree-cavity-dwelling silver-haired bats (Lasionycteris noctivagans), each
of which migrate long distances. Other bat species killed by wind turbines in the United States
include the western red bat (Lasiurus blossivilli), Seminole bat (L. seminolus), eastern pipistrelle
(Pipistrellus subflavus), little brown myotis (Myotis lucifugus), northern long-eared bat (M.
septentrionalis), long-eared myotis (M. evotis), big brown bat (Eptesicus fuscus), and Brazilian
free-tailed bat (Tadarida brasiliensis) (Johnson 2005).

There are, however, geographic differences in fatalities/MW of installed capacity among bat
species (Committee on Environmental Impacts of Wind Energy Projects 2007). Bat fatalities at
wind-energy facilities appear to be highest along forested ridge tops in the eastern United States
and lowest in relatively open landscapes in the mid-western and in western states (Fiedler 2004;
Johnson 2005). Small numbers of dead bats have been found at several wind plants in
California (Howell and Didonato 1991, Orloff and Flannery 1992, Howell 1997, Anderson et al.
2000, Thelander and Rugge 2000), including western red bats, hoary bats, silver-haired bats, and
Brazilian free-tailed bats that have been reported at wind-energy facilities in northern California
(Kerlinger et al. 2006).

According to a synthesis of studies prepared by West, Inc. (2002), it does not appear that bat
mortality involves resident bats foraging within a wind turbine area or commuting between
foraging and roosting areas. The reasoning behind this statement is that if residents were
involved, then the collisions should have occurred while bats were commuting from roosting to
foraging areas or were foraging within the wind plant. In most cases, there is no pattern in the
distribution of fatalities among turbines (Johnson et al. 2000, Young et al. 2001). Data collected
at wind plants in the U.S. suggest that fall migrants comprise most of the bat collision mortality
(Keeley et al. 2001). Furthermore, most studies report that fatalities occur throughout the wind
facilities, with no identified relationship to site characteristics (e.g., vegetation, fopography, or
turbine density (Arnett 2005). The relatively high proportion of migratory bats may be influenced
by the fact that bats often forage along topographically uniform linear landscapes (i.e., ridge
lines, forest edges) (Committee on Environmental Impacts of Wind Energy Projects 2007). Given
that there are no reliable abundance data for migratory tree species or, in fact, most other
species of bats, currently it is impossible to determine whether regional differences in fatalities
are proportional to abundance (Committee on Environmental Impacts of Wind Energy Projects
2007).

PROJECT SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The Soledad Wind Energy project site is located within the Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP)
facilities within the City of Soledad, California (Figure 1). The project site and WWTP are located
south/southwest of State Highway 101 and north/northeast of the Salinas River. This location
corresponds to the San Vicente Land Grant on the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Soledad,
California 7.5-minute series fopographic quadrangle (USGS 1955). For the purpose of this study,
the project footprint and the surrounding WWTP are referred to as the project study area (PSA)
(Figure 2). Natural vegetation is lacking within the PSA, but strips of disturbed weedy annual
grassland vegetation are found along the berms/roadways adjacent to the WWTP ponds and
along the perimeter of the PSA.
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Agriculture surrounds the PSA generally to the north, east, and west, and the Salinas River and its
associated riparian corridor is found south/southwest of the PSA.

The proposed project involves the installation of a single (1) electric generating wind turbine at
the City's WWTP with the purpose of offsetting electricity usage required by sewage treatment
plant operations. The location of the proposed wind turbine is within an existing disturbed area.
The turbine is estimated to be 340 feet in height (including the rotor blades).

This application of wind turbines is widely used for producing electric power on-site at homes,
farms, and businesses, which are already served by a utility grid. The grid connected or “net-
metering” system allows for energy generated by the wind furbines to feed back into the grid
when it exceeds the energy consumed by the WWTP. A grid connected system would offset
energy consumed from the grid during periods of medium wind allowing for the WWTP to
operate on grid energy when the wind speeds are too low or too high to effectively operate the
system, or when the energy produced by the turbines exceeds the demands of the WWTP.
Effectively, this would lead to a net reduction of energy costs for the City.

METHODS

On October 1 and 2, 2008 PMC biologists performed a pedestrian reconnaissance-level
assessment of the PSA. Prior to the assessment, PMC conducted a review of available literature,
aerial photographs, and topographic maps for the PSA and surrounding vicinity. The biological
resources within the PSA and general vicinity were determined from a review of resources
including an online list of federally listed species for the project vicinity provided by the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Endangered Species Office (USFWS 2008) and the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife's (CDFW) California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) (CDFW
2008q).

During the reconnaissance-level assessment of the PSA, biologists walked along the perimeter of
and throughout the PSA, paying special attention to areas with the potential to support nesting/
roosting and/or foraging activities for raptors and bats. Breeding behavior could not be
observed as the survey was conducted outside the nesting season. However, trees and other
potential nest substrates were inspected for evidence of nesting material from the previous
breeding season. The Salinas River and its associated riparian corridor extending
south/southwest from the PSA was not thoroughly surveyed; a limited surveyed was conducted
by walking along the southerly WWTP perimeter road and inspecting suitable nest frees with
binoculars. Areas extending to the north, east, and west of the PSA are generally dominated by
agriculture. These areas were surveyed by driving along accessible roads and inspecting
suitable habitat areas with binoculars. The PSA and surrounding vicinity were also evaluated for
any potential migratory pathways or tfopographic features that may concentrate birds.

In addition to the reconnaissance-level assessment, PMC biologists conducted a total of four
days and evenings of raptor and bat monitoring over the following dates: October 1 (evening),
October 2 (day and evening), October 15 (day and evening), October 16 (day and evening),
and October 17, 2008 (day). Surveys were conducted primarily from fixed observation points
along the southerly WWTP perimeter road. Two surveys were conducted elsewhere; one just
northwest of the proposed furbines at the edge of the agricultural fields, and one at the mid-
point of the first pond just west of the proposed turbines. Each survey was conducted for a
period of no less than 30 minutes at each observation point. Due to the size of the WWTP
facilities, this method allowed biologists to obtain the best possible vantage point between the
Salinas River to the south/southwest, the WWTP ponds within the PSA, and the agricultural fields
to the north, east, and west of the PSA. Surveys were completed generally between 7:00 a.m.
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and 4:.00 p.m. Weather conditions were mostly clear although during the first survey day
(October 2) it was partly cloudy; however, the cloud layer was high and it did not obstruct views.
There was no precipitation during the surveys, and temperatures ranged from 48 degrees (°)
Fahrenheit (F) in the morning to 87°F in the affernoon. During the daytime surveys two biologists
continually scanned the entire area surrounding each survey point (360°) for raptors, including
condors. For each raptor detection, biologists recorded the following data: date; time; location
of observation point; species; juvenile or adult; descriptive location of bird; flight direction of bird
(relative fo biologist); and behavior. Behaviors noted included perching, hunting/foraging,
soaring/circling, short direction flight (within/near PSA), and higher altitude direction flight
(migration). As many of the observed birds may be residents, biologists made a determination
each day of the number of individual birds observed by species.

Bats within and adjacent to the PSA were surveyed using two methods. The first method
employed visual data collection using hand held spot lights, which was conducted during the
first two evening survey periods on October 2 and 3, 2008. The purpose of spot lighting was to
determine a level of activity by counting the number of bat passes. Bat pass data represents a
level of activity as opposed to the number of individuals. The spot lighting surveys were
conducted from two separate fixed observation points. One was at the fop of a berm just north
of the proposed turbine alignment. The second survey point was located southeast of the
proposed turbine alignment on the WWTP perimeter road. Each spot lighting survey was
conducted over a one-hour period.

The second method, conducted on October 15 and 16, 2008, employed an ultrasonic sensor
that detects bat echolocation calls. Bat detectors are widely used to index and compare
habitat use by bats. PMC biologists used the Anabat SD1® bat detector (Titley Electronics Pty
Ltd., NSW, Australia), which houses a zero crossings analysis interface module (ZCAIM), to record
bat echolocation calls in the PSA. Anabat SD1® detectors record bat echolocation calls with
an attached broadband microphone. The echolocation sounds are then franslated into
frequencies audible to humans by dividing the frequencies by a predetermined ratio. A division
ratio of 16 was used for the study. Bat echolocation detectors also detect other ultrasonic
sounds made by insects, movement of vegetation by wind, and other sources. A sensitivity level
of six (6) was used to reduce interference from these other sources of ultrasonic noise. The calls
were recorded via the ZCAIM which uses a compact flash memory card with large storage
capacity. The AnaBat SD1® surveys were conducted from two separate fixed survey points. The
detectors were placed approximately seven feet above the ground surface and passively
collected data each evening. As with spoft lighting, the purpose of the bat detector was to
determine a level of activity by counting the number of bat passes. In this case, a pass is
defined as a series of echolocation calls produced by an individual bat, and consists of a
confinuous series of more than two (2) call notes with no pauses between call notes of greater
than (>) 1 second. The number of bat passes was determined by downloading the data files to
a computer and tallying the number of echolocation passes recorded.

Bat echolocations calls were analyzed using the Analook® program (Titley Electronics), which is
used to view and manipulate AnaBat® sequence files for species identification, call parameter
measurement, and data management. The Analook® program provides a sonogram of each
data file displaying frequencies over time. Because of the frequency-division (zero-crossing)
processing of the Anabat SDI®, which records only basic call information, differentfiation of
some species is difficult. As a result, bat calls were grouped as high frequency (>35 kilohertz
[kHZz]) calls which are generally given by small bats (e.g., Myofis spp.) and low frequency (<35
kHz) calls which are generally given by larger bats (e.g., hoary bat).

Soledad Wind Energy Project City of Soledad
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RESULTS
RAPTORS

Nesting

The PSA does not contain suitable nesting habitat for any raptor species. With the exception of
one western sycamore and one interior live oak, there are no other trees within the PSA. These
frees are located along the northern perimeter of the PSA and are within an area that
experiences a high level of disturbance. There is also a narrow strip of vegetation along the
northern PSA boundary which contains a few small willows (Salix spp.). This narrow strip of
vegetation is highly degraded, was partially cleared during the surveys, and would not support
nesting raptors.

The Salinas River and its associated riparian areq, located south of the PSA, may provide suitable
nesting habitat for raptors and other birds; however, no raptor nests were observed. This highly
degraded river was dry during the surveys and appears to be used by off-road vehicles as
evident by the numerous tire tracks within the riverbed. The riparian vegetation that surrounds
the river nearly abuts the southern PSA boundary. A buffer between the WWTP perimeter road
and the riparian area is maintained by WWTP staff; the width of this buffer varies in size from a
few feet to approximately 30 feet. The riparian area consists primarily of small o medium-sized
willows, mulefat, coyote brush (Baccharis pilularis), giant reed (Arundo donax), mugwort
(Artemisia douglasiana), poison hemlock (Conium maculatum), saltgrass, and medium- to large-
sized Fremont cottonwoods (Populus fremontii).

A number of raptors have the potential to nest in the Salinas Valley area including white-tailed
kite (Elanus leucurus), northern harrier (Circus cyaneus), red-tailed hawk (Bufeo jamaicensis),
Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii), red-shouldered hawk (Buteo lineatus), American kestrel
(Falco sparverius), and golden eagle (Roberson 2002; CDFW 2008b). None of these raptors are
documented as nesting within five miles of the PSA (CDFW 2008a). Of these raptors, only white-
tailed kites, northern harriers, and red-tailed hawks were observed during the surveys, and these
birds regularly tfraveled back and forth across the riparian area and intfo the PSA. Golden eagles
typically nest on cliffs of all heights and in large frees within open habitats with canyons and
escarpments (CDFW 2008b). No golden eagles were observed during the surveys, and the
riparian area does not provide suitable nesting habitat for this species. While there are no
CNDDB records for golden eagles within ten miles of the PSA (CDFW 2008a), golden eagles are
known fo nest within the Sierra de Salinas Range, which is approximately six miles west of the PSA
(Roberson and Tenney 1993). Northern harriers are known to nest in open grasslands and
herbaceous wetlands (CDFW 2008b), which are absent from the PSA. The Fremont cotfonwoods
and ofher large frees within the Salinas River riparian area provide suitable nest sites for white-
tailed kites, Cooper’'s hawks, red-tailed and red-shouldered hawks, and American kestrels.
Breeding territories of these species may extend into the PSA, but it is unlikely that more than two
or three of these raptors nest in the same vicinity due to their territorial nature.

Roosting

Most raptors, with the exception of northern harriers, typically roost in trees or on other structures,
such as electrical towers. The PSA contains extremely limited resources for roosting. The few
isolated trees and structures, including the communications tfower, within the PSA may be
attractive to roosting raptors; however, the riparian area south of the PSA provides higher quality
and ample roosting opportunifies. As such, the PSA is unlikely to concentrate roosting raptors.
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Foraging

As described further below, most behaviors observed within the PSA were of short direct flights.
However, raptors were observed foraging/hunting within the PSA, in particular an adult and a
juvenile sharp-shinned hawk (Accipiter striatus) that frequented the WWTP ponds. The ponds
aftract a large number of waterbirds as listed in Appendix A, which provide ample foraging
opportunities for raptors. In addition to the sharp-shinned hawk and other birds discussed in the
preceding paragraphs, other raptors that may forage in the vicinity during migration and winter
include merlin (Falco columbairius), prairie falcon (Falco mexicanus), Peregrine falcon (Falco
peregrinus), and ferruginous hawk (Buteo regalis). However, higher quality foraging habitats,
consisting of extensive open agricultural lands and/or the riparian corridor, surround the PSA.

Condors

The Ventana Wildlife Society (VWS) monitors the movements of condors released from the
Pinnacles National Monument. According to a study prepared by VWS (2007), 417 detections
occurred within a 25 kilometer (km) radius from the foothills just west of the Gonzales area, north
of Soledad. These 417 detections resented 13 individual condors, and were from December
2003 to March 2007. Both Gonzales and Soledad are within the home range of four individual
condors that are currently being radio-tracked by VWS; however, the distribution of detections is
primarily concentrated along the mountain ranges on both sides of the Salinas Valley with a few
points located within the valley. All detections over the Salinas Valley floor were of flying
condors. Perched condor detections were located on the foothills and at higher elevations on
both mountain ranges. For the project in the Gonzales area, CDFG obtained a summary of
altitude data over the Salinas Valley from VWS (CDFG 2008c). According to this
correspondence (CDFG 2008c), the minimum altitude value could be below 214 feet above
ground.

According to a more recent study prepared by VWS (2008), there were 58 detections of condors
within a 10 square km area of the Soledad Wind Energy PSA from July 2004 to September 2008.
These 58 detections represented 12 individual condors that were being radio-tracked with GPS
devices. Approximately 25 percent of the entire condor population is being tracked with GPS
device; therefore, these detections do not represent all of the condors that may have been
present within the 10 square km study area. Only two of the 58 detections were of perched
birds, and both were in the foothills on both sides of the valley. Furthermore, out of the total
number of detections, there were only eight detections below 300 feet. These distances were
measured as “above ground level” (AGL), which is the difference between elevation and
altitude measurements. All of these flying detections were in the foothills. All other detections
were over 300 feet AGL.

Based on the results of both VWS studies (2007 and 2008) and known condor behaviors, any
condors in the vicinity of the PSA would be expected to be flying overhnead between the
surrounding mountain ranges. Condors are known to transit from the Pinnacles National Park
area to Big Sur and generally soar over the Salinas Valley along air currents.

The PSA does notf provide suitable nesting or roosting habitat for condors. Nesting habitat
consists of mountainous areas at low and moderate elevations, especially af rocky and brushy
areas with cliffs (American Ornithologists' Union [AOU] 1983). California condor nesting sites are
typically located in chaparral, conifer forest, or oak woodland communities (CDFG 2008b;
USFWS 2001). Historically, condors nested on bare ground in caves and crevices, behind rock
slabs, or on large ledges or potholes on high sandstone cliffs in isolated, extremely steep, rugged
areas (USFWS 2001). Cavities in giant sequoia (Sequoiadendron giganteum) have also been
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used (USFWS 2001). Roosting habitat consists of cliffs, snags, or tall open-branched trees near
important foraging and nesting grounds (Matthews and Moseley 1990; USDA Forest Service
2001). Condors often return to traditional sites for perching and resting (USDA Forest Service
2001). Roost trees are often conifer snags 40-70 feet tall (USDA Forest Service 2001).
Furthermore, the condor prefers to roost on high places from where they can launch without
major wing-flapping effort (AOU 1983; Synder and Schmitt 2002). Condors are known to fly
several hundred feet above the ground; they can reach altitudes of up to 15,000 feet (Synder
and Schmitt 2002). The PSA does not represent an area of thermal conditions conducive to
gliding as it is located within the Salinas Valley; the strongest winds are typically over ridges.

The PSA also does not provide suitable foraging habitat due to the lack of open grasslands,
which are required for condor foraging (AOU 1983). Most foraging occurs in open terrain of
foothills, grasslands, potreros with chaparral areas, or oak savannah habitats (CDFG 2008b;
USFWS 2001). Historically, foraging also occurred on beaches and large rivers along the Pacific
coast (USFWS 2001). California condors are opportunistic scavengers, feeding exclusively on the
carcasses of dead animals. Typical foraging behavior includes long-distance reconnaissance
flights, lengthy circling flights over a carcass, and hours of waiting at a roost or on the ground
near a carcass (USFWS 2001). Because the PSA lacks open grassland and is highly disturbed,
prey items that may attract condors are also lacking. Small mammals are likely to occur within
the PSA; however, due to the level of maintenance (including some rodent control), the PSA
would not provide the carcasses for condors to forage upon. These factors combined indicate
that condors are very unlikely to be located within the impact area of the proposed turbines.

The Ventana Wildlife Society and Stanford University's Solar and Wind Energy Project
collaborated on a report on potential wind power generation and California condors in
Monterey County (Sorenson et al. 2009). In Sorenson et al (2009), the flight movements of 27
condors were recorded with GPS equipment between the years of 2003 and 2008. Twenty-seven
condors represents approximately 25% of the free flying population. The heights of flight patterns
were observed.

There were 132,701 detections during the 2003 through 2008 study window.  Eighty seven
thousand, seventy one (87,071) detections occurred at 200 meters and less above ground level.
Two hundred meters above ground level represents the maximum height that a wind turbine
could be constructed and therefore represented a metric for the study. The condor data
illustrates that the condors do fly high over the Salinas Valley.

The study also looked at wind power potential in Monterey County. The study identifies that
Salinas Valley represents a marginal to fair wind source for wind projects and the authors would
not recommend the region for large scale wind projects. Conversely, since the wind blows
almost entirely during summer afternoons when electricity demand is high, Salinas Valley
provides a good source for small, community scale wind projects.

Sorenson et al. (2009) then compared potential condor risk to potential wind energy production
in the Salinas Valley. Figure 3 (shown below) taken from Sorenson et al 2009 illustrates all condor
detections observed during the 2003 through 2008 study window in relationship to wind power
resources in the Salinas Valley.

As shown in the salmon color, Sorenson et al. (2009) determined that a narrow strip on the valley
floor between north of King City and south of Gonzales appears to be the only location where
the risk to condors is low and where sufficient wind resources exist to derive economic and
environmental benefit. The authors recommended wind projects in the Salinas Valley floor
should be limited to this area. The Soledad Wastewater Treatment Plant occurs in this area.
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Figure 3 — All Condor Detections in Monterey County between July 2003 and September
2008 below 200 Meters Above Ground with the Wind Resource Overlaid.

Wind Resource and Condor Habitat in Monterey County, CA
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Raptor Observations

During the four days of raptor monitoring conducted by PMC biologists, there were a total of
fifty-one (51) observations of raptors. Most of these were duplicate observations of what are
likely resident individuals. The number of unique individuals is estimated to be about eight to ten.
The most commonly detected raptor species observed, in decreasing order, were sharp-shinned
hawk (Accipiter striatus), red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus),
and northern harrier (Circus cyaneus). There were also a number of unidentified raptor sightings
due to distance or obstruction by vegetation. Golden eagles and condors were not detected
during the monitoring period within close proximity to the PSA. However, according to VWS
(2007 and 2008), there are recorded condor detections within the Salinas Valley due to the
proximity of the project site to the release sites at Pinnacles National Monument and the Big Sur
Area. A list of all observed birds during the surveys is provided in Appendix A.

Both the sharp-shinned hawk and red-tailed hawk observations consisted of a juvenile and an
adult. The white-tailed kite and northern harrier observations were of adults. An exact age of
the juveniles and the likelihood of local breeding are not known. However, the riparian area just
south of the PSA provides medium- to large-sized trees that may potentially support nesting
Soledad Wind Energy Project City of Soledad
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raptors (with the exception of sharp-shinned hawks). No raptor nests were observed during any
of the surveys.

Because sharp-shinned hawks generally do not nest in California (with the exception of some
possible locations) (CDFG 2013), the observed sharp-shinned hawks were considered to be
migrants. There were no confirmed observations of raptors displaying south-bound flights typical
of fall migration. Other than the sharp-shinned hawk, the observed raptors have a year-long
range within the Salinas Valley area (CDFG 2013).

In ferms of landscape position, fourteen (14) detections (27%) were over the Salinas River areaq,
eight (8) detections (16%) were between the Salinas River area and the WWTP pond areq, six (6)
detections (12%) were between the Salinas River area and the WWTP ponds and the agricultural
fields, one (1) detection was from the Salinas River area to the communications tower east of
the ponds, and twenty-two (22) detections (45%) were over or at the edges of the WWTP ponds
(including detections over trees immediately adjacent to the PSA). Of the observations of
raptors over or near the WWTP ponds, most eventually flew back toward the Salinas River area.

During the monitoring surveys, most raptor detections (15) occurred between 1:00 p.m. and 3
p.m. The second largest number of detections (13) occurred between 9 am. and 11 a.m. The
third largest number of detections (10) occurred between 11 a.m. and 1 p.m. Lastly, thirteen
(13) detections occurred either between 7 a.m. and 9 a.m. or after 3:00 p.m. The most common
behavior associated with the bulk of detections between 9:00 a.m. and 3 p.m. were short direct
flights between areas followed by foraging behaviors. Most short direct flights ended with
perching or foraging behavior. The majority (37) of the observed behaviors were below 135 feet.
Twelve (12) observed behaviors were above 135 feet and two (2) were both below and above.

The turbine proposed for this project is consistent with the newer-generation turbines that are
producing low raptor fatality rates at other locations. If any raptor or raptors are impacted, it is
most likely to be a common occurring species (greater exposure to the area therefore greater
probability of a strike). Given that the turbine proposed for this project will be located in a highly
disturbed environment and is a newer-generation turbine it is expected that there would be a
lower risk of fatality than commonly documented raptor fatality rates from larger wind wind
operations.

BATS

The Salinas River riparian area south of the PSA provides suitable roosting and foraging habitat
for bats. The narrow strip of vegetation at the north end of the PSA is highly disturbed and is not
likely to support roosting bats; however, bats may forage in this area. A barn located at the far
eastern end of the PSA was searched for evidence of roosting bats with negative results. Based
on available habitat areas within and surrounding the PSA, and known habitat requirements,
there are five special-status bat species that have potential to occur in the project vicinity
including pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus), western red bat (Lasiurus blossevillii), Townsend's big-
eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii), California mastiff bat (Eumops perotis californicus), and
hoary bat (Lasiurus cinereus).

The following habitat requirements described below are from the California Wildlife Habitat
Relationships System (CDFG 2008b) and the Western Bat Working Group (WBWG 2005).

Pallid bats tend to roost in frees that provide loose bark or cavities. Pallid bats typically fly low
and forage on the ground. Western red bats typically breed in old growth cottonwood riparian
galleries along low elevation rivers. Roosting habitat includes forests and woodlands from sea
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level up through mixed conifer forests. The western red bat feeds over a wide variety of habitats
including grasslands, shrublands, open woodlands and forests, and croplands. A nearby water
source is required. The Townsend big-eared bat requires cavernous habitat, but dispersed
bachelor males may occasionally occur in the vicinity. The California mastiff bat typically roosts
in high cliffs, very tall buildings, or very tall bridges. This habitat is lacking in the general vicinity of
the PSA. The California mastiff bat in known to forage long distances from its roost; however, this
species is not expected to occur frequently or in large numbers in the project vicinity. Hoary
bats occur in Monterey County and the Salinas Valley during their spring and fall migrations from
August to September and from March to April, and they may also winter in the Salinas Valley.
Hoary bats prefer to roost in foliage. Suitable roosting and breeding habitats for this species
include all woodlands and forests with medium to large-size trees and dense foliage. The hoary
bat prefers open habitats or habitat mosaics, with access to trees for cover and open areas or
habitat edges for feeding. Like the western red bat, the hoary bat requires water.

There are no CNDDB records within the project vicinity for these bat species with the exception
of the California mastiff bat; however, this record is from 1938 (CDFG 2008a). The nearest known
colony of western mastiff bats is within the Pinnacles National Monument area (CDFG 2008a). All
other recent documented occurrences of bat species are also from the Pinnacles area (CDFG
2008a). However, it is important to note that, while the CNDDB is based on actual recorded
occurrences, it does not constitute an exhaustive inventory of every resource.

Bat Detections

A total of 157 bat passes were detected during the first evening of spot lighting at the southerly
WWTP perimeter road. During the second evening af north end of the PSA, a total of 17 bat
passes were detected. These passes only represent the level of activity; many of the detections
were likely duplicate observations. The higher number of bat passes along the WWTP perimeter
road was anficipated due to the higher quality of foraging habitat within the riparian zone just
south of the southerly WWTP perimeter road.

Using the Anabat SD1® bat detector, a total of 349 possible bat calls were detected over a
period of two evenings, October 15 and 16, 2008. The majority of these calls (244) were from the
survey point located within the riparian area south of the proposed turbines. As with the level of
activity observed during the spot lighting, this level of activity is consistent with the quality of
foraging habitat available within the riparian corridor. A detailed analysis for determining bat
species was not undertaken; however, most echolocation calls were high frequency (>35 kHz)
calls which are generally given by smaller bats. Using the Analook® program, sonograms were
compared to a library of known bat echolocations. Most echolocations had a frequency range
between 30 to 60 kHz. This range is consistent with the known frequency ranges of the pallid bat,
western red bat, and Townsend’s big-eared bat, species which were considered the most likely
to occur in the area. However, given the limited nature of the surveys, it is possible that hoary
bats and other bat species are present or could be present within the PSA and surrounding
areas, but were not detected during the surveys.

The observations and known occurrence data indicate that bafts likely do not utilize the area in
vicinity of the proposed wind turbine and the risk of exposure of these species to the rotors is
minimal though bats may be injured or killed by the moving furbine blades during operation.
Because pallid bats fly low and roosting habitat is more than 500 feet from the proposed turbine
location, it is not anticipated that pallid bats would be struck by the turbine blades. Western red
bats, mastiff bats, and Townsend's big-eared bats could be killed or injured by the furbine, but
such impacts are expected to occur infrequently and involve only low numbers of individuals
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MIGRATORY PATHWAYS

The PSA does not contain any migratory pathways or topographic features that would
concentrate migrating raptors or other wildlife. Additionally, the proposed turbines are not
located within or immediately adjacent to any large drainage areas that may attract wildlife.
However, the WWTP ponds do atftract waterfowl, which in turn may attract foraging raptors that
may be migrating through the Salinas Valley. Furthermore, the Salinas River and its associated
riparian corridor may attract some migrating raptors; however, most migrating raptors tend to
focus on narrow pathways such as narrow north-south ridges or valleys or along ridgelines or
coastlines. Migratory behaviors vary greatly among raptor species; some fravel great distances
while others are partially migratory or resident. Little information is available regarding migratory
patterns within Monterey County.
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Appendix A - List of Observed Bird Species

This table includes a list of birds observed within and surrounding the project study area
by PMC biologists Elaine Flock and Jessica Griggs during field surveys on October 1st-3rd

and October 15th-17tH, 2008.

Common Name Scientific Name Status
American coot Fulica americana MBTA
American crow Corvus brachyrhynchos MBTA
Barn swallow Hirundo rustica MBTA
Black phoebe Sayornis nigricans MBTA
Black-bellied plover Pluvialis squatarola MBTA
Bufflehead Bucephala albeola MBTA
Canada goose Branta canadensis MBTA
Common grackle Quiscalus quiscula MBTA
Double-crested cormorant Phalacrocorax auritus MBTA
European starling Sturnus vulgaris --

Great blue heron Ardea herodias MBTA
Great egret Ardea alba MBTA
House sparrow Passer domesticus --
Hummingbird, unidentified MBTA
Killdeer Charadrius vociferus MBTA
Least sandpiper Calidris minutilla MBTA
Lesser goldfinch Carduelis psaltria MBTA
Lesser yellowlegs Tringa flavipes MBTA
Long-billed dowitcher Limnodromus scolopaceus MBTA
Mallard Anas platyrhynchos MBTA
Mourning dove Zenaida macroura MBTA
Northern flicker Colaptes auratus MBTA
Northern harrier Circus cyaneus CSSC, MBTA
Purple finch Carpodacus purpureus MBTA
Red-tailed hawk Buteo jamaicensis MBTA
Red-winged blackbird Agelaius phoeniceus MBTA
Ruddy duck Oxyura jamaicensis MBTA
Sharp-shinned hawk Accipiter striatus MBTA
Spotted towhee Pipilo maculatus MBTA
Western sandpiper Calidris mauri MBTA
Western scrub-jay Aphelocoma californica MBTA
Western wood pewee Contpous sordidulus MBTA
White-crowned sparrow Zonotrichia leucophrys MBTA
White-tailed kite Elanus leucurus CFP, MBTA
Yellow warbler Dendroica petechia CSSC, MBTA
Yellow-rumped warbler Dendroica coronata MBTA

CSSC = Cdlifornia Species of Special Concern

CFP = California Fully Protected
MBTA = Migratory Bird Treaty Act
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California Department of Fish and Wildlife
Natural Diversity Database January 2013

Elements with a Nine Quad search of the Soledade WWTP Project

Scientific Name

1 Abies bracteata

2 Accipiter cooperii

3 Accipiter striatus

4 Ambystoma californiense

5 Anniella pulchra pulchra

6 Antrozous pallidus

7 Aquila chrysaetos

8 Arctostaphylos gabilanensis

9 Ardea herodias
10 Asio otus
11 Athene cunicularia
12 Caulanthus lemmonii
13 Centromadia parryi ssp. congdonii
14 Chorizanthe pungens var. pungens
15 Chorizanthe robusta var. robusta
16 Clarkia jolonensis
17 Corynorhinus townsendii
18 Didymodon norrisii
19 Dipodomys venustus elephantinus
20 Elanus leucurus
21 Emys marmorata
22 Eriogonum nortonii
23 Eumops perotis californicus
24 Falco mexicanus
25 Falco peregrinus anatum
26 Gymnogyps californianus
27 Idiostatus kathleenae
28 Juncus luciensis
29 Lasiurus blossevillii
30 Lasiurus cinereus
31 Layia heterotricha
32 Malacothamnus aboriginum
33 Malacothrix saxatilis var. arachnoidea
34 Masticophis flagellum ruddocki
35 Myotis ciliolabrum
36 Myotis evotis
37 Myotis thysanodes
38 Myotis yumanensis
39 Navarretia nigelliformis ssp. radians
40 Nemacladus secundiflorus var. robbinsii
41 Optioservus canus
42 Perognathus inornatus psammophilus

Common Name
bristlecone fir

Cooper's hawk
sharp-shinned hawk
California tiger salamander
silvery legless lizard

pallid bat

golden eagle

Gabilan Mountains manzanita
great blue heron
long-eared owl

burrowing owl

Lemmon's jewel-flower
Congdon's tarplant
Monterey spineflower
robust spineflower

Jolon clarkia

Townsend's big-eared bat
Norris' beard moss
big-eared kangaroo rat
white-tailed kite

western pond turtle
Pinnacles buckwheat
western mastiff bat
prairie falcon

American peregrine falcon
California condor
Pinnacles shieldback katydid
Santa Lucia dwarf rush
western red bat

hoary bat

pale-yellow layia

Indian Valley bush-mallow
Carmel Valley malacothrix
San Joaquin whipsnake
western small-footed myotis
long-eared myotis

fringed myotis

Yuma myotis

shining navarretia
Robbins' nemacladus

Pinnacles optioservus riffle beetle

Salinas pocket mouse



43 Phrynosoma blainvillii
44 Plagiobothrys uncinatus
45 Rana draytonii

46 Riparia riparia

47 Senecio aphanactis

48 Spea hammondii

49 Taricha torosa

50 Taxidea taxus

51 Texosporium sancti-jacobi
52 Valley Oak Woodland
53 Vulpes macrotis mutica

coast horned lizard
hooked popcornflower
California red-legged frog
bank swallow
chaparral ragwort
western spadefoot
Coast Range newt
American badger
woven-spored lichen
Valley Oak Woodland
San Joaquin kit fox



Element Code
PGPIN01030
ABNKC12040
ABNKC12020
AAAAA01180
ARACC01012
AMACC10010
ABNKC22010
PDERI042X0
ABNGAO04010
ABNSB13010
ABNSB10010
PDBRAOMOEO
PDAST4RO0P1
PDPGNO040M2
PDPGNO040Q2
PDONAO50LO
AMACC08010
NBMUS2COHO
AMAFDO03041
ABNKC06010
ARAADO02030
PDPGNO08470
AMACDO02011
ABNKDO06090
ABNKDO06071
ABNKAO03010
IIORT31020
PMJUNO13JO
AMACC05060
AMACCO05030
PDAST5N070
PDMALOQO20
PDAST660C2
ARADB21021
AMACC01140
AMACC01070
AMACC01090
AMACC01020
PDPLMOCO0J2
PDCAMOFOB2
IICOL5E020
AMAFD01062

Federal Status
None
None
None
Threatened
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
Threatened
Endangered
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
Delisted
Endangered
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None

State Status
None
None
None
Threatened
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
Delisted
Endangered
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
None

Global Rank
G2

G5

G5
G2G3
G3G4T3T4Q
G5

G5

G1

G5

G5

G4

G2
G4T2
G2T2
G2T1
G2

G4
G3G4
G3G4T2
G5
G3G4
G2
G5T4
G5
G4T3
G1
G1G2
G2G3
G5

G5

G2

G2
G5T2
G5T2T3
G5

G5
G4G5
G5
GA4T2
G3T2T3
G1
GA4T2?

State Rank
S2.3
S3
S3
$2S3
S3
S3
S3
S1
S4
S3
S2
S2.2
S2
S2
S1
S2.2
$2S3
S354
S2
S3
S3
S2.3
S3?
S3
S2
S1
§1S2
$2S3
S3?
S4?
S2
S2
S2.2
S2?
S2S3
S4?
S4
S4?
S2
$2S3
S1
S2?

Rare Plant Rank
1B.3

1B.2

1B.2
1B.2
1B.2
1B.1
1B.2

2.2

1B.3

1B.2

1B.1
1B.2
1B.2

1B.2
1B.2



ARACF12100

PDBOROV170
AAABHO01022
ABPAU08010
PDAST8H060
AAABF02020
AAAAF02032
AMAJF04010
NLTEST7980

CTT71130CA

AMAJA03041

None
None
Threatened
None
None
None
None
None
None
None
Endangered

None
None
None
Threatened
None
None
None
None
None
None

G4G5
G2
G4T2T3
G5
G3?
G3
G5T4
G5

G3

G3

Threatened G4T2T3

5354
S2.2
5253
S2S3
S1.2
S3
sS4
S4
S1.1
S2.1
5253

1B.2

2.2
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Appendix C-1 - List of Observed Bird Species

This table includes a list of birds observed within and surrounding the project study area
by PMC biologists Elaine Flock and Jessica Griggs during field surveys on October 1st-3rd

and October 15th-17tH, 2008.

Common Name Scientific Name Status
American coot Fulica americana MBTA
American crow Corvus brachyrhynchos MBTA
Barn swallow Hirundo rustica MBTA
Black phoebe Sayornis nigricans MBTA
Black-bellied plover Pluvialis squatarola MBTA
Bufflehead Bucephala albeola MBTA
Canada goose Branta canadensis MBTA
Common grackle Quiscalus quiscula MBTA
Double-crested cormorant Phalacrocorax auritus MBTA
European starling Sturnus vulgaris --

Great blue heron Ardea herodias MBTA
Great egret Ardea alba MBTA
House sparrow Passer domesticus --
Hummingbird, unidentified MBTA
Killdeer Charadrius vociferus MBTA
Least sandpiper Calidris minutilla MBTA
Lesser goldfinch Carduelis psaltria MBTA
Lesser yellowlegs Tringa flavipes MBTA
Long-billed dowitcher Limnodromus scolopaceus MBTA
Mallard Anas platyrhynchos MBTA
Mourning dove Zenaida macroura MBTA
Northern flicker Colaptes auratus MBTA
Northern harrier Circus cyaneus CSSC, MBTA
Purple finch Carpodacus purpureus MBTA
Red-tailed hawk Buteo jamaicensis MBTA
Red-winged blackbird Agelaius phoeniceus MBTA
Ruddy duck Oxyura jamaicensis MBTA
Sharp-shinned hawk Accipiter striatus MBTA
Spotted towhee Pipilo maculatus MBTA
Western sandpiper Calidris mauri MBTA
Western scrub-jay Aphelocoma californica MBTA
Western wood pewee Contpous sordidulus MBTA
White-crowned sparrow Zonotrichia leucophrys MBTA
White-tailed kite Elanus leucurus CFP, MBTA
Yellow warbler Dendroica petechia CSSC, MBTA
Yellow-rumped warbler Dendroica coronata MBTA

CSSC = Cdllifornia Species of Special Concern

CFP = California Fully Protected
MBTA = Migratory Bird Treaty Act




Appendix C-2 - List of Observed Plant Species

This table includes a list of plants observed within and immediately surrounding the
project study area by PMC biologists Elaine Flock and Jessica Griggs during field surveys
on October 15t-3rd and October 15t-17tH, 2008.

Common Name

Scientific Name

Arroyo willow

Salix lasiolepis

Bermuda grass

Cynodon dactylon

Black mustard

Brassica nigra

Cheeseweed

Malva sp.

Coyote brush

Bacchairis pilularis

Curly dock

Rumex sp.

Elderberry

Sambucus sp.

Field bindweed

Convolvulus arvensis

Field mustard

Brassica rapa

Fremont cottonwood

Populus fremontii

Giant reed

Arundo donax

Hardstem bulrush

Scirpus acutus

Horseweed

Conyza canadensis

Interior live oak

Quercus wislizenii

Mediterranean hoary mustard

Hirschfeldia incana

Mugwort

Artemisia douglasiana

Mulefat

Baccharis salicifolia

Poison hemlock

Conium maculatum

Poison oak

Toxicodendron diversilobum

Prickly lettuce

Lactuca serriola

Red brome

Bromus madritensis ssp. rubens

Ripgut brome

Bromus diandrus

Russian thistle

Salsola tragus

Ryegrass Lolium sp.
Saltbush Atriplex sp.
Saltgrass Distichlis spicata
Smartweed Polygonum sp.
Star thistle Centaurea solstitialis
Tamarisk Tamarix sp.

Telegraph weed

Heterotheca grandiflora

Tree tobacco

Nicotiana glauca

Western sycamore

Plantanus racemosa
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1 Date:

AlalAnAaA

Soledad WWTP Wind Turbine Energy Project - Phase 1 Construction
Monterey County, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric

Wind ?urbine 12 1000sqft

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s) Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company

Climate Zone 4 2.8

Precipitation Freq (Days)

1.3 User Entered Comments 51

Off-road Equipment - Diesel-fueled construction equipment load factors reduced 33% to account for offroad emissions overestimation. Source -
California Air Resources Board. 2010. "Staff Report: Proposed amendments to the Regulation for In-Use Off Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets and
the OFFROAD Large Spark-Ignition Fleet Requirements." October 2010.
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2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction

Unmitigated Construction

ROG NOX co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust JPMI0 Total] Fugitive | Exhaust J PM2.5 T Bio. CO2 J NBio- CO2] TotalcO2] . CHA N2o ] coze
PM10 PM10 pM25 | PM25 Total
I
Year tons/yr MT/yr
2013 0.01 006 1 005 1 000 G 000 § 000 i 000 : 000 000 0.00 i 000 : 58 58 1 000 [ 000 5.87 |
Total 0.01 0.06 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.86 5.86 0.00 0.00 5.87

3.0 Construction Detail

3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction

2 of 5



3.2 Site Preparation - 2013

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

__ I e ——————— — _
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totalj Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 J NBio- CO2 jj Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
-
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Fugitive Dust 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Off-Road 0.00 0.43 0.43 0.00 0.00 0.43
?Otal 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.43 0.43 0.00 0.00 0.43
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
__ . e ——————— — _
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totalj Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2  NBio- CO2 jj Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
-
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.00 0.38 0.38 0.00 0.00 0.38
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.02
Total 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.40 0.40 0.00 0.00 0.40
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3.3 Foundation Construction - 2013

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

__ . e —————— — .
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totalj Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 j NBio- CO2 jj Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
-
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 0.00 1.61 1.61 0.00 0.00 1.62
Paving 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
?Otal 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.61 1.61 0.00 0.00 1.62
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
__ . e ——————— — _
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Total] Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2  NBio- CO2 jj Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
-
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 0.00 0.32 0.32 0.00 0.00 0.32
Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.32 0.32 0.00 0.00 0.32

4 of 5



3.4 Equipment Install - 2013

Unmitigated Construction On-Site

__ . e —————— — _
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totalj Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 j NBio- CO2 jj Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
-
Category tons/yr MT/yr
I —
Off-Road 0.00 0.03 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.77 2.77 0.00 0.00 2.78
e e
Total 0.00 0.03 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.77 2.77 0.00 0.00 2.78
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
__ . e —————— — _
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totalj Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 J NBio- CO2 jj Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
-
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Hauling 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Vendor 0.00 0.10 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.10
Worker 0.00 0.22 0.22 0.00 0.00 0.22
Total 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.32 0.32 0.00 0.00 0.32
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CalEEMod Version: CalEEMod.2011.1.1 Date: 2/4/2013

Soledad WWTP Wind Turbine Energy Project - Phase 2 Construction
Monterey County, Annual

1.0 Project Characteristics

1.1 Land Usage

Land Uses Size Metric

Other Asphalt Surfaces 12 1000sqft

1.2 Other Project Characteristics
Urbanization Urban Wind Speed (m/s)
4 2.8

Utility Company Pacific Gas & Electric Company

Climate Zone
Precipitation Freq (Days)

1.3 User Entered Comments 51

Off-road Equipment - Diesel-fueled construciton equipment load factors reduced 33% to account for offroad emission overestimation. Source -
California Air Resources Board. 2010. "Staff Report: Proposed Amendments to the Regulation for IN-Use Off Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets and the OFFROAD

Large Spark-Ignition Fleet Requirements." October 2010.
Trips and VMT - Crane Delivery estimated to take 10 trips. Turbine Delilvery to take 5 trips. Trip length assumed at 100 miles one way (200 miles round trip)
which is the distance from the project site to the port at Redwood City.
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2.0 Emissions Summary

2.1 Overall Construction

Unmitigated Construction

__ I e —————— — _
ROG NOx CcO SO2 Fugitive Exhaust JPM10 Totalj Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 j NBio- CO2 jj Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Year tons/yr MT/yr
2013 001 : 010 ; 006 000 : 001 : 000 : 002 { 000 : 000 : 0.00 000 i 12.27 : 12.27 i 000 : 000 12.29
Total 0.01 0.10 0.06 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 12.27 12.27 0.00 0.00 12.29
3.0 Construction Detail
3.1 Mitigation Measures Construction
3.2 Crane Delivery - 2013
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
ROG NOX co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust JPMI0 Total] Fugitive | Exhaust J PM2.5 T Bio. CO2 J NBio- CO2] TotalcO2]  CHA N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 000 : 004 : 002 : 000 0.00 0.00 : £ 000 :{ 000 : 000 : 441 : 441 : 000 0.00 4.42
Total 0.00 0.04 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.41 4.41 0.00 0.00 4.42
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Unmitigated Construction Off-Site

ROG NOX co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust JPMI0 Total] Fugitive | Exhaust J PM2.5 T Bio. CO2 J NBio- CO2] TotalcO2] . CHA N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
- — — I
Hauling 0.00 0.03 : 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.55 3.55 0.00 0.00 3.55
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 0.00 0.22 0.22 0.00 0.00 0.22
- I — e ———
Total 0.00 0.03 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.77 3.77 0.00 0.00 3.77
3.3 Turbine Delivery - 2013
Unmitigated Construction On-Site
__ . e —————— — .
ROG NOx CcO S0O2 Fugitive Exhaust PM10 Totalj Fugitive Exhaust PM2.5 Bio- CO2 j NBio- CO2 jj Total CO2 CH4 N20 CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
Off-Road 0.00 002 : 001 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.21 2.21 0.00 0.00 2.21
Total 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.21 2.21 0.00 0.00 2.21
Unmitigated Construction Off-Site
ROG NOX co S02 Fugitive | Exhaust JPMI0 Total] Fugitive | Exhaust J PM2.5 T Bio. CO2 J NBio- CO2] TotalcO2]  CHA N2O CO2e
PM10 PM10 PM2.5 PM2.5 Total
Category tons/yr MT/yr
I E—
Hauling 0.00 1.77 1.77 0.00 0.00 1.78
Vendor 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Worker 0.00 0.11 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.11
Total 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.88 1.88 0.00 0.00 1.89
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