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the CH2M Hill Survey is merely a summary of other surveys and not a CH2M Hill
Survey of the Project site, as claimed by the IS/MND . 106

The CH2M Hill Survey takes incompatible data from numerous other surveys
and improperly treats their data as equitable in order to support its analysis, 107
The CH2M Survey also relies on unscientifically vague determinations, such as
describing levels of avian use of the San Gorgonio Pass as “low,” despite other
surveys providing quantitative data showing otherwise.108

Ms. Owens determined that the CH2M Hill Survey contains numerous
errors, comes (o an erroneous conclusion, and would not be accepted in a peer-
reviewed journal.l?®? The CH2M Hill Survey lacks scientific rigor, and the County
cannot rely on it for substantial evidence to support any determinations of
environmental setting or impacts in the IS/MND,

ii. The NREL Survey is Insufficient to Determine the
Existing Environmental Setting for This Project

The NREL Survey cited by the Bio Memorandum end relied on by the CH2M
Hill Survey does not support the IS/MND claims that risk of avian mortality is low.
The NREL Survey concludes that it was not designed to provide data for

————standardized estimates of-avian-mertality and-subjectto highdevelsof —

uncertainty.11? The NREL Survey also relies on flawed analysis, as Ms. Owens
notes in her response.lt! Ms, Owens concludes that the NREL Survey would not be
accepted in a peer-reviewed journal due to flawed statistics.122 Any reliance on the
NEREL Survey ia invalid, and the survey does not provide substantial evidence about
the existing environmental setting or avian mortality at the Project site.

108 Owene’ Responss, p. 186,
W7 Owens’ Response, pp. 16-17.
16 Owenz' Response, pp. 17-18.
198 Owense’ Response, pp. 16-19.
110 Orwvens’ Response, p. 14.
111 Owens’ Response, pp. 14-15.
112 Owens” Regponase, p. 16.
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i. The January 11, 2012 Wildlife Research Institute, Inc.
Survey is Too 0ld, Does Nat Cover the Project Site, and
Was Improperly Conducted and Cannot Provide an
Adequate Description of the Existing Environmental
Setting

The County references a Wildlife Research Institute, Ine. survey for Golden
Eagles in the IS/MND, but the survey does not accurately inventory habitat and
potential impacts to eagles for numerous reasons. The survey data is too old to
represent current conditions for the Golden Eagle.l’® Mbore recent data is needed
since breeding status for a nest territory is based on whether it is being used in the
current year.11? All breeding sites in an area with eagles demonstrating pair
bonding activities are deemed occupied.'? A seven year old study cannot possibly
determine whether breeding Golden Eagles are present at the proposed Project site;
a focused study must be completed.1?1

The IS/MND lacks any detail on Golden Eagle prey on or near the Project
site,’22 Golden Eagle presence is highly correlated with prey abundance, further
limiting the description of Golden Eagle habitat at the site.123

The study referenced is too limited in scope to be adequate to asseas the
Project’s potentially significant impacts. Admittedly, it does not provide complete
coverage of the Project site.124 Admaittedly, it failed to follow the United States Fish
and Wildlife Service Protocol Guidelines.125

118 Owens' Comments, p. B.
1% Owens' Commaents, p. 8.

120 Owens’ Comments, p. 9.

121 Owens’ Comments, pp. 8-9.
122 Ovens’ Comments, p. 9.

123 Owens’ Comments, p. 9.

14 Oweng Comments, p. 10.
128 Oprens” Commenta, p. 10.
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