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In California's recent past efforts to encouraged and incent wind development have been slowed
by a series of outstanding environmental lawsuits and sometimes strong opposition kom
environmental advocates. In an effort to proactively address these issues the Energy Commission
(CEC) has led this process, in collaboration with California Department of Fish and Game
(CDFG), to develop statewide guidelines for "Reducing Impacts to Buds and Bats kom Wind
Energy Development". At the time this proceeding was initiated, the relationship between wind
developers and environmental groups was quite simply not good. Yet it is a testament to the
Commission's strong leadership that in addressing such contentious issues, these relationships
have managed to improve considerably.
CEERT has reiterated throughout this proceeding its belief that the goals of all stakeholders can
be met. Wildlife protections can remain strong and wind energy can be developed rapidly
enough to fight the effects of global warming. As we near the end of this proceeding CEERT and
its affiliate organizations remain hopeful that all stakeholders involved can be proud of the final
document. While the outstanding issues of concern for all stakeholders have been narrowed
substantially, failure to resolve these remaining issues in an effective and constructive manner
will likely prevent the guidelines fiom achieving their stated goal, "to encourage the
development of wind energy in the state while minimizing and mitigating harm to buds and
bats." (Guidelines, pg E-I) In that spirit the following comments are put forth as effective
solutions and reasonable compromise based on input fiom wind developers, wildlife advocates
and biologists.
1. Bat Monitoring

In past comments, most extensively those submitted May 14, 2007, CEERT has strongly
encouraged the use of a collaboratively funded research as a way of answering the numerous
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remaining questions about the way bats interact with wind turbines. To date the efficacy of preconstruction study methods to assess bat risk and thus make a CEQA determination has not been
proven. Indeed the guidelines note in several places that this gap exists:
Line 1957: "[A] fundamental gap exists regarding links between pre-permitting
assessment and operations fatalities."
Line 2004: "Acoustic monitoring for a bat . . . has yet to be shown to be strongly
associated with estimates of collision risk or impacts."
A recent article authored jointly by wind siting experts and bat experts, including Ed Amett of
Bat Conservation International, concluded:
As part of the permitting process, owners and developers should be required to provide
full access to proposed and existing wind energy facilities and to fund research and
monitoring studies by qualified researchers...Results of scientifically sound research and
monitoring studies are needed to inform policy makers during the siting, permitting, and
operation of renewable energy sources. Although bat fatalities at wind turbines have been
reported at nearly every wind energy facility where post-construction surveys have been
conducted, few of these studies were designed to estimate bat fatalities and only a few
included a full season or more of monitoring. Rigorous protocols should include reliable
estimates of searcher efficiency and scavenger removal to correct fatality estimates for
potential biases. (TH Kunz el al, 2007)
These recommendations seem very much in l i e with what has been consistently proposed by the
wind industry, encouraging pre-construction research and uniform post-construction fatality
monitoring. The article does not recommend in any way project specific acoustic monitoring, but
rather again discusses the research needs to determine the method's efficacy.
The guidance document sited in the current draft as support for the recommended one year
acoustic monitoring (California Bat Working Group, 2006) is a document submitted to the
docket on this proceeding, yet no author is attributed. The document does not appear to
specifically recommend year-round surveys or any specific monitoring protocol but rather
generally lays out the tools available for studying bat behavior at wind projects. The document
does not appear to have been peer-reviews or allowed for outside input in anyway. Furthermore,
the document was drafted concurrently with CEC Guidelines process and references the CEC
Guidelines yet no one has yet formally testified or submitted written comments on the various
Guidelines drafts on behalf of the California Bat Working Group. Of the merely two working
group members listed on the group's website, one is CDFG staff scientist, Betsy Bolster. CDFG
has already been well represented in this process and if the document merely restates the views
of CDFG staff it should be characterized as such. The other member of the working group has
submitted her own personal comments but not on behalf of any organization. No other reference
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