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VISUAL RESOURCES TESTIMONY ERRATA 1  

Errata to the Prepared Direct Visual Resources Testimony of  
Wendy Haydon and Thomas Priestley, Ph.D. 

 
The Prepared Direct Testimony of Wendy Haydon and Thomas Priestley, filed on November 
16, 2009, includes by reference Applicant's response to certain data requests. One of the Data 
Responses included by reference is Data Response 100; Applicant's Data Response Set 1A 
[Exhibit 4]. That Data Response states, in part, 

The 2004 Mojave Visitor Study indicated that 9 percent of visitors to the Mojave 
National Preserve in October 2003 visited the Clark Mountain area, 7 percent of 
visitors’ first entry point into the Preserve was Clark Mountain, and 10 percent of 
visitors’ departure point from the Preserve was Clark Mountain. The source of 
this information is: 

University of Idaho, Park Studies Unit. 2004. Mojave National Preserve 
Visitor Study, Fall 2003. Report 151. July. Prepared for the Social Science 
Program, National Park Service, U.S. Department of the Interior, Visitor 
Services Project. 

Assuming a worst-case scenario of 15,000 vehicles entering the entire Preserve 
every month of the year2, then 180,000 vehicles would enter the entire Preserve 
annually, and 12,600 to 18,000 vehicles would be within the Clark Mountain area 
annually. A range of the number of visitors to the Clark Mountain area was 
estimated using the number of people per vehicle from the Mojave National 
Preserve Visitor Study, resulting in a worst-case scenario of 28,728 to 41,040 
visitors annually to the Clark Mountain area. As a worst-case, all of these visitors 
would have potential views of the proposed project. (Applicant's Data Response, 
Set 1A, Response 100, pp. 79-80) 

Upon a closer reading of the 2004 Mojave Visitor Study, and review of data from other sources, 
we need to revise the assessment made in Data Response 100, Set 1A, that an estimated 
28,728 to 41,040 people visit the Clark Mountain area annually and, as a worst- case, all of these 
visitors would have potential views of the proposed Ivanpah SEGS project.  To put this into 
perspective, 41,040 visitors would mean 4.7 visitors each and every hour, 24 hours a day, 7 days 
a week, 365 days a year.   

As the revised information presented below indicates, the numbers of people likely to visit the 
eastern side of the Clark Mountain unit of the Mojave National Preserve (and to be visiting 
areas where views toward the proposed project site) would be considerably less. 

We need to start by assessing the validity of the 2004 Mojave Visitor Study’s findings that 
9 percent of visitors to the Mojave National Preserve in October 2003 visited the Clark Mountain 
area, 7 percent of visitors’ first entry point into the Preserve was Clark Mountain, and 
10 percent of visitors’ departure point from the Preserve was Clark Mountain. First, there 
appear to be sampling issues that would affect these results. As indicated in the methods 
description on page 2 of the Vistior Study, visitors were approached at Cima, Essex, Ivanpah, 
and along Kelbecker/I-40 Road, given questionnaires, and asked to fill them out during their 
stay at the Preserve. There is no indication in the Visitor Study that that this approach provided 
                                                      
2 This is a worst-case scenario because recreation use would likely decline substantially during the summer months due to the heat 
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a sample that was accurately representative of the spatial distribution of visitors in the Preserve. 
The fact that survey instruments were distributed only at four locations including “Ivanpah” 
could mean that visitors in the vicinity of the Clark Mountain unit of the Preserve were over-
sampled (since sampling occurred only at those four locations rather than throughout the 
Preserve), creating an inflated estimate of the percentages and numbers of visitors who visit this 
portion of the Preserve, or who enter or leave the Preserve from this area.  

In addition, there appear to be serious issues with the way these survey questions were 
constructed that could produce misleading results. More specifically, on page 29 of the Visitor 
Survey, it is indicated that when these questions were asked, visitors were shown a copy of 
Map 2 (attached), which is reproduced on page 29 of the survey report. As you will notice on 
this map, Clark Mountain is written in large letters in a rectangle that appears just north of I-15 
along Cima Road, which is one of the primary access roads into the Preserve. Given the way the 
question was asked and the use of this map as an aid in presenting the question, it would be 
very easy for visitors to say that they had entered or left the Preserve by way of Clark 
Mountain, or even that they had “visited” Clark Mountain by virtue of the fact that they had 
driven by this area on I-15 on their way into or out of the Preserve on Cima Road. In sum, the 
survey’s suggestion that 7 to 10 percent of the Preserve’s visitors “visit” the Clark Mountain 
unit or enter or leave the Preserve through this unit is suspect, and the extrapolation from these 
percentages that there would be 28,728 to 41,040 visitors in the Clark Mountain unit is unlikely 
to be valid. 

These large estimates of visitors to the Clark Mountain unit are particularly suspect in light of 
the fact that although the western edge of the Clark Mountain unit is bordered by the Excelsior 
Mine Road, which is paved, the interior and eastern portions of the unit are accessible only by 
rough, unpaved roads. In addition, the Clark Mountain unit of the Preserve does not include 
any developed campgrounds, picnic areas, visitor centers or other facilities that would attract 
visitors and support visitor use of this area. 

To provide a double-check of these visitation estimates for the Clark Mountain unit, particularly 
those for the eastern portions of the unit from which there might be some potential to see the 
project site, the staff of the Preserve were consulted to obtain estimates of the traffic levels on 
the roads providing access to into the area. In a conversation that took place on December 7, 
2009 between Maly-Ann Bory, CH2M HILL transportation planner, and Tim Duncan, NPS 
Ranger assigned to the Mojave National Preserve, Mr. Duncan indicated that the primary access 
into the eastern portion of the Clark Mountain area is by way of the Colosseum/Green’s Well 
Road. He characterized this road as being very rough and difficult to traverse, and indicated 
that during most of the year the typical traffic consists of 1 to 2 vehicles per day. He also 
indicated that during the spring and fall seasons, traffic levels can be higher, ranging up to 20 to 
30 vehicles per day. Extrapolating from this data, assuming a 3-month spring season and a 
3-month fall season, and assuming and average of 20 vehicles per day for every day of the 
spring and fall seasons, 4,106 vehicles would access the eastern portion of the Clark Mountain 
area. Assuming a conservative average of three visitors per vehicle, the total number of people 
visiting the area would be 60 visitors per day during the spring and fall months and 6 visitors 
per day during the rest of the year. On an annual basis, these estimates indicate that a total of 
12,318 people would visit this area over the course of the year. These estimates are likely 
conservative (i.e., over-estimating the number of visitors) because the assumption of 20 vehicles 
per day for every day of the 3-month spring and fall seasons may well overestimate the overall 
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