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Draft NOTES | 7/29/2009 Conference Call 

Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area Scientific Review Committee 

Prepared by the Center for Collaborative Policy 

Reviewed by the SRC; Not Yet Approved by the SRC 

All SRC Members Present 

Discussion Topics 

SRC Comments on Reports 
Unresolved Analytical Issues Related to Monitoring Report 
County Update 

Meeting Outcomes 

· The SRC recommended that the draft 48-Hour Search Interval (Kestrel/Burrowing Owl) Report (M32) be recirculated to the SRC once more before being finalized. 

· The SRC recommended that the report include after its revision comments and analysis on kestrels and burrowing owls, where possible; separate raptors and non-raptors in data analysis and indicate differences of note; include background information on the history of the study; and keep a 40-meter search area filter, but include all data beyond that radius in an appendix table. 

Action Items 

· Bill Warren-Hicks – Update comments on draft Altamont-Wide Analysis to explicate concerns about sampling unit issues. Topic to be agendized after report submitted. 

Next Conference Call 
Date: August 13, 2009, 9:30 a.m.-Noon 

Agenda:
· Monitoring Team Deliverables Schedule Update 

· Overview of Analytical Approach to Diablo Winds 

· Carry-Over Issues 

Next In-Person Meeting 

Date: September 22-24 
Meeting Summary

Introductions, Ground Rules and Agenda Review 

A member of the public asked that more time be set aside for public comment. The facilitator said she would do so. 

Facilitator Gina Bartlett announced that the Conservation Biology Institute is leading the Science Advisory Panel for the APWRA Conservation Plan process. The science advisers would like a daylong briefing from the SRC, and will work with SRC members to set up a meeting, hopefully in October. Wayne Spencer of the Conservation Biology Institute will brief the SRC on September 24 at the in-person meeting. 

SRC members indicated their preference for a 2.5- to 3-day September meeting. 

Action items from the July 20, 2009 meeting were reviewed. The Monitoring Team held an SRC subcommittee meeting; has posted a table on the SRC website for downloading into a shapefile; has cleaned and retitled data tables; and developed directions for downloading table data, which facilitators are now placing on the SRC website. Jim Hopper provided the Monitoring Team with shutdown data. NextEra has daily operational data for 2001-2003 and is working to provide it to the Monitoring Team. Monitoring Team database lead Steve Citron-Pousty thanked NextEra for helping with the database work. 

SRC Comments on Reports 
Related Documents 

M32 APWRA draft 48-hour Search Interval (KB) Study 

M31 Carcass Removal/Scavenging Trial Draft Memo 

P111 SRC Comments on Draft 48-Hour Search Interval (KB) Study 

P113 SRC Comments on Scavenging Trials Draft Memo M31 

Draft 48-Hour Search Interval (Kestrel/Burrowing Owl) Study (M32) 

Monitoring Team Project Manager Doug Leslie and SRC members identified for discussion the following issues raised in comments on the draft report: 

1. Change focus to reflect SRC's original objectives for (Kestrel/Burrowing Owl) study
2. Break data into raptors and non-raptors categories 

3. Include background material on how and why study idea was developed 

4. Should “fatalities of unknown age” be included in the analysis? 

5. Place all data in an appendix (noncontroversial item) 
6. Determine the number of carcasses found outside the 40-meter search radius (which are excluded from the study) 

7. Recirculate revised report to SRC once more before finalizing 
8. Show seasonal differences in data 
9. Use survival model rather than regression model in analysis 

10. Address whether study data should be used to adjust scavenger removal rate 

11. Discuss why searches at 2-day intervals detected 30% of those at 30-day intervals 

Issues 1-3: Focus on kestrels and burrowing owls 
SRC members said the study was designed to address gaps in understanding about high fatality rates for two of the four species identified in the settlement agreement. This is part of the background and context of the report. SRC members clarified that they are not suggesting that data on other species be removed from the report, but that comments and analysis be added, to the extent possible given the data limitations, to address the issues related to kestrels and burrowing owls. In areas where the data for the two raptors are different from other small birds, it would be important to point out the comparison. Raptors may have a different decay rate than non-raptors, which should be discussed. For example, 67% of small raptors carcasses (intact and almost intact) have residual evidence at one month, compared to 11% of non-raptors. 

Issue 4: Whether to include “fatalities of unknown age” in the analysis 

Doug Leslie said out of the three categories of fresh, partial and unknown age, the latter two categories, partial and unknown age, were classified as non-fresh carcasses. 

The Subcommittee discussed the issue of the age of feather piles. Once the area is searched every two days, feather piles may be considered fresh. They had asked the Monitoring Team to explore that. One Subcommittee member suggested screening out old carcasses found at the beginning of the study. It would be helpful to clarify if the "unknown age" Carcasses referred to in the study were all found from the beginning of the search period. 

SRC members agreed all the carcasses should remain in the data table. 

One SRC member recommended excluding all carcasses for which searchers do not have control over the age since death. For example, excluding those found in the first search, and using carcasses of unknown age found after that. 

Some SRC members raised a concern about the potential for searchers missing carcasses during surveys, resulting in a potential bias. This is related to the issue of searcher efficiency. A typical searcher efficiency rate is 75% (Smallwood 2007 - Journal of Wildlife Management Vol. 71:2781-2791). 

Monitoring Team members clarified that they distinguish between fresh feather piles and feather piles of unknown age. There may be blood or tissue on the feathers to indicate that they are fresh, and this information should be included in the research. The Monitoring Team at this date is researching how many "fatalities of unknown age" were found after the first search. The "carcasses of unknown age" category only included carcasses discovered after at least two searches, so there is greater likelihood that the carcasses would be fresh. 

Public Comment/Questions 

Renee Culver asked if feather piles without tissue are aged 0-90 or "unknown." Monitoring Team members affirmed that, although if they are brittle and aged, their age would be classified beyond that. Culver asked if there is enough data to include only fresh carcasses. She said this raises the issue of background mortality and predation. 

Bill Warren-Hicks referred to Figure 6 in the report, and said the curves in the figure represent uncertainty in the study findings. The curves extend to 30 days, but the search interval is longer than 30 days, so there is great uncertainty. He recommended that the Monitoring Team keep all data, and that the uncertainty be noted and used in the final analysis. Some SRC members said only data relevant to the objectives should be included in the analysis, and other data might be used for another purpose. 

Discussion on this item was tabled to a later time. 

Issue 6: Determine the number of carcasses found outside the 40-meter search radius (which are excluded from the study) 

When asked if there could be a potential bias in comparing data from the 48-Hour Search Interval Study to the larger study, A Monitoring Team member said both are only using data found within their respective search areas. There was some uncertainty about whether the analysis would include fatalities outside the search radius, or not. 

One SRC member recommended increasing the data cut-off to 45 meters, in order to increase the sample size. Larger birds are thrown farther, so there is a bias because of the body size of the bird. 

One concern Monitoring Team members have is that topography and vegetation may influence what is seen beyond the search radius. In addition, the edge of the search radius is only reviewed once, while the interior is viewed twice as the searcher moves through it. 

Some SRC members thought this might not be an important issue, if it only affects a small number of fatalities. It would be helpful to know the numbers involved. 

One SRC member raised the concern that if far fewer birds are found in the 40-45 meter ring, it could bias the data in regards to searcher efficiency. 

One SRC member recommended that data be presented in the appendix with distance information, so members of the public can do their own analysis. 

SRC members agreed to the Monitoring Team suggestion to leave the analysis at the 40-meter search radius, but include all data in a table, and to make this difference clear in the report. 

Issue 7: Recirculate report to SRC once more before finalizing 
Monitoring Team members were concerned that this would require additional time and effort, and delays. 

SRC members responded that this study may be the most important product coming out of this process, and may produce data that could be used by other researchers across the country. They said they would be sensitive to time and scheduling issues, but they should review the final revision.
The remaining issues will be agendized for a later meeting. 

Discuss Unresolved Analytical Issues Related to Monitoring Report 
Related Documents 

M34 Subcommittee Meeting Notes 7-24-09 

M33_6-26-09 SRC Subcommittee Meeting Notes 

Adjustments 

In summarizing the Subcommittee and Monitoring Team discussion on June 26, Monitoring Team member Doug Leslie, referencing the bottom of Page 2 of the meeting notes (M33), said the Altamont-Wide Monitoring Report will use the search interval rather than days dead approach in its analysis. In addition, to deal with the variance in search intervals, the report will aggregate data by geography and season, and estimate fatalities using string- and plot-specific search intervals. The Monitoring Team will look at the data by string, and plot, and by season. This would reduce the variance, but not remove it. 

SRC members were in agreement to this approach. 

Public Comment/Questions 

Bill Warren-Hicks raised a concern about reducing variance. He said there needs to be a discussion of the survey design for the Altamont, and whether the sampling unit is representative of other parts of the Altamont. He said this is a huge issue, and asked why the analysis would aggregate at the level of plot. He said he can't find documents on the website that discuss the survey design.  

An SRC member said the Monitoring Team approach was originally developed by WEST, Inc. The facilitator said the current Monitoring Team protocols are posted on the SRC website (M1)[The sampling design, also on the website, is R29].
Renee Culver said the question is not so much about the history of the approach, but whether it is appropriate to group data in this way. 

Bill Warren-Hicks said the equation is not a classic survey design approach, because it assumes every megawatt has the same probability of killing a bird. That is not a survey design approach to statistics. 

An SRC member said the SRC has recommended a seasonal analysis because the search interval is sometimes greater than one month, so a monthly analysis would introduce error. The basic unit is the string. The plot unit is something the Monitoring Team wanted to use. Another SRC member said the Monitoring Team is currently taking each fatality and adjusting for other fatalities missed, so in some way, the fatality is a unit of analysis. There is more certainty as the data are aggregated, which is the goal of reducing the variance. The analysis unit is still the string, and the fatality. The comparison unit is the season. 

A Monitoring Team member said plots are being used because WEST, Inc.’s unit of randomization was on the plot level. There was an interest in looking at utilization data, which prompted aggregating by plot. 

Bill Warren-Hicks referred to Figure 7 on page 32 of M21, the latest draft of the Bird Fatality Report. He said there is no concept of a sampling unit. He will be doing an alternative analysis. His goal is to generate a conversation on these issues and to be clear about his approach. The sampling unit does not change, it cannot become the string one day, and the plot the other day. According to this figure, you would end up with mortality per megawatt, and megawatt is not a sampling unit. There is no rationale in the report for using megawatts. 

Doug Leslie said this is a great point, and it would be helpful to have the Monitoring Team's rationale in writing and agendize it for discussion. 

SRC members agreed they would like to have a discussion in the report. 

This agenda item was continued to a later meeting for completion. 

County Update 
Sandra Rivera of Alameda County said the County Counsel's Office has concluded its analysis of the agreements (S29, Agreement to Terminate Mediation, and G1, the Settlement Agreement). The determination is that, even though CARE did not sign the Agreement to Terminate Mediation, the agreement is seen as an augmentation to the Settlement Agreement -- G1 is the base. The agreement clarifies actions from the Settlement Agreement and augments it, but there is no lessening of the Settlement Agreement's conditions. The county is preparing a memo for the conservation plan. 
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