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Response to Comment Letter U 

Hamann Companies 

John Gibson 

December 23, 2011 

U-1 This comment expresses opposition to the project, but does not identify significant 

environmental issues for which a response is required.  However, the County does not 

agree with the assertions that the proposed project would excessively restrict wind 

turbine development. 

U-2 The County acknowledges the commenter's agreement with the Iberdrola letter.  See 

responses to comments for letter N above. 

U-3 This comment expresses further opposition to the project, but does not raise a 

significant environmental issue for which a response is required.  The County does 

not agree with the assertions in this comment. 

U-4 This comment contends that allegations of health impacts resulted in the County 

setting restrictive setbacks for turbines.  The minimum proposed setback for a large 

turbine is 1.1 times the total turbine height (tower plus blade in vertical position).  

Additional setbacks may be required to comply with noise regulations and will be 

directly correlated to the turbine size.  Noise is considered to be an environmental 

impact pursuant to CEQA and must be addressed under this project. Yet, there is no 

basis to conclude that all large turbines will require setbacks of thousands of feet.  

The County’s analysis estimated the setbacks for various size turbines (see Appendix 

A). 

U-5 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is 

required, but opposes the proposed noise standards in the project.  There is no 

universally accepted method for regulating low frequency noise. While Solana 

County utilizes what is referred to as a “maximum threshold” standard, the County is 

proposing what is commonly referred to as an “imbalance” standard. Both the 

maximum threshold and imbalance threshold methods are currently utilized 

domestically and internationally to regulate noise and are accepted methods for 

regulating low frequent noise. The County selected the imbalance method because it 

includes the ambient background conditions found in the County's rural environment. 

Ultimately, the Board of Supervisors must determine how the County can best meet 

its objectives.  The information in this comment will be in the Final EIR for review 

and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. 
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U-6 This comment is conclusive in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 

issue for which a response is required. 


