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Response to Comment Letter M 

Enel Green Power North America, Inc. 
Joan Heredia 

December 22, 2011 

M-1 This Comment is introductory in nature and does not 
raise a significant environmental issue for which a 
response is required. 

M-2 The County compared and contrasted potential 
environmental impacts from the proposed project 
versus the existing Zoning Ordinance in DEIR Section 
4.5.  The County is not required to estimate and 
compare potential wind energy production  of the No 
Project Alternative,  the proposed project and the 
alternatives as part of the DEIR.  Moreover, given the 
number of variables involved, the suggested estimates 
and comparisons would be speculative.   

M-3 The County does not agree with this comment.  The 
areas in which wind turbine development is allowed 
under the proposed ordinance are provided in Section 
1.2 Project Location, and further defined in Figures 1-
3 and 1-4.  The proposed ordinance would increase 
areas for renewable energy development, as described 
throughout the DEIR. 
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M-4 While a number of variables (turbine manufacturer, 
turbine size, topography, atmospheric conditions, 
existing ambient noise conditions, etc.) must be 
considered when establishing low frequency noise 
setbacks, the County has conducted an analysis (see 
Appendix A to these responses to comments) to 
estimate the setbacks that would be required by 
various size turbines (50kW, 500kW, 1MW).  

M-5 The County does not agree with this comment. The 
County has prepared an analysis to estimate the 
setbacks for various size turbines (please refer to 
response to comment M4 above).  In addition, State 
and Federal law do not require or mandate local 
jurisdictions to allow wind turbines in their 
jurisdictions.  The County has the right to set 
limitations through the Zoning Ordinance amendment 
process. 

M-6 There is no universally accepted scientific method of 
measuring wind turbine noise. The County reviewed 
studies and methodologies of other jurisdictions while 
developing the low frequency noise provision.  County 
acoustical specialists worked closely with other local 
noise technical specialists and chose the proposed low 
frequency noise provision because it includes existing 
ambient background noise as a factor.  This is 
important because the proposed project area is a 
relatively quiet rural setting with existing residents 
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and potential for future residents based on the 
County’s General Plan and zoning.  In evaluating 
noise impacts under CEQA, the existing conditions are 
essential to the determination of significance.  Based 
on all of the information reviewed by County staff, 
and based on public input and Planning Commission 
recommendations, the County believes that setbacks 
established by low frequency noise measurements is 
appropriate for inclusion in the proposed Wind Energy 
Ordinance. 

M-7 This comment does not raise a significant 
environmental issue, but opposes the proposed noise 
standards in the project.  There is no universally 
accepted method for regulating low frequency noise. 
While counties such as Solana and Alameda utilize 
what is referred to as a “maximum threshold” 
standard, the County  proposes to use what is 
commonly referred to as an “imbalance” standard. 
Both the maximum threshold and imbalance standard 
are methods currently utilized domestically and 
internationally to regulate noise and are accepted 
methods for regulating low frequency noise. The 
County selected the imbalance method because it 
includes the existing ambient background noise as a 
factor. Ultimately, the Board of Supervisors must 
determine how the County can best meet project 
objectives.  The information in this comment will be 
in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the 
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County Board of Supervisors. 

M-8 This comment does not raise a significant 
environmental issue for which a response is 
required. The suggestion will be included in the 
information presented to decision makers. 
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M-9 The issues raised in this comment are not inconsistent 
with the information in the DEIR.  The project 
objectives are presented in Section 1.1 and a summary 
of State energy policy is discussed in Section 1.4. 

M-10 The County acknowledges and appreciates this 
comment. Figure 1-4 Large Turbine(s) is the proposed 
Wind Resources Map.   
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M-11 Section 1.2 Project Description and Figures 1-3 and 1-
4 indentify the areas within the County where small 
and large turbines would be allowed under the 
proposed ordinance.  The potential impacts of the 
proposed Zoning Ordinance amendment on those 
lands are analyzed in detail pursuant to CEQA in the 
DEIR. 

M-12 The County does not agree with this comment. See 
also responses M10 and M11 

M-13 This comment does not raise a significant 
environmental issue for which a response is required, 
but opposes the proposed noise standards in the 
project. Please refer to responses to comments M6, 
M7 and U5. 

M-14 The County acknowledges and appreciates this 
comment.  Ultimately, the Board of Supervisors must 
determine how the County can best meet project 
objectives.  The information in this comment will be 
in the Final EIR for review and consideration by the 
County Board of Supervisors. 

M-15 The County does not agree with this comment.  The 
Background Sound Level L90 is an acceptable unit of 
measurement for determining the background sound 
levels and is preferred by County staff as capturing the 
realistic ambient environment.     
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M-16 The County does not agree with this comment. The 
County considers the L90 to be an acceptable unit of 
measurement for determining the background sound 
levels.   The 10 minute observer present measurements 
are necessary to validate the L90 measurements. 

M-17 The County does not agree that the L90 standard is 
unreasonable.  This issue was also discussed in detail 
during the Planning Commission hearing process, with 
the determination that the L90 standard would be used.  
It should be noted that this is a difference of opinion 
regarding implementation of the ordinance and not an 
environmental analysis issue under CEQA.   

M-18 The County does not agree with this comment.  See 
responses to comments M15 through M17 above. 

M-19 This comment does not raise a significant 
environmental issue for which a response is required. 
However, the County wishes to clarify that a MET 
facility may consist of multiple components (Tower, 
SoDAr, LiDar), and each facility must be located a 
minimum of 500 feet from any other MET facility. 
The County does not agree with the proposed revision 
in this comment. 
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M-20 This comment does not raise a significant 
environmental issue for which a response is required. 
However the County wishes to clarify that locations 
where large turbines would be allowed with approval 
of a Major Use Permit have been identified in 
Figure 1-4 and that a comprehensive plan-to-ground 
analysis of the proposed ordinance has been provided 
in the DEIR as required by CEQA. 

M-21 The County does not agree with this comment. Please 
refer to response to comment M10. 

M-22 The County does not agree with this comment.  While 
the County strives to allow for renewable energy 
opportunities in its jurisdiction with this project, it 
does not agree that such opportunities should be 
available outside of recognized wind resource areas, 
such as those identified by the NREL data. 

M-23 The County does not agree with this comment. 
Flexibility was deliberately incorporated into the 
ordinance as other jurisdictions are not required to 
subscribe to the County's document requirements.  
Providing flexibility increases developer’s options 
when securing waivers from other jurisdictions (tribal, 
federal, etc.).  As part of that flexibility, large wind 
project may be allowed adjacent to other wind projects 
through the Major Use Permit process, depending on 
the site-specific conditions. 
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M-24 The County agrees with this comment. 

M-25 The County developed the 20dB threshold by 
reviewing methods in many other jurisdictions, 
reviewing relevant studies, and meeting with local 
acoustical specialists.  This threshold was also vetted 
through a transparent public process, including 
hearings and a workshop with the County Planning 
Commission.  The commenter suggests that some of 
the information used in establishing the 20dB 
threshold does not qualify as scientific evidence or 
analysis.  While the County does not agree with the 
commenter’s interpretation of the Kamperman and 
James study, it should be noted that the decision to use 
a conservative noise threshold does not have to be 
based solely on scientific analysis.   

M-26 The commenter disagrees with the County’s approach 
to a noise threshold and provides evidence that 
supports a different approach.  Disagreement among 
experts does not result in an inadequate EIR (CEQA 
Guidelines §15151).  The County does not agree with 
the standards/requirements in this comment.  See also 
response to comment M27 above. 
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M-27 The County has allowed for public input on the 
proposed noise methodologies, including multiple 
days of Planning Commission testimony and 
presentations.  Another opportunity for public 
testimony will be available when the project is 
presented to the Board of Supervisors for a decision. 

M-28 The County acknowledges and appreciates this 
comment. Please refer to response to comment M4. 

M-29 This comment does not raise a significant 
environmental issue but opposes the proposed noise 
standards in the project.  Please refer to responses to 
comments M7 and M25. 

M-30 This comment does not raise a significant 
environmental issue for which a response is required. 
Ultimately, the Board of Supervisors must determine 
how the County can best meet project objectives.  The 
information in this comment will be in the Final EIR 
for review and consideration by the County Board of 
Supervisors. 

M-31 This comment does not raise a significant 
environmental issue for which a response is required.  
In addition, Section 6952 C.4.iii addresses setback 
reductions from properties adjacent to non-county 
lands.  See also response to comment M23. 

M-32 The proposed ordinance has been modified through 
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the course of numerous public hearings and a public 
workshop and no longer includes a Post Construction 
Sound Measurement provision. The current project 
includes Compliance Review provisions which will 
require Major Use Permits for large turbine(s) to be 
conditioned to require a compliance report to the 
County once every two years. The compliance report 
shall describe any complaints filed with the County 
during the previous two year period and all corrective 
actions taken if the use was found to be out of 
compliance with the requirements of Section 6952 of 
the County Zoning Ordinance and/or the applicable 
noise related Major Use Permit conditions. As a 
result of this review, the Director will determine that 
the use is in compliance with the requirements of this 
section and the applicable noise related Major Use 
Permit conditions or that the Major Use Permit shall 
be subject to review by the Planning Commission. If 
the Planning Commission finds that the use no longer 
complies with the requirements of section 6952 
and/or the applicable noise related conditions of the 
Major Use Permit, the Planning Commission may 
initiate modification or revocation of the permit in 
accordance with section 7382.c.      
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M-33 The County acknowledges and appreciates this 
comment.  Please refer to response to comment H14. 

M-34 This comment is concludes the letter and does not 
raise a significant environmental issue for which a 
response is required. 

 

 


