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James E. Whalen 

December 23, 2011 

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

FF-2 The County of San Diego acknowledges and 
appreciates this comment.  As the impacts of a 
proposed project may vary between various turbine 
models and manufacturers, it is important that the 
County obtain and analyze all turbine models 
contemplated for a project. The proposed ordinance 
has been revised to clarify that an applicant may 
specify multiple turbines models in its application in 
order to facilitate a complete impact analysis for all 
turbine models contemplated for the project. 
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FF-3 The County does not agree with this comment, which 
does not raise a significant environmental issue 
pursuant to CEQA.  The County is concerned about 
potential adverse effects on sensitive receptors near 
future large wind turbine sites.  The County does not 
agree that noise studies evaluating effects on the 
nearest non-participating residence would be 
infeasible for applicants. 

FF-4 This comment does not raise a significant 
environmental issue for which a response is required. 
The County also wishes to point out that there is no 
universally accepted method for regulating low 
frequency noise. While some jurisdictions establish 
what is referred to as a “maximum threshold” standard 
when regulating low frequency noise, the County is 
proposing what is commonly referred to as an 
“imbalance” standard. Both the maximum threshold 
and imbalance threshold methods are currently utilized 
throughout the United States 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 our County's rural environment as 
a factor in the analysis. 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. 
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FF-5 The County appreciates this information and does not 
agree or disagree with the commenter.  However, 
based on evidence that low frequency noise can have 
significant adverse effects, the issue is evaluated in the 
DEIR, and limitations are proposed in the draft 
ordinance.  County staff has also thoroughly 
considered comments received from Iberdrola (see 
responses to Letter N) and will ensure that the 
comments are presented to the decision makers for this 
project.   

FF-6 The draft ordinance does not encourage the use of 
vertical axis wind turbines or, to staff’s knowledge, 
untested technologies.  However, County staff will 
keep this information in mind if project changes are 
proposed. 

FF-7 The County acknowledges this comment, which does 
not raise a significant environmental issue relative to 
the DEIR. 

FF-8 The County acknowledges this comment, which does 
not raise a significant environmental issue relative to 
the DEIR. 

FF-9 The County acknowledges this comment, which does 
not raise a significant environmental issue relative to 
the DEIR. 
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FF-10 The County has made the recommended change and 
added the future East County MSCP to the list of 
applicable regional plans considered. 

FF-11 Although the proposed project does not require a 
Regional General Permit or Master Streambed 
Alteration Agreement, such efforts are certainly not 
precluded at this time.  The County is open to further 
discussion on this subject depending on need and 
cost/benefit analyses. 

FF-12 The County concurs with this comment. 

FF-13 The County agrees with this comment and deleted the 
phrase “such as the California NCCP Act” from the 
section referenced in this comment. 

FF-14 For this project, the DEIR concludes that the 
cumulative study area for biological habitat impacts is 
the southern California region.  The cumulative study 
area might be different under the circumstances 
discussed in this comment; however, such a discussion 
is too speculative to include in the DEIR. 

FF-15 The County agrees with this comment and has made 
the recommended revision. 

 
 

 
 


