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Response to Comment Letter BB 

Alter 

Randy Lenac 

January 11, 2012 

BB-1 These introductory comments regarding concerns with 

the proposed project are more fully developed later in 

this comment letter and, therefore, more detailed 

responses are presented below for each topic. 

BB-2 The County acknowledges and appreciates this 

comment.  Figure 1-4 of the Draft EIR depicts the 

proposed wind resource map. The map label has been 

revised to clarify that it is the “Proposed Wind 

Resource Map.” The map is based on National 

Renewable Energy Lab (NREL) data.  Should 

additional data become available, the County may 

amend the map. It is also important to note that most, 

if not all, utility scale wind developers obtain site-

specific meteorological data in determining whether to 

proceed with a project, and the developers consider 

this data to be proprietary information. As such, 

NREL data is the most readily available data and is, 

therefore, an appropriate basis for the County’s Wind 

Resource Map. 

BB-3 This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue for which a response is required. 

However, it should be noted that there is no 
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universally accepted method for regulating low 

frequency noise.  See also response to comment U5. 

BB-4 This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue for which a response is required. 

However the County wishes to clarify the following 

points. While the DEIR acknowledges public interest 

and concern regarding potential health effect from 

turbines, it concluded that scientific evidence available 

to date does not demonstrate a direct causal link 

between turbines and adverse health effects.  Noise is 

an environmental impact that must be addressed 

pursuant to CEQA regardless of public opinion or 

disagreement among experts about health effects.  

 Turbines with a rated capacity greater than 50kW are 

defined as large turbines under the proposed 

ordinance. The County is aware of utility scale turbine 

projects with turbines rated at up to 3MW. As there is 

a direct correlation between turbine size and low 

frequency noise, it is not feasible to have a fixed 

setback.  A fixed setback would mean that a single 

50kW large turbine project emits the same low 

frequency sound as a 100-turbine, 3MW project.  This 

approach would be faulty since more turbines with 

greater energy capacity result in more low frequency 

noise output.  The County’s proposed low frequency 

provision is deliberately intended to be dynamic so it 

can be applied to turbines of various sizes.  
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 Please note that there is no universally accepted 

scientific method for regulating low frequency sound. 

In addition, the County readily acknowledges that 

some large turbine projects by virtue of their size, 

location or availability of land may not be permissible 

under the proposed ordinance. This fact does not, 

however, mean that if a turbine project of a certain 

size and manufacturer would not be permissible under 

the proposed ordinance that turbines of all sizes and 

manufactures would, likewise, be impermissible.   

Rather, it means that the turbine selection is important 

and must be considered in conjunction with the size 

and location of the specific wind energy project site. 

BB-5 The County does not agree with this comment.  Please 

refer to response to comment P1. 

BB-6 This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue for which a response is required. 

However, the County has prepared draft noise 

guidelines for wind turbine applicants.  They will be 

finalized and used for large wind projects if the 

proposed Wind Energy Ordinance is approved. 

BB-7 The County has estimated turbine setbacks for large 

turbines based on low frequency noise provisions of 

the proposed ordinance.   See Appendix A to these 

responses to comments. 

BB-8 The County acknowledges and appreciates this 
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comment. Please refer to response to comment H3. 

BB-9 The County does not agree with this comment.  Please 

refer to responses to comments H4 and H10. 

BB-10 The County acknowledges and appreciates this 

information.  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. 

BB-11 This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue for which a response is required. 

The comment takes issue with the proposed post-

construction noise monitoring requirements. The 

proposed ordinance has been modified through the 

course of numerous public hearings and a public 

workshop such that it 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 



Reponses to Comments 

January 2013  6281 

Wind Energy Ordinance –Environmental Impact Report BB-5 

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.   

BB-12 The County of San Diego acknowledges and 

appreciates this comment.  Please refer to response to 

comment H14. 

BB-13 This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue for which a response is required. 

The setback of 1.1 times turbine height would be a 

minimum setback. There is no intent to mislead and, 

in fact, section 6952.c.3 of the proposed ordinance 

states: “Additional setbacks may be required to meet 

noise requirements in subsection "f" below.”  Finally, 

there is no universally accepted scientific method for 

regulating low frequency noise. 

BB-14 See also responses to comments U4, BB7 and H3. 

BB-15 This comment addresses Section 6952.c.4(iii) of the 

proposed ordinance. It does not raise a significant 
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environmental issue for which a response is required. 

However, the County wishes to clarify that flexibility 

was deliberately incorporated into the ordinance as 

other jurisdictions are not required to subscribe to the 

County’s document requirements.  Providing 

flexibility increases developers options when securing 

waivers from other jurisdictions (tribal, federal, etc.). 

BB-16 This comment does not raise a significant 

environmental issue for which a response is required.  

However, if the “No Project Alternative” were 

adopted, the existing wind ordinance would remain in 

place, and no mitigation measures as proposed in the 

DEIR would go into effect. The definition of “large 

turbine” would not be updated and all large turbine 

projects would be limited to 80 feet in height and 

restricted to a maximum cumulative blade sweep area 

of 6400 square feet, in addition to the other current 

ordinance provisions. 

BB-17 The County appreciates and acknowledges this 

comment. 

 

 

 

 

 


