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ABSTRACT
The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) and Bureau of Land Management (BLM) have prepared a
Joint Final Environmental Impact Report/Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIR/FEIS) under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for
consideration of San Diego Gas & Electric Company’s (SDG&E’s) application to build and operate the East
County (ECO) Substation Project. In addition, the Joint FEIR/FEIS addresses Tule Wind, LLC’s application to
build and operate the Tule Wind Project and Energia Sierra Juarez U.S. Transmission, LLC’s application to build
and operate the Energia Sierra Juarez Generator Tie-Line (ESJ Gen-Tie) Project as “connected actions” under
NEPA and “whole of the action” under CEQA. Therefore, the ECO Substation Project, Tule Wind Project, and
ESJ Gen-Tie Project are collectively referred to as the Proposed PROJECT in the FEIR/FEIS. In addition, the
FEIR/FEIS also considers at a qualitative/program level the proposed Campo, Manzanita, and Jordan wind
energy projects, which would connect into the proposed Boulevard Substation Rebuild component of the ECO
Substation Project. The CPUC and BLM have determined that these three wind energy projects are sufficiently
developed to analyze impacts where feasible. Therefore, for purposes of this EIR/EIS, the Campo, Manzanita,
and Jordan projects are qualitatively evaluated at a programmatic level because sufficient project-level
information has yet to be developed. The proposed Campo, Manzanita, and Jordan wind energy projects will still
require project-specific environmental review and evaluation under all applicable environmental regulations once
sufficient project-level information is developed. By including these nascent wind projects as components of the
Proposed PROJECT, it allows the lead agencies to further consider broad impacts, mitigation, and consequences
of the ECO Substation Project specifically and the larger project as a whole.
DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT/ACTION
The Proposed PROJECT would be located near the unincorporated communities of Jacumba and Boulevard,
approximately 70 miles east of downtown San Diego, in the southeastern portion of San Diego County. If
approved, the Proposed PROJECT would construct and operate: (1) the ECO Substation Project, including a new
500/230/138-kilovolt (kV) ECO Substation, a new 13.3-mile 138 kV transmission line (connecting the ECO
Substation with the Boulevard Substation Rebuild), and would rebuild the existing Boulevard Substation to
operate at 138/69/12 kV; (2) the Tule Wind Project, including up to 128 wind turbines and associated facilities,
including an aboveground and underground cable collection system, collector substation, and an operations and
maintenance facility, and an approximate 9.2-mile 138 kV transmission line to interconnect with the proposed
Boulevard Substation Rebuild; and (3) the ESJ Gen-Tie Project, including an approximate 1-mile 500 kV (or
230 kV) gen-tie from the U.S.–Mexico border approximately 4 miles southeast of the community of Jacumba to
interconnect with the proposed ECO Substation. Approval of the Campo, Manzanita, and Jordan wind energy
projects will require project-level environmental review.
The Joint FEIR/FEIS describes the Proposed PROJECT, evaluates and describes the potential environmental
impacts associated with the construction and operation of the Proposed PROJECT, identifies those impacts that
could be significant, and presents mitigation measures, which, if adopted, could avoid or minimize these
impacts. The Joint FEIR/FEIS also evaluates alternatives to the Proposed PROJECT, including the No
Project/No Action Alternative, as required by CEQA and NEPA.
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CONTENTS OF THE FEIR/FEIS
Volumes 1 and 2 of the EIR/EIS present changes that were made to the Draft EIR/EIS as a result of comments
received during the public review period (which extended from December 24, 2010, to March 4, 2011).
Revisions were made to clarify information presented in the Draft EIR/EIS and only minor technical changes or
additions have been made. These changes and additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues related
to significant effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term is used in Section
15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines and under NEPA do not result in new significant circumstances or
information relevant to environmental concerns or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR
1502.9(c)(1)(ii)). Volumes 1 and 2 are completely reprinted from the Draft EIR/EIS and changes made since
public review are signified as a replacement, addition, or revision to existing text. Revisions to existing text are
signified by strikeout (i.e., strikeout) where text is removed and by underlined text (i.e., underline) where text is
added for clarification.
Volumes 3 and 4 of the Final EIR/EIS contain responses to comments received in addition to all comments
received on the Draft EIR/EIS, which have been bracketed and numbered for ease of review
(bracketed/numbered comments correlate to numbered responses in Volume 3).
CHANGES MADE TO THE DRAFT EIR/EIS
In response to comments on the Draft EIR/EIS and through consultation with government agencies, changes
have been made in the Final EIR/EIS, as mentioned previously. The following information has been added to or
revised in the Final EIR/EIS and is listed by EIR/EIS section.
Section B, Project Description

1. Tule Wind, LLC Modified Project Layout. After the Draft EIR/EIS was released for public review in
December 2010, Tule Wind, LLC modified the Tule Wind Project layout to reduce the overall size of the
project. The modified project as presented and analyzed in the Final EIR/EIS reduces the number of turbines
and adjusts the transmission line route and access roads, as well as slightly modifies the layout of some of
the turbine locations, as depicted in the Draft EIR/EIS. The table below provides a comparison of the Tule
Wind Project analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS with the Tule Wind modified project. The analysis supporting
the evaluation of these modifications for each environmental topic is provided under the “Direct and Indirect
Effects” heading under the “Tule Wind Project” discussion in Sections D.2 through D.18 of the Final
EIR/EIS.
Comparison of the Draft EIR/EIS versus Modified Tule Wind Project

Component

Draft EIR/EIS Project

Modified Project

Turbines
Met Towers

134 (200 megawatts (MW))
2 (197 feet)

Sonic Detection and
Ranging (SODAR) unit
Batch Plant1

SODAR

Underground collector
system
Overhead collector
system

42–50-inch-deep trench

128 (201 MW)
3 (219–328 feet)
new tower on northwest ridge on
Ewiiaapaayp lands near turbine L-6
May include a Light Detection and Ranging
(LIDAR) unit (same location as SODAR)
Location on BLM land moved slightly to the
northeast from the location shown in the
Draft EIR/EIS
44–50-inch-deep trench

232 poles
Temporary impact: 108.2 acres

250 poles
Temporary impact: 127 acres

138 kV transmission

100 feet ROW
Single circuit

125 feet ROW
Double circuit

on BLM
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Access Roads

Laydown area locations

108 poles
9.7 miles
New: 36.4 miles
Improved: 27.6 miles
Total land requirement: 250.3
acres
38
Temporary fencing would occur

80 poles
9.2 miles
New: 36.8 miles
Improved: 23.4 miles
Total land requirement: 236.1 acres
38 – no change in number but some locations
are modified
Temporary fencing may occur

Notes:
1
Of the two alternative batch plant locations provided in the modified project layout, the alternative Rough Acres Ranch location for the batch plant is
carried forward and considered in Tule Wind Project Alternatives 1 through 4.

These modifications to the Tule Wind Project are not the types of changes in circumstance that would
require analysis through supplementation of the Draft EIR/EIS because the modifications reduce the overall
size of the Proposed PROJECT. Therefore, these modifications to the Tule Wind Project are within the scope
of the original Draft EIR/EIS analysis and such changes are insignificant as the term is used in Section
15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines. Under NEPA, these changes do not result in new significant
circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns, or require analysis of a new alternative (40
CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).

2. ESJ Gen-Tie Project Water Well Access Road. In order to access well water for use during construction,
approximately 4 miles east of the ESJ Gen-Tie site a new access route (150 by 20 feet) is proposed from Old
Highway 80 to an existing well site. The new access road would facilitate access to an existing water well on
property owned by the Jacumba Community Services District. This modification in addressed in EIR/EIS
Section B and its effects are analyzed in Section D of the Final EIR/EIS.
Section C, Alternatives
1. SDG&E ECO Substation Project Alternatives. After release of the Draft EIR/EIS for public review in

December 2010, a modification to the ECO Partial Underground 138 kV Transmission Route Alternative
was developed through government-to-government Section 106 consultation to reduce environmental effects
to cultural resources in the proposed Jacumba National Register District between mileposts (MP) 0.3 and 2.4.
In addition, through consultation with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE), a modification to the
ECO Substation Alternative Site was developed to reduce environmental effects to jurisdictional wetlands
and cultural resources.
The proposed modifications to the ECO Partial Underground 138 kV Transmission Route Alternative and
ECO Substation Alternative Site are summarized in Section ES.5.2.1 and are described in detail in Section C,
Alternatives, in the Final EIR/EIS. The analysis supporting the evaluation of the modifications of these
alternatives for each environmental topic is provided under the headings “ECO Substation Alternative Site”
and “ECO Partial Underground 138 kV Transmission Route Alternative” in Sections D.2 through D.18 of
the Final EIR/EIS.
The modifications to the ECO Partial Underground 138 kV Transmission Route Alternative and ECO
Substation Alternative Site are not the types of changes in circumstance that would require analysis through
supplementation of the Draft EIR/EIS because the modifications minimize or avoid effects on the
environment. Therefore, these modifications to the ECO Partial Underground 138 kV Transmission Route
Alternative and ECO Substation Alternative Site are within the scope of the original Draft EIR/EIS analysis
and such changes are insignificant as the term is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines. Under
NEPA, these changes do not result in new significant circumstances or information relevant to
environmental concerns or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).
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2. Tule Wind Project Alternatives (Alternatives 1 through 4, Gen-Tie Routes 2 and 3 with Collector
Station and Operations and Maintenance (O&M) Facility on Rough Acres Ranch). During public review

of the Draft EIR/EIS, Tule Wind, LLC proposed an alternative location for the temporary 5-acre batch plant
on Rough Acres Ranch. In addition, during the Section 106 government-to-government consultation, a
concern was raised by Indian tribes regarding the location of the overhead collector line to the west of Lost
Valley Rock (or its Kumeyaay name, “wekatoekush”), a geological feature located to the west of McCain
Valley Road that holds cultural value to the tribes. These alternatives address moving the overhead collector
line to the east side of Lost Valley Rock to the 138 kV transmission line corridor that is vacated by moving
the collector substation and O&M facility to Rough Acres Ranch. These modifications are summarized in
Section ES.5.2.2 and are addressed in Section C of the Final EIR/EIS. Their effects are described in EIR/EIS
Section D.
These modifications to the Tule Wind Project Alternatives (Alternatives 1 through 4) are not the types of
changes in circumstance that would require analysis through supplementation of the Draft EIR/EIS because
the modifications minimize effects on the environment. Therefore, these modifications to the Tule Wind
Project Alternatives (Alternatives 1 through 4) are within the scope of the original Draft EIR/EIS analysis
and such changes are insignificant as the term is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines. Under
NEPA, these changes do not result in new significant circumstances or information relevant to
environmental concerns, or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).
3. Tule Wind Project Alternatives (Alternative 5, Reduction in Turbines). Under this alternative, the

proposed Tule Wind Project would consist of 65 turbines with the removal of 63 specific turbines to include
6 turbines adjacent to the In-Ko-Pah Mountains Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) being S1,
R4, (R8), R8, R9, and R10 and 57 turbines on the western side of the project site including all turbines in the
J, K, L, M, N, P, and Q strings. These modifications are described in EIR/EIS Section C and their effects are
analyzed in Section D.
Section D, Environmental Analysis
1. Revised Analysis and Mitigation Measures. Various text sections have been modified in Section D,

Environmental Analysis, or clarified in response to comments (see EIR/EIS Section ES.4.2 for summary of
comments received during public review of the Draft EIR/EIS). In addition, Impact FF-1 in EIR/EIS Section
D.15, Fire and Fuels Management, was clarified to distinguish this impact from Impact FF-2 and several
mitigation measures have been modified for clarity or to ensure their feasibility (see various issue areas in
Section D of the Final EIR/EIS).
2. Consideration of BLM Lands with Wilderness Characteristics. Pursuant to the Federal Land Policy and

Management Act, the BLM is required to conduct and maintain resources inventories for all public lands
under its jurisdiction. BLM Instruction Memorandum (IM) 2011-154 reiterates the requirement for offices to
conduct and maintain inventories regarding the presence and absence of wilderness characteristics, and to
consider identified lands with wilderness characteristics when analyzing projects under NEPA. The BLM
conducted an inventory for the Tule Wind Project site and determined that lands with wilderness
characteristics are present (see Figure D.5-3, BLM Lands with Wilderness Characteristics). The wilderness
characteristics inventory is summarized in EIR/EIS Section D.5, Wilderness and Recreation (see Section
D.5.1.1). Impact WR-3a (presence of a project component in BLM lands with wilderness characteristics
would substantially compromise wilderness characteristics), has been added to the Final EIR/EIS for the
proposed Tule Wind Project and Tule Wind Project alternatives (see Section D.5.3.3, Impact WR-3a, and
Sections D.5.5.1 through D.5.5.5, Impact WR-3a).
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PROJECT DECISION PROCESS
After the Final EIR/EIS is completed, the CPUC will make a final decision for the ECO Substation Project. For
NEPA, the BLM will prepare two separate Records of Decision (one for the ECO Substation Project and one for
the Tule Wind Project). The Notices of Availability (NOAs) for the two Records of Decision will be announced
in the Federal Register.
Responsible and cooperating agencies, including the County of San Diego, California State Lands Commission,
Bureau of Indian Affairs, and Ewiiaapaayp Band of Kumeyaay Indians, may also use the EIR/EIS for their
permitting processes. Following certification of the EIR/EIS by the CPUC, the County of San Diego could
choose to either rely on the CPUC/BLM environmental document to meet their CEQA requirements for its
discretionary action under CEQA in their consideration of issuing the major use permits (Major Impact Service
Utility) for the Tule Wind and ESJ Gen-Tie projects, as portions of those projects are within their jurisdiction, or
amend, supplement, and/or prepare additional documentation to meet their environmental compliance needs. The
County Planning Commission will make the final decision in considering and issuing the major use permits.
Since portions of the Tule Wind Project will occur on lands under the jurisdiction of the California State Lands
Commission and the Bureau of Indian Affairs, they may choose to use the EIR/EIS for consideration of their
required discretionary actions, as will responsible resource agencies.
AVAILABILITY OF JOINT FEIR/FEIS
Copies of the Joint FEIR/FEIS are available for review at the following local libraries.
Library
Jacumba Public Library
Campo-Morena Village Branch Library
Potrero Branch Library

Address
44605 Old Highway 80
Jacumba, California 91934
31356 Highway 94, Campo, California 91906
24883 Potrero Valley Road, Potrero, California 91963

The FEIR/FEIS is also available on the CPUC’s and BLM’s websites at:
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/dudek/ECOSUB/ECOSUB.htm.
http://www.blm.gov/ca/st/en/fo/elcentro/nepa/tule.html
OTHER INFORMATION AVAILABLE
Additional information related to the EIR/EIS, including a description of public meetings and documents that
provide background information on the Proposed PROJECT (including reports from the applicants, data
requests, and technical studies prepared) are available online at the project’s website (see address above).
For additional information about the EIR/EIS, please contact Ms. Amy Baker, CPUC Project Manager, at (415)
703-1691, or Mr. Greg Thomsen, BLM Project Manager, at (951) 697-5237.
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Joint Final Environmental Impact Report
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIR/FEIS)
East County Substation/Tule Wind/Energia Sierra Juarez Gen-Tie Projects
State Clearinghouse No. 2009121079

DOI-BLM-CA-D070-2010-0027-EIS (ECO Sub)
DOI-BLM-CA-D070-2008-0040-EIS (Tule Wind)

Date: October 3, 2011
To:

All Interested Parties

ABSTRACT
The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) and Bureau of Land Management (BLM) have prepared a
Joint Final Environmental Impact Report/Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIR/FEIS) under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for consideration of San
Diego Gas & Electric Company’s (SDG&E’s) application to build and operate the East County (ECO) Substation
Project. In addition, the Joint FEIR/FEIS addresses Tule Wind, LLC’s application to build and operate the Tule
Wind Project and Energia Sierra Juarez U.S. Transmission, LLC’s application to build and operate the Energia
Sierra Juarez Generator Tie-Line (ESJ Gen-Tie) Project as “connected actions” under NEPA and “whole of the
action” under CEQA. Therefore, the ECO Substation Project, Tule Wind Project, and ESJ Gen-Tie Project are
collectively referred to as the Proposed PROJECT in the FEIR/FEIS. In addition, the FEIR/FEIS also considers at
a qualitative/program level the proposed Campo, Manzanita, and Jordan wind energy projects, which would
connect into the proposed Boulevard Substation Rebuild component of the ECO Substation Project. The CPUC
and BLM have determined that these three wind energy projects are sufficiently developed to analyze impacts
where feasible. Therefore, for purposes of this EIR/EIS, the Campo, Manzanita, and Jordan projects are
qualitatively evaluated at a programmatic level because sufficient project-level information has yet to be
developed. The proposed Campo, Manzanita, and Jordan wind energy projects will still require project-specific
environmental review and evaluation under all applicable environmental regulations once sufficient project-level
information is developed. By including these emerging wind projects as components of the Proposed PROJECT, it
allows the lead agencies to further consider broad impacts, mitigation, and consequences of the ECO Substation
Project specifically and the Proposed PROJECT as a whole.
DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT/ACTION
The Proposed PROJECT would be located near the unincorporated communities of Jacumba and Boulevard,
approximately 70 miles east of downtown San Diego, in the southeastern portion of San Diego County. If
approved, the Proposed PROJECT would construct and operate: (1) the ECO Substation Project, including a
new 500/230/138-kilovolt (kV) ECO Substation, a new 13.3-mile 138 kV transmission line (connecting the
ECO Substation with the Boulevard Substation Rebuild), and would rebuild the existing Boulevard Substation
to operate at 138/69/12 kV; (2) the Tule Wind Project, including up to 128 wind turbines and associated
facilities, including an aboveground and underground cable collection system, collector substation, and an
operations and maintenance facility, and an approximate 9.2-mile 138 kV transmission line to interconnect
with the proposed Boulevard Substation Rebuild; and (3) the ESJ Gen-Tie Project, including an approximate 1mile 500 kV (or 230 kV) gen-tie from the U.S.–Mexico border approximately 4 miles southeast of the
community of Jacumba to interconnect with the proposed ECO Substation. Approval of the Campo, Manzanita,
and Jordan wind energy projects will require project-level environmental review.
The Joint FEIR/FEIS describes the Proposed PROJECT, evaluates and describes the potential environmental
impacts associated with the construction and operation of the Proposed PROJECT, identifies those impacts that
could be significant, and presents mitigation measures, which, if adopted, could avoid or minimize these
impacts. The Joint FEIR/FEIS also evaluates alternatives to the Proposed PROJECT, including the No
Project/No Action Alternative, as required by CEQA and NEPA.
CONTENTS OF THE FEIR/FEIS
Volumes 1 and 2 of the EIR/EIS present changes that were made to the Draft EIR/EIS as a result of comments
received during the public review period (which extended from December 24, 2010, to March 4, 2011). Revisions
were made to clarify information presented in the Draft EIR/EIS and only minor technical changes or additions
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have been made. These changes and additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues related to
significant effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term is used in Section 15088.5(b) of
the CEQA Guidelines and under NEPA do not result in new significant circumstances or information relevant to
environmental concerns or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)). Volumes 1 and 2 are
completely reprinted from the Draft EIR/EIS and changes made since public review are signified as a replacement,
addition, or revision to existing text. Revisions to existing text are signified by strikeout (i.e., strikeout) where text
is removed, and by underlined text (i.e., underline) where text is added for clarification.
Volumes 3 and 4 of the Final EIR/EIS contain all comments received on the Draft EIR/EIS and responses thereto.
CHANGES MADE TO THE DRAFT EIR/EIS
In response to comments on the Draft EIR/EIS and through consultation with government agencies, changes
have been made in the Final EIR/EIS. The following information has been added to or revised in the Final
EIR/EIS and is listed by EIR/EIS section.
Section B, Project Description

1. Tule Wind, LLC Modified Project Layout. After the Draft EIR/EIS was released for public review in December
2010, Tule Wind, LLC modified the Tule Wind Project layout to reduce the overall size of the project. The
modified project as presented and analyzed in the Final EIR/EIS reduces the number of turbines and adjusts the
transmission line route and access roads, as well as slightly modifies the layout of some of the turbine locations,
as depicted in the Draft EIR/EIS. The table below provides a comparison of the Tule Wind Project analyzed in
the Draft EIR/EIS with the Tule Wind modified project. The analysis supporting the evaluation of these
modifications for each environmental topic is provided under the “Direct and Indirect Effects” heading under the
“Tule Wind Project” discussion in Sections D.2 through D.18 of the Final EIR/EIS.

Comparison of the Draft EIR/EIS versus Modified Tule Wind Project
Component

Draft EIR/EIS Project

Turbines
Met Towers

134 (200 megawatts (MW))
2 (197 feet)

Sonic Detection and Ranging
(SODAR) unit
Batch Plant1

SODAR

Underground collector system
Overhead collector system

42–50-inch-deep trench
232 poles
Temporary impact: 108.2 acres
100 feet ROW
Single circuit
108 poles
9.7 miles
New: 36.4 miles
Improved: 27.6 miles
Total land requirement: 250.3 acres
38
Temporary fencing would occur

138 kV transmission

Access Roads

Laydown area locations

on BLM

Modified Project
128 (201 MW)
3 (219–328 feet)
new tower on northwest ridge on Ewiiaapaayp lands
near turbine L-6
May include a Light Detection and Ranging (LIDAR) unit
(same location as SODAR)
Location on BLM land moved slightly to the northeast
from the location shown in the Draft EIR/EIS
44–50-inch-deep trench
250 poles
Temporary impact: 127 acres
125 feet ROW
Double circuit
80 poles
9.2 miles
New: 36.8 miles
Improved: 23.4 miles
Total land requirement: 236.1 acres
38 – no change in number but some locations are
modified
Temporary fencing may occur

Notes
1 Of the two alternative batch plant locations provided in the modified project layout, the alternative Rough Acres Ranch location for the batch plant is
carried forward and considered in Tule Wind Project Alternatives 1 through 4.
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These modifications to the Tule Wind Project are not the types of changes in circumstance that would
require analysis through supplementation of the Draft EIR/EIS because the modifications reduce the overall
size of the Proposed PROJECT. Therefore, these modifications to the Tule Wind Project are within the
scope of the original Draft EIR/EIS analysis and such changes are insignificant as the term is used in
Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines. Under NEPA, these changes do not result in new significant
circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns, or require analysis of a new alternative
(40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).
2. ESJ Gen-Tie Project Water Well Access Road. In order to access well water for use during construction,
approximately 4 miles east of the ESJ Gen-Tie site, a new access route (150 by 20 feet) is proposed from
Old Highway 80 to an existing well site. The new access road would facilitate access to an existing water
well on property owned by the Jacumba Community Services District. This modification in addressed in
EIR/EIS Section B and its effects are analyzed in Section D of the Final EIR/EIS.
Section C Alternatives

1. SDG&E ECO Substation Project Alternatives. After release of the Draft EIR/EIS for public review in
December 2010, a modification to the ECO Partial Underground 138 kV Transmission Route Alternative
was developed through government-to-government Section 106 consultation to reduce environmental
effects to cultural resources in the proposed Jacumba National Register District between milepost (MP) 0.3
and 2.4. In addition, through consultation with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE), a modification
to the ECO Substation Alternative Site was developed to reduce environmental effects to jurisdictional
wetlands and cultural resources.
The proposed modifications to the ECO Partial Underground 138 kV Transmission Route Alternative and
ECO Substation Alternative Site are summarized in Section ES.5.2.1 and are described in detail in Section
C, Alternatives, in the Final EIR/EIS. The analysis supporting the evaluation of the modifications of these
alternatives for each environmental topic is provided under the headings “ECO Substation Alternative Site”
and “ECO Partial Underground 138 kV Transmission Route Alternative” in Sections D.2 through D.18 of
the Final EIR/EIS.
The modifications to the ECO Partial Underground 138 kV Transmission Route Alternative and ECO
Substation Alternative Site are not the types of changes in circumstance that would require analysis
through supplementation of the Draft EIR/EIS because the modifications minimize or avoid effects on the
environment. Therefore, these modifications to the ECO Partial Underground 138 kV Transmission Route
Alternative and ECO Substation Alternative Site are within the scope of the original Draft EIR/EIS analysis
and such changes are insignificant as the term is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines.
Under NEPA, these changes do not result in new significant circumstances or information relevant to
environmental concerns or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).
2. Tule Wind Project Alternatives (Alternatives 1 through 4, Gen-Tie Routes 2 and 3 with Collector
Station and Operations and Maintenance (O&M) Facility on Rough Acres Ranch). During public
review of the Draft EIR/EIS, Tule Wind, LLC proposed an alternative location for the temporary 5-acre
batch plant on Rough Acres Ranch. In addition, during the Section 106 government-to-government
consultation, a concern was raised by Indian tribes regarding the location of the overhead collector line to
the west of Lost Valley Rock (or its Kumeyaay name, “wekatoekush”), a geological feature located to the
west of McCain Valley Road that holds cultural value to the tribes. These alternatives address moving the
overhead collector line to the east side of Lost Valley Rock to the 138 kV transmission line corridor that is
vacated by moving the collector substation and O&M facility to Rough Acres Ranch. These modifications
are summarized in Section ES.5.2.2 and are addressed in Section C of the Final EIR/EIS. Their effects are
described in EIR/EIS Section D.

3 of 5

These modifications to the Tule Wind Project Alternatives (Alternatives 1 through 4) are not the types of
changes in circumstance that would require analysis through supplementation of the Draft EIR/EIS because
the modifications minimize effects on the environment. Therefore, these modifications to the Tule Wind
Project Alternatives (Alternatives 1 through 4) are within the scope of the original Draft EIR/EIS analysis
and such changes are insignificant as the term is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines.
Under NEPA, these changes do not result in new significant circumstances or information relevant to
environmental concerns, or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).
3. Tule Wind Project Alternatives (Alternative 5, Reduction in Turbines). Under this alternative, the
proposed Tule Wind Project would consist of 65 turbines with the removal of 63 specific turbines to
include 6 turbines adjacent to the In-Ko-Pah Mountains Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)
being S1, R4, (R8), R8, R9, and R10 and 57 turbines on the western side of the project site including all
turbines in the J, K, L, M, N, P, and Q strings. These modifications are described in Section C and their
effects are analyzed in Section D. Note that where turbine numbers appear in parenthesis, this depicts the
modified project turbine nomenclature provided by the applicant as described above under Section B,
Project Description. For purposes of staying consistent with the analysis presented in the Draft EIR/EIS,
the modified project turbine nomenclature was not used in the Final EIR/EIS. If numbering was duplicated,
the modified turbine numbering is shown in parenthesis.
Section D Environmental Analysis

1. Revised Analysis and Mitigation Measures. Various text sections have been modified in Section D,
Environmental Analysis, or clarified in response to comments (see EIR/EIS Section ES.4.2 for summary of
comments received during public review of the Draft EIR/EIS). In addition, Impact FF-1 in EIR/EIS
Section D.15, Fire and Fuels Management, was clarified to distinguish this impact from Impact FF-2 and
several mitigation measures have been modified for clarity or to ensure their feasibility (see various issue
areas in Section D of the Final EIR/EIS).
2. Consideration of BLM Lands with Wilderness Characteristics. Pursuant to the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act, the BLM is required to conduct and maintain resources inventories for all public lands
under its jurisdiction. BLM Instruction Memorandum (IM) 2011-154 reiterates the requirement for offices
to conduct and maintain inventories regarding the presence and absence of wilderness characteristics, and
to consider identified lands with wilderness characteristics when analyzing projects under NEPA. The
BLM conducted an inventory for the Tule Wind Project site and determined that lands with wilderness
characteristics are present (see Figure D.5-3, BLM Lands with Wilderness Characteristics). The wilderness
characteristics inventory is summarized in EIR/EIS Section D.5, Wilderness and Recreation (see Section
D.5.1.1). Impact WR-3a (presence of a project component in BLM lands with wilderness characteristics
would substantially compromise wilderness characteristics), has been added to the Final EIR/EIS for the
proposed Tule Wind Project and Tule Wind Project alternatives (see Section D.5.3.3, Impact WR-3a, and
Sections D.5.5.1 through D.5.5.5, Impact WR-3a).
AFTER JOINT FEIR/FEIS COMPLETION
After the Final EIR/EIS is completed, the CPUC will make a final decision for the ECO Substation Project. For
NEPA, the BLM will prepare two separate Records of Decision (one for the ECO Substation Project and one
for the Tule Wind Project). The Notices of Availability (NOAs) for the two Records of Decision will be
announced in the Federal Register.
Responsible and cooperating agencies, including the County of San Diego, California State Lands
Commission, Bureau of Indian Affairs, and Ewiiaapaayp Band of Kumeyaay Indians, may also use the EIR/EIS
for their permitting processes. Following certification of the EIR/EIS by the CPUC, the County of San Diego
could choose to either rely on the CPUC/BLM environmental document to meet their CEQA requirements for
its discretionary action under CEQA in their consideration of issuing the major use permits (Major Impact
Service Utility) for the Tule Wind and ESJ Gen-Tie projects, as portions of those projects are within their jurisdiction,
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Introduction/Overview
The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) and Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
distributed the Joint Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement
(EIR/EIS) for the East County (ECO) Substation, Tule Wind, and ESJ Gen-Tie projects for
public review on December 24, 2010. Recognizing that the public review period began during
the holidays, the public review period was extended past the typical 45-day review period to 54
days. In response to public comments received on the Draft EIR/EIS, the close of the public
review and comment period was further extended past the original February 16, 2011, deadline
to March 4, 2011; in total, the duration of public review period was 70 days. During this time,
more than 200 comment letters were received.
The Final EIR/EIS has been prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA, California Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq.), and in accordance with the
Guidelines for Implementation of CEQA (14 CCR 15000 et seq.), as well as the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA, 42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.), the Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ) regulation for implementing NEPA (40 CFR 1500 et seq.), and the BLM NEPA
Handbook (H-1790-1, BLM 2008).
The Final EIR/EIS will be used by the CPUC (as the lead state agency), in conjunction with
other information developed in the CPUC’s formal record, to act on San Diego Gas and
Electric’s (SDG&E’s) application for a Permit to Construct (PTC) and operate the proposed
ECO Substation. Under CEQA requirements, the CPUC will determine the adequacy of this
Final EIR/EIS and, if adequate, will certify the document as complying with CEQA. After the
Final EIR/EIS is completed and certified, the CPUC will make a final decision on the ECO
Substation Project.
BLM, as the federal lead agency, will review the Final EIR/EIS and use this document, along
with other information in the BLM’s formal record, to issue a record of decision (ROD) —
one for the ECO Substation Project and one for the Tule Wind Project. The publication of the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) Notice of Availability (NOA) in the
Federal Register will initiate a 30-day availability period for the Final EIR/EIS.

Contents of the Final EIR/EIS
Volumes 1 and 2 of the EIR/EIS present changes that were made to the Draft EIR/EIS as a result
of comments received. Revisions were made to clarify information presented in the Draft
EIR/EIS and only minor technical changes or additions have been made. These changes and
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additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues related to significant effects on the
environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the
CEQA Guidelines and under NEPA, do not result in new significant circumstances or
information relevant to environmental concerns, or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR
1502.9(c)(1)(ii)). Volumes 1 and 2 are completely reprinted from the Draft EIR/EIS and changes
made since public review are signified as a replacement, addition, or revision to existing text.
Revisions to existing text are signified by strikeout (i.e., strikeout) where text is removed, and by
underlined text (i.e., underline) where text is added for clarification.
Volumes 3 and 4 of the Final EIR/EIS contain all comments received on the Draft EIR/EIS and
responses thereto.
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2.7 NOISE
Summary of Issues Raised
Table 2-7 provides a list of recurring comments related to noise and addressed by common responses.
Table 2-7
NOI1:

Common Noise Response Topics

Common Response/Issue
Inaccurate calculation of existing ambient
sound levels

NOI2:

Need for analysis of audible and inaudible
sound, including health effects and
appropriate measurement metrics for both.
Appropriateness of A-weighting as scale of
sound measurement

NOI3:

Consideration of various sources of noise
annoyance

October 2011

Origin of Comment
D24 – Pinney, Caldwell, and Pace (Comment D24-3)
D25 – Pinney, Caldwell, and Pace (Comment D25-3)
D27 – Backcountry Against Dumps (Comment D27-3)
F11 – Ginger Bonamo (Comment F11-3)
F42 – John and Iris Mauris (Comments F42-13, F42-14)
F43 – Robert and Kathryn McCallister (Comments F43-12, F43-14)
F65 – Jeffrey and Paula Byrd (Comments F65-11, F65-12)
F69 – Mary Lu Brandwein (Comment F69-5)
F71 – Mrs. Ken Oppenheimer (Comments F71-11, F71-12)
F72 – Michele Strand (Comments F72-12, F72-13)
F81 – Michael and Debbie Moran (Comments F81-11, F81-12)
F88 – Jon Isaacs (Comment F88-6)
F91 – Crosby Milne (Comments F91-11, F91-12)
F92 – Christopher Noland (Comment F92-2)
H1 – Steve Washer (Comments H1-8, H1-9)
D31 – E-Coustic Solutions on behalf of Backcountry Against Dumps
(Comments D31-5, D31-18)
F30 – Barbara Ashbee (Comment F30-1)
F42 – John and Iris Mauris (Comments F42-8, F42-14)
F43 – Robert and Kathryn McCallister (Comments F43-7, F43-13)
F44 – Paul Thomson (Comment F44-6)
F63 – Carmen Krogh (Comments F63-19, F63-23, F63-50, F63-55)
F65 – Jeffrey and Paula Byrd (Comments F65-6,F65-12)
F69 – Mary Lu Brandwein (Comments F69-2, F69-3)
F71 – Mrs. Ken Oppenheimer (Comments F71-6, F71-12)
F72 – Michele Strand (Comments F72-6, F72-13)
F81 – Michael and Debbie Moran (Comments F81-6, F81-12)
F88 – Jon Isaacs (Comment F88-6)
F91 – Crosby Milne (Comments F91-6, F91-12)
H1 – Steve Washer (Comments H1-3, H1-9)
D31 – E-Coustic Solutions on behalf of Backcountry Against Dumps
(Comments D31-5, D31-16, D31-18)
F30 – Barbara Ashbee (Comment F30-1)
F44 – Paul Thomson (Comments F44-5, F44-6)
F63 – Carmen Krogh (Comments F63-17, F63-19, F63-22, F63-26, F6327, F63-28, F63-50)
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Table 2-7 (Continued)
Common Response/Issue

NOI4:

Inadequate analysis due to lack of low
frequency noise calculations

NOI5:

Inadequate analysis of health effects
related to low frequency noise and
infrasound

NOI6:

Significance of low frequency noise
generated by wind turbines compared to
other noise sources

October 2011

Origin of Comment
F69 – Mary Lu Brandwein (Comment F69-3)
F88 – Jon Isaacs (Comment F88-6)
A3 – Congressman Duncan Hunter (Comment A3-6)
B8 – County of San Diego (Comment B8-2)
D28 – Boulevard Planning Group (Comments D28-14, D28-19, D28-108)
D31 – E-Coustic Solutions (Comment D31-18)
F30 – Barbara Ashbee (Comment F30-1)
F44 – Paul Thomson (Comment F44-6)
F69 – Mary Lu Brandwein (Comments F69-3, F69-6)
F70 – Marie and Scott Morgan (Comment F70-4)
F88 – Jon Isaacs (Comment F88-6)
F97 – Mary Lu Brandwein (Comment F97-5)
A3 – Congressman Hunter (Comments A3-5, A3-6, A3-9)
D18 – Backcountry Against Dumps (Comment D18-2)
D28 – Boulevard Planning Group (Comments D28-14, D28-19, D28-108)
D31 – E-Coustic Solutions on behalf of Backcountry Against Dumps
(Comment D31-5)
E1 – Iberdrola Renewables (Comment E1-30a)
F30 – Barbara Ashbee (Comment F30-1)
F41 – Earl Goodnight (Comment F41-2)
F43 – Robert and Kathryn McCallister (Comment F43-7)
F44 – Paul Thomson (Comments F44-5, F44-6)
F63 – Carmen Krogh (Comments F63-1, F63-4, F63-5, F63-19, F63-21,
F63-23, F63-24)
F64 – Carmen Krogh (Comment F64-3)
F65 – Jeffrey and Paula Byrd (Comment F65-6)
F69 – Mary Lu Brandwein (Comments F69-9, F69-22, F69-25)
F70 – Marie and Scott Morgan (Comments F70-4, F70-6)
F71 – Mrs. Ken Oppenheimer (Comment F71-6)
F72 – Michele Strand (Comment F72-6)
F81 – Michael and Debbie Moran (Comment F81-6)
F90 – Jeffrey and Laura McKernan (Comment F90-2)
F91 – Crosby Milne (Comment F91-6)
F97 – Mary Lu Brandwein (Comment F97-5)
F108 – Steven and Laurie Squillaci (Comment F108-3)
H1 – Steve Washer (Comment H1-3)
F30 – Barbara Ashbee (Comment F30-1)
F44 – Paul Thomson (Comment F44-5)
F63 – Carmen Krogh (Comments F63-4, F62-17, F63-19, F63-22, F6328, F63-50)
F69 – Mary Lu Brandwein (Comments F69-2, F69-3)
F88 – Jon Isaacs (Comment F88-6)
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Table 2-7 (Continued)
NOI7:

Common Response/Issue
Inappropriate procedures and guidelines
used to measure outdoor environmental
sound generated from turbines

NOI8:

Consideration of uncharacteristic
operational conditions in measuring noise
generated by turbines

NOI9:

Inappropriate standards used for
addressing the attenuation of outdoor
environmental sound

NOI10:

Inadequacy of noise impact studies; did not
consider “dose response” relationship
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Origin of Comment
F43 – Robert and Kathryn McCallister (Comment F43-12)
F63 – Carmen Krogh (Comments F63-14, F63-57)
F65 – Jeffrey and Paula Byrd (Comment F65-11)
F69 – Mary Lu Brandwein (Comment F69-5)
F71 – Mrs. Ken Oppenheimer (Comment F71-11)
F72 – Michele Strand (Comment F72-12)
F81 – Michael and Debbie Moran (Comment F81-11)
F88 – Jon Isaacs (Comment F88-6)
F91 – Crosby Milne (Comment F91-11)
H1 – Steve Washer (Comment H1-8)
D31 – E-Coustic Solutions on behalf of Backcountry Against Dumps
(Comments D31-10, D31-11)
F43 – Robert McCallister (Comment F43-12)
F69 – Mary Lu Brandwein (Comment F69-5)
F71 – Mrs. Ken Oppenheimer (Comment F71-11)
F81 – Michael and Debbie Moran (Comment F81-11)
F91 – Crosby Milne (Comment F91-11)
H1 – Steve Washer (Comment H1-8)
F43 – Robert and Kathryn McCallister (Comment F43-12)
F65 – Jeffrey and Paula Byrd (Comment F65-11)
F69 – Mary Lu Brandwein (Comment F69-5)
F71 – Mrs. Ken Oppenheimer (Comment F71-11)
F72 – Michele Strand (Comment F72-12)
F81 – Michael and Debbie Moran (Comment F81-11)
F88 – Jon Isaacs (Comment F88-6)
F91 – Crosby Milne (Comment F91-11)
H1 – Steve Washer (Comment H1-8)
A3 – Congressman Duncan Hunter (Comment A3-6)
D18 – Backcountry Against Dumps (Comment D18-2)
D28 – Boulevard Planning Group (Comments D28-14, D28-19, D28-108)
D31 – E-Coustic Solutions (Comment D31-5)
F30 – Barbara Ashbee (Comment F30-1)
F44 – Paul Thomson (Comments F44-5, F44-6)
F63 – Carmen Krogh (Comments F63-4, F63-5, F63-14, F63-19, F6321, F63-22, F63-28)
F64 – Carmen Krogh (Comment F64-3)
F69 – Mary Lu Brandwein (Comments F69-2, F69-3, F69-6)
F70 – Marie and Scott Morgan (Comment F70-4)
F88 – Jon Isaacs (Comment F88-6)
F97 – Mary Lu Brandwein (Comment F97-5)
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Table 2-7 (Continued)
NOI11:

Common Response/Issue
Inadequacy of analysis in addressing
compounded sound effects of in-sync
turbines, amplitude modulation, or periodic
beats from audible and inaudible sound

NOI12:

Lack of support for a 1,000-foot setback

NOI13:

Turbines not designed with appropriate
noise control considerations
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Origin of Comment
D31 – E-Coustic Solutions on behalf of Backcountry Against Dumps
(Comment D31-5)
F30 – Barbara Ashbee (Comment F30-1)
F63 – Carmen Krogh (Comments F63-19, F63-50, F63-53)
F69 – Mary Lu Brandwein (Comments F69-2, F69-3, F69-15, F69-16)
F108 – Steven and Laurie Squillaci (Comment F108-3)
A3 – Congressman Duncan Hunter (Comments A3-6, A3-9)
D18 – Backcountry Against Dumps (Comment D18-2)
D28 – Boulevard Planning Group (Comments D28-14, D28-19, D28-62,
D28-64, D28-108)
F9 – Mary Lu Brandwein (Comment F9-1)
F30 – Barbara Ashbee (Comment F30-1)
F41 – Earl Goodnight (Comment F41-2)
F43 – Robert and Kathryn McCallister (Comments F43-3, F43-7, F43-8,
F43-12)
F44 – Paul Thomson (Comment F44-6)
F63 – Carmen Krogh (Comments F63-1, F63-5, F63-15, F63-20, F6323, F63-57)
F64 – Carmen Krogh (Comment F64-3)
F65 – Jeffrey and Paula Byrd (Comments F65-3, F65-6, F65-7, F65-11)
F69 – Mary Lu Brandwein (Comments F69-10, F69-17, F69-26, F69-28,
F69-30)
F70 – Marie and Scott Morgan (Comment F70-4)
F71 – Mrs. Ken Oppenheimer (Comments F71-3, F71-6, F71-7, F71-11)
F72 – Michele Strand (Comments F72-3, F72-6, F72-8, F72-12)
F81 – Michael and Debbie Moran (Comments F81-3, F81-6, F81-7, F81-11)
F90 – Jeffrey and Laura McKernan (Comment F90-2)
F91 – Crosby Milne (Comments F91-3, F91-6, F91-7, F91-11)
F97 – Mary Lu Brandwein (Comment F97-14)
F108 – Steven and Laurie Squillaci (Comment F108-1)
F109 – Patricia and Elliott Stuart (Comment F109-1)
H1 – Steve Washer (Comments H1-1, H1-3, H1-4, H1-8)
F43 – Robert and Kathryn McCallister (Comment F43-12)
F63 – Carmen Krogh (Comment F63-57)
F65 – Jeffrey and Paula Byrd (Comment F65-11)
F71 – Mrs. Ken Oppenheimer (Comment F71-11)
F72 – Michele Strand (Comment F72-12)
F81 – Michael and Debbie Moran (Comment F81-11)
F91 – Crosby Milne (Comment F91-11)
H1 – Steve Washer (Comment H1-8)
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Table 2-7 (Continued)
NOI14:

Common Response/Issue
Contingency planning for future acceptable
noise and sound thresholds

Origin of Comment
B8 – County of San Diego (Comment B8-2)
D24 – Pinney, Caldwell, and Pace (Comment D24-3)
D25 – Pinney, Caldwell, and Pace (Comment D25-3)
D27 – Backcountry Against Dumps (Comment D27-3)
F11 – Ginger Bonamo (Comment F11-3)
F69 – Mary Lu Brandwein (Comments F69-13, F69-21)

NOI1:

Commenters suggest that the EIR/EIS is inaccurate because it did not accurately
calculate existing ambient sound levels for the project, taking into consideration
short-term events or background wind noises in calculating ambient conditions.

NOI2:

Commenters suggest that the EIR/EIS is inadequate because characteristics of audible
and inaudible sound are not fully addressed, including the appropriate measurements
of both, and the health effects of prolonged audible and inaudible sound. Commenters
suggest that A-weighting is not the appropriate sound measurement for low-frequency
noise or infrasound, but rather C-weighting and Z-weighting are more appropriate.
Commenters question what the effects would be if the scale was changed.

NOI3:

Commenters suggest that different sources of noise (air, road, and railway) can cause
different annoyance effects, even if the Ldn sound levels are the same. Commenters
suggest that noise from wind turbines is more annoying than noise generated from
other sources at comparable Ldn sound levels (e.g., aircraft or road noise) due to the
unique sound characteristics of wind turbine noise. As a result, greater consideration
should be given to noise from wind turbines than other sources of noise and
additional mitigation should be provided to address this heightened annoyance.

NOI4:

Commenters suggest that the document is inadequate because it does not attempt to
calculate the amount of low-frequency noise and infrasound that would be generated.

NOI5:

Commenters suggest that the document is inadequate because it does not address the
effects of low-frequency noise and infrasound on public health, does not consider
peer-reviewed and epidemiological studies to address potential health effects related
to low-frequency noise and infrasound, and does not include any mitigation to
address these impacts.

NOI6:

Commenters suggest that wind turbines generate significant low-frequency noise,
greater than other noise sources. Commenters suggest that health effects related to
low-frequency noise are more severe than health effects resulting from community
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noise in general; therefore, noise sources generating low-frequency noise should be
subject to stricter guidelines.
NOI7:

Commenters suggest that the appropriate procedures and guidelines were not utilized
for measuring outdoor environmental sound generated by wind turbines.

NOI8:

Commenters suggest that calculated sound levels did not take into consideration
atypical operational conditions such as temperature inversion, uncharacteristic weather
patterns, high wind shear above the boundary layer, and periods of atmospheric
turbulence (related to turbines mounted on high locations with rough terrain).

NOI9:

Commenters suggest that the appropriate standards were not used for addressing the
attenuation of outdoor environmental sound generated by wind turbines.

NOI10:

Commenters suggest that inadequate studies were performed to support the evaluation
of noise impacts. Commenters suggest that noise studies for wind turbines do not
consider the unique human “dose response relationship” to sound generated from
wind turbines.

NOI11:

Commenters suggest that the analysis is inadequate because it does not address sound
effects that may result if two or more turbines are “in sync” vs “out of sync” or an
explanation of the existence and potential effects of amplitude modulation (blade
thumping) from wind turbines during periods of high turbulence or wind shear levels.
Commenters suggest that the analysis should address the potential health effects of
periodic beats resulting from audible and inaudible sound.

NOI12:

Commenters suggest that the EIR/EIS lacks support for a 1,000-foot setback from
wind turbines to residences and other sensitive receptors.

NOI13:

Commenters suggest that the EIR/EIS is inadequate because it does not require that
proposed wind turbine facilities be designed with appropriate noise control
considerations. Commenters suggest that noise assessments for the proposed wind
turbine facilities should model a worst-case scenario and maximize setbacks.

NOI14:

Commenters question the procedure for modifying the wind turbine design, setbacks,
etc. if future studies result in new adopted noise and low-frequency sound thresholds
or standards. Commenters suggest that this sort of contingency planning be
incorporated into the EIR/EIS.
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COMMON RESPONSES
NOI1:

Existing noise levels were measured using precision logging sound-level meters and
microphones. Measurement durations were 24 hours long at each measurement
location. Existing sound levels were analyzed in terms of 1-hour intervals, consistent
with many state and federal agency standards (e.g., Federal Highway Administration,
Federal Transit Administration, Federal Railroad Administration), as well as common
practice for environmental noise measurements.
The intent of the sound measurement was to characterize the existing ambient sound
environment. Therefore, standardized measurement methods were chosen that have a
scope and purpose that are compatible with this intent. These applicable standards for
measurement of the existing ambient sound measurement are ANSI S1.13, ANSI
S12.9/Part 2, and ASTM E1 014. The measurement of existing ambient sound levels for
the Tule Wind Project followed applicable portions of the above measurement standards.
The measurement procedures above consider short-term sound events an inherent feature
of the sound measurement, and do not exclude these sounds from the measurement.
There are other measurement methods that address the exclusion of short-term and
transient sound events in the environment. These standards include ANSI S12.9/Part
3, ANSI S12.18, and ASTM E1780. These standards are not intended to characterize
the existing ambient sound levels. They are intended to measure the sound from a
specific source. It is therefore inappropriate to use these methods to document the
existing (pre-construction) acoustic environment. The sound sources of interest – the
wind turbines – do not yet exist. The standards ANSI S12.9/Part 3 and ANSI S12.18
both have procedures to remove the influence of extraneous background sounds.
When measuring a specific sound source, it is impossible to separate the sound of the
specific source of interest from the rest of the sounds in the environment. Therefore, it
is necessary to perform two measurements: one of the total sound (the source of
interest combined with the remaining sounds in the background environment), and
one of just the background sound (the sounds in the environment without the source
of interest). Once this is accomplished, it is possible to mathematically derive the
sound level of the specific sound source on its own, without the background
environment. This can be an intricate process because the background sound must be
nearly identical in both measurements. If short-term or transient noise events occur in
either the total sound measurement or the background sound measurement, the
calculation will yield incorrect results. Therefore, short-term or transient events are
excluded when measuring a specific sound source.
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Measuring the existing ambient sound environment for the Tule Wind Project did not
follow procedures of ANSI S12.18 described above. Despite the existence of a clause
therein that allows for measurement of ambient sound measurements, the introduction
to ANSI S12.18 states the procedures are primarily focused on measurements of
specific sound sources, and the scope clause specifically precludes use of ANSI
S12.18 for environmental assessment or planning for compatible land uses.
Short-term noise events that occurred during the measurement period are inherently
integral to the existing ambient sound environment for the Tule Wind Project;
therefore, these sounds were included in the measurement results of the existing
ambient sound environment, following applicable portions of standards ANSI S1.13,
ANSI S12.9/Part 2, and ASTM E1014. In other words, the analysis for the Tule Wind
Project included short-term events and background wind noises in its measurements
of existing ambient sound levels.
NOI2:

The analysis results presented in the Tule Wind Project – Draft Noise Analysis Report
represent calculated project-related sound levels (the results of the Noise Analysis
Report are summarized in Section D.8, Noise, of the East County Substation/Tule
Wind/Energia Sierra Juarez Projects EIR/EIS, and the report is included as Appendix
P to the Applicant’s Environmental Document, available online here:
http://www.dudek.com/ECOSUB/TuleAED/Appx_P_Noise.pdf).
It should be noted that the Noise Analysis Report was updated in February 2011 and
the updated version is available on the project’s website:
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/dudek/ecosub/Tule_TS.htm
Project-related sound levels were calculated using Cadna-A, an acoustical analysis
software package designed for evaluating environmental noise from stationary and
mobile sources. Cadna-A is a three-dimensional noise model based on International
Standards Organization (ISO) 9613, “Attenuation of Sound During Propagation
Outdoors,” adopted by the ISO in 1996. This standard provides a widely accepted
engineering method for the calculation of outdoor environmental noise levels from
sources of known sound emission.
Several sound sources associated with project operations were modeled using CadnaA, including the project collector substation, wind turbine generators, and a Sonic
Detection and Ranging (SODAR) unit.
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The sound analysis evaluated noise impacts based on the maximum project build-out
in terms of number of turbines. The maximum build-out for the project allows for up
to 128 1.5-megawatt (MW) turbines. In the assessment of wind turbine-generated
sound, 128 Gamesa G87 2.0 MW turbines were modeled. If 2.0 MW turbines, such as
the G87, were to be utilized, approximately 100 locations would be built versus the
128 locations modeled. Turbine locations and turbine types have not been finalized;
therefore, all potential locations were analyzed. Actual noise impacts utilizing a 2.0
MW turbine would be less than modeled due to fewer turbines.
The sound analysis estimated project-related sound levels by incorporating a number
of modeling techniques whose net effect conservatively overestimated noise
propagation in the project area. These techniques include assuming that the ground is
100% acoustically reflective, that the noise levels associated with the hot weather
package (which includes additional noise from cooling equipment in the nacelle)
were occurring all of the time, and other techniques that conservatively over estimate
project-related noise levels. The net effect is the over estimation of project-related
noise levels. This noise analysis is reasonable, appropriate, and is more conservative
than required by the standards of practice in the field of environmental acoustics.
Therefore, the analysis attempts to illustrate the worst-case scenario in regards to
potential noise impacts.
The A-weighting scale is appropriate because it is a close approximation of the
human response to different frequencies of sound and is in broad use across many
disciplines that address noise. The A-weighting scale attenuates low-frequency noises
in a manner that simulates how human ears attenuate low-frequency noise at low
levels (approximately 40 decibels (dB)). The A-weighting scale is the most common
weighting scale for environmental acoustics analysis and assessing compliance with
applicable noise limits. State and federal agencies that regulate environmental noise
throughout the United States rely on the A-weighted decibel, or dB(A), as the
appropriate metric for assessing human response to noise. Applicable noise rules in
California also rely on the A-weighted decibel. Section 6951 of the San Diego County
Zoning Ordinance requires that sound level limits of Title 3, Division 6, Chapter 4 of
the San Diego County Code (Noise Abatement and Control), shall apply to large wind
turbine systems. San Diego County Code of Regulatory Ordinances Section 36.403,
Sound Level Measurement, specifies that sound level measurements “… shall be
measured with a sound level meter using A-weighting and a “slow” response time, as
these terms are used in ANSI S1.1-1994 or its latest revision.”
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Additionally, the San Diego County General Plan Part VIII, Noise Element, states: “The
most appropriate basic unit of measure for community noise is the A-weighted sound
level, abbreviated dBA. This unit gives a lower weight to low and high frequency sounds
in a manner similar to the relative lower efficiency of the ear at low or high frequencies.”
Therefore, in San Diego County, the recommended metric for determining noise
impacts from wind turbine generated sound is the A-weighted decibel. This is
consistent with the County Noise Element, local sound-level limits and, postconstruction sound-level measurement procedures.
The sound analysis performed for the Tule Wind Project focuses on the potential effect of
airborne sound and vibration on humans. Hence, the weighting scale used in the analysis,
the A-weighting scale, is representative of human perception of sound. Existing
requirements in San Diego County also rely on A-weighting for sound measurements and
regulations. While there are weighting scales other than the A-weighting scale, which
simulates human response to frequencies of sound, use of other weighting scales
produces results that do not reflect how human ears respond to different frequencies of
sound. Therefore, they are not used in the context of an environmental acoustics analysis
performed to assess compliance with applicable noise limits.
The current sound study, Tule Wind Project – Draft Noise Analysis Report, dated
February 2011, provides an analysis of project-related sound. The analysis includes an
assessment of project-related sound in comparison to existing noise requirements on an
A-weighted basis. Also included in the current sound analysis for informational purposes
is the operational project-related sound level in dBC, or the C-weighting scale. Please
refer to Tables 9 and 12 of the February 2011 noise study for additional details.
The A-weighting scale attenuates low-frequency noises in a manner that simulates
how human ears attenuate low-frequency noise. The C-weighting scale does not
attenuate low frequencies as much as the A-weighting scale. The intent of the Cweighting scale is to simulate human perception at higher sound levels, in excess of
70 dB. Use of C-weighting produce different sound analysis results than those already
reported in units of A-weighted decibels.
The appropriate metric to measure and assess audible wind turbine sound is dictated
by the context of the measurements. In this instance, the applicable sound limits are
the context for this discussion. Section 6951 of the San Diego County Zoning
Ordinance requires that sound-level limits of Title 3, Division 6, Chapter 4 of the San
Diego County Code (Noise Abatement and Control), shall apply to large wind turbine
systems. San Diego County Code of Regulatory Ordinances, Section 36.403, Sound
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Level Measurement, specifies that sound-level measurements “…shall be measured
with a sound level meter using A-weighting and a “slow” response time, as these
terms are used in ANSI S1.1-1994 or its latest revision.”
Measuring audible wind turbine generated sound with the A-weighted decibel is
consistent with the County Noise Element, local sound-level limits, and postconstruction sound-level measurement procedures. The A-weighting scale simulates
the frequency response of the human ear to both high, mid, and low-frequency
sounds. Although the County has Draft Noise Guidelines that includes dBC (low
frequency) standards, the analysis conducted in the EIR/EIS is based on thresholds
established by respective agencies as of the date of publishing the EIR/EIS (i.e., San
Diego County’s approved noise ordinance and standards). Please refer to common
response NOI14 regarding use of future studies.
The Z-weighting scale is a linear scale that does not weight any of the frequencies: it is
flat, linear, and unweighted. Low-frequency sounds would appear relatively higher in Z
weighting than in A-weighting. In the context of an environmental noise assessment
performed to assess the potential effect of airborne sound on humans and determine
compliance with A-weighted noise limits, there is no merit to expressing project-related
noise using Z weighting. The Z-weighting scale is not representative of the manner in
which humans perceive low-frequency sound; therefore, it is inappropriate to use this
scale to assess the potential effect of airborne sound on humans.
Recently, concerns have been raised about possible health effects from inaudible
sound levels. As described in Iberdrola Renewables’ response to CPUC’s Data
Request No. 14, one theory comes from Dr. Nina Pierpont who claims that health
effects, including dizziness, headaches, visual blurring, and tachycardia, or “Wind
Turbine Syndrome,” can occur as a result of exposure to wind turbine sound
(Iberdrola Renewables 2011). Dr. Pierpont claims that “Wind Turbine Syndrome,” a
term she coined, results from a disturbance to the vestibular system by exposure to
low levels of infrasound and low-frequency sound emitted by wind turbines.
The topics of “Wind Turbine Syndrome,” infrasound, and low-frequency sound
below the threshold of hearing, have been addressed by Dr. Geoff Leventhall in his
testimony in the Glacial Hills wind farm project in Wisconsin (Iberdrola Renewables
2011). Dr. Leventhall, a former professor who founded an acoustics research program
in England that specialized in low-frequency and infrasonic research, is
internationally recognized as having expertise in the topics of low frequency and
infrasound. In his testimony, Dr. Leventhall stated (Iberdrola Renewables 2011):
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Attempts to claim that illnesses result from inaudible wind turbine noise do not
stand up to simple analyses of the very low forces and pressures produced by the
sound from wind turbines. Additionally, the body is full of sound and vibration at
infrasonic and low frequencies, originating in natural body processes. As an
example, the beating heart is an obvious source of infrasound within the body.
Other sources of background low frequency noise and vibration are blood flows,
muscle vibrations, breathing, fluids in the gut and so on. The result is that any
effect from wind turbine noise, or any other low level of noise, which might be
produced within the body is ‘lost’ in the existing background noise and vibration.
Dr. Leventhall goes on to state that “the wide range of symptoms,” which Dr.
Pierpont associates with “Wind Turbine Syndrome” are “well known to others as the
stress effects of audible noise, to which a small number of persons are susceptible”
(Iberdrola Renewables 2011).
The work of Dr. Pierpont relied heavily on the research of Dr. Neil Todd from the
Faculty of Life Science at University of Manchester, who recently reprimanded
Pierpont for her misinterpretation and use of his research. Dr. Pierpont’s “Wind
Turbine Syndrome” theory has incorrectly sought to insert airborne noise issues into a
paper that is entirely about vibration through direct contact with the skull. Dr. Todd
states the following concerning Pierpont’s interpretation of his research (Iberdrola
Renewables 2011):
Our research is being cited to support the case that ‘wind turbine syndrome’ is
related to a disturbance of vestibular apparatus produced by low-frequency
components of the acoustic radiations from wind turbines. Our work does not
provide the direct evidence suggested. We described a sensitivity of the vestibular
system to low-frequency vibration of the head (through direct physical contact), at
about 100 Hz [hertz], and not air-conducted sound.
Dr. Leventhall also quoted Dr. Todd, who states that (Iberdrola Renewables 2011):
At present I do not believe that there is any direct evidence to show that any of the
above acoustico-physiological mechanisms (associated with wind turbine
syndrome) are activated by the radiations from wind turbines. Even if the
vestibular system were activated in a controlled acoustic environment, it is not
necessarily the case that it would produce pathological effects. Until such
evidence is available I have an open mind on “wind turbine syndrome.”
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Dr. Leventhall goes on to state (Iberdrola Renewables 2011):
Throughout Pierpont’s work there is no clear indication of the excitation levels
which she believes might cause a problem. While she must be aware of safe and
unsafe doses of medication, she continues to close her mind to the concept of safe
doses of sound, although ”safe sound” is our everyday experience. Thus,
Pierpont’s hypothesis [related to “Wind Turbine Syndrome”] fails.
In his testimony, Dr. Leventhall summarizes additional technical portions of
Pierpont’s theory that infrasound causes health effects by stating (Iberdrola
Renewables 2011):
Dr. Pierpont’s second hypothesis is equally unfounded. She says that infrasound
at 4–8 Hz enters the lungs and vibrates the diaphragm and its attached liver, so
passing confusing messages on to the visceral graviceptors. She gives no evidence
to support this, but instead uses references to whole body vibration, applied to the
feet or seat, which is a completely different excitation to that from sound. A
simple order of magnitude calculation, using basic physics of the level which will
be known to a 16-year-old school pupil, shows that the movement of the
diaphragm under the forces which might result from wind turbine noise is less
than 10 micron. That is less than one hundredth of a millimeter or about one tenth
of the average thickness of human hair. During normal breathing, the diaphragm
moves several centimeters.[…] Another part of Pierpont’s second hypothesis
states that infrasound from wind turbines, at a frequency of 1–2 Hz, vibrates the
chest, so adding to the confusing signals which upset the balance system.
However, there is already a strong source of infrasound inside the body, beating at
1–2 Hz, giving far greater magnitudes than might be produced by infrasound from
wind turbines at these frequencies: the human heart. The beating heart vibrates the
surface of the body at a high enough level to be picked up by a stethoscope, or
even the ear. The sound produced by wind turbines does not.
Dr. Leventhall also commented on an issue raised by Mr. Richard James of E-Coustic
Solutions (Iberdrola Renewables 2011):
Mr. James uses Dr. Neil Todd as an example to ‘demonstrate that there is
sufficient evidence to present a causal link between ILFN (infrasound and low
frequency noise) and adverse health effects.’ What Dr. Todd actually showed was
that, for a vibration input through physical contact to the mastoid area at the back
of the head, certain reflexes, indicative of a vestibular response, continue to about
15 dB lower than the level at which the hearing mechanism of the inner ear ceases
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to respond to vibration in the skull. It takes only a little thinking to realize that all
of the people who use bone conduction hearing aids are receiving vibration inputs
to their vestibular system at levels well above the system’s perception threshold.
This does not affect them.
The testimony of Dr. Leventhall and Dr. Todd state that there are no scientifically
valid peer-reviewed studies showing any adverse health effects from infrasonic or
low-frequency noise emitted from turbines, and that there is no valid mechanism by
which the infrasound produced by turbines could affect the human body any
differently than other infrasound produced within the body. Therefore, no adverse
health effects are anticipated from any infrasound produced by turbines associated
with the Tule Wind Project.
NOI3:

Wind turbine sound is created by mechanical components and through aerodynamic
generation. The dominant source of sound for modern turbines is the interaction of the
rotating blades with the air, called “aerodynamic sound.” Aerodynamic sound produced
by wind turbines is broadband and contains low and inaudible amounts of energy in the
infrasonic range, low amounts of low-frequency energy that may or may not be audible,
and relatively higher levels of noise in the audible range of middle and high frequencies.
In comparison to other exterior sound sources an hourly Leq of 45 dBA is relatively
low. The San Diego County threshold of significance allows for a sound level
exposure of up to 60 dBA CNEL for transportation related sources. In comparison to
the Tule Wind Project, vehicular traffic can be 3 to 8 dBA louder than wind turbine
generated noise. Both vehicular traffic and aircraft over-flight commonly approach or
exceed 50 dBA Leq. Steady, low-volume traffic pass-by events exhibit a rhythmic
rise and fall in volume. Ocean waves crashing on a beach also exhibit a rhythmic rise
and fall in volume. In this manner, noise from these events exhibits amplitude
modulation, which by virtue of its nature is not intrinsically annoying or harmful to
human health. Both traffic noise and ocean waves exhibit a mix of broadband, lowfrequency, and infrasonic noise emissions, which by virtue of its nature, is also not
intrinsically annoying or harmful to human health.
Wind turbines emit broadband noise. As the blades move closer to a stationary
listener, the noise they emit gets louder, and when the blade moves farther away from
a stationary listener, the noise they emit gets softer. This rhythmic increase and
decrease in noise emissions is called “amplitude modulation.” The frequency content
of amplitude modulated wind turbine noise typically occurs between 500 and 1,000
Hz. Certain persons believe that the amplitude-modulated sound made by wind
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turbines makes their noise emissions more annoying than other environmental noises
like highway traffic noise. However, as mentioned previously, noise that exhibits
amplitude modulation is not considered annoying per se. In fact, many people
consider the rhythmic noise made by ocean waves to be desirable. Although noise
from ocean waves is largely broadband, it also contains low-frequency noise and is a
natural source of infrasound.
In one respect, differential spacing between wind turbines has the same effect as
differential spacing between any other sound sources in that at certain distances, the
combination of lines of turbines will behave like a line-source. This effect is a matter
of geometry, and these geometric attributes were included in the sound analysis for
the Tule Wind Project. In another respect, differential spacing between wind turbines
may affect the amount of turbulence that downwind turbines may experience. Current
state-of-the-art acoustical analysis tools do not incorporate meteorological routines
that would allow the assessment of such inter-turbine turbulence. To ensure that the
noise analysis does not understate the noise from the project due to the inability to
account for such specific atmospheric effects, other conservative assumptions were
used in the noise analysis, including use of 100% acoustically reflective ground,
modeling of the hot weather package (which includes additional noise from cooling
equipment in the nacelle), continuously downwind conditions in all directions, and
the addition of 2 dB to the manufacturer-stated sound emissions.
It is difficult to correlate inaudible sounds (in any frequency band) to perceptible,
audible sounds because if a sound cannot be heard then its potential to annoy a person
is very difficult to establish objectively. This is particularly true in the outdoor
environment as opposed to in an audiology booth. Low-frequency and infrasonic
energy in wind turbine noise has enough energy to impart a displacement upon a
human skin of approximately 10 microns (half the thickness of a strand of hair).
Heartbeats, breathing, and normal movements displace the areas of the human body
significantly more than 10 microns. In addition, the human body produces multiple
sources of sound. Heart sounds are in the range of 27 to 35 dB at 20 to 40 Hz and lung
sounds are reported in the range of 5 to 35 dB at 150 to 600 Hz. Therefore, it is
difficult to accept the hypothesis that sound-pressure levels from wind turbines in the
inaudible portion of the acoustic spectrum have potential to annoy or impart adverse
health effects in a direct exposure to outcome continuum.
Common response NOI4 establishes that low-frequency and infrasonic content of
wind turbine noise is below recognized thresholds of perception. There is anecdotal
evidence that suggests that audible wind turbine noise is annoying to some people.
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However, the Chief Medical Officer of Health for Ontario, Canada, stated in a recent
report titled The Potential Health Impact of Wind Turbines, “The review concludes
that while some people living near wind turbines report symptoms such as dizziness,
headaches, and sleep disturbance, the scientific evidence available to date does not
demonstrate a direct causal link between wind turbine noise and adverse health
effects. The sound level from wind turbines at common residential setbacks is not
sufficient to cause hearing impairment or other direct health effects, although some
people may find it annoying” (Chief Medical Officer of Health for Ontario 2010, as
cited in Iberdrola Renewables 2011).
The suggestion that inaudible sound from wind turbines causes annoyance is largely
unsupported by objective and factual data. There is no direct, causal link between
inaudible sound from wind turbines and annoyance. Pure single tones, also referred to
as “prominent discrete tones,” exhibit an increase of at least 5 dB from the adjacent
octave bands. This makes them discernable as a tone, and they stand out from the
overall acoustic environment and are by definition more distinctly audible. Common
modern wind turbines do not emit prominent discrete tones.
NOI4:

Concerns were raised by commenters regarding human exposure to low-frequency
sound and infrasound. Low-frequency sound is generally sound at frequencies
between 20and 200 Hz. Infrasound commonly refers to sound at frequencies below
20 Hz. Inaudible sound is not generally assessed in analyses of environmental noise
(because it cannot be heard). In addition, there are no locally adopted infrasound or
low-frequency sound noise thresholds.
Sound is perceived and recognized by its loudness (pressure) and pitch (frequency).
Human hearing of sound loudness ranges between 0 dB (threshold of sound for
humans) and 140 dB (very loud and painful sound for most humans). Not all sound
pressures are perceived as being equally loud by the human ear because the human
ear does not respond equally to all frequencies. The frequency range of human
hearing has been found to be between 20 and 20,000 Hz for young individuals with a
declining upper-frequency range correlating with increasing age. The sound
perception, or “hearing,” for humans is less sensitive to lower frequency (low pitch)
and higher frequency (high pitch) sounds. As a result, the human ear can most easily
recognize sounds in the middle of the audible spectrum, which is ideally between 1 to
4 kHz (1,000 to 4,000 vibrations per second). Although generally considered
inaudible, infrasound at very high sound-pressure levels can be audible to some
people. Thus, the human ear is sensitive to a wider range of sounds than the generally
cited audible range of 20 to 20,000 Hz.
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An example of infrasound and low-frequency sound downwind of a Vestas V80 wind
turbine is shown in Figure 2.7-1. The infrasonic and low frequency content of the
Vestas noise emissions are below the hearing human perception threshold. The Vestas
V80 frequency spectrum is similar but several dB less than the worst-case wind
turbine used for the Tule Wind Project.
Figure 2.7-1. Spectral Content of Vestas V80 Noise Showing Infrasonic and Low Frequency

Source: Rogers et al. 2006.
The data in Figure 2.7-1 are supported by data reported in “InfraSound, Low Frequency
Noise, and Vibration from Wind Turbines” by Dr. Andy McKenzie of the Hayes
McKenzie Partnership Ltd, as shown in Figure 2.7-2. The data in Figure 2.7-2 shows
that infrasound from a 1 to 2 MW wind turbine operating approximately 420 meters
away from the receiver are well below the threshold for perception of infrasound.
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Figure 2.7-2. Wind Turbine Noise Measurement Data

Source: McKenzie 2011.
Additionally, these data are supported by measurement data reported in Australia by
the consulting firm Sonus Pty, Ltd. The graph (Figure 2.7-3), by Sonus, compares
infrasound measurements at two operating wind farms in Australia, Clements Gap
(CGWF – 61 dBG) and Cape Bridgewater (CBWF – 63 dBG), with data measured at
a beach in the absence of wind turbine noise. These three data sets are compared with
the internationally recognized audibility threshold for infrasonic noise.
The Sonus measurement results indicate that the levels of infrasound in the vicinity of
the two Australian wind farms are well below the audibility threshold of 85 dB(G)
established by international research. The measurement results are of the same order
as that measured from a range of sources, including a beach.
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Figure 2.7-3. Infrasound Summary Results from Two Australian Wind Farms

Source: Sonus Pty, Limited 2010.
NOI5:

Based on information provided by the Minnesota Department of Health and
Environmental Health Division (2009):
The most common complaint in various studies of wind turbine effects on people
is annoyance or an impact on the quality of live. Sleeplessness and headache are
the most common health complaints and are highly correlated (but not perfectly
correlated) with annoyance complaints. Complaints are more likely when turbines
are visible or when shadow flicker occurs. Most available evidence suggests that
reported health effects are related to audible low frequency noise. Complaints
appear to rise with increasing outside noise levels above 35 dBA. It has been
hypothesized that direct activation of the vestibular and autonomic nervous
system may be response for less common complaints, but evidence is scant.
A report by the Chief Medical Officer of Health of Ontario, Canada (2010, as cited in
Iberdrola Renewables 2011), has reviewed the potential health impact of wind
turbines and summarizes:
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The review concludes that while some people living near wind turbines report
symptoms such as dizziness, headaches, and sleep disturbance, the scientific
evidence available to date does not demonstrate a direct causal link between wind
turbine noise and adverse health effects. The sound level from wind turbines at
common residential setbacks is not sufficient to cause hearing impairment or
other direct health effects, although some people may find it annoying.
Low-frequency noise can be problematic if it occurs at very high levels or levels
higher than what occurs from wind turbines. Mechanics who work on military aircraft
are one example of the subset of the general population who might be routinely
exposed to very high levels of low-frequency noise. Excessive exposure to infrasound
and low-frequency noise (ILFN), which is defined as all acoustical phenomena
occurring at or below the frequency bands of 500 Hz, has been associated with a
condition termed “vibro-acoustic disease” (VAD), a thickening of cardiovascular
structures, such as cardiac muscle and blood vessels.
Other examples of environments where the ILFN may reach levels and exposures that
could lead to VAD include:


Military, applications of infrasound as a non-lethal weapon



Work carried out in connection with the Apollo space program (i.e., levels



equivalent to exposure of astronauts during blast off)



Echocardiography of aerospace workers (i.e., those working around ground running
aero engines)



Noise risks in military operations.

Levels of infrasound due to the above can be above 125 dB (linear). The infrasound
levels due to all of the above bear no connection to the sound produced by wind turbines.
As described in common response NOI4, there is clear, consistent, and objective
evidence that modern wind turbines emit very low levels of infrasonic and lowfrequency noise. The evidence also shows that these emissions are below the
internationally recognized threshold for perception of infrasound. Furthermore, the
Chief Medical Officer of Health from Ontario, Canada, stated in the 2010 report (as
cited in Iberdrola Renewables 2011), “There is no evidence of adverse health effects
from infrasound below the sound pressure level of 90dB.”
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Long-term exposure to very high levels of low-frequency noise has been shown to
have adverse effects on health. It has been demonstrated that high levels of lowfrequency noise can excite body vibrations, such as a chest resonance vibration that
can occur at a frequency of 50 to 80 Hz. These chest wall and body hair vibrations
have also been shown to occur at the infrasonic range. However, in those instances,
levels were significantly higher than the amounts of low-frequency noise emitted by
wind turbines. Studied health effects of low-frequency sound include vibroacoustic
disease, which has been linked to prolonged exposure to high-intensity, lowfrequency noise (in excess of 110 dB), not low-intensity, low-frequency noise.
Additionally, studies have found that there is no evidence of adverse health effects
related to low-intensity, low-frequency noise below 90 dB. Low-frequency sound and
infrasound associated with wind turbines are well below 90 dB at receptor locations.
Numerous studies have explored the effects of acoustic excitation by measuring the
resulting vibration, non-aural effects, and the perception of unpleasantness or
annoyance among those exposed to low-frequency noise.
Wind turbines produce modest and acceptable amounts of low-frequency noise, as
shown by post-construction noise measurement data publicly available and reasonably
obtainable on the internet. A field study performed by Epsilon Associates (2009, as
cited in Iberdrola Renewables 2011) measured low-frequency noise associated with
two modern turbines, the GE 1.5sle and the Siemens 2.3-93. Using existing ANSI
criteria for the evaluation of interior noise levels, Epsilon Associates determined that
noise generated by wind farms at distances beyond 1,000 feet were below the lowfrequency noise criteria for bedrooms, classrooms, and hospitals (Iberdrola Renewables
2011). In addition to meeting ANSI background noise criteria, the measured interior
noise levels also demonstrate that wind turbine setbacks of 1,000 feet will not cause,
“more than minimal annoyance (if any) from low frequency noise, and there should be
no wind rattles or perceptible vibration of light-weight walls or ceilings within homes”
(Epsilon Associates 2009, as cited in Iberdrola Renewables 2011).
The overall noise level and spectrum of the GE 1.5sle turbine is similar to the noise
emissions of the GE 1.5 XLE, one of the turbines being considered for use in the Tule
Wind Project. The Siemens 2.3-93 turbine, also used in the Epsilon study, has similar
sound emissions, within +/- 3 dB, to the 2.0 and 3.0 MW turbines being considered
for use in the Tule Wind Project. Current setbacks for the Tule Wind Project are more
than 1,500 feet from the nearest non-participating home. Based on the Epsilon noise
study, low-frequency noise at a distance of 1,500 feet will have no audible infrasound
and will meet ANSI S12.2 criteria for acceptable indoor levels for low-frequency
sound (Iberdrola Renewables 2011).

October 2011

2.7-21

Responses to Comments – Final EIR/EIS

East County Substation/Tule Wind/Energia Sierra Juarez Gen-Tie Projects
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Most of the concerns arising from the notion that wind turbines emit powerful
amounts of low-frequency noise stem from the apparent reliance on outdated NASA
reports that demonstrate that downwind-configured wind turbines produce high levels
of low-frequency noise. The same NASA report also very clearly states that modern
upwind-configured wind turbines do not emit nearly as much low-frequency noise as
the older, out-of-production, downwind-configured wind turbines. The turbines
proposed for the Tule Wind Project would be modern upwind-configured turbines
and therefore would generate lesser levels of low-frequency noise than are
documented in the sources discussed previously. These levels are not harmful to the
human body and in fact are produced by heartbeats and other natural functions.
Therefore, no adverse health effects from low-frequency noise are anticipated.
NOI6:

Post-construction noise monitoring requirements for wind turbines are fairly new in the
United States; therefore, there is not an abundance of noise monitoring data available.
A recent field study performed by Epsilon Associates (A Study of Low Frequency Noise
and Infrasound from Wind Turbines, July 2009, cited in Iberdrola Renewables 2011),
contains a detailed discussion of measured low-frequency noise from wind turbines.
The study measured infrasound and low-frequency sound associated with two modern
turbines, the GE 1.5sle and the Siemens 2.3-93. Using existing ANSI criteria for the
evaluation of interior sound levels, Epsilon Associates determined that noise generated
by wind farms at distances beyond 1,000 feet were below the low-frequency noise
criteria for bedrooms, classrooms, and hospitals (Iberdrola Renewables 2011). In
addition to meeting ANSI background noise criteria, the measured interior noise levels
also demonstrate that wind turbine setbacks of 1,000 feet will not cause “more than
minimal annoyance (if any) from low frequency noise, and there should be no wind
rattles or perceptible vibration of light-weight walls or ceilings within homes” (Epsilon
Associates 2009, cited in Iberdrola Renewables 2011).
The overall noise level and spectrum of the GE 1.5sle turbine is similar to the noise
emissions of the GE 1.5 XLE, one of the turbines being considered for use in the Tule
Wind Project. The Siemens 2.3-93 turbine, also used in the Epsilon study, has similar
sound emissions, within +/- 3 dB, to the 2.0 and 3.0 MW turbines being considered
for use in the Tule Wind Project. Current setbacks for the Tule Wind Project are more
than 1,500 feet from the nearest non-participating home. Based on the Epsilon noise
study, low-frequency noise at a distance of 1,500 feet will have no audible infrasound
and will meet ANSI S12.2 criteria for acceptable indoor levels for low-frequency
sound (Iberdrola Renewables 2011).
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Infrasound and low-frequency sound exposure is part of the everyday sound exposure.
Natural sources of low-frequency and infrasound include wind and moving bodies of
water such as rivers and waterfalls. Common anthropogenic sources of low frequency
and infrasound include vehicular traffic, aircraft, rail traffic, heating, ventilation, and air
conditioning (HVAC) equipment, and other industrial sources. Household appliances
and everyday activities, such as washing machines, running, swinging on a swing set,
and swimming, also produce low-frequency sound and infrasound.
Additionally, the infrasonic and low-frequency noise emissions from wind turbines
are often less than levels emitted by natural sources like ocean waves crashing on a
beach (crashing ocean waves often produce a roar that has a distinct low-frequency
tonal component that is much louder than the noise emitted by a wind turbine).
The opinion that sound-pressure levels in any frequency range increase with
increasing distance from the noise source is not a factual statement. Sound levels in
all frequencies, including low frequencies, do not increase with increasing distance
from the noise source. Sound pressure waves travel in all directions and therefore lose
energy with increasing distance from the noise source. Sound levels diminish as the
sound propagates outward along the path from the source to the receiver; this
divergence is independent of frequency. A simple analogy is an unshaded light bulb;
the amount of light diminishes with increasing distance from the bulb.
There are instances in which sound levels in a particular location would experience a
slight increase in sound levels due to the presence of reflective surfaces. This does not
mean that the low frequency increases with distances, but that reflective surfaces may
cause localized increases in sound of all frequencies. This would be similar to placing
a light bulb over a mirror, as some of the light would reflect upwards and may appear
brighter. However, there would never be an increase in the amount of light or energy
as the distance increases from the source.
NOI7:
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The standards in the ANSI S12.9 series are intended to provide guidance on
measuring environmental sound sources and predicting community response based on
sound exposure. The primary purpose of ANSI S12.18 is to measure environmental
sound from a specific source and is most commonly used in compliance verification
during post-construction. Neither standard provides guidance on calculating sound
levels from wind turbines prior to construction; therefore, neither standard was used
to calculate sound levels resulting from project-related sound sources.
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The noise measurements made for the Tule Wind Project were performed in
accordance with recognized standards prior to construction to measure the ambient
acoustic environment before wind turbines were built and commenced operation.
The intent of the sound measurement was to characterize the ambient sound
environment. The results reflect all aspects of the existing ambient sound
environment, including the meteorological conditions present at the time of
measurement. The measurement cannot characterize a sound source that isn’t there,
such as the proposed wind turbines.
The standardized measurement methods with scope and purpose clauses compatible with
characterizing the ambient sound environment include ANSI S1.13, ANSI S12.9/Part 2,
ASTM E1014, and ASTM E1503. The measurement methods employed for the noise
assessment were consistent with these standards in whole or in part and were also
consistent with several state and federal agency measurement methods and good
engineering practice. For a discussion of calculated sound levels and uncharacteristic
conditions, inversions, etc., please refer to common response NOI8. Please refer to
common response NOI1 for additional details on ANSI S12.9 and S12.18.
The purpose of a sound power measurement is to quantify the noise emission
characteristic of a sound source irrespective of its environment. This makes the
resulting sound power level useful for predicting the effect of introducing the noise
source into any environment. The IEC 61400 Part 11 measurement standard attempts
to remove the influence of the particular environment so the results can be used to
predict sound levels in other environments.
Wind turbines have different sound emission characteristics based upon its operating
condition. Therefore, the IEC 61400 Part 11 measurement standard states its results as
a function of wind speed. Generally, higher wind speeds cause the turbine to operate
with higher noise emission levels; however, there is an upper limit to wind turbine
noise emissions. At a certain wind speed, which is different for different turbines, the
turbine will begin to regulate itself so it does not rotate any faster and there will be a
maximum rotation speed even as wind speeds may increase. The results of the sound
power measurement include all aspects of the wind turbine itself and are irrespective
of uncharacteristic weather patterns, etc.
The noise analysis prepared for the EIR/EIS did not specifically simulate atypical
operational conditions such as temperature inversions, uncharacteristic weather
patterns, high wind shear above the boundary layer, and periods of atmospheric
turbulence. The sound analysis conservatively estimated project-related sound levels
October 2011
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that would be experienced on a daily basis and did not focus on the atypical
operational conditions previously stated. Rather, the noise analysis incorporated a
number of modeling techniques whose net effect conservatively overestimated noise
propagation in the project area. These techniques include assuming that the ground is
100% acoustically reflective; that the noise levels associated with the hot weather
package, which includes additional noise from cooling equipment in the nacelle, were
occurring all of the time; and other techniques that conservatively overestimate
project-related noise levels. The conservative modeling assumptions and their effect
on modeling results are as follows:


Guaranteed sound level v. maximum manufacturer stated +2 dB



Continuous use of hot weather package + 2.6 dB



Reflective ground +3 dB



Continuous downwind conditions for all directions ≈ 0 to 2 dB



Total effect on calculated sound level 7.6 to 9.6 dB.

The net effect of these conservative assumptions is the overestimation of projectrelated noise levels. These overestimates account for events like micrometeorological
turbulence on the blades, turbine-to-turbine wake interaction, inversions, and other
phenomena that potentially affect wind turbine noise generation and propagation.
This noise analysis is reasonable, appropriate, and is more conservative than required
by the standards of practice in the field of environmental acoustics.
The Tule Wind Project noise model used the turbine operation mode with the highest
noise emission characteristic provided by the manufacturer: the highest wind speed
operation and the hot weather package. These conservative modeling decisions help
ensure that the noise analysis does not under predict project-related noise.
NOI8:

October 2011

The noise analysis report prepared and submitted for this project explains the
meteorological assumptions and features used in the Cadna-A noise model developed
to calculate project-related noise. Events such as temperature inversions,
uncharacteristic weather patterns, high wind shear above the boundary layer, periods
of atmospheric turbulence, and inter-turbine turbulence typically last for short
durations, sometimes very short durations. Current state-of-the-art acoustical analysis
tools do not incorporate meteorological routines that would allow the assessment of
micro-climatology like inter-turbine turbulence, atmospheric turbulence, and high
wind shear above the boundary layer. Alternatively, conservative assumptions were
used in the noise analysis, including use of 100% acoustically reflective ground,
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modeling of the hot weather package (which includes additional noise from cooling
equipment in the nacelle), continuously downwind conditions in all directions, and
the addition of 2 dB to the manufacturer-stated sound emissions. These assumptions
ensure that the noise analysis does not understate noise from the project.
Temperature Inversions
Atmospheric conditions influence the propagation of sound. The main effect is
refraction (a change in the direction of the sound waves) produced by vertical
gradients of wind and temperature. Normally, the temperature decreases steadily with
increasing height above the ground. At night, the temperature sometimes decreases
with decreasing height; this is called a temperature inversion. During an inversion, the
sound waves that would normally travel upward and away from the noise source
refracts (bends) downward. This causes noise levels at points away from the source to
be louder than they would be under non-inversion conditions.
The sound modeling performed for the Tule Wind Project represents sound levels that
would be experienced under downwind propagation, or propagation under a “well
developed moderate ground-based temperature inversion, such as commonly occurs
at night” (ISO 9613-2, cited in Iberdrola Renewables 2011).
Temperature inversions are most commonly caused by radiative cooling of the
ground at night leading to cooling of the air in contact with the ground. Such
conditions are especially prevalent on cloudless nights with little wind. If winds
occurred at the ground level, the inversion layer would become mixed with the layers
above it and the inversion would begin to disappear.
Temperature inversions occurring within the lowest 50 to 100 meters of atmosphere
can affect noise levels measured on the ground. Such conditions may increase noise
levels by focusing sound wave propagation paths at a single point. Conventional
approaches to assessing noise propagation under temperature inversion conditions
require knowledge of the temperature gradient and assume that the noise source is
located below the temperature inversion, typically near the ground. In summary,
when a layer of cool air is trapped at the ground surface (with a layer of warmer air
above it) and the winds are still, the resulting temperature inversion is known to focus
sound wave propagation paths (from noise sources operating in the layer of cold air,
most often on the ground) at a single point on the ground.
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The effect of temperature inversions on noise propagation from wind turbines is not
typical of other sources. Wind turbines located on top of ridges are often located at
elevations that are much higher than nearby receivers. In those circumstances, it is
unlikely that conventional temperature inversions in the lower 100 meters of the
atmosphere would affect noise propagation from sources elevated as high as wind
turbines on top of ridges. A further consideration must be that temperature inversion
requires little to no wind in order to minimize atmospheric mixing and hence develop.
During calm conditions, the wind turbine generators are unlikely to operate, because
the cut-in speed is approximately 3 to 4 meters per second.
In general, sound propagates best under stable conditions with a strong inversion,
such as during a clear night with low winds. In those situations, sound levels from
wind turbines would be at their lowest. Wind speeds under very stable conditions—
Stability Class G—generally are too low to generate electricity, thus, the wind
turbines would produce little or no noise. As a result, worst-case conditions for wind
turbines tend to be under more moderate nighttime inversions.
Moderate nighttime inversions include periods when winds at the hub height are
above the cut-in speed and ground-level winds are still, so that there is no masking
noise from ground-level winds. These conditions are most likely to result in the
highest levels of amplitude modulation, be most favorable to noise propagation, and
therefore result in wind turbine noise being the most perceivable. Post-construction
noise measurements were performed during these conditions at both the Mars Hill
and Stetson wind farms in Maine. Over 300 hours of measurement data was collected
under these conditions and analysis of that data confirmed that noise levels measured
under these moderate nighttime inversion conditions were within 5 dBA of modeled
noise levels (Iberdrola Renewables 2011).
Temperature inversions can be modeled using current acoustical software using
conservative methods that overestimate noise levels (as was done for this project) and
also more refined methods. A more refined method involves use of the Conservation
of Clean Air and Water in Europe’s (CONCAWE’s) routine in Cadna-A, which
allows a modeler to simulate very specific meteorological conditions including
individual stability classes and select wind speeds. Table 2-7A presents a comparison
of analysis results of three different and increasingly stable temperature inversions.
Using a single Gamesa G87 turbine, one of the proposed turbine types for the Tule
Wind Project, a model was developed to compare the sound levels that may be
experienced during a temperature inversion. A comparison of modeled sound levels
using various atmospheric stability classes and the assumptions used in the Tule Wind
Project – Draft Noise Analysis Report is presented in Table 2-7A.
October 2011
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Table 2-7A. Comparison of Various Temperature Inversions
ISO 9613-2 (Model Used for
Tule Sound Study)
Receptor Distance
500 feet
1,000 feet
1,500 feet
2,000 feet

CONCAWE2,3
Stab. Class = E
Wind = 4.5 meters/second
53.0
49.0
46.0
43.6

Rose1

No Wind
58.1
52.2
48.4
45.6

Stab. Class = F
Wind = 2.5 meters/second
44.2
40.2
37.2
34.8

Notes:
1 The Tule sound study used ISO 9613-2 with no wind rose. These parameters represent what is described by ISO 9613-2 as a “welldeveloped moderate ground-based temperature inversion, such as commonly occurs at night.”
2 Meterological corrections were applied to simu;ate inversaions at various stability classes.
3 Sound emissions used for CONCAWE calculations are relative to the operational wind.
Source: Iberdrola Renewables 2011.

Analysis results in Table 2-7A show that the Tule Wind Project noise analysis
conservatively overestimates the project-related noise levels in a wide variety of
atmospheric stability conditions, including strong inversions with low wind speeds.
As shown in Table 2-7A, the modeled results for ISO 9613-2 (that were used for the
Tule Wind Project – Draft Noise Analysis Report) using no wind, are approximately 2
to 5 dB above the results for conditions consistent with stability class E, and
approximately 11 to 16 dB above the results for conditions consistent with stability
class F. This demonstrates that the modeling methods performed in the Tule Wind
Project noise analysis result in conservative overestimates of project-related noise that
are adequately representative of meteorological conditions that lead to the most
efficient noise propagation. These conditions include strong temperature inversions
with calm winds below the cut-in speed.
The noise analysis performed for the Tule Wind Project modeled a moderate
inversion condition. The Tule Wind Project noise analysis also added more than 5 dB
of conservatism. In this manner, the Tule noise analysis accounted for moderate
inversions and conditions most favorable to noise propagation, when ground-level
masking is at its lowest level, and turbine noise is most noticeable.
Uncharacteristic Weather Patterns
Uncharacteristic weather patterns means winds are blowing from a different direction
than they normally blow. The primary effect of this condition is to reduce noise levels
at upwind receivers and slightly increase noise levels at downwind receivers. Even
during these conditions, wind direction may change throughout each hour; therefore,
downwind noise levels will vary with fluctuations in wind direction. By comparison,
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the Tule Wind Project noise analysis assumes that the wind blows in each direction
for the entire duration of an hour. The result of this meteorological condition is
conservative overestimates of project-related noise levels during uncharacteristic
weather patterns.
High Wind Shear Above the Boundary Layer
Wind speeds generally increase with increasing height above the ground.
Irregularities in features on the ground (buildings, terrain, trees, and other vegetation)
cause friction between the ground and winds closest to it. That friction slows down
wind speeds in the atmospheric layer closest to the ground. Wind shear occurs where
the lowest atmospheric layer meets a layer of the atmosphere above it that is not
affected by surficial friction: wind shear is the boundary between the lower (slower)
winds and the higher (faster) winds.
There is evidence that wind shear increases both the sound power emissions and the
amplitude modulation from wind turbines. Wind shear is highest and exhibits the
greatest difference between wind speeds at 10 and 80 meters at low wind speeds.
Wind shear reduces with increasing wind speed to the point where it is, on average, of
a similar value as that used in IEC 61400-11 to define wind turbine sound power
levels. The difference between wind speeds at 10 and 80 meters at low wind speeds is
more predominant at night. Nighttime wind shear is, on average, higher than daytime.
There does not appear to be a large difference between average wind shear in summer
and winter. The evidence suggests that shear in winter may be slightly higher but this
may be because there are longer nights when the shear is higher. Wind shear on a flat
site is significantly higher than that on a hilly site, even a hilly site with low rolling
hills. The difference in wind speeds at 10 and 80 meters is also higher on a flat site.
This is true at all times of day and all times of the year.
While there is evidence to suggest that wind shear may increase the sound emissions,
the effects are site specific and cannot be predicted with currently available data.
Wind turbine sound emissions are measured using IEC 61400 Part 11. The wind
turbine sound emission standard does not require the reporting of sound emissions
under various wind shear conditions; therefore, sound emissions for the proposed
turbines, at various wind shear gradients, is unavailable. Additionally, it is infeasible
to model noise results over all of the weather conditions and shear gradients that
could possibly occur at a site.

October 2011

2.7-29

Responses to Comments – Final EIR/EIS

East County Substation/Tule Wind/Energia Sierra Juarez Gen-Tie Projects
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

However, post-construction noise measurements performed at Mars Hill and Stetson
wind farms in Maine indicate that when wind shear conditions exist, measured wind
turbine noise levels are within 5 dB of modeled results (Iberdrola Renewables 2011).
This reinforces the validity and conservatism of the Tule Wind Project noise analysis.
There are also reports that claim that amplitude modulation may be affected by wind
shear. Dr. Andy Moorhouse performed a study, Research into Aerodynamic
Modulation of Wind Turbine Noise, to determine the prevalence of amplitude
modulation in wind farms in the UK and to identify the likely causes of amplitude
modulation. Dr. Moorhouse (2007, as cited in Iberdrola Renewables 2011)
summarizes his findings:
The literature review indicated that, although there has been much research into
the general area of aerodynamic noise it is a highly complex field, and whilst
general principles are understood there are still unanswered questions. Regarding
the specific phenomenon of AM there has been little research and the causes are
still the subject of debate. AM is not fully predictable at current state of the art.
The survey of wind turbine manufacturers revealed that, although there was
considerable interest, few have any experience of AM.
As stated by Dr. Moorhouse, there is no standard way to predict the occurrence of
amplitude modulation, and there is no universally agreed upon way to assess the
potential for annoyance due to it (Iberdrola Renewables 2011). Therefore, it is not
possible to model it for the proposed Tule Wind Project. However, as demonstrated
above, the Tule noise model conservatively overestimates project-related noise levels.
Atmospheric Turbulence
Atmospheric turbulence causes inflow turbulent sound, meaning that aero acoustic
noise is caused by the interaction of the atmosphere and the turbine blades. In The
Beat is Getting Stronger: The Effect of Atmospheric Stability on Low Frequency
Modulated Sound of Wind Turbines (2005, cited in Iberdrola Renewables 2011), G.P.
van den Berg defines inflow turbulent sound as being caused, “Because of
atmospheric turbulence there is a random movement of air superimposed on the
average wind speed. The contribution of atmospheric turbulent to wind sound is
named ‘in-flow turbulence sound’ and is broad band sound stretching over a wide
frequency range.” A white paper prepared by the Renewable Energy Research
Laboratory states that while inflow turbulence sound contributes to the broadband
noise, it is not yet fully quantified (Iberdrola Renewables 2011). Therefore, it is not
possible to model it for the proposed Tule Wind Project.
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The effects of atmospheric turbulence and the random micro-turbulence upon turbine
blades will result in both increases and decreases in wind turbine noise emissions on a
short-term, transient, instantaneous basis. Over a 1-hour period, their net effect is
unlikely to be dramatic. Atmospheric turbulence at the ground level will also create
more masking noises at the ground level, making it harder to discern the turbine
noise. The absence of atmospheric turbulence and the random micro-turbulent winds
that randomly interact with moving wind turbine blades is an ideal condition that does
not occur in nature. These micro-turbulent winds occur whenever the wind blows and
blades interact with these winds whenever they move through the air. On this basis, it
is reasonable to assume that reference sound power levels measured using IEC61400,
and upon which the Tule Wind Project sound analysis is based, already incorporate
the influence of random micro-turbulent winds. As described previously, the Tule
Wind Project noise model conservatively overestimates project-related noise levels.
While atypical conditions such as those listed may temporarily increase sound levels,
the sound analysis prepared for the Draft EIR/EIS for the Tule Wind Project focused
on conservatively overestimating project-related sound levels that would be
experienced on a daily basis.
The noise analyses performed for this project is consistent with the standards of practice
in the field of environmental acoustics, and generally overstates the noise impacts. The
analysis conservatively ignored ground absorption, and included an additional amount of
conservatism added to the sound power level of each wind turbine. The analysis also
conservatively assumed that the turbine was operating at its loudest rated sound power
level condition for the entire duration of 1 hour. Additionally, this analysis assumed that
the most efficient propagation characteristics exist in all direction for the entire duration
of 1 hour. These conservative measures are consistent with standard practice in the field
of applied environmental acoustics and also help to ensure that wind turbine noise levels
from the project are not under-predicted.
Therefore, the noise analysis conducted for the Tule Wind Project meets the standard
of practice in the field of environmental acoustics, provides a conservative assessment
of the noise from the project, and adheres to the San Diego County Guidelines for
Noise Impact Assessment.
NOI9:

October 2011

ISO 9613-2 (Attenuation of Sound during Propagation Outdoors) provides the
internationally recognized and accepted methods for calculating environmental noise
levels including noise emissions from wind turbines. The Cadna-A software incorporates
ISO 9613 in the propagation calculations. The ISO 9613 methods used by Cadna-A were
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endorsed by an independent working group of European acoustical consultants.
Additionally, post-construction studies performed by Andrew Bullmore and Kenneth
Kalinski compared measured sound levels from wind farms with corresponding
calculation models of the same wind farms (Iberdrola Renewables 2011). These
comparisons showed that wind turbine sound levels modeled in Cadna-A and using the
ISO 9613-2 calculation methods can achieve good correlation with the post-construction
measurements, effectively validating the calculation for wind-turbine sound sources. The
analysis provided in the EIR/EIS provides an accurate and conservative evaluation of the
potential noise impacts associated with the Proposed PROJECT.
NOI10:

It is difficult to correlate inaudible sounds (in any frequency band) to perceptible,
audible sounds because if a sound cannot be heard then its potential to annoy a person
is very difficult to establish objectively. This is particularly true in the outdoor
environment as opposed to in an audiology booth. We know that the low frequency
and infrasonic energy in wind turbine noise has enough energy to impart a
displacement upon a human skin of approximately 10 microns (half the thickness of a
strand of hair). We also know that heartbeats, breathing, and normal movements
displace the areas of the human body significantly more than 10 microns. In addition,
the human body produces multiple sources of sound. Sounds produced by the heart
are in the range of 27 to 35 dB at 20 to 40 Hz and lung sounds are reported in the
range of 5 to 35 dB at 150 to 600 Hz.
There is anecdotal evidence that suggests that audible wind turbine noise is annoying
to some people. However, the Chief Medical Officer of Health for Ontario, Canada,
stated in The Potential Health Impact of Wind Turbines (2010) that, “The review
concludes that while some people living near wind turbines report symptoms such as
dizziness, headaches, and sleep disturbance, the scientific evidence available to date
does not demonstrate a direct causal link between wind turbine noise and adverse
health effects. The sound level from wind turbines at common residential setbacks is
not sufficient to cause hearing impairment or other direct health effects, although
some people may find it annoying” (cited in Iberdrola 2011).
The suggestion that inaudible sound from wind turbines causes annoyance is largely
unsupported by objective and factual data. There is no direct, causal link between
inaudible sound from wind turbines and annoyance. Pure single tones, also referred to
as prominent discrete tones, exhibit an increase of at least 5 dB from the adjacent
octave bands. This makes them discernable as a tone, and they stand out from the
overall acoustic environment and are by definition more distinctly audible. Common
modern wind turbines do not emit prominent discrete tones.
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NOI11:

Combinations of sound waves “in sync” usually refers to what acousticians call
coherent summation. This is applicable to sound only if the two sounds are received
in perfect unison and are perfectly identical sound waves. While important for
engineering issues such as loudspeaker design, this is not applicable to environmental
acoustics. First, the effects of coherent summation are very time and location specific.
With a slight move within a couple feet, or a small wind or temperature change, the
coherent summation will become incoherent summation (out-of-sync). Furthermore,
the broadband sounds from two wind turbines are random noise created by
turbulence, which cannot be summed coherently. Therefore, the Tule Wind Project is
not anticipated to result in any exceedances of the applicable noise limits due to
coherent summation effects.
Amplitude modulation refers to the rhythmic increase and decrease in wind turbine
noise levels as the blades rotate closer to and away from a stationary listener. Blade
thumping typically refers to amplitude modulation that occurs with a “greater than
normal degree of regular fluctuation at blade passing frequency.” Several literature
review and field studies concerning amplitude modulation have been performed but
there is little consensus on the cause and prediction of amplitude modulation.
Dr. Andy Moorhouse performed a study to determine the prevalence of amplitude
modulation in wind farms in the UK and to identify the likely causes of amplitude
modulation. Dr. Moorhouse summarizes his findings in Research into Aerodynamic
Modulation of Wind Turbine Noise (2007, cited in Iberdrola Renewables 2011):
The literature review indicated that, although there has been much research into
the general area of aerodynamic noise it is a highly complex field, and whilst
general principles are understood there are still unanswered questions. Regarding
the specific phenomenon of AM [amplitude modulation] there has been little
research and the causes are still the subject of debate. AM [amplitude modulation]
is not fully predictable at current state of the art.
While amplitude modulation in wind turbine sound can occur, it is not an issue at
most locations. The study performed by Dr. Moorhouse determined that amplitude
modulation was “considered to be a factor [in noise complaints] in four of the sites,
and a possible factor in another eight [out of 127 wind farms surveyed]” (Moorhouse
et al. 2007, cited in Iberdrola Renewables 2011). The results of the study show that
very few wind farms in the UK had noise complaints resulting from amplitude
modulation. Furthermore, the ability to predict the amount of amplitude modulation is
still uncertain.
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The sound of ocean waves on a beach also exhibit amplitude modulation as the waves
travel through their cycle of approach of crashing on the beach and receding. On that
basis, amplitude modulation is not intrinsically harmful or unpleasant. During periods
of high turbulence, amplitude modulation may be masked by the sound of turbulent
winds. When ground-level winds are still and winds at the hub height are above cut-in
speed (wind shear), amplitude modulation may be more noticeable to persons
outdoors than when highly turbulent winds are present.
The results of Dr. Moorhouse’s study of amplitude modulation from wind farms
showed that (Iberdrola Renewables 2011):
27 of the 133 wind farm sites operational across the UK at the time of the survey
had attracted noise complaints at some point. An estimated total of 239 formal
complaints have been received about UK wind farm sites since 1991, 152 of
which were from a single site. The estimated total number of complainants is 81
over the same sixteen year period. This shows that in terms of the number of
people affected, wind farm noise is a small scale problem compared with other
types of noise; for example the number of complaints about industrial noise
exceeds those about wind farms by around three orders of magnitude. In only one
case was the wind farm considered by the local authority to be causing a statutory
nuisance. Again, this indicates that, despite press articles to the contrary, the
incidence of wind farm noise and AM [amplitude modulation] in the UK is low.
AM [amplitude modulation] was considered to be a factor in four of the sites, and
a possible factor in another eight. Regarding the four sites, analysis of
meteorological data suggests that the conditions for AM [amplitude modulation]
would prevail between about 7% and 15% of the time. AM [amplitude
modulation] would not therefore be most days, although it could occur for several
days running over some periods. Complaints have subsided for three out of these
four sites, in one case as a result of remedial treatment in the form of a wind
turbine control system. In the remaining case, which is a recent installation,
investigations are ongoing.
Studies and literature review done to date show that amplitude modulation can be
reported in some noise complaints. There is no standard way to predict its occurrence
and there is no universally agreed upon way to assess the potential for annoyance due
to it. Therefore, it is not possible and necessary to attempt to model it for the
proposed Tule Wind Project.
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G.P. van den Berg reported that often late in the afternoon or in the evening, the
turbine sound acquires a distinct “beating” character, the rhythm of which is in
agreement with the blade passing frequency (Iberdrola Renewables 2011). He also
notes: “It is not clear to what degree this fluctuating character determines the
relatively high annoyance caused by wind turbine sound and to a deterioration of
sleep quality….wind turbine sound measurements are easier when performed in a
stable atmosphere, which agrees well with the night being the sensitive period for
noise immission” (van den Berg 2005, cited in Iberdrola Renewables 2011).
However, post-construction noise measurements performed at the Mars Hill and
Stetson wind farms under the stable conditions that van den Berg recommends show
that measured noise levels are within 5 dBA of modeled noise levels, and were also
within acceptable ranges. The Tule Wind Project noise analysis incorporated over 5
dBA of conservatism, and in that regard adequately assessed project-related noise
levels. Furthermore, the actual force upon a body created by the infrasonic and lowfrequency noise emissions from operating wind turbines creates a displacement of
approximately 10 microns, or one-tenth the thickness of the average human hair.
Normal breathing, heartbeats, and body motions produce larger displacements than 10
microns and do not cause adverse health effects. For this reason, there is limited
potential for adverse human health effects due to the operation of wind turbines.
NOI12:

October 2011

Through a series of measurements, Epsilon Associates determined that at a distance
of 1,000 feet sound emissions from GE 1.5sle and Siemens 2.3-93 wind turbines
conform to applicable ANSI standards, including ANSI/ASA S12.9 Part 4 and
ANSI/ASAS 12.2 (Iberdrola Renewables 2011). Measurement data was collected
through a series of interior and outdoor measurements performed at existing wind
farms. Data collected in the field study consisted of outdoor measurements at various
distances from the turbines and concurrent interior and exterior measurements at
residences. Comparing measured sound levels with ANSI criteria for the evaluation
of interior sound levels, Epsilon Associates determined that sound generated by wind
farms at distances beyond 1,000 feet were below the low-frequency noise criteria for
bedrooms, classrooms, and hospitals. In addition to meeting ANSI background noise
criteria, the measured interior noise levels also demonstrate that wind turbine setbacks
of 1,000 feet will not cause “more than minimal annoyance (if any) from low
frequency noise, and there should be no wind rattles or perceptible vibration of lightweight walls or ceilings within homes” (Epsilon Associates 2009, cited in Iberdrola
Renewables 2011).
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As previously noted, the distance of 1,000 feet is based on field measurements;
therefore, the elevation between the turbine and each monitoring location may vary.
The exact height of the turbines was not noted in the report; therefore, the elevation of
the turbines in comparison to the residences cannot be determined. Setbacks for the
Tule Wind Project are based on cumulative sound levels, not a single turbine setback,
and account for site-specific elevation and terrain. The San Diego County noise
ordinance requires that operational noise comply with San Diego County Code of
Regulatory Ordinances Section 36.404. HDR performed detailed noise modeling of
project-related sound to determine the compliance with the noise ordinance. The
model created for the Tule Wind Project accounts for the current turbine layout,
number of total turbines, elevation, and site-specific terrain.
Please also refer to common response NOI5.
NOI13:

Siting and selection of the appropriate wind turbine model are the primary noise
control methods that are incorporated into the design of the proposed wind turbine
facility. It is also important to note that modern turbines have additional noise
reduction technology from what was available in previous turbine generations.
Technological advancements that have most contributed to reduced sound emissions
from wind turbines include rotor placement, pitch-control rotors, low noise
gearboxes, use of insulated nacelles, vibration-isolated mechanical equipment, and
variable speed operation.

NOI14:

Analysis conducted in the EIR/EIS is based on thresholds established by respective
agencies as of the date of publishing the Draft EIR/EIS (i.e., San Diego County’s
approved noise ordinance and standards). Any evaluation and resulting impact
determination in the EIR/EIS based on future studies and thresholds yet to be
established would not be possible and would be speculative in nature. Changes to
noise thresholds that may occur in the future are outside the scope and purpose of the
EIR/EIS. Regardless, the noise evaluation and analysis provided within the EIR/EIS
included an extensive and complete evaluation of all potential noise impacts as
required under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).
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2.8

PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY

Summary of Issues Raised
Table 2-8 provides a list of recurring comments related to public health and safety addressed by
common responses.
Table 2-8
PHS1:

PHS2:

Common Public Health and Safety Response Topics

Common Response/Issue
Inadequacy of analysis of health
effects of shadow flicker

Failure to address impacts of stray
voltage or “dirty electricity”

October 2011

Origin of Comment
D7 – Backcountry Against Dumps (Comment D7-2)
D18 – Backcountry Against Dumps (Comment D18-2)
D25 – Pinney, Caldwell, and Pace (Comment D25-3)
D27 – Backcountry Against Dumps (Comment D27-3)
D28 – Boulevard Planning Group (Comments D28-19, D28-62, D28-108)
D31 – E-Coustic Solutions (Comment D31-5)
F30 – Barbara Ashbee (Comment F30-1)
F43 – Robert and Kathryn McCallister (Comments F43-3, F43-10)
F63 – Carmen Krogh (Comments F63-1, F63-4, F63-16, F63-19, F63-25,
F63-26, F63-27, F63-28, F63-29, F63-45, F63-46, F63-47, F63-48, F63-49)
F65 – Jeffrey and Paula Byrd (Comments F65-3, F65-9)
F70 – Marie and Scott Morgan (Comment F70-4)
F71 – Mrs. Ken Oppenheimer (Comments F71-3, F71-9, F71-14)
F72 – Michele Strand (Comments F72-3, F72-10, F72-15)
F90 – Jeffrey and Laura McKernan (Comment F90-2)
F91 – Crosby Milne (Comments F91-3, F91-9)
F108 – Steven and Laurie Squillaci (Comments F108-2, F108-3)
H1 – Steve Washer (Comment H1-6)
A3 – Congressman Duncan Hunter (Comment A3-5)
D7 – Backcountry Against Dumps (Comment D7-2)
D18 – Backcountry Against Dumps (Comment D18-2)
D27 – Backcountry Against Dumps (Comment D27-3)
D28 – Boulevard Planning Group (Comments D28-14, D28-62, D28-108)
F30 – Barbara Ashbee (Comment F30-1)
D31 – E-Coustic Solutions (Comment D31-5)
F43 – Robert and Kathryn McCallister (Comments F43-3, F43-9, F43-12)
F44 – Paul Thompson (Comment F44-9)
F63 – Carmen Krogh (Comments F63-1, F63-4, F63-19, F63-25, F63-26,
F63-27, F63-28, F63-29)
F65 – Jeffrey and Paula Byrd (Comments F65-3, F65-8, F65-11)
F69 – Mary Lu Brandwein (Comment F69-18)
F70 – Marie and Scott Morgan (Comment F70-4)
F71 – Mrs. Ken Oppenheimer (Comments F71-3, F71-8, F71-11)
F72 – Michele Strand (Comments F72-3, F72-9, F72-12)
F90 – Jeffrey and Laura McKernan (Comment F90-2)
F91 – Crosby Milne (Comment F91-3)
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Table 2-8 (Continued)
Common Response/Issue

PHS3:

Adequacy of peer-reviewed research
and epidemiological studies regarding
turbines’ health impacts

PHS4:

Need for EMF precautionary
measures

October 2011

Origin of Comment
F108 – Steven and Laurie Squillaci (Comment F108-3)
H1 – Steve Washer (Comments H1-5, H1-8)
A3 – Congressman Duncan Hunter (Comments A3-5, A3-6, A3-9)
D7 – Backcountry Against Dumps (Comment D7-2)
D18 – Backcountry Against Dumps (Comment D18-2)
D27 – Backcountry Against Dumps (Comment D27-3)
D28 – Boulevard Planning Group (Comments D28-14, D28-19, D28-62, D2864, D28-108)
D31 – E-Coustic Solutions (Comment D31-5)
F9 – Mary Lu Brandwein (Comment F9-1)
F30 – Barbara Ashbee (Comment F30-1)
F41 – Earl Goodnight (Comment F41-2)
F43 – Robert and Kathryn McCallister (Comments F43-3, F43-7, F43-8, F43-12)
F44 – Paul Thompson (Comments F44-5, F44-6)
F63 – Carmen Krogh (Comments F63-1, F63-4, F63-5, F63-15, F63-19, F6320, F63-21, F63-23, F63-24, F63-25, F63-26, F63-27, F63-28, F63-29, F63-57)
F64 – Carmen Krogh (Comment F64-3)
F65 – Jeffrey and Paula Byrd (Comments F65-3, F65-6, F65-7, F65-11)
F69 – Mary Lu Brandwein (Comments F69-9, F69-10, F69-17, F69-22, F6925, F69-26, F69-28, F69-30)
F70 – Marie and Scott Morgan (Comments F70-4, F70-6)
F71 – Mrs. Ken Oppenheimer (Comments F71-3, F71-6, F71-7, F71-11)
F72 – Michele Strand (Comments F72-3, F72-6, F72-8, F72-12)
F90 – Jeffrey and Laura McKernan (Comment F90-2)
F91 – Crosby Milne (Comment F91-3)
F97 – Mary Lu Brandwein (Comments F97-5, F97-14)
F108 – Steven and Laurie Squillaci (Comment F108-3)
F109 – Patricia and Elliott Stuart (Comment F109-1)
H1 – Steve Washer (Comments H1-11, H1-3, H1-4, H1-8)
D7 – Backcountry Against Dumps (Comment D7-2)
D18 – Backcountry Against Dumps (Comment D18-2)
D27 – Backcountry Against Dumps (Comment D27-3)
D28 – Boulevard Planning Group (Comments D28-62, D28-108)
D31 – E-Coustic Solutions (Comment D31-5)
F11 – Ginger Bonamo (Comment F11-6)
F30 – Barbara Ashbee (Comment F30-1)
F43 – Robert and Kathryn McCallister (Comment F43-3)
F63 – Carmen Krogh (Comments F63-1, F63-4, F63-19, F63-25, F63-26,
F63-27, F63-28, F63-29)
F65 – Jeffrey and Paula Byrd (Comment F65-3)
F67 – Mark Ostrander (Comment F67-18)
F69 – Mary Lu Brandwein (Comments F69-9, F69-17, F69-18, F69-25)
F70 – Marie and Scott Morgan (Comment F70-4)
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Table 2-8 (Continued)
Common Response/Issue

PHS5:

Protocol for considering results of
future studies

PHS6:

Long-term monitoring of health effects
and protocol for resolving complaints

PHS7:

Decommissioning should more
appropriate standards be identified to
reduce health effects

Origin of Comment
F71 – Mrs. Ken Oppenheimer (Comment F71-3)
F72 – Michele Strand (Comment F72-3)
F91 – Crosby Milne (Comment F91-3)
F108 – Steven and Laurie Squillaci (Comment F108-3)
D27 – Backcountry Against Dumps (Comment D27-3)
F67 – Mark Ostrander (Comment F67-18)
F69 – Mary Lu Brandwein (Comments F69-18, F69-21)
F108 – Steven and Laurie Squillaci (Comments F108-1, F108-3)
D27 – Backcountry Against Dumps (Comment D27-3)
F43 – Robert and Kathryn McCallister (Comment F43-12)
F63 – Carmen Krogh (Comments F63-11, F63-12, F63-13)
F65 – Jeffrey and Paula Byrd (Comment F65-11)
F67 – Mark Ostrander (Comment F67-18)
F69 – Mary Lu Brandwein (Comment F69-29)
F71 – Mrs. Ken Oppenheimer (Comment F71-11)
F72 – Michele Strand (Comment F72-12)
H1 – Steve Washer (Comment H1-8)
D27 – Backcountry Against Dumps (Comment D27-3)
F11 – Ginger Bonamo (Comment F11-3)
F69 – Mary Lu Brandwein (Comment F69-13)

RECURRING COMMENTS
PHS1:

Comment suggests that the EIR/EIS is inadequate because it does not address the
potential for shadow flicker to occur. Comment suggests that shadow flicker results in
adverse health effects and a safety concern (e.g., vehicle driver distraction) and that
the EIR/EIS is inadequate because the health effects of shadow flicker are not
considered and mitigation is not provided to address impacts.

PHS2:

Comment suggests that the document is inadequate because it does not fully address
the effects of stray voltage or “dirty electricity” on public health and lacks an
adequate rationale for the omission.

PHS3:

Comment suggests that adequate, peer-reviewed research has not been conducted in
regard to the human health effects of wind turbines in order to determine appropriate
guidelines for turbine setbacks, low frequency noise levels generated, and maximum
human exposure to wind turbines. Comment also suggests that wind turbine
development should not occur until this research is completed.
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PHS4:

Comment suggests that although epidemiological studies are not available to evidence
a causal relationship between EMF and adverse health effects, some precautionary
measures are warranted.

PHS5:

Comment suggests that the EIR/EIS include a protocol for considering the results of
future studies in the areas of EMF and appropriate low frequency noise and
noise/infrasound thresholds for humans.

PHS6:

Comment suggests that there should be long-term surveillance of residents near wind
facilities to monitor potentially adverse health effects related to turbines and that there
should be a protocol for resolving adverse health effects or other negative impacts if
complaints are issued.

PHS7:

Comment suggests that the EIR/EIS should address deconstruction and
decommissioning of the wind projects in the case that future research identifies more
appropriate standards should be implemented to reduce health effects.

Common Responses
PHS1:

The anticipated visual impacts of the proposed Tule Wind Project are identified in
Section D.3, Visual Resources, of the EIR/EIS. Analysis regarding potential adverse
health and safety affects as a result of the proposed wind turbines is provided in
Section D.10, Public Health and Safety, of the EIR/EIS.
According to Iberdrola Renewables, Inc. (2011a, 2011b):
Shadow flicker is commonly defined as alternating changes in light intensity at a given
stationary location. In order for shadow flicker to occur, three conditions must be met:


The sun must be shining with no clouds obscuring the sun;



The rotor blades must be spinning and be located between the receptor and
the sun; and



The receptor must be sufficiently close to the turbine to be able to
distinguish a shadow created by the turbine.

The frequency of occurrence of shadow flicker at a given receptor tends to decrease
with increasing distance between turbine and receptor. Additionally, the intensity of
shadow flicker at a given receptor also decreases with increasing distance between
turbine and receptor because the shadow cast by the rotor blade decreases in size as
the distance from the turbine increases. The combination of these two factors means
that even for receptors which are in a theoretical path of a shadow cast from a
October 2011
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proposed turbine, a discernable shadow will not be realized due to the distance
between many of these receptors and the proposed turbines.
For receptors that have the potential to experience shadow flicker from wind turbines,
the number of experienced shadow flicker hours is generally small for a number of
reasons, including the daily change in the sun’s path and cloud cover, the fact that
turbines do not operate 100% of the time over the course of the year, and typical
setback requirements.
For the Tule Wind Project, the proposed location of the wind turbines in relation to
nearby residences and sensitive receptors (i.e., occupied house) is such that the vast
majority of proposed turbines will be physically unable to cast a shadow in the
direction of the vast majority of receptors, including the largest group of receptors
south of Interstate 8 (I-8) near Old Highway 80 and several, though not all, receptors
north of I-8. That is to say, a turbine that lies within approximately 60 degrees due
north relative to a receptor at the Tule Wind Project’s latitude, will never cast a
shadow on that receptor.
While the vast majority of receptors near the project area will have no shadow flicker
from the Tule Wind Project turbines, a limited shadow flicker model run was made to
determine potential shadow flicker that could occur at several sensitive receptors.
Receptors within 2,000 meters (6,562 feet) of any proposed turbine were considered.
Beyond 2,000 meters, the human eye would not be able to discern a shadow cast from
a wind turbine. Of the identified receptors within 2,000 meters of proposed turbines,
four homes were included in the model run, while others were not included in the
model run because it is physically impossible for any proposed turbine to cast a
shadow on these receptors due to the fact these receptors lie within 60 degrees of due
north from the receptors, outside of the sun’s path at any point in the year. The
modeling was completed using many different inputs, including:
1. Real Data


Actual coordinates of turbines



Actual coordinates of receptors



Actual topographic data

2. Conservative Assumptions
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100% turbine operation



No vegetative screening



Receptors can be impacted from all directions (i.e., “greenhouse mode”)

3. Realistic Features


Actual wind data from a local meteorological tower to account for the
percentage of time wind blows from each direction



National Weather Service sunshine probability data to approximate
average cloud cover.

This combination of inputs results in conservative model results. As shown in the
table below, the home with the most shadow flicker as predicted by the model is on
the northwest side of the project where an annual total of 17 hours, 36 minutes of
shadow flicker was predicted. Attached are the corresponding graphics depicting the
classic butterfly pattern associated with shadow flicker.
Table 1. Shadow Flicker Modeling Results

Receptor Location (UTM
NAD83 Zone 11)a

Receptor
ID
Home_1
Home_32
Home_42
Home_47

XCoordinate
569,149.57
566,421.29
566,409.75
557,803.90

YCoordinate
3,619,849.70
3,619,605.44
3,620,055.86
3,630,391.08

Elevation

[m]
1,133.9
1,111.4
1,121.5
1,429.7

Shadow
Hours/Year
[HH:MM/
Year]b
(Worst
Case)
24:15
13:40
9:55
32:32

Shadow
Days/Year

Max Shadow
Hours per Day

Hours/Year

[Days/Year]c
(Worst Case)
78
82
59
151

[HH:MM/Day]d
(Worst Case)
0:27
0:13
0:14
0:29

[HH:MM/Yr]e
(Conservative)
14:11
9:14
6:20
17:36

Notes:
a. The coordinate system is the Universal Transverse Mercator (UTM) system, using North American Datum 1983
(NAD 83), Zone 11.
b. Total hours per year of shadow flicker at this receptor under worst-case conditions.
c. Days per year in which shadow flicker is possible at this receptor under worst-case conditions.
d. The maximum daily hour and minutes of shadow flicker at this receptor, under worst-case conditions. This value is the single day maximum
due to the combination of receptor and turbine locations, and sun path across the sky. All other days will be less than this maximum as the sun
path changes throughout the year. All days will also be less than this maximum due to real world conditions such as cloud cover, changes in
wind direction, and less than 100% wind turbine operation.
e. Conservatively predicted hours of shadow flicker at this receptor, including sunshine probability and actual wind direction data. Actual hours should be
less than this value due to less than 100% wind turbine operation, and other mitigating factors such as screening due to trees or structures.
Source: Iberdrola Renewables, Inc. 2011b.
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Actual shadow flicker hours experienced are expected to be significantly less due to
the conservative assumptions listed. To put this value in perspective, the total annual
daylight hours in nearby Chula Vista (and equivalent latitudes) is approximately
4,444 hours; therefore, this conservative amount represents less than 0.4% of the total
possible sunlight hours in a year. This value also does not account for any times when
the residents are not home (e.g., while at work, on vacation, running errands) or are
inside their home. Additionally, the value also assumes the turbines are operating
100% of the time. Therefore, any shadow flicker effects would be less than the 0.4%
value. As discussed in greater detail below, as well as in common responses PHS3
and NOI5, there is currently no published scientific evidence to positively link wind
turbines with adverse health effects.
Shadow flicker from wind turbines does not cause seizures in persons with
photosensitive epilepsy. Data from the Epilepsy Foundation indicates that although
the frequency of flashing light that is most likely to cause seizures varies from person
to person, generally, the frequency of flashing lights most likely to trigger seizures is
between 5 and 30 Hertz (Hz refers to flashes per second). The large modern threebladed wind turbines under consideration for this project rotate at approximately 19
revolutions per minute (rpm) or less. Even assuming a slightly faster rotation speed of
20 rpm, the blade passing frequency is approximately 1 Hz (20 rev/min * min/60 sec
* 3 blades), is well below the first baseline for the critical frequency of 5 Hz.
There is currently no published scientific evidence to positively link wind turbines with
adverse health effects. The majority of documentation related to non-seizure health
impacts due to shadow flicker consists of informal testimonials given by residents or
drivers on roadways in proximity to a wind turbine. These testimonials cite headaches,
vertigo, nausea, blinding effects, disorientation, loss of balance, and increased levels of
stress and anxiety as symptoms directly related to wind turbine shadow flicker. These
testimonials are primarily available on websites often cited by anti-wind advocates
rather than formal medical literature. Some complaints regarding these symptoms do
appear in more formal materials, but are merely reported and are not studied or
discussed in any detail. Several of these sources state that complaints of headaches and
other similar symptoms are highly, but not perfectly, correlated with annoyance
complaints. To date, the available published, peer-reviewed literature states that no
studies or scientific evidence links shadow flicker to adverse health impacts.
A concern that is occasionally raised is that shadow flicker occurring on a roadway
could distract drivers and cause accidents. In order to obtain a driver’s license,
motorists are generally evaluated through a road test on their ability to react
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appropriately to the various situations they encounter. Shadows on the roadway or
roadside distractions are a common occurrence. A whole segment of the advertising
industry has been developed that takes advantage of the passing motorist attention.
This includes digital billboards, or commercial electronic-variable message signs
(CEVMS), which are allowed under the national Outdoor Advertising Act. Recent
studies have not identified any additional risk caused by such signs. Thus, it is highly
unlikely that wind turbines or their fleeting shadows will pose any undue risks due to
attention-demanding qualities.
Shadows on roadways can be caused by nearby trees or buildings, or the Earth’s
terrain itself. A car passing through shadows caused by anything can experience
shadow flicker at very high frequencies dependent on vehicle speed and the object(s)
causing the shadow. Wind turbines, a single passing cloud, or an airplane can cause
moving shadows on roadways. Additionally, driving by hybrid poplar trees used as
windbreaks or a series of palm trees as landscaping enhancements could cause the
same effect. Regardless of the source of the shadow or any other potential change that
a driver notices gradually or suddenly, it is generally the responsibility of the motorist
to maintain control of their vehicle in the face of any situation they encounter. A
moving car would pass quickly through any shadow on a road caused by a turbine
associated with the Tule Wind Project, and therefore any potential for distraction
would be remote. Because vehicles on roadways are not stationary objects, it is not
appropriate to include roadways as part of a shadow flicker analysis, as shadow
flicker is commonly defined as alternating changes in light intensity at a given
stationary location.
The National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) describes driver
distraction as something that could present a serious and potentially deadly danger,
and identifies various forms of distracted driving, including cell phone use, texting,
drinking, talking with passengers, and using in-vehicle technologies and portable
electronic devices, along with less obvious forms of distractions, including
daydreaming or dealing with strong emotions. Current research involving motor
vehicle accidents have highlighted the increased risk of driver activities that focus on
attention diverting activities, such as cell phone use, map reading, etc. and have not
identified shadow flicker or shadows in general as a source of driver distraction
sufficient to increase the risk of accidents.
As illustrated, shadows caused by the wind turbines would only impact a small
number of residences, the worst of which would be potentially impacted by shadow
flicker effects less than 0.4% of the total daylight time in any given year.

October 2011
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PHS2:

According to the data request response from Iberdrola Renewables (2011a):
Electromagnetic energy and “dirty electricity” refer to different phenomena. As
described in Draft EIR/EIS Section D.10.8.1, an Electromagnetic Field (EMF) is a
physical field produced by electrically charged objects, when a current passes
through a wire. Dirty electricity, on the other hand, is poor power quality. This
poor power quality could create a ground current that will lead to an unbalance
circuit problem on the system, which in turn might cause stray voltage.
Wind turbines create electromagnetic fields from the power facilities that are a
part of the turbine makeup. As described in the Draft EIR/EIS Section D.10.8.1,
electric and magnetic fields attenuate rapidly with distance from the source. The
electrical wiring of the wind turbine generator is also surrounded by an
electrically conductive metal cover, so any EMF levels outside of the wind
turbine would be very low. In addition, given the large distances between the
proposed turbines and homes (2,407 feet or greater) and the Cottonwood and Lark
Canyon campgrounds (2,356 feet and 1,123 feet or greater, respectively), the
turbines are not anticipated to result in measurable levels in EMF at residences or
campgrounds. Finally, as discussed in Section D.10.8.6 of the Draft EIR/EIS,
there is inadequate or no evidence of health effects at low exposure levels. Stray
voltage could occur if the electrical equipment in the turbines is not maintained
properly. Induced current or stray voltage has the potential for adverse health
effects if not properly grounded. As part of the commissioning of the project,
turbines will be examined to confirm that they are properly grounded, as
discussed in Project Design Feature (PDF) 17 of the San Diego Rural Fire
Protection District (SDRFPD) approved Fire Protection Plan, dated November 3,
2010. Regular operations and maintenance measures will similarly confirm that
there are no stray voltage issues through the life of the project. Therefore, no
health effects would be anticipated to occur from stray voltage.
Please refer to common response INT2.

PHS3:

October 2011

As described in common response NOI5, scientific evidence available to date does not
demonstrate a direct causal relationship between wind turbine noise and adverse health
effects. Please refer to common response NOI5 for a detailed explanation. Please also
refer to common response NOI4 regarding the levels of low-frequency noise generated
by the proposed wind turbine project; common response NOI10 regarding the human
response to noise generated from wind turbines; and common response NOI12 regarding
the establishment of setbacks from wind turbine to sensitive receptors.
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PHS4:

As suggested by several commenters, independent scientific evidence is not currently
available to demonstrate a direct causal relationship between EMF and adverse health
effects. The analysis conducted in Section D.10, Public Health and Safety, of the
EIR/EIS is based on thresholds established by the appropriate agencies as of the date
the EIR/EIS was published, including CPUC’s current guidelines regarding EMF.
As described in EIR/EIS Section D.10.8.3, Scientific Background and Regulations
Applicable to EMF (under the heading “CPUC Guidelines”), the CPUC implemented a
decision in 1993 (D.93-11-013) that, in part, implemented a number of EMF
measurement, research, and education programs, and provided the direction that led to
the preparation of the California Department of Health Services (DHS) comprehensive
review of existing studies related to EMFs from power lines and associated potential
health risks. The CPUC did not adopt any specific numerical limits or regulation on
EMF levels related to electric power facilities. In 2006, CPUC affirmed the low-cost/no
cost policy to mitigate EMF exposure from new utility transmission and substation
projects by adopting rules and policies to improve utility design guidelines for reducing
EMFs, issued in a separate report. The CPUC stated that, “at this time we are unable to
determine whether there is a significant scientifically verifiable relationship between
EMF exposure and negative health consequences…As stated in the rulemaking
initiating this proceeding, at this time we are unable to determine whether there is a
significant scientifically verifiable relationship between EMF exposure and negative
health consequences” (CPUC 2006).
At this time, the CPUC has not implemented a general requirement that utilities
include non-routine mitigation measures or other mitigation measures that are based
on numeric values of EMF exposure, and has not adopted any specific limits or
regulations on EMF levels related to electric power facilities. As the public agency
charged with serving the public interest by ensuring the provision of safe and
reliable utility services, such a position is reasonable given the current science and
available data.

PHS5:

October 2011

The analysis conducted in the EIR/EIS is based on thresholds established by the
appropriate agencies as of the date of publishing the EIR/EIS, including the use of
San Diego County’s approved noise ordinance and CPUC’s current ruling and
guidelines regarding EMF. Any evaluation and resulting impact determination in the
EIR/EIS based on future studies and thresholds not yet established would not be
possible and would be outside the scope and purpose of the EIR/EIS. Also refer to
common response NOI14.
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PHS6:

As described in EIR/EIS Section B.4.4, Tule Wind Project Applicant Proposed
Measures, the project applicant will implement a complaint resolution procedure prior
to construction in order to assure that any complaints regarding construction or
operational noise are promptly and adequately investigated and resolved (APM
TULE-NOI-15). As there are currently no established thresholds for determining the
significance of health effects resulting from wind turbines and no independent
scientific evidence available to demonstrate a direct causal relationship between wind
turbines and adverse health effects (see common response NOI5), it is outside the
scope and purpose of the EIR/EIS to require long-term health monitoring as it is not
possible to determine whether such a program may be warranted in the future and
what parameters would be appropriate to monitor.

PHS7:

As described in the EIR/EIS, decommissioning of the wind turbines is expected to
occur in approximately 30 years. Potential noise and public health/safety impacts
resulting from future decommissioning activities are discussed in Section D.8, Noise,
and Section D.10, Public Health and Safety, of the EIR/EIS, respectively. Any
discussion and resulting evaluation of decommissioning activities as a result of future
research or standards not yet established would not be possible and would be outside
the scope of the EIR/EIS.
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2.9

WATER RESOURCES

Summary of Issues Raised
Table 2-9 provides a list of recurring comments related to water resources and addressed by
common responses.
Table 2-9
WR1:

Common Water Resources Response Topics

Common Response/Issue
Water demand and resources for construction

WR1:

Origin of Comment
A5 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (Comment A5-14)
B8 – County of San Diego (Comments B8-2, B8-4, B8-15
(Attachment A), B8-16)
D28 – Boulevard Planning Group (Comment D28-99)
D33 – Law Offices of Stephan Volker (Comment D33-20)
F59 – Mary Stewart (Comment F59-2)
F65 – Jeffrey and Paula Byrd (Comment F65-13)
F66 – Lorrie Ostrander (Comment F66-7)
F67 – Mark Ostrander (Comment F67-26)
F71 – Mrs. Ken Oppenheimer (Comment F71-13)
F81 – Michael and Debbie Moran (Comment F81-13)
F86 – Danielle Cook (Comments F86-7, F86-18)
F89 – Derik Martin (Comment F89-7)
F90 – Jeffrey and Laura McKernan (Comment F90-6)
F91 – Crosby Milne (Comment F91-13)
F92 – Christopher Noland (Comment F92-6)
F109 – Patricia and Elliott Stuart (Comments F109-1, F109-2)
H1 – Steve Washer (Comment H1-10)

Commenters note that water demand and water sources for construction need to be
fully documented for both the ECO Substation Project and Tule Wind Project.

Common Responses
WR1:

October 2011

Water demand and resources for construction for ECO Substation and Tule
Wind projects. EIR/EIS Section D.12, Water Resources, states the potential impacts
to water resources due to construction and operation of the Proposed PROJECT,
objectively evaluates those potential impacts, provides appropriate mitigation
described to lessen those potential impacts, and conservatively evaluates those
impacts in light of mitigation in order to make a final impact determination. In
assessing impacts to water resources, the EIR/EIS first determines the potential
project demand, then assesses available water resources to meet that demand and
determines potential impacts to those available water resources. As described in the
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EIR/EIS in Section D.12, Water Resources, construction of the ECO Substation
Project would require the use of approximately 30 million gallons of water during
construction (SDG&E 2009). This water would likely be obtained by purchasing
water from a water purveyor and through the use of groundwater. Confirmation has
been provided that the Sweetwater Authority in Chula Vista has sufficient water
capacity to provide 25 million gallons of water (approximately 83% of the project’s
construction water needs) to the ECO Substation Project during project construction
(Adam 2010). The rate of recharge to the Jacumba Valley groundwater basin is
estimated to be greater than the rate of usage, based on studies completed in 1980
and 1994 (DWR 2004), and therefore it appears that groundwater is also available to
supply short-term construction needs. While there are no known groundwater wells
within a 1-mile radius of the proposed ECO Substation Project, the use of
groundwater during construction of the proposed ECO Substation Project could have
short-term adverse impacts on groundwater levels. Implementation of Mitigation
Measure HYD-3 would mitigate impacts to groundwater within the project area by
ensuring that groundwater availability would not be adversely affected.
Mitigation Measure HYD-3 commits both the CPUC for the ECO Substation Project
and the BLM for both the ECO Substation and Tule Wind projects to require the
applicant to prepare comprehensive documentation that identifies one or more
confirmed, reliable water sources that when combined meet the project’s full water
supply construction needs. Documentation required includes preparation of a
groundwater study by a qualified hydrologist to address the existing underlying
groundwater/aquifer, existing wells in the proposed well locations, and potential
impacts to the aquifer and local wells from the Proposed PROJECT’s use of local
groundwater. Mitigation Measure HYD-3 also requires that for water that is to be
purchased, written documentation must be provided to demonstrate that such
providers intend to supply such water to the project. The applicant will provide
demonstration of compliance with all applicable laws and regulations and will obtain
a County of San Diego Major Use Permit for use of any proposed well located
within the County’s jurisdiction prior to construction.
Geo-Logic Associates has prepared a memorandum titled, Modified Construction
Water Supply Evaluation Tule Wind Project, East San Diego County, California,
February 28, 2011 (Geo-Logic Associates 2011a), and a memorandum titled,
Response to Comments Submitted by County of San Diego Water Supply Issues,
Tule Wind Project, East San Diego County, California, May 27, 2011 (Geo-Logic
Associates 2011b), in which the total amount of water required for construction of
the Tule Wind Project was clarified as being approximately 19 million gallons.
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Construction water for the Tule Wind Project is anticipated to come from existing
wells, and will be augmented as needed by supplies from local water purveyors.
Subsequent to the release of the Draft EIR/EIS, Geo-Logic Associates prepared a
Groundwater Investigation Report for the Tule Wind Farm dated December 2010.
The report documents that existing groundwater wells are capable of supplying the
project with approximately 130 gallons per minute (gpm), which would be above the
anticipated construction peak demand of 124 gpm. Geo-Logic Associates also
prepared memoranda in May 2011 that further indicate that the combination of water
from wells on Rough Acres Ranch and Thing Valley will be sufficient to supply the
Tule Wind Project’s construction water needs of approximately 130 gpm (Geo-Logic
Associates 2011c, 2011d). Written confirmation has been received that the project
has exclusive permission to use the water extracted from groundwater wells on
Rough Acres Ranch and in Thing Valley on the Ewiiaapaayp Reservation (Iberdrola
Renewables, Inc. 2011a, 2011b). The project has also received written confirmation
from the Jacumba Community Service District (Lindenmeyer 2010) and Live Oak
Springs Water Company (Najor 2010) of water supplies available to provide
construction water to the project. While the Geo-Logic Groundwater Investigation
Report, County of San Diego public review comment matrix (Comment B8-15-182),
and preliminary indications from local water purveyors provide a basis for
concluding that construction water can be provided to the Tule Wind Project without
depleting groundwater supplies, Mitigation Measure HYD-3 still applies to the
project and would ensure that prior to receiving authorization to construct the Tule
Wind Project on BLM lands that the applicant will have met all conditions, as
described in Mitigation Measure HYD-3.
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2.10

FIRE AND FUELS MANAGEMENT

Summary of Issues Raised
Table 2-10 provides a list of recurring comments related to fire and fuels management and
addressed by common responses.
Table 2-10

Common Fire and Fuels Management Response Topics

Common Response/Issue
FIRE1: Fire station staffing and capability

FIRE2: Increased fire hazards and likelihood of
wildfire/hazard can be reduced with
undergrounding project alternative

October 2011

Origin of Comment
A2 – Congressman Filner (Comment A2-3)
A3 – Congressman Duncan Hunter (Comment A3-10)
B1 – Law Office of Cynthia L. Eldred (Comments B1-4, B1-5)
C5 – Ewiiaapaayp Band of Kumeyaay Indians (Comment C5-32)
D19 – FireSafe Council (Comments D19-8, D19-20, D19-21,
D19-22, D19-24, D19-25, D19-45, D19-53, D19-55, D19-56)
D23 – Pinney, Caldwell, and Pace (Comment D23-4)
D24 – Pinney, Caldwell, and Pace (Comment D24-3)
D25 – Pinney, Caldwell, and Pace (Comment D25-3)
D28 – Boulevard Planning Group (Comments D28-19, D28-40,
D28-61, D28-93)
E1 – Iberdrola Renewables (Comment E1-42a)
F4 – Mary Lu Brandwein (Comment F4-3)
F35 – Christopher Dunn (Comment F35-3)
F41 – Earl Goodnight (Comment F41-1)
F53 – Michael Cuff (Comment F53-7)
F65 – Jeffrey and Paula Byrd (Comment F65-5)
F66 – Lorrie Ostrander (Comment F66-5, F66-20)
F67 – Mark Ostrander (Comment F67-20, F67-25)
F71 – Mrs. Ken Oppenheimer (Comment F71-5)
F72 – Michele Strand (Comment F72-5)
F81 – Michael and Debbie Moran (Comment F81-5)
F86 – Danielle Cook (Comment F86-16)
F88 – Jon Isaacs (Comment F88-16)
F89 – Derik Martin (Comment F89-6)
F91 – Crosby Milne (Comment F91-5)
F92 – Christopher Noland (Comment F92-7)
F97 – Mary Lu Brandwein (Comment F97-10)
F99 – Ken, Tammy, Michelle, Kristy, and Sherry Daubach
(Comments F99-2, F99-13)
F103 – Mark Hass (Comment F103-5)
F108 – Steven and Laurie Squillaci (Comment F108-1)
H1 – Steve Washer (Comment H1-2)
H4 – County of San Diego (Comment H4-6)
A2 – Congressman Filner (Comment A2-3)
B1 – Law Office of Cynthia L. Eldred (Comments B1-4, B1-5)
D19 – FireSafe Council (Comments D19-35, D19-44, D19-50,
D19-52, D19-53, D19-58, D19-62, D19-70)
D28 – Boulevard Planning Group (Comments D28-19, D28-40,
D28-61, D28-93)
F35 – Christopher Dunn (Comment F35-3)
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Table 2-10 (Continued)
Common Response/Issue

FIRE3: Insurance premium increases or denial of
coverage

FIRE4: Location of project in high hazard area with poor
access, undefendable assets, and no evacuation
plan

FIRE5: Updated project information supporting reduction
of class I impacts to class II impacts for fire

October 2011

Origin of Comment
F41 – Earl Goodnight (Comment F41-1)
F57 – Robert and Cindy Clark (Comment F57-3)
F65 – Jeffrey and Paula Byrd (Comment F65-5)
F66 – Lorrie Ostrander (Comment F66-20)
F71 – Mrs. Ken Oppenheimer (Comment F71-5)
F72 – Michele Strand (Comment F72-5)
F81 – Michael and Debbie Moran (Comment F81-5)
F91 – Crosby Milne (Comment F91-5)
F99 – Ken, Tammy, Michelle, Kristy, and Sherry Daubach
(Comment F99-13)
H1 – Steve Washer (Comment H1-2)
B1 – Law Office of Cynthia L. Eldred (Comments B1-4, B1-5)
D19 – FireSafe Council (Comments D19-27, D19-31, D19-76)
D28 – Boulevard Planning Group (Comments D28-19, D28-40,
D28-61, D28-93)
F9 – Mary Lu Brandwein (Comment F9-3)
F35 – Christopher Dunn (Comment F35-4)
F65 – Jeffrey and Paula Byrd (Comment F65-5)
F66 – Lorrie Ostrander (Comment F66-21)
F71 – Mrs. Ken Oppenheimer (Comment F71-5)
F72 – Michele Strand (Comment F72-5)
F81 – Michael and Debbie Moran (Comment F81-5)
F88 – Jon Isaacs (Comment F88-11)
F91 – Crosby Milne (Comment F91-5)
F97 – Mary Lu Brandwein (Comment F97-10)
F99 – Ken, Tammy, Michelle, Kristy, and Sherry Daubach
(Comment F99-8)
H1 – Steve Washer (Comment H1-2)
A2 – Congressman Filner (Comment A2-3)
D28 – Boulevard Planning Group (Comments D28-19, D28-40,
D28-61, D28-93)
F35 – Christopher Dunn (Comment F35-3)
F41 – Earl Goodnight (Comment F41-1)
F57 – Robert and Cindy Clark (Comment F57-3)
F65 – Jeffrey and Paula Byrd (Comment F65-5)
F66 – Lorrie Ostrander (Comment F66-20)
F71 – Mrs. Ken Oppenheimer (Comment F71-5)
F72 – Michele Strand (Comments F72-5, F72-7)
F81 – Michael and Debbie Moran (Comment F81-5)
F91 – Crosby Milne (Comment F91-5)
F99 – Ken, Tammy, Michelle, Kristy, and Sherry Daubach
(Comment F99-13)
H1 – Steve Washer (Comment H1-2)
A5 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (Comment A5-23)
B1 – Law Office of Cynthia L. Eldred (Comments B1-4, B1-5)
B8 – County of San Diego, Attachment A (Comment B8-15)
B9 – Law Office of Cynthia Eldred (Comment B9-2)
C5 – Ewiiaapaayp Band of Kumeyaay Indians (Comments C54, C5-11, C5-28, C5-31, C5-37)
D19 – FireSafe Council (Comments D19-8, D19-14, D19-16,
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Table 2-10 (Continued)
Common Response/Issue

FIRE6: Clarification of Mitigation Measure FF-6, FireSafe
Council Funding

October 2011

Origin of Comment
D19-53, D19-56, D19-63)
D26 – Adams Broadwell Joseph and Cardozo (Comment D26-17)
D28 – Boulevard Planning Group (Comments D28-19, D28-40,
D28-61, D28-79, D28-93)
D33 – Law Offices of Stephan Volker (Comments D33-19,
D33-25)
E1 – Iberdrola Renewables (Comments E1-15, E1-37
(Attachment C), E1-42a)
E2 – Iberdrola Renewables (Comments E2-2, E2-17, E2-18,
E2-20, E2-24)
E3 – San Diego Gas & Electric Company, Attachment C
(Comment E3-27)
E4 – Sempra Generation (Comments E4-3, E4-4)
F35 – Christopher Dunn (Comment F35-3)
F41 – Earl Goodnight (Comment F41-1)
F53 – Michael Cuff (Comment F53-7)
F57 – Robert and Cindy Clark (Comment F57-3)
F65 – Jeffrey and Paula Byrd (Comment F65-5)
F66 – Lorrie Ostrander (Comment F66-5)
F67 – Mark Ostrander (Comment F67-25)
F71 – Mrs. Ken Oppenheimer (Comment F71-5)
F72 – Michele Strand (Comment F72-5)
F73 – Charles and Laurie Baker (Comment F73-29)
F81 – Michael and Debbie Moran (Comment F81-5)
F88 – Jon Isaacs (Comment F88-10)
F89 – Derik Martin (Comment F89-6)
F91 – Crosby Milne (Comment F91-5)
F92 – Christopher Noland (Comment F92-7)
F99 – Ken, Tammy, Michelle, Kristy, and Sherry Daubach
(Comments F99-2, F99-13)
F103 – Mark Hass (Comment F103-5)
H1 – Steve Washer (Comment H1-2)
H4 – County of San Diego (Comments H4-2, H4-5, H4-6)
A2 – Congressman Filner (Comments A2-3, A2-6, A3-10)
B9 – Law Office of Cynthia Eldred (Comment B9-8)
D19 – FireSafe Council (Comments D19-20, D19-54, D19-68)
D23 – Pinney, Caldwell, and Pace (Comment D23-4)
D24 – Pinney, Caldwell, and Pace (Comment D24-3)
D25 – Pinney, Caldwell, and Pace (Comment D25-3)
D28 – Boulevard Planning Group (Comments D28-19, D28-40,
D28-61, D28-93)
E4 – Sempra Energy (Comment E4-4)
F4 – Mary Lu Brandwein (Comment F4-3)
F11 – Ginger Bonamo (Comment F11-2)
F57 – Robert and Cindy Clark (Comment F57-3)
F67 – Mark Ostrander (Comment F67-25)
F86 – Danielle Cook (Comments F86-16, F86-23)
F99 – Ken, Tammy, Michelle, Kristy, and Sherry Daubach
(Comments F99-2, F99-13)
F108 – Steven and Laurie Squillaci (Comment F108-1)
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FIRE1:

Many commenters referred to the understaffed and underequipped local fire stations.
The letters concurred that the stations are not manned 24/7 and therefore could result
in a high-risk situation with the addition of the project. These comments also
commonly indicated a reduction in firefighting capability due to the Proposed
PROJECT’s energized infrastructure.

FIRE2:

Many of the commenters noted that the Proposed PROJECT should be denied due to
the classification of some of the fire impacts as Class I (significant and unavoidable
under CEQA and adverse and unmitigable under NEPA) in the EIR/EIS. Some of these
commenters also indicated that the ignition sources associated with the Proposed
PROJECT’S Class I impacts could be reduced by undergrounding the transmission
lines.

FIRE3:

Another major concern expressed by commenters was associated with homeowner’s
insurance premium increases or decline of coverage altogether as a result of the
Proposed PROJECT.

FIRE4:

Several commenters expressed concern over the project’s location in a high-risk area,
towns and assets downwind of projects being undefendable, poor access in the area
that could be made worse during an emergency, and lack of evacuation planning for
the existing communities and residents.

FIRE5:

Comment letters from project proponents tended to focus on: technological solutions
that are being provided (many within the approved Fire Protection Plan (FPP) for
Tule) that will mitigate ignition risks; new information that supports the project;
inaccuracy (and overstatement) of wind turbine fire occurrences within the Draft
EIR/EIS; and their reasons to reduce fire impacts from Class I (significant and
unavoidable under CEQA and adverse and unmitigable under NEPA) to Class II
(significant but mitigated under CEQA and adverse but mitigated under NEPA).

FIRE6:

Several commenters indicated that funding for inspectors to enforce the defensible
space rules/weed abatement codes, as well as other fire safety code issues, will be
provided through a development agreement with San Diego County Fire Authority
(SDCFA) and that FireSafe Council funding designated in Mitigation Measure FF-6
would not be necessary. Several other commenters noted that FireSafe Council
funding was vital to fire safety.
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Common Responses
FIRE1:

Fire Station Staffing and Capability. The firefighting manpower issue that
currently exists in southeast San Diego County due to the volunteer and reserve status
of many of the rural fire stations will be greatly enhanced with approval of the
Proposed PROJECT. Rural areas rarely have full-time, career fire stations due to lack
of funding for areas that include low populations and widespread assets. Further, San
Diego Rural Fire Protection District (SDRFPD), SDCFA, nor CAL FIRE have
indicated the need for a new fire station in the project area, with or without project
implementation. However, they have indicated that staffing and apparatus would need
to be improved with project approval in order to provide adequate fire protection. The
primary mitigation measure that focuses on fire department staffing is Mitigation
Measure FF-3, as detailed in Section D.15.3.3, Direct and Indirect Effects, and Table
D.15-8, Mitigation Monitoring, Compliance, and Reporting–ECO Substation, Tule
Wind, and ESJ Gen-Tie Projects–Fire and Fuels Management, in the EIR/EIS. This
mitigation measure indicates that project applicants would provide assistance to the
local firefighting agencies and that . assistance from project applicants would provide
ongoing monies available for equipment, apparatus, and staffing in the local fire
stations. The result will be full-time staffing availability to augment volunteers and
reserves and improved capabilities, mitigating increased number of calls and demand
for service, an improved condition from current volunteer and reserve staffing, which
has been somewhat inconsistent and vulnerable to individual schedule conflicts.
Firefighting capability can be reduced by the presence of electrically charged
infrastructure. However, the extent to which firefighters are trained to respond to fires
in and around electrical components has a significant impact on the capability
reduction, and focused training can improve firefighter ability to respond around
electrically charged facilities to a very efficient level. The Proposed PROJECT FPPs
and the EIR/EIS include various project design features and applicant proposed
measures (APMs), as well as mitigation measures that would provide focused training
for local fire fighters. In particular, APM TULE-PDF-8 in Table B-12, Tule Wind
Project Applicant Proposed Measures requires a fire and emergency protection
services agreement between the project applicant and responding fire authorities
(SDRFPD and SDCFA). The fire and emergency protection services agreement
provides funding for training and equipment necessary to effectively respond around
energized transmission facilities, thus reducing the potential for effects on fire
fighting. The funding would also provide for a full-time and four part-time code
inspectors. This resource would improve the defensibility of existing structures by
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improving defensible space, the areas within approximately 100 feet of structures that
by law, is required to include reduced fuels.
In addition, subsequent to the publication date of the Draft EIR/EIS, CAL FIRE’s
tactical air command, the agency that would provide aerial firefighting, indicated that
the project would not have a significant effect on their ability to conduct aerial
operations. This determination is based on a number of factors, including the
existence of aerial infrastructure that currently exists and is co-located with many of
the proposed infrastructure, the height of typical water/fire retardant drops above the
height of the towers and turbines, and low likelihood of needing to provide aerial
attack along with other options for aerial attack near the Proposed PROJECT. Based
on this post-Draft EIR/EIS available information provided by the agency that would
operate in the area, Section D.15.3.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS overestimated the potential
environmental impacts the facilities would have on aerial firefighting capability and
the potential impacts were actually reduced.
Comments related to the lack of availability of aerial attack apparatus on days with
multiple large fire events are noted and will be included in the administrative record.
It should be noted that CAL FIRE, the U.S. Forest Service, SDRFPD, San Diego Gas
& Electric (SDG&E), City of San Diego, U.S. military, and others maintain aerial
attack resources and it is unlikely that all available aerial resources would be
committed at distant locations at the same time. Therefore, adequate air attack
resources are expected to be available when needed in southeast San Diego County.
FIRE2:

Increased Fire Hazards and Likelihood of Wildfire/Hazard Can Be Reduced
with Undergrounding Project Alternative. Section D.15, Fire and Fuels
Management, of the EIR/EIS addresses the potential increase in fires with
development of the Proposed PROJECT. The Draft EIR/EIS indicated Class I impacts
for two of the impact categories (presence of the facility would increase the
probability of a wildfire (Impact FF-2) and presence of the facility would affect
firefighting (Impact FF-3)). Those findings were based on initial Proposed PROJECT
features, APMs, and mitigating measures. Subsequent analysis and focused mitigation
measures in the FPPs have resulted in a reduced impact classification for these Class I
impacts for the Tule Wind and ESJ Gen-Tie Projects. Refer to common response
FIRE5 and information below for further details.
With regard to undergrounding transmission lines, it is logical to assume that
undergrounding the lower voltage lines would reduce the potential risk associated
with these typically lower height transmission lines. The EIR/EIS indicates several
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alternatives to the Proposed PROJECT and some of them would underground certain
transmission lines. Others would not be undergrounded due to existing lines, towers,
and infrastructure that will be co-located. Fuel management activities that are
required by the Proposed PROJECT mitigation measures (Section D.15.3.3 and Table
D.15-8 of the EIR/EIS) will minimize the likelihood that vegetation grows near these
aboveground transmission lines. Assistance provided by Mitigation Measure FF-3
will enable SDCFA to staff a full-time inspector in the area. This inspector will be
able to enforce vegetation management throughout the communities, including the
transmission line right-of-ways. Thus, the likelihood of ignition will be reduced and
the likelihood of fire spread from an ignition will be even lower. Based on those
results, the impact level for Impacts FF-2 and FF-3 are reduced to Class II, mitigated
to below significant under CEQA and adverse but mitigated under NEPA for the Tule
Wind and ESJ Gen-Tie components of the Proposed PROJECT (refer to common
response FIRE5 for additional details). However, because final approval of SDG&E’s
Fire Protection Plan (Mitigation Measure FF-4) has yet to be received and assistance
to SDRFPD and SDCFA in supporting fire code specialist positions (Mitigation
Measure FF-3) has yet to be provided by SDG&E to SDRFPD and SDCFA,
mitigation effectiveness for the ECO Substation project is not known and therefore,
Impacts FF-2 and FF-3 are considered unavoidable (Class I) for purposes of the
analysis conducted in the EIR/EIS.
FIRE3:

October 2011

Insurance Premium Increases or Denial of Coverage. This comment is noted. It is
unclear whether some or all insurance companies would raise rates or discontinue
coverage in the project area if the Proposed PROJECT is built, as there was no
specific evidence provided in the comments. As described in Section D.15 of the
EIR/EIS, each project applicant will have an FPP for their project that provides for
additional fire protection and prevention measures, as well as increased firefighting
capability in the project area that will be realized through EIR/EIS mitigation
measures, specifically Mitigation Measure FF-3, Provide Assistance to San Diego
Rural Fire Protection District and San Diego County Fire Authority. Moreover, as
discussed under common response FIRE2, the mitigation proved sufficient enough to
actually decrease the potential environmental impacts of the Tule Wind and ESJ GenTie Project to below a level of significance under CEQA and adverse but mitigated
under NEPA. Should insurance companies actually raise rates or decline coverage for
existing and future homeowners, the state, county, and local fire agencies and
decision makers/policy planners could present the detailed FPPs prepared for each
project and the robust mitigation measures that will be implemented to the insurance
agencies. They could work with the insurance agencies and project applicants to
demonstrate fire protection provided through these measures rectify the situation
2.10-7
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based on the additional fire protection and prevention measures and increased
firefighting capability that would be provided throughout the area with the project’s
construction. This process would be similar to what occurred following the 2003
Cedar fire when insurance companies began cautious reviews and many premium
increases and denials of coverage were experienced. Fire agencies presented the new
building codes and fire codes, which result in less risk of structural damage and loss,
thus resulting in the ability for coverage to continue.
FIRE4:

Location of Project in High Hazard Area with Poor Access, Undefendable
Assets, and No Evacuation Plan. EIR/EIS Section D.15, Fire and Fuels
Management, details the fire environment of the area and documents that it is a very
high fire severity zone and is within one of several wildfire corridors designated by
SDCFA. Accessways for existing residences are an important component of safe
evacuation within any fire hazard zone. As described in Section D.15.3.3 and Table
D.15-8, Direct and Indirect Effects of the EIR/EIS, on extreme fire weather days (Red
Flag Warnings), project construction, maintenance, and operation restrictions would
be in place and enforced, reducing any potential effect on the roadways that residents
rely on for evacuation. Regardless of the Proposed PROJECT’s approval, residents of
the area, like any area with a wildland–urban interface, should formulate personal
evacuation plans in addition to a local FireSafe Council-coordinated community-wide
evacuation plan. Mitigation Measure FF-6 provides for Proposed PROJECT funding
to formulate a community wildfire protection plan and evacuation plan (see common
response FIRE6). Measures providing mitigation for Red Flag Warning weather and
ongoing maintenance and operations are addressed in Mitigation Measures FF-1, FF2, and FF-4 of the EIR/EIS (Table D.15-8, Mitigation Monitoring, Compliance, and
Reporting–ECO Substation, Tule Wind, and ESJ Gen-Tie Projects–Fire and Fuels
Management).

FIRE5:

Updated Project Information Supporting Reduction of Class I Impacts to Class
II Impacts for Fire. Based on newly provided information (following completion of
the December 2010 Draft EIR/EIS), as well as the development agreements entered
into between the Tule Wind and ESJ Gen-Tie project applicants and both the
SDRFPD and SDCFA (ESJ has committed in writing to this agreement on a fairshare basis), and in light of both fire agencies concluding that impacts are mitigated
to below levels of significance based on the measures provided in the FPP and
through the increased level of inspection and capability offered by the development
agreements for the Tule Wind and ESJ Gen-Tie Projects, the significance level for
Impacts FF-2 and FF-3 associated with the Tule Wind and ESJ Gen-Tie Projcts are
reduced from Class I to Class II (mitigated to below significant under CEQA and
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adverse but mitigated under NEPA) in Section D.15.3.3 of the Final EIR/EIS. Please
refer to comment letter B9 (from the Law Office of Cynthia L. Eldred on behalf of
the SDRFPD) and comment E1-37a (Attachment D.15.1 - SDRFPD to Patrick
Brown, County of San Diego (November 3, 2010) and Attachment D.15.2 - SDCFA
to Patrick Brown (February 28, 2011)). It should be noted that Impacts FF-1 and FF-4
were considered Class II in the Draft EIR/EIS and remain Class II in the Final
EIR/EIS. Because final approval of SDG&E’s Fire Protection Plan (Mitigation
Measure FF-4) has yet to be received and assistance to SDRFPD and SDCFA in
supporting fire code specialist positions (Mitigation Measure FF-3) has yet to be
provided by SDG&E to SDRFPD and SDCFA, mitigation effectiveness for the ECO
Substation Project is not known and, therefore, Impacts FF-2 and FF-3 are considered
significant and unavoidable (Class I) for purposes of the analysis conducted in the
EIR/EIS.
These changes to the impact classifications in the EIR/EIS do not raise important new
issues about significant effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as
the term is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, and under NEPA do
not result in new significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental
concerns, or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).
Reasons for the impact classification reduction to Class II for the specified projects
and impact categories are related to the multi-layered system of fire prevention and
protection that will be provided by the Tule Wind and ESJ Gen-Tie Projects. In
particular, the various ignition sources related to these projects, from construction
equipment and activities to wind turbines and transmission lines through ongoing
maintenance activities, are provided preventative measures. In addition, and most
importantly, the improved firefighting response that would be possible with the
funding provided by Mitigation Measure FF-3 (and APM Tule-PDF-8 provided in
Section B.4.4, Tule Wind Project Application Proposed Measures, of the EIR/EIS)
provides for annual funds for fire mitigation monitoring, which will be used by
SDRFPD and SDCFA to provide for improved fire staffing, equipment, apparatus,
and training. The result is a stronger and more capable local firefighting resource.
The Tule Wind Project is considered a significant potential ignition source based on
wildfire risk in the project area (wildfire corridor, extreme weather, 16,000 assets at risk,
fire history), as well as the documented wind turbine failure accounts. Although not
specifically tracked by California agencies, there are occurrences of wind turbine fires
(up to 1.3 per year or more in California) and worldwide. One account documented 116
wind turbine fires since 2003 (CWIF 2011). Additionally, technologies being relied upon
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for suppression of nacelle fires is unproven in this particular use and the inclusion of this
technology in wind turbine nacelles is in its infancy.
However, SDRFPD and SDCFA, primary responders, and fire authorities having
jurisdiction, provided letters indicating that potential impacts associated with the Tule
Wind Project will be mitigated to less than significant with implementation of the
proposed mitigation measures. Additional measures provided for firefighting resource
improvements and off-site mitigations proposed for the project in the Tule FPP would
assist firefighter response and structure defensibility.
FIRE6:

Clarification of Mitigation Measure FF-6, FireSafe Council Funding. Mitigation
Measure FF-6 has been clarified in Section D.15.3.3 of the Final EIR/EIS. The
development agreement between the Tule Wind, LLC and ESJ U.S. Transmission, LLC
and SDCFA (see Mitigation Measure FF-3) provides for inspectors to enforce weed
abatement and fire safety code issues. SDG&E will be required at a minimum to provide
a fair share contribution for one SDCFA Fire Code Specialist II position to enforce
existing fire code requirements, including but not limited to implementing required fuel
management requirements (e.g., defensible space), in priority areas to be identified by the
SDCFA for the life of the project. In addition, the applicants are to provide funding to
allow SDCFA to employ up to four volunteer/reserve firefighters as part-time code
inspectors on a stipend basis for up to 90 days per year for the life of the project. The
defensible space that results from this County Fire Authority funding and code inspection
effort (Mitigation Measure FF-3) was the primary goal for Mitigation Measure FF6,however, Mitigation Measure FF-6 remains viable and will remain in place with a
clarified focus of coordinating a community wildfire protection plan (CWPP) and
evacuation plan. Funding for the Boulevard/Jacumba/La Posta FireSafe Council will
enable this newly formed organization a means to proactively complete these plans,
provisions for applying for grant funding, and ultimately, for implementing fuel reduction
and evacuation plans. Funding will be a lump sum, one-time amount, with project
applicants providing a fair share of CWPP and Evacuation Plan preparation.
As a result of information provided after publication of the Draft EIR/EIS in the FPPs
and in correspondence from fire agencies (comment E1-37a, Attachments D15.1 and
D15.2) regarding fire hazards, revisions have been made to the Final EIR/EIS text in
Section D.15 to further clarify text for the Tule Wind and ESJ Gen-Tie projects.
These revisions to the EIR/EIS are presented in strikeout-underline format in the
Final EIR/EIS. No new significant environmental impacts are identified as a result of
revisions made to the EIR/EIS. Therefore, the CPUC as lead CEQA agency in
consideration of the ECO Substation Project and BLM as lead NEPA agency in
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consideration of both the ECO Substation and Tule Wind projects have concluded
that the environmental issues addressed in the EIR/EIS have been fully analyzed in
accordance with CEQA and NEPA. The EIR/EIS provides all pertinent information
necessary to allow for meaningful public and agency review.
New significant information or circumstances is neither required nor is it proposed to
be added to the EIR/EIS and recirculation of the document pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines, Section 15088.5, is not warranted.
According to Section 5.3 of the BLM’s NEPA Handbook, supplementing the EIS is
not required as none of the following circumstances apply:
1. When substantial changes to the proposed action are made and are relevant to
environmental concerns (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(i));
2. When a new alternative is added that is outside the spectrum of alternatives
already analyzed (see Question 29b, CEQ Forty Most Asked Questions
Concerning CEQ’s NEPA Regulation, March 23, 1981); and
3. When there are new significant circumstances or information relevant to
environmental concerns and have bearing on the proposed action or its effects
(40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).
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2.11

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC CONDITIONS

Summary of Issues Raised
Table 2-11 provides a list of recurring comments related to social and economic conditions and
addressed by common responses.
Table 2-11
SOC1:

Common Social and Economic Conditions Response Topics

Common Response/Issue
Loss of property value

October 2011

Origin of Comment
A2 – Congressman Filner (Comment A2-6)
A3 – Congressman Hunter (Comments A3-5, A3-10)
D5 – San Diego Renewable Energy Society (Comment D5-9)
D6 – San Diego Renewable Energy Society (Comment D6-6)
D7 – Backcountry Against Dumps (Comment D7-2)
D9 – Rasayana (Comment D9-10)
D19 – FireSafe Council (Comment D19-31)
D23 – Pinney, Caldwell, and Pace (Comments D23-3, D23-4)
D24 – Pinney, Caldwell, and Pace (Comments D24-2, D24-3)
D25 – Pinney, Caldwell, and Pace (Comments D25-2, D25-3)
D27 – Backcountry Against Dumps (Comment D27-3)
D28 – Boulevard Planning Group (Comments D28-29, D28-72, D2878, D28-85, D28-86, D28-94, D28-108)
D33 – Law Offices of Stephan Volker (Comments D33-23, D33-34)
F4 – Mary Lu Brandwein (Comment F4-3)
F9 – Mary Lu Brandwein (Comment F9-1)
F35 – Christopher Dunn (Comment F35-2)
F41 – Earl Goodnight (Comment F41-4)
F42 – John and Iris Mauris (Comment F42-12)
F43 – Robert and Kathryn McCallister (Comment F43-11)
F44 – Paul Thompson (Comments F44-7, F44-12)
F46 – Howard Cook (Comment F46-30)
F47 – Michael Hanna (Comments F47-1, F47-2)
F51 – Harry and Tracy Backer (Comment F51-4)
F57 – Robert and Cindy Clark (Comment F57-4)
F59 – Mary Stewart (Comments F59-5, F59-7)
F65 – Jeffrey and Paula Byrd (Comment F65-10)
F66 – Lorrie Ostrander (Comment F66-3)
F67 – Mark Ostrander (Comments F67-12, F67-14, F67-27, F67-28,
F67-29, F67-30, F67-31)
F69 – Mary Lu Brandwein (Comment F69-6)
F70 – Marie and Scott Morgan (Comments F70-2, F70-3, F70-6)
F71 – Mrs. Ken Oppenheimer (Comment F71-10)
F72 – Michele Strand (Comment F72-11)
F81 – Michael and Debbie Moran (Comment F81-10)
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Table 2-11 (Continued)
Common Response/Issue

SOC1:

Origin of Comment
F86 – Danielle Cook (Comment F86-8)
F88 – Jon Isaacs (Comments F88-12, F88-17)
F89 – Derik Martin (Comment F89-4)
F90 – Jeffrey and Laura McKernan (Comment F90-5)
F91 – Crosby Milne (Comment F91-10)
F92 – Christopher Noland (Comment F92-5)
F97 – Mary Lu Brandwein (Comment F97-9)
F99 – Ken, Tammy, Michelle, Kristy, and Sherry Daubach
(Comments F99-3, F99-8)
F103 – Mark Hass (Comment F103-9)
F108 – Steven and Laurie Squillaci (Comment F108-4)
H1 – Steve Washer (Comment H1-7)

Multiple commenters expressed concern over the loss of property values due to
development of the Proposed PROJECT.

COMMON RESPONSES
SOC1:

Loss of property value. The Draft EIR/EIS does not consider property value in the
context of CEQA and the determination of environmental impact because direct
social and economic effects, such as project effects on property value, are not
considered significant impacts under CEQA Guidelines Section 15131. According to
Section 15360 of the CEQA Guidelines, impacts to be analyzed under CEQA must
relate to either a direct or an indirect physical change in the environment. Such
physical changes in the environment include changes to land, air, water, minerals,
flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic value or significance.
Change in property values are associated with a number of factors, such as supply and
demand, general economic conditions, and location of a property.
As part of the NEPA process, the Draft EIR/EIS did evaluate the loss of property
values in Section D.16, Impact SOC-3. It was determined, based on literature reviews
completed for the Tule Wind Project and property value issues for the Sunrise
Powerlink Project (Iberdrola Renewables, Inc. 2010; CPUC and BLM 2008), that
there is insufficient evidence to determine the effect on property values from siting
the Proposed PROJECT, including high voltage transmission lines and wind turbines.
Several commenters have included additional studies suggesting that wind projects
result in decreased property values; however, there is no consensus among these
studies pointing to a consistent and quantifiable relationship between wind projects
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and property values that can be applied to the Proposed PROJECT. In general, claims
of diminished property value through decreased marketability are based on the
reported concern about hazards to human health and safety, increased noise, and
visual impacts associated with living in proximity to wind energy projects and high
voltage transmission lines. These issues are analyzed extensively in Sections D.10,
Public Health and Safety, D.8, Noise and Vibration, and D.3, Visual Resources, of the
EIR/EIS.
While it is possible that property owners near the project site may have the perception
that their homes will diminish in value because of the project, the actual loss of
property value and potential effects can only be tested through data from home sales
within the impact area and within one or more similar control areas over a few years
prior to an awareness of a proposed project. This type of data collection and study is
beyond the scope of the EIR/EIS, and is therefore infeasible for the Proposed
PROJECT. While it can be ascertained that particular environmental and physical
changes can affect property values within an immediate distance of the Proposed
PROJECT, at this time, a definitive assessment of any potential impacts to nearby
property values is not possible. Determination of the effect of the Proposed
PROJECT on property values is highly speculative, and the analysis contained in the
Draft EIR/EIS is reflective of this finding.
Disagreement among experts, consultants, or attorneys regarding the material, data, or
significance determinations does not mean the EIR/EIS is legally inadequate. It is up
to the lead agencies to evaluate the presented material and data and make their own
determinations regarding the material’s competence and accuracy. Case law clearly
establishes the right of the lead agency to accept one expert opinion over another, so
long as the decisions are supported by substantive evidence.
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2.12

CLIMATE CHANGE

Summary of Issues Raised
Table 2-12 provides a list of recurring comments related to climate change and addressed by
common responses.
Table 2-12
CC1:

Common Climate Change Response Topics

Common Response/Issue
Quantification of greenhouse emission
reduction achieved

CC2:

Need for assessment of effects of climate
change on project

CC3:

Exclusivity of renewable energy transmission
along lines

Origin of Comments
A5 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (Comment A5-2)
B7 – California State Lands Commission (Comments B7-43, B7-46)
D6 – San Diego Renewable Energy Society (Comment D6-11)
D28 – Boulevard Planning Group (Comment D28-11)
E2 – Iberdrola Renewables (Comment E2-7)
E4 – Sempra Generation (Comment E4-2)
F97 – Mary Lu Brandwein (Comment F97-6)
A5 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (Comments A5-2, A5-22)
D28 – Boulevard Planning Group (Comment D28-11)
D34 – Natural Resources Defense Council (Comments D34-20, D34-28)
F66 – Lorrie Ostrander (Comment F66-8)
F97 – Mary Lu Brandwein (Comment F97-6)
D6 – San Diego Renewable Energy Society (Comment D6-11)

CC1:

Commenters indicated the need to quantify the greenhouse gas (GHG) emission
reductions that would occur as a result of renewable energy offsetting GHG emissions
from fossil-fuel electrical generation.

CC2:

Commenters indicated the need to assess the effects of climate change on the
Proposed PROJECT. Mitigation measures are needed to protect the project from the
effects of climate change.

CC3:

Commenters indicated the need for assurance that transmission lines, particularly the
proposed ESJ Gen-Tie line, transmit renewable energy only. Commenters expressed
concerns that the proposed ESJ Gen-Tie transmission line could eventually be used to
support nonrenewable energy generation projects in Mexico that would have
additional effects in the U.S. (e.g., impacts due to the construction and operation of
natural gas-fired power plants in Mexico that use the proposed transmission line to
export electricity to the U.S.).
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Common Responses
CC1:

Quantification of greenhouse emission reduction achieved. The Draft EIR/EIS
states, “In addition, the project would facilitate interconnection of renewable sources
of energy, thereby potentially decreasing overall emissions attributable to electrical
generation in California” (see Section D.18.3.3 of the EIR/EIS). The Draft EIR/EIS
further states, “if the Tule Wind Project were not built, SDG&E’s plans to achieve the
state RPS [Renewable Portfolio Standard] goals would be hampered or delayed,
which could conflict with the state’s plans under the Scoping Plan” (see EIR/EIS
Section D.18.7.3; similar statements are made elsewhere in the Draft EIR/EIS with
respect to other components of the Proposed PROJECT). Despite the likelihood that
the electricity generated and transmitted by the Proposed PROJECT would reduce the
dependency on fossil-fuel generated electricity, there is no certainty that electricity
generated and transmitted by the Proposed PROJECT would displace any specific
amount of electricity generated by a particular existing fossil-fuel power plant. The
renewable energy projects would clearly augment existing electricity supplies and
provide electricity that could displace the output from other existing power plants, but
the EIR/EIS does not speculate the level to which specific sources of fossil-fuel
generated electricity would be reduced. Accordingly, while the Proposed PROJECT
conceptually would reduce greenhouse gas emissions, the precise amount of this
reduction cannot be determined.

CC2:

Need for assessment of effects of climate change on project. Climate change has and
will continue to create numerous changes to the world’s and California’s environment.
Some of these effects are described in Section D.18.1.1 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Some
effects of climate change, such as reduced snowpack and rising sea levels, would clearly
not impact the Proposed PROJECT. Other effects of climate change, such as increased
temperature; precipitation; extreme weather events; and timing, frequency, and behavior
of wildfires, are projected to manifest over decades. While there is consensus on the
likelihoods of such changes, the predicted magnitude is uncertain and highly variable due
to variability of climate change models, projected future levels of greenhouse gases in the
atmosphere, and efforts by states and nations to reduce greenhouse gases from current
levels. Thus, the project operators may need to evaluate an adaption strategy, if
necessary, in the future to address climate change impacts that actually occur and that
would jeopardize operation of the project. It is too speculative to evaluate such impacts at
this time.
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Furthermore, the Final Statement of Reasons for Regulatory Action for the SB 97
amendments to CEQA Guidelines discusses the need to identify the impacts of
climate change on a project (California Natural Resources Agency 2009, p. 42):
As revised, section 15126.2 [of the amended CEQA Guidelines] would
provide that a lead agency should analyze the effects of bringing
development to an area that is susceptible to hazards such as flooding and
wildfire, both as such hazards currently exist or may occur in the future.
Several limitations apply to the analysis of future hazards, however. For
example, such an analysis may not be relevant if the potential hazard
would likely occur sometime after the projected life of the project (i.e., if
sea-level projections only project changes 50 years in the future, a 5-year
project may not be affected by such changes). Additionally, the degree of
analysis should correspond to the probability of the potential hazard
(CEQA Guidelines, Section 15143, “significant effects should be
discussed with emphasis in proportion to their severity and probability of
occurrence”). Thus, for example, where there is a great degree of certainty
that sea-levels may rise between 3 and 6 feet at a specific location within
30 years, and the project would involve placing a wastewater treatment
plant with a 50 year life at 2 feet above current sea level, the potential
effects that may result from inundation of that plant should be addressed.
On the other extreme, while there may be consensus that temperatures
may rise, but the magnitude of the increase is not known with any degree
of certainty, effects associated with temperature rise would not need to be
examined (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15145, “If, after thorough
investigation, a lead agency finds that a particular impact is too
speculative for evaluation, the agency should note its conclusion and
terminate the discussion of the impact”). Lead agencies are not required to
generate their own original research on potential future changes; however,
where specific information is currently available, the analysis should
address that information (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15144:
environmental analysis, “necessarily involves some degree of forecasting.
While seeing the unforeseeable is not possible, an agency must use its best
efforts to find out and disclose all that it reasonably can”).
Several commenters stated that effects of climate change on species of concern, such
as the Peninsular bighorn sheep (Ovis canadensis nelsoni) and the Quino checkerspot
butterfly (Euphydryas editha quino), should be evaluated. The comments are related
to the possibility of some species migrating from their current habitat to new habitats
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that may be affected by the Proposed PROJECT. Where a species of concern (e.g.,
Quino checkspot butterfly) would be affected by the Proposed PROJECT, these
impacts are evaluated in Section D.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS and, if significant,
mitigation measures have been specified. As noted previously, the effects of climate
change, including the potential range shifts or migration of species, may not occur for
decades. Section D.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS notes that there are several features of a
critical habitat that make it suitable for a given species. The potential increase in
temperature driving a species to higher elevation or latitude, for example, is but one
of these features and not the only one that influences the presence of a species in a
particular location. Thus, it would be speculative to assume that species of concern
may migrate or have range shifts into the project area and be subjected to concurrent
impacts of both climate change and the Proposed PROJECT. Furthermore, the Final
Statement of Reasons for Regulatory Action for the SB 97 amendments to the CEQA
Guidelines states, “Unlike hazards that can be mapped, other issues in the Adaptation
Strategy, such as the health risks associated with higher temperatures, are not capable
of an analysis that links a project to an ultimate impact. Habitat modification and
changes in agriculture and forestry resulting from climate change similarly do not
appear to be issues that can be addressed on a project-by-project basis in CEQA
documents” (California Natural Resources Agency 2009, p. 103).
While suggested by Commenter A5, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, it
would be premature to impose mitigation measures to monitor or protect the project
from the effects of climate change. The specific impacts of climate change in the
project area cannot be determined at this time, and some would not manifest in direct
impacts to the project area for many decades. Accordingly, the occurrence of
significant impacts and the appropriate mitigation measures cannot be identified at
this time.
CC3:
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Exclusivity of renewable energy transmission along lines. The Draft EIR/EIS does
not state that all transmission lines would transmit renewable energy only. The ECO
Substation project description indicates that “in addition to accommodating the
region’s planned renewable generation, the project would also provide a second
source for the southeastern 69 kV transmission system that avoids the vulnerability of
common structure outages, which would increase the reliability of electrical service
for Boulevard, Jacumba, and surrounding communities” (Section B of the EIR/EIS).
The ECO portion of the project was never intended to transmit only renewable
energy, and the project description and objectives are reflective of that. Please refer to
common response PD2 regarding importing only renewable energy on the ESJ GenTie Line.
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2.13

CUMULATIVE ANALYSIS

Summary of Issues Raised
Table 2-13 provides a list of recurring comments related to cumulative impacts as a result of the
project and addressed by common responses.
Table 2-13
CUM1:

Common Cumulative Impacts Response Topics

Common Response/Issue
Inclusion in EIR/EIS of projects throughout the
southwestern U.S.

CUM1:

Origin of Comment
A5 – U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (Comment A5-19)
B3 – California Department of Fish and Game (Comment B3-36)
B5 – California Natural Resources Agency (Comment B5-10)
B8 – County of San Diego, Attachment A (Comment B8-15)
D21 – Courtney Ann Coyle Attorney at Law (Comments D21-4, D21-5)
D26 – Adams Broadwell Joseph and Cardozo (Comments D26-11,
D26-12, D26-13, D26-14, D26-15)
D28 – Boulevard Planning Group (Comments D28-34, D28-106)
D30 – California State Parks (Comment D30-5)
D34 – Natural Resources Defense Council (Comments D34-15, D3421, D34-24)
F42 – John and Iris Mauris (Comment F42-4)
F43 – Robert and Kathryn McCallister (Comment F43-4)
F65 – Jeffrey and Paula Byrd (Comment F65-3)
F71 – Mrs. Ken Oppenheimer (Comment F71-3)
F72 – Michele Strand (Comment F72-3)
F81 – Michael and Debbie Moran (Comment F81-3)
F91 – Crosby Milne (Comment F91-3)
H1 – Steve Washer (Comment H1-10)

Commenters noted that the EIR/EIS should include projects throughout the
southwestern United States in its cumulative analysis as well as additional cumulative
analysis for the Sunrise Powerlink Project.

COMMON RESPONSES
CUM1:

October 2011

Inclusion in EIR/EIS of projects throughout the southwestern U.S. In
consideration of the proposed ECO Substation Project, the CPUC and BLM have
evaluated a range of projects to determine whether they are so closely related to the
proposed ECO Substation as to be considered connected actions under NEPA and
whole of the action under CEQA. The CPUC identified the proposed Tule Wind and
ESJ Gen-Tie projects, along with the proposed Campo, Manzanita, and Jordan wind
energy projects, for evaluation as components of the Proposed PROJECT to allow the
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CPUC and BLM to further consider the broad impacts, mitigation, and consequences
of the ECO Substation and Tule Wind projects specifically and the wider project as a
whole. The EIR/EIS addresses cumulative impacts (see Section F, Cumulative
Impacts), including those associated with the Sunrise Powerlink and other known
large-scale energy projects within the study area.
The cumulative analysis in the EIR/EIS was prepared in accordance with both CEQA
(14 CCR 15130) and NEPA (40 CFR 1508.7), which requires an analysis of
cumulative impacts as part of the evaluation and analysis of potential impacts. As
described in Section F.3.1 of the EIR/EIS, the geographic extent for the analysis of
cumulative impacts associated with the project includes the vicinity of all reasonably
foreseeable cumulative projects and extends throughout southeastern San Diego
County and western Imperial County, as shown in Figure F-1 of the EIR/EIS. Table
F-2, Cumulative Scenario – Approved and Pending Projects, provides a list of 53
known projects at the time of issuance of the Notice of Preparation and Notice of
Intent considered in the cumulative analysis. Given that there is a potential for
continually adding possible future projects, a lead agency possesses the authority to
set a reasonable cut-off date for such new projects. The CPUC and BLM have set
issuance of the Notice of Preparation and Notice of Intent for the EIR/EIS as the cutoff date to determine which projects should be included in the cumulative analysis.
The specific geographic area was evaluated and determined to be sufficient based on
the magnitude of the Proposed PROJECT’s potential to interact with other potential
projects and thus cause potentially cumulative physical environmental impacts. The
cumulative study area evaluated any and all projects within a 10-mile radius of the
Proposed PROJECT site boundaries. It was determined that this was a reasonable
area given the specific project impacts and the surrounding area with little
development within the area. The County was also consulted as to additional projects
in the area that may be applicable on a cumulative basis.
The CPUC and BLM have determined that consideration of wide-spread industrialscale energy developments beyond the study area defined in Section F of the EIR/EIS
(see Figure F-1, Cumulative Projects Map) throughout the Southern California desert
and elsewhere in the southwest, is beyond the scope of the analysis required under
CEQA and NEPA in consideration of the proposed ECO Substation and applications
to develop the Tule Wind Project on federal lands.
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Response to Document No. A1
Federal Aviation Administration (Diana Erazo)
Dated January 26, 2011
A1-1

October 2011

This comment is noted. EIR/EIS Section A, Table A-2, Permits or Other Actions
Required Prior to Construction, lists Form 7460 as a requirement for the East
County Substation and Tule Wind projects.
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Response to Document No. A2
Congress of the United States
House of Representatives (Bob Filner)
Dated February 4, 2011
A2-1

The requests for denial of the ECO Substation/Tule Wind/Energia Sierra Juarez
projects, as well as moratorium on industrial wind turbine project applications and
approval, are noted and will be included in the administrative record. The
comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the
environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is
provided or required.
Please refer to common response INT1 regarding the extension of the public
review period.

A2-2

Comment noted regarding litigation status of SDG&E’s Sunrise Powerlink
(SRPL) project; however, the Proposed PROJECT does not rely on the SRPL
project to move forward as it would loop into the Southwest Powerlink (SWPL)
through the proposed ECO Substation. Section C.5.1.15, ECO System Alternative
4—Connect to the Sunrise Powerlink, of the EIR/EIS describes the alternative of
the ECO Substation connecting to the SRPL instead of SWPL. This alternative
would not reduce project impacts and may increase impacts if the SRPL were
looped into the ECO Substation in place of SWPL, which would cause additional
impacts because it would require upgrading the outlet capacity at the Sycamore
Substation as compared with no upgrades required at the proposed Miguel
Substation outlet. This alternative was eliminated from further analysis in the
EIR/EIS as it would require additional system upgrades resulting in greater
impacts when compared to the Proposed PROJECT.

A2-3

Please refer to common responses FIRE1, FIRE2, FIRE4, FIRE5, and FIRE6 as
well as responses to comment letter H4 (County of San Diego Department of
Planning and Land Use). Based on the revised Tule Wind Project Fire Protection
Plan (February 2011) and approval by local fire agencies, impacts to fire as the
result of the Tule Wind and EJS Gen-Tie projects are reduced. Tule Wind, LLC,
San Diego County Fire Authority (SDCFA), CAL FIRE, and San Diego Rural
Fire Protection District (SDRFPD) had numerous meetings with the goal of
reducing the fire risk of the projects and mitigating risks if a wildfire were to start.
Please refer to comment E1-37a attachments D.15.1 and D.15.2, which are
acceptance letters from the SDRFPD dated November 3, 2010, and SDCFA, dated
February 28, 2011.
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A2-4

This comment is noted. Please refer to common responses CUL1 through CUL3
regarding BLM’s consultation process with local Native Americans, discussion of
how the entire ECO Substation, Tule Wind, and ESJ Gen-Tie Project areas of
potential effect (APEs) were systematically surveyed for the presence of any
archaeological resources and cumulative impacts on cultural resources. Please
refer to common response ALT2 for a discussion on distributed generation.

A2-5

The comment is noted. This comment does not raise specific issues related to the
project or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no
additional response is provided.

A2-6

The comment is noted and will be included in the administrative record. Please
refer to response A2-3 regarding fire. Table D.15-8 in the EIR/EIS provides
Mitigation Measures FF-3 (provide assistance to San Diego Rural Fire Protection
District and San Diego County Fire Authority) and FF-6 (for one-time funding to
prepare a community wildfire protection and evacuation plan). Please refer to
common response FIRE6 for additional information regarding Mitigation
Measure FF-6, FireSafe Council Funding. Please also refer to common response
SOC1 regarding property values and common response PHS6 regarding
implementation of a complaint resolution procedure in order to assure that any
complaints concerning construction and operational noise are promptly and
adequately investigated and resolved.
In accordance with EIR/EIS Mitigation Measure CUL-1E, Discovery of Unknown
Resources, as part of the Historic Properties – Cultural Resources Treatment Plan,
all collected cultural remains would be permanently curated with an appropriate
institution. The comment regarding funding to construct, operate, and maintain a
Kumeyaay Museum is noted and will be included in the administrative record.
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Response to Document No. A3
Congress of the United States House of Representatives
(Congressman Duncan Hunter)
Dated March 3, 2011
A3-1

The comment is noted. Please refer to common responses in Volume 3, Chapter 2, of
this Final EIR/EIS. Refer to Section 2.7, Noise and Vibration, for common responses
related to low frequency noise, and Section 2.10, Fire and Fuels Management, for
common responses related to fire hazards and home insurance rates.

A3-2

The comment is noted and will be included in the administrative record. As
described in common response PD1, this EIR/EIS analyzed the environmental
effects of the SDG&E ECO Substation Project; Tule Wind, LLC, Tule Wind
Project; and the Energia Sierra Juarez U.S. Transmission, LLC, ESJ Gen-Tie
Project; as well as the Campo, Manzanita, and Jordan wind energy projects. The
Sunrise Powerlink project was included in the cumulative analysis in Section F of
the EIR/EIS. The EIR/EIS has provided adequate disclosure of the environmental
impacts of the Proposed PROJECT (see EIR/EIS Sections D.15, Fire and Fuels
Management, D.8, Noise, D.9, Transportation and Traffic, D.10, Public Health
and Safety, D.5, Wilderness and Recreation, D.7, Cultural and Paleontological
Resources, and D.16, Social and Economic Conditions).

A3-3

The comment is noted and will be included in the administrative record. The
EIR/EIS analyzed the anticipated impacts to visual resources that would occur as
a result of implementation of the SDG&E ECO Substation Project; Tule Wind,
LLC, Tule Wind Project; and the Energia Sierra Juarez U.S. Transmission, LLC,
ESJ Gen-Tie Project; as well as the Campo, Manzanita, and Jordan wind energy
projects, collectively referred to in the EIR/EIS as the Proposed PROJECT.
Significance thresholds considered in the EIR/EIS Section D.3, Visual Resources,
included (1) whether project construction or the long-term presence of project
components would cause a substantial effect on a scenic vista; (2) whether project
construction or the long-term presence of project components would substantially
damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings,
and historic buildings within view of a State Scenic Highway; (3) whether project
construction or the long-term presence of project components would substantially
degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surrounding
landscape; (4) whether project construction or the long-term presence of the
Proposed PROJECT would create a new source of substantial light or glare that
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area or be hazardous to
motorists or pedestrians; and (5) whether construction of the Proposed PROJECT
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or the presence of project components would result in an inconsistency with
federal, state, or local regulations, plans, and standards applicable to the
protection of visual resources. The impact analysis pertaining to visual resources
is contained within Section D.3.3.3 of the EIR/EIS.
A3-4

The comment is noted and will be included in the administrative record. Please
refer to common responses CUL1 and CUL2.

A3-5

The comment is noted and will be included in the administrative record. Please
refer to common response SOC1 regarding property values. Please also refer to
common response PHS3 and common response NOI5 regarding the relationship
between low frequency noise generated by wind turbines and adverse health
effects, as well as common response PHS2 regarding stray voltage.

A3-6

Please refer to common response PHS3 and common response NOI5 regarding
the relationship between low frequency noise generated by wind turbines and
adverse health effects. Please also refer to common response NOI4 regarding the
levels of low frequency noise generated by the proposed wind turbine project;
common response NOI10 regarding the human response to noise generated from
wind turbines; and common responses PHS3 and NOI12 regarding setbacks from
wind turbine to sensitive receptors.

A3-7

The comment is noted. This comment does not raise specific issues related to the
project or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no
additional response is provided.

A3-8

The comment is noted and will be included in the administrative record.

A3-9

Please refer to response A2-2. The project as proposed does not rely on the
Sunrise Powerlink as the Proposed PROJECT will interconnect with the
Southwest Powerlink through the ECO Substation’s SWPL Loop-In component
of the project. Please also refer to common response PHS3 and common response
NOI5 regarding the relationship between low frequency noise generated by wind
turbines and adverse health effects, as well as common response NOI12 regarding
the establishment of setbacks from wind turbines to sensitive receptors.

A3-10

Please refer to common responses SOC1 regarding property values and FIRE1
through FIRE6 regarding fire. Please also refer to common response INT3
regarding mitigation deferral. The updated Draft Noise Analysis Report prepared
for the Tule Wind Project (which characterizes construction and operational noise
levels at receiving residences in the project vicinity and identifies mitigation
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strategies to shield impacted residences during construction) has been
incorporated into the EIR/EIS Section D.8, Noise. As stated in EIR/EIS Section
D.8, Noise, operational noise associated with proposed wind turbines would be
less than significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure NOI-3 (sitespecific mitigation plan). The comment regarding preparation of a noise
monitoring and mitigation plan and circulation of said plan for public review is
noted and will be included in the administrative record.
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Response to Document No. A4
U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs
(Amy R. Outschke)
Dated March 4, 2011
A4-1

This comment provides introductory information. The comment does not raise
any specific issues related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the
EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is provided or required.

A4-2

In response to this comment, clarifications regarding the Bureau of Indian Affairs
(BIA) and tribal lands were added to the EIR/EIS Executive Summary (Table ES1); Section A, Introduction/Overview (Table A-1); Section B, Project Description
(Section B.4.1); Section D.2, Biological Resources (Figure D.2-9); Section D.4,
Land Use (Table D.4-1); and Section F, Cumulative Scenario and Impacts (Table
F-2). EIR/EIS Mitigation Measure FF-1 is to develop and implement a
Construction Fire Prevention/Protection Plan. The BIA is included in EIR/EIS
Mitigation Measure FF-1 in Table D.15-8, Mitigation Monitoring, Compliance,
and Reporting Program, under the monitoring action and as a responsible agency
and, therefore, BIA was not added to APM No. TULE-PDF-2 in EIR/EIS Section
B. These sections have been modified in the Final EIR/EIS in accordance with 40
CFR 1502.9(b). These changes and additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise
important new issues about significant effects on the environment. These changes
are insignificant as the term is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA
Guidelines, and under NEPA do not result in new significant circumstances or
information relevant to environmental concerns, or require analysis of a new
alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).

A4-3

This comment is noted and will be included in the administrative record. The
comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the
environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is
provided or required.
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Response to Document No. A5
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX, Environmental Review Office
(Kathleen M. Goforth)
Dated March 4, 2011
A5-1

The comment is noted and will be included in the administrative record. The
comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the environmental
analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is required.

A5-2

This comment is noted regarding the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s
(EPA’s) comments on the Notice of Intent (NOI) for the Proposed PROJECT not
being included in the Scoping Report. The EPA’s NOI comments, received
February 3, 2010, were added as an addendum to the Scoping Report and are
published in their entirety in Appendix G of the Scoping Report (available online:
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/dudek/ECOSUB/AppxGVol3Addendum.pdf).
The EIR/EIS addressed the topics of the EPA NOI comment letter, including
Statement of Purpose and Need (Section A of EIR/EIS); Alternatives Analysis
(Section C of EIR/EIS); Water Resources (Section D.12 of EIR/EIS); Biological
Resources, including invasive species and adaptive management techniques
(Section D.2 of EIR/EIS); Cumulative Impacts (Section F of EIR/EIS); Climate
Change (Section D.18 of the EIR/EIS); Air Quality (Section D.11 of the
EIR/EIS); Noise (Section D.8 of the EIR); Visual Resources (Section D.3 of
EIR/EIS); Coordination with Tribal Governments (Section D.7 of EIR/EIS – also
see response A5-21); Environmental Justice (Section D.17 of EIR/EIS);
Hazardous Materials/Hazardous Waste/Solid Waste (Sections D.10 and D.14 of
EIR/EIS); and Land Use Planning (Section D.4 of EIR/EIS). Please refer to the
responses that follow for responses to additional comments on the Draft EIR/EIS.
Also, please refer to common responses CC1 and CC2 regarding climate change.

A5-3

Please refer to common response INT2 regarding the adequacy of the EIR/EIS.

A5-4

It is acknowledged that EPA agrees with the CEQA environmentally superior
alternative and BLM preferred alternative. Please refer to SDG&E’s comment
letter (E3) that indicates their support of undergrounding a portion of the 138 kV
transmission line.

A5-5

The project applicants are working closely with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS), as well as the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE). Tule Wind, LLC is
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conducting ongoing consultation with USFWS for both the Tule Wind Project Avian
and Bat Protection Plan, as well as consultation for the golden eagle. See Appendix 9
to Volume 2 of the Final EIR/EIS, which includes the USFWS’ Biological
Opinions. In addition, the USFWS determination of consistency for the Tule
Wind Project is available for review on the CPUC project website at
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/dudek/ECOSUB/ECOSUB.htm. . In
addition, SDG&E and Tule Wind, LLC, have consulted extensively with ACOE
regarding jurisdictional waters of the U.S., including conducting field visits during
preparation of the Draft EIR/EIS. As discussed in Section D.2, Biological Resources,
of the EIR/EIS, during biological surveys for the ESJ Gen-Tie Project, a planninglevel delineation of potential jurisdictional wetlands and waters of the U.S. for the
project was conducted, but concluded that a formal jurisdictional delineation was not
warranted based on the lack of indicators of waters of the U.S. EIR/EIS Section D.2.1
also describes that SDG&E is currently preparing a jurisdictional delineation and
Tule Wind, LLC, has prepared a jurisdictional delineation.
A5-6

The “Summary of Rating Definitions” is noted. The definitions provided do not
raise specific issues related to the project or adequacy of the environmental
analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is provided.

A5-7

According to the California Independent System Operator (CAISO) queue list
(March 24, 2011), the interconnection agreement is in progress. However, the
purpose of the EIR/EIS is to evaluate the environmental impacts of the Proposed
PROJECT and the status of a signed power purchase agreement for the Tule Wind
Project does not affect the evaluation of the impacts of the Proposed PROJECT.

A5-8

EIR/EIS Section C, Alternatives, describes all alternatives that were either advanced
for further evaluation in the EIR/EIS or eliminated from full EIR/EIS evaluation. The
Tule Wind Project does not depend on the Sunrise Powerlink for an interconnection
to the grid. Section C.5.1.15, ECO System Alternative 4—Connect to the Sunrise
Powerlink, describes the alternative of the ECO Substation connecting to the Sunrise
Powerlink instead of SWPL. This alternative would not reduce project impacts and
may increase impacts if the Sunrise Powerlink were looped into the ECO Substation
in place of SWPL, which would cause additional impacts because it would require
upgrading the outlet capacity at the Sycamore Substation as compared with no
upgrades required at the proposed Miguel Substation outlet with SWPL. Therefore,
because ECO System Alternative 4 would require additional system upgrades when
compared to the Proposed PROJECT, it was determined not to meet alternatives
screening criteria described in Section C.2 of the EIR/EIS and was eliminated from
further consideration as a reasonable alternative in this EIR/EIS.
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A5-9

The comment and recommendations are noted. Final EIR/EIS Section D.2.1.3,
Tule Wind Project, has been revised to incorporate additional information
pertaining to the presence of ACOE-jurisdictional wetlands located within the
project area (an amendment to the jurisdictional delineation report prepared for
the Tule Wind Project was prepared by Tule Wind, LLC, to account for the
modified project layout presented in the Final EIR/EIS). These changes and
additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues about significant
effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term is used in
Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, and under NEPA do not result in
new significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns,
or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).
As noted in EIR/EIS Section D.2.1.3, approximately 0.43 acre of ACOE
jurisdictional wetlands occur within the Tule Wind Project area. The presence of
ACOE-jurisdictional wetlands (or lack thereof) within the ECO Substation and ESJ
Gen-Tie Project areas is identified in Sections D.2.1.2 and D.2.1.4 of the EIR/EIS,
respectively. A table identifying the acreage of jurisdictional waters for each project
and each alternative has not been incorporated into the Final EIR/EIS. Impacts to
jurisdictional waters are discussed in Section D.2.3.3 within the Impact BIO-2
discussion for the ECO Substation, Tule Wind, and ESJ Gen-Tie projects.

A5-10

The comment and recommendations are noted. Table A-2, Permits or Other
Actions Required Prior to Construction, lists the applicable permits and approvals
required by various agencies for each project prior to construction. As identified
in Table A-2, both the ECO Substation and the Tule Wind Project would require
Section 404 Nationwide Permits. SDG&E provided an alternative to reduce
impacts to jurisdictional areas (see Environmentally Superior Alternative in the
EIR/EIS). In addition, as described in EIR/EIS Section D.2.3.3 (Impact BIO-2),
impacts to jurisdictional waters during construction activities associated with the
ECO Substation and Tule Wind projects would be adverse and significant;
therefore, mitigation would be required to mitigate this impact. Mitigation
Measure BIO-2a, which would require the respective project applicants to obtain
applicable permits from jurisdictional agencies and implement the terms and
conditions of agency permits, would ensure that construction impacts to
jurisdictional resources are minimized, and that the design and construction of the
projects comply with the applicable Section 404 guidelines.

A5-11

The comment and recommendations are noted. EIR/EIS Mitigation Measure BIO2b includes provisions for implementation of habitat creation, enhancement,
preservation, and/or restoration pursuant to a wetland mitigation plan to offset
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unavoidable impacts to jurisdictional resources (see EIR/EIS Section D.2.3.3,
Impact BIO-2). The location of compensatory mitigation sites to offset permanent
impacts has not yet been identified (refer to common response INT3, which
pertains to ongoing preparation of studies/reports and subsequent mitigation
measures). In accordance with applicable guidelines, the wetland mitigation plan
would be incorporated into the applicable permits required from jurisdictional
agencies and, as noted in Mitigation Measure BIO-2a, the project applicants would
be required to implement the terms and conditions of agency-approved permits to
ensure that impacts to jurisdictional resources are mitigated result in a no net loss.
A5-12

The comment and recommendations are noted. EIR/EIS Mitigation Measures
BIO-2a, BIO-2b, and BIO-2c include provisions to avoid, minimize, and mitigate
impacts to jurisdictional impacts (see EIR/EIS Section D.2.3.3, Impact BIO-2).
SDG&E provided an alternative to reduce impacts to jurisdictional areas (see the
EIR/EIS Environmentally Superior Alternative). Please refer to common
responses INT3 and BIO8.

A5-13

As described in EIR/EIS Section B, Project Description, each proposed substation
(ECO, Boulevard, and the Tule Wind collector) and the Tule Wind operations and
maintenance facility propose fencing. EIR/EIS Section D.12, Water Resources,
Impact HYD-5, provides a full analysis of changes to drainage patterns due to the
Proposed PROJECT, assuming proposed fencing. As described, with proposed
drainage design features and implementation of Mitigation Measure HYD-4
(preparation of a Stormwater Management Plan), impacts due to increased runoff
would be mitigated, and under CEQA would be mitigated to less-than-significant
levels (Class II). Mitigation Measure HYD-4 would ensure measures are taken to
prevent significantly altering drainage patterns or increase erosion or siltation.

A5-14

Please refer to common response WR1 regarding groundwater impacts due
to construction.

A5-15

The comment and recommendations are noted. Please refer to common responses
BIO1 and BIO8. EIR/EIS Mitigation Measures BIO-10a through BIO-10i provide
measures to reduce and avoid impacts to raptors and bats. Specifically, Mitigation
Measures BIO-10e requires post-construction monitoring and reporting of bird
and bat mortality; BIO-10f provides conditions under which the Tule Wind
Project will be built in two phases, the second phase only being authorized based
on the results of additional telemetry and nest studies; BIO-10g requires annual
monitoring of golden eagles in the region; and 10h provides for an adaptive
management program. A draft avian and bat protection plan is being prepared in
cooperation with the USFWS.
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Because the Draft Eagle Conservation Plan Guidance (published in February
2011) is in draft form and has not yet been finalized, it has not been incorporated
in the EIR/EIS.
A5-16

The comment and recommendations are noted. Please refer to common response
BIO2 regarding impacts to California condor.

A5-17

The comment and recommendations are noted. Please refer to common response
BIO3 regarding impacts to bats. In addition, the Final EIR/EIS has been updated
to include the recent additional studies for bats on the Tule Wind Project site (see
EIR/EIS Section D.2.1 (Methodology and Assumptions) and Impact BIO-10 in
Section D.2.3.3 of the Final EIR/EIS).
These changes and additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues
about significant effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the
term is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, and under NEPA do
not result in new significant circumstances or information relevant to
environmental concerns, or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR
1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).

A5-18

The comment and recommendations are noted. Please refer to common response
BIO5 regarding impacts to Quino checkerspot butterfly and BIO-8 regarding
biological resource mitigation. The applicants for the ECO Substation Project and
the Tule Wind Project have consulted with the USFWS for effects to federally
listed species and critical habitat. The Biological Opinions resulting from these
consultations are in included in Appendix 9 to Volume 2 of the Final EIR/EIS.

A5-19

Please refer to common response CUM1 regarding the cumulative impact analysis
conducted in the EIR/EIS. Section D.2.1.1, Biological Resources Regional
Overview, of the EIR/EIS defines “undeveloped” vegetation communities.

A5-20

As stated in EIR/EIS Section G.1.2, Growth Related to Provision of Additional
Electric Power of the EIR/EIS, the need for additional renewable energy
generation is reflected in California’s Renewables Portfolio Standard as well as in
the federal energy policy act goals for developing renewable energy. The project,
which would accommodate renewable energy development, would be consistent
with and assist in fulfilling state and federal law mandates and therefore would
not be considered to have adverse growth-inducing impacts related to the
provision of additional renewable energy development.
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A5-21

Please refer to common responses CUL1 and CUL2. As indicated by the
commenter, tribal consultation is ongoing. At a consultation meeting conducted
on March 1, 2011, in Jacumba, California, it was determined that: (1) the ECO
Substation and Tule Wind projects would undergo separate but concurrent Section
106 processes; and (2) that a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) would be the
appropriate document to move forward with for the Tule Wind Project. Recent
meetings for the Tule Wind Project included a field visit on March 29, 2010, with
several tribes in attendance. In addition, a consultation meeting occurred on April
19, 2011, for the ECO Substation Project. Additional outreach efforts to Native
Americans during preparation of the EIR/EIS process occurred as follows:
- November 12, 2009: Ewiiaapaayp Band of Kumeyaay Indians attended an
EIR/EIS environmental coordination meeting held at County of San Diego
- December 28, 2009: 21 Native American contacts received the Notice of
Preparation (NOP) providing notification of preparation of joint EIR/EIS
- December 29, 2009: BLM issued NOI and news release for the preparation of
the EIR/EIS
- January 25, 2010: BIA attended a team meeting regarding Tule Wind, LLC’s
Bird and Bat Mortality Mitigation Studies held at Dudek offices
- July 13, 2010: Ewiiaapaayp Band of Kumeyaay Indians attended an agency
review meeting regarding the Administrative Draft EIR/EIS at Dudek
Encinitas offices
- September 23, 2010: Ewiiaapaayp Band of Kumeyaay Indians and BIA
attended an EIR/EIS project status meeting at Dudek offices
- December 23, 2010: Federal Register Notice of Availability for EIR/EIS
- December 23, 2010: 43 Native American contacts received a Notice of
Availability of the Draft EIR/EIS.

A5-22

Please refer to common response CC2 regarding the effect of climate change on
the project. Additionally, the EIR/EIS did not identify significant impacts to
groundwater that would warrant monitoring in response to potential future
impacts of climate change or other reasons. The EIR/EIS includes mitigation
measures to reduce the adverse effects to air quality caused by construction
activities (see Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2 in the EIR/EIS).

A5-23

Tule Wind, LLC conducted additional biological and cultural resources surveys in
the fall of 2010. The information from these surveys resulted in a modified project
layout to reduce the overall size of the project and (see comment letter E1 from
Iberdrola Renewables, Inc. regarding the Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS –
Modified Project Layout and attachments). The Final EIR/EIS has been updated
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throughout to reflect the modified project layout and incorporates the updated
studies. These changes and additions to the EIR/EIS do not result in new
significant effects on the environment, and actually reduce the project’s adverse
effects from those previously identified in the Draft EIR/EIS.
In addition, Tule Wind, LLC submitted a Fire Protection Plan dated February
2011 as part of their comments (see comment letter E1) that was approved by the
San Diego Rural Fire Protection District on November 3, 2010, and accepted by
the San Diego County Fire Authority on February 28, 2011. Please also refer to
common response FIRE5.
A5-24

As a result of this comment, revisions to Sections D.11.1.1, D.11.2.1, and
D.11.2.4 have been made. These changes and additions to the EIR/EIS do not
raise important new issues about significant effects on the environment. Such
changes are insignificant as the term is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA
Guidelines, and under NEPA do not result in new significant circumstances or
information relevant to environmental concerns, or require analysis of a new
alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).
The reference to watering active construction areas three times daily is related to
how the emissions were calculated. Typically, watering three times daily would
result in about a 60% reduction in fugitive dust emissions. This level of mitigation
is assumed to be necessary to comply with air district fugitive dust rules. The
amount of watering required in the field depends on local conditions (e.g., less
watering would be required in the winter). Application of soil stabilizers or water
must be sufficient to maintain compliance with San Diego Air Pollution Control
District Rule 55. In addition, County Code Section 87.428, Dust Control
Measures, requires all clearing and grading to be carried out with dust control
measures adequate to prevent creation of a nuisance to persons or public or
private property.
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Response to Document No. B1
The Law Office of Cynthia L. Eldred, on behalf of the San Diego Rural Fire
Protection District (Cynthia L. Eldred, Esq.)
Dated January 4, 2011
B1-1

The comment is noted. This comment acknowledges that the law office represents
the San Diego Rural Fire Protection District (SDRFPD) and that all comments
provided reference Section D.15, Fire and Fuels Management, of the EIR/EIS.

B1-2

The comment is noted. Please refer to common response INT3 regarding
mitigation implementation and deferral.

B1-3

EIR/EIS Section D.10, Public Health and Safety, evaluates the potential hazards
to the public and worker health and safety associated with the Proposed
PROJECT. Section D.14, Public Services and Utilities, evaluates fire, police, and
medical services in the project area.

B1-4

Please refer to common responses FIRE1, FIRE2, FIRE3, and FIRE5. The
EIR/EIS includes a mitigation monitoring, compliance, and reporting program
(MMCRP) for the mitigation measures proposed for the ECO Substation, Tule
Wind, and ESJ Gen-Tie projects, collectively referred to as the Proposed
PROJECT. Table D.15-8, Mitigation Monitoring, Compliance, and Reporting–
ECO Substation, Tule Wind, and ESJ Gen-Tie Projects–Fire and Fuels
Management, of the EIR/EIS lists each mitigation measure and outlines
procedures for successful implementation. The MMCRP table states that timing
for Mitigation Measure FF-1 (Develop and Implement a Construction Fire
Prevention/Protection Plan) should be a minimum of 90 days prior to construction
for a draft of the Construction Fire Prevention/Protection Plan by the agencies and
a minimum of 30 days prior to scheduled start of construction for the final plan.
The effectiveness criteria include plan approval by the agencies. Section H of the
EIR/EIS provides the recommended framework for effective implementation of
the MMCRP by the CEQA lead agency, CPUC, the NEPA lead agency, BLM,
and other responsible/cooperating agencies. Section H.4, Mitigation Compliance
Responsibility, of the EIR/EIS explains that each applicant (SDG&E, Tule Wind,
LLC, and ESJ U.S. Transmission, LLC) is responsible for successfully
implementing all the adopted mitigation measures in the MMCRP. The MMCRP
will contain criteria that define whether mitigation is successful, including
approval of the Fire Protection Plan prior to construction.
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B1-5

Please refer to common responses FIRE1, FIRE2, FIRE3, and FIRE5. In response
to this comment, Mitigation Measure FF-3 (provide assistance to SDRFPD and
San Diego County Fire Authority [SDCFA]) in EIR/EIS Section D.15 has been
modified in the Final EIR/EIS to indicate that this mitigation measure provides
funding for one SDCFA Fire Code Specialist II position to enforce existing fire
code requirements, including but not limited to implementing required fuel
management requirements (e.g., defensible space), in priority areas to be
identified by the SDCFA for the life of the project. In addition, this measure
requires the applicants to provide funding to allow SDCFA to employ up to four
volunteer/reserve firefighters as part-time code inspectors on a stipend basis for
up to 90 days per year for the life of the project. The funding will be provided by
the applicants to SDRFPD and SDCFA. As noted in Table D.15-8, funding from
the Tule Wind and ESJ Gen-Tie Projects will be provided through development
agreements that are based on SDRFPD’s rate tables and SDCFA rates,
respectively. The Tule Wind and ESJ Gen-Tie Project agreement(s) will be
executed and funding (including assistance provided by SDG&E) will be in place
at the direction of SDRFPD, with a refundable clause should the projects not
receive necessary permits. Mitigation Measure FF-3 has also been revised in the
Final EIR/EIS to indicate that the provision of funding shall be completed prior to
start of construction so that the new positions are in place at the beginning of
construction. These clarifications and additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise
important new issues about significant effects on the environment. Such changes
are insignificant as the term is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA
Guidelines, and under NEPA do not result in new significant circumstances or
information relevant to environmental concerns, or require analysis of a new
alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).

B1-6

Please refer to responses B1-4 and B1-5. On January 27, 2011, the CPUC project
manager met with The Law Office of Cynthia L. Eldred as well as Chief Nissen
of SDRFPD to discuss the status of the applicant’s fire protection plans (FPPs)
and the signing of financial agreements. It was agreed that, should it be necessary,
an additional meeting would be arranged with the applicants to ensure that each
project applicant provides the required FPP and executable agreement to the
SDRFPD’s satisfaction.

B1-7

EIR/EIS Section D.15.9, Residual Effects, describes that implementation of the
mitigation measures presented in Section D.15.8, Mitigation Monitoring,
Compliance, and Reporting, would mitigate all the fire and fuel management
impacts (as described in Table D.15-4) associated with the Tule Wind and ESJ
Gen-Tie Projects based on SDRFPD and SDCFA concurrence that fire impacts
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have been mitigated to less than significant (see comment letter H4, County of
San Diego Department of Planning and Land Use). As described in the EIR/EIS,
the transmission line and wind turbine presence results in a potential ignition
source, with historical fire start examples, located over a long time horizon within
a susceptible fire environment. The electrical transmission lines and related
components and the wind turbine facility present a potential obstacle for normal
firefighting operations and strategies and even with training, firefighting
effectiveness will be reduced by the presence of these facilities over a long time
frame. However, implementation of FPP applicant proposed measures (APMs)
and FPP mitigation measures, along with EIR/EIS Mitigation Measures FF-1, FF2, FF-3, FF-4, FF-5 (for the Tule Wind Project), FF-6, and FF-7 by the Tule Wind
and ESJ Gen-Tie Projects, results in fire authority concurrence that potential
impacts have been mitigated. Therefore, Section D.15.3 of the Final EIR/EIS
discloses that fire and fuel management impacts (Impact FF-2 and FF-3)
associated with the Tule Wind and ESJ Gen-Tie Projects would be less than
significant (Class II) with implementation of mitigation measures. Because
SDG&E’s Fire Protection Plan (Mitigation Measure FF-4) has yet to be received
and assistance to SDRFPD and SDCFA in supporting fire code specialist
positions (Mitigation Measure FF-3) has yet to be provided by SDG&E to
SDRFPD and SDCFA, mitigation effectiveness for the ECO Substation Project is
not known; therefore, Impacts FF-2 and FF-3 remain significant and unavoidable
(Class I), even with implementation of mitigation measures, for purposes of the
analysis conducted in the EIR/EIS.
B1-8

October 2011

Pursuant to NEPA (40 CFR 1502.16) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15126,
EIR/EIS Section D.15, Fire and Fuels Management, identifies significant effects
related to fire and fuels management due to construction and operation of the
Proposed PROJECT and provides TULE APMs (PDF-1 through PDF-26),
Mitigation Measures (FF-1 through FF-7), and project alternatives that would
substantially reduce these effects to levels below significance (as indicated by
SDRFPD and SDCFA) for the Tule Wind and ESJ projects. In addition, Tule
Wind and ESJ Gen-Tie projects have fire agency-approved APMs and FPP
mitigation measures that are provided in the respective project FPPs. Through
Mitigation Measure FF-3, SDG&E will be required to provide funding for one
SDCFA Fire Code Specialist II position to enforce existing fire code requirements,
including but not limited to implementing required fuel management requirements
(e.g., defensible space), in priority areas to be identified by the SDCFA for the life
of the project.
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B1-9

In response to this comment, Section D.15.3.3 has been modified with suggested
revisions in the Final EIR/EIS. These changes and additions to the EIR/EIS do not
raise important new issues about significant effects on the environment. Such
changes are insignificant as the term is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA
Guidelines, and under NEPA do not result in new significant circumstances or
information relevant to environmental concerns, or require analysis of a new
alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).

B1-10

Please refer to response B1-3. Aside from separate environmental reports
included within the appendices and supporting applicant studies, all appropriate
data and material is provided within the actual language of the EIR/EIS analysis.
The EIR/EIS provides all pertinent information necessary to allow for meaningful
public and agency review. New significant information or circumstances is
neither required nor is it proposed to be added to the EIR/EIS and recirculation of
the document pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.5, is not warranted.
Under NEPA, this information does not result in new significant circumstances or
information relevant to environmental concerns, or require analysis of a new
alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).
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Response to Document No. B2
California State Senate (Senator Joel Anderson)
Dated February 7, 2011
B2-1

October 2011

Senator Anderson’s support of the project is noted and will be included in the
administrative record.
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Response to Document No. B3
California Department of Fish and Game, South Coast Region (Edmund Pert)
Dated February 28, 2011
B3-1

The comment is noted but does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of
the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is
provided or required.

B3-2

The comment is noted. Refer to common response INT1.

B3-3

The comment is noted but does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of
the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is
provided or required.

B3-4

The comment is noted but does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of
the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is
provided or required.

B3-5

The comment is noted but does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of
the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is
provided or required.

B3-6

The comment is noted. Previous comments submitted by the California
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) in response to the Notice of Preparation
(published on December 28, 2009) regarding consideration of the preliminary
draft information related County of San Diego Multiple Species Conservation
Program (MSCP) East County Plan, were considered during preparation of the
EIR/EIS. In Section D.2, Biological Resources (Subsection D.2.2.3), the County
of San Diego MSCP East County Plan is discussed and the EIR/EIS notes that the
County is still in the process of developing this plan. At this time, there is very
little draft information available pertaining to this County planning effort, and the
planning process has been put on hold due to lack of funding. The plan has not
been finalized and has not been adopted by the County.

B3-7

The comment and CDFG’s recommendation are noted. Potential for impacts to
state-listed species resulting from construction and operation of the Tule Wind
Project are analyzed in Section D.2.3.3 (see Impact BIO-7, Tule Wind Project).
The EIR/EIS does not identify impacts to state-listed species that would require
consultation with CDFG under the California Endangered Species Act 2081.
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B3-8

The comment and CDFG’s recommendation are noted. Coordination between CPUC,
BLM, project applicants, and CDFG regarding impacts and avoidance of take of
golden eagle occurred throughout the preparation of the EIR/EIS and is ongoing.

B3-9

The comment and CDFG’s recommendation are noted. In Section D.2, Biological
Resources (Subsection D.2.2.3), the County of San Diego MSCP East County Plan is
discussed and the EIR/EIS notes that the County is still in the process of developing
this plan. As this plan has not been finalized and has not been adopted by the County,
potential impacts related to the plan have not been analyzed in the EIR/EIS.

B3-10

The comment and CDFG’s recommendation are noted. In Section D.2, Biological
Resources (Subsection D.2.2.3), the County of San Diego MSCP East County Plan is
discussed and the EIR/EIS notes that the County is still in the process of developing
this plan. As this plan has not been finalized and has not been adopted by the County,
potential impacts (and subsequent approaches that the BLM could employ to reduce
impacts) related to the plan have not been analyzed in the EIR/EIS.

B3-11

The comment is noted but does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of
the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is
provided or required.

B3-12

Comment noted. As suggested, the relevant statutes of the California Fish and
Game Code (e.g., the California Endangered Species Act, Natural Communities
Conservation Planning (NCCP) Act, Native Plant Protection Act, Section 1600 et
seq.) have been incorporated into the Final EIR/EIS in Section D.2.2. These
changes and additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues about
significant effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term
is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, and under NEPA do not
result in new significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental
concerns, or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).

B3-13

Comment noted. The reference to the Fish and Game Code Section 2091 has been
deleted from the Final EIR/EIS (Section D.2.2.2, State Laws and Regulations,
under the heading California Endangered Species Act). These changes and
additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues about significant
effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term is used in
Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, and under NEPA do not result in
new significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns,
or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).
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B3-14

Comment noted. The suggested headings and section numbers provided in this
comment have been added to the Final EIR/EIS to Section D.2.2.2, State Laws
and Regulations, under the heading California Fish and Game Code. These
changes and additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues about
significant effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term
is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, and under NEPA do not
result in new significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental
concerns, or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).

B3-15

Comment noted. Revision pertaining to the correct section of the California Fish
and Game Code has been incorporated into the Final EIR/EIS (Section D.2.2.2,
State Laws and Regulations, under the heading California Fish and Game Code).
A discussion of the East County NCCP Planning Agreement has not been
incorporated into the Final EIR/EIS. These changes and additions to the EIR/EIS
do not raise important new issues about significant effects on the environment.
Such changes are insignificant as the term is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the
CEQA Guidelines, and under NEPA do not result in new significant
circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns, or require
analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).

B3-16

Comment noted. Please refer to common responses BIO4 regarding impacts to
bighorn sheep and INT-3 and BIO-8 regarding mitigation.

B3-17

Comment noted. California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) occurrence
data (2009) and USFWS designated critical habitat (2009) for peninsular bighorn
sheep, as well as the modified Tule Wind Project layout, are depicted on Figure
D.2-9B. In Section E, Comparison of Alternatives, the EIR/EIS analyzes several
project alternatives, including the Tule Reduction in Turbines Alternative, which
would result in the removal of all turbines in the R-string from the Proposed
PROJECT (see Figure E-1B). Through the removal of R-string turbines, the
EIR/EIS Environmentally Superior Alternative (depicted in Figure E-1B) would
reduce the likelihood that peninsular bighorn sheep would be impacted by the
project. Also refer to common responses BIO4 regarding impacts to bighorn
sheep and INT-3 and BIO-8 regarding mitigation.

B3-18

The comment summarizes CEQA Guidelines but does not raise specific issues
related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore,
no additional response is provided or required.

B3-19

Comment noted. Refer to common responses BIO1 related to impacts to golden
eagle and INT-3 and BIO-8 related to mitigation.
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B3-19a

The comment lists CEQA Guidelines but does not raise specific issues related to
the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no
additional response is provided or required.

B3-20

The comment is noted. Refer to common responses BIO1 for impacts to golden
eagle and INT-3 and BIO-8 for mitigation.

B3-21

The comment is noted. While the loss of potential foraging habitat for golden eagles
would result from construction of the Tule Wind Project (approximately 725 acres of
total temporary and permanent impacts to various land covers), this acreage of
available foraging habitat was not considered significant relative to the remainder of
potential foraging habitat in the largely undeveloped region in and around the Tule
Wind Project area. Impacts on vegetation communities as a result of the
implementation of the project are fully mitigated by the restoration and preservation
of comparable habitat. The impacts are relatively small, of linear configuration, and
are not focused within a particular territory of a pair or number of pairs of golden
eagles. Additionally, Mitigation Measures BIO-1d and BIO-1e require mitigation for
impacts to native vegetation communities through restoration, enhancement, and
preservation, which would have the potential ancillary benefit of replacing suitable
foraging habitat for golden eagles. Also refer to common responses BIO1 for impacts
to golden eagle and INT3 and BIO8 for mitigation.

B3-22

Comment noted. The Final EIS/EIR has been revised (in Section D.2, Biological
Resources), to clarify that the observation of willow flycatcher was in surveys outside
the Tule Wind Project area. The subspecies and full species are not anticipated to nest
in the project area due to lack of suitable nesting habitat. As such, the analysis
concludes that the only potential impact to this species would be during potential
migrations through the project area. These changes and additions to the EIR/EIS do
not raise important new issues about significant effects on the environment. Such
changes are insignificant as the term is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA
Guidelines, and under NEPA do not result in new significant circumstances or
information relevant to environmental concerns, or require analysis of a new
alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)). Also refer to common response INT2 for
adequacy of the EIR/EIS and significance determinations, as well as common
response BIO8 for biological resource mitigation.

B3-23

Comment noted. Consultation with CDFG regarding take permits for this species
would be the responsibility of the project applicant. The EIR/EIS assesses the
environmental effects of the Proposed PROJECT on this resource from a
CEQA/NEPA perspective. Also refer to common responses INT2 for adequacy of
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the EIR/EIS and significance determinations, as well as BIO8 for biological
resource mitigation.
B3-24

Comment noted. Based on the available information and results of avian studies,
Swainson’s hawk does not occur on the Proposed PROJECT site and no impacts
to this species are anticipated. Bird use data and nest surveys are the primary data
sources for determining potential risk of collision from proposed wind turbines.
These data sources for the Tule Wind Project do not identify Swainson’s hawk as
having any use in the project area; therefore, no impact is concluded for this
species. Refer to common response INT2 for adequacy of the EIR/EIS and
significance determinations.

B3-25

The comment is noted. EIR/EIS Section D.2, Biological Resources (Subsection
D.2.2.3), discusses the County of San Diego MSCP East County Plan and notes
that the County is still in the process of developing this plan. At this time, there is
very little draft information available pertaining to this County planning effort,
and the planning process has been put on hold due to lack of funding. The plan
has not been finalized and has not been adopted by the County. As this plan has
not been finalized and has not been adopted by the County, potential impacts (and
subsequent approaches that the BLM could employ to reduce impacts) related to
the plan have not been analyzed in the EIR/EIS.

B3-26

Comment noted. Please refer to response B3-25 regarding the East County
MSCP. Section D.2.2.3 of the Final EIR/EIS has been revised to incorporate
available information. These changes and additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise
important new issues about significant effects on the environment. Such changes
are insignificant as the term is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA
Guidelines, and under NEPA do not result in new significant circumstances or
information relevant to environmental concerns, or require analysis of a new
alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).

B3-27

Comment noted. Very little information is available pertaining to the East County
MSCP planning effort. Additionally, this planning effort is currently on hold due
to lack of funding. Section D.2.2.3 of the Final EIR/EIS has been revised to
incorporate available information. These changes and additions to the EIR/EIS do
not raise important new issues about significant effects on the environment. Such
changes are insignificant as the term is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA
Guidelines, and under NEPA do not result in new significant circumstances or
information relevant to environmental concerns, or require analysis of a new
alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)). Please refer to common response INT2
regarding adequacy of the EIR/EIS.
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B3-28

Comment noted. Please refer to common responses BIO6 regarding impacts to
wildlife corridors and INT2 regarding adequacy of the EIR/EIS. The Final
EIR/EIS (Section D.2, Biological Resources) has been revised to incorporate
additional information related to wildlife movement. These changes and additions
to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues about significant effects on the
environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term is used in Section
15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, and under NEPA do not result in new
significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns, or
require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).

B3-29

Comment noted. Very little information is available pertaining to the East County
MSCP planning effort. Additionally, this planning effort is currently on hold due
to lack of funding. Also please refer to common response INT2 regarding
adequacy of the EIR/EIS.

B3-30

Comment noted. Please refer to response B3-25 regarding the East County
MSCP. The MOU between the BLM and the County was developed to encourage
collaborative planning of MSCPs in the County. The project evaluated in this
EIR/EIS would not conflict with any approved MSCP developed in conjunction
with this MOU. The MSCP East County Plan is in the early planning stages and is
not approved; therefore, the project evaluated in the EIR/EIS could not be
evaluated against the MSCP East County Plan. Also please refer to common
response INT2 regarding adequacy of the EIR/EIS.

B3-31

Comment noted. Refer to common response INT3, which describes the
discretionary authority of the County of San Diego as follows:
The County of San Diego will be responsible for ensuring mitigation
compliance for its discretionary action under CEQA in consideration of
issuing two separate major use permits (Major Impact Service Utility): one
for the Tule Wind Project and one for the ESJ Gen-Tie Project, because
portions of those projects are within lands managed by the County.
Mitigation Measure BIO-1d contains the following language (italics added for
emphasis): “Temporary impacts shall be restored sufficient to compensate for the
impact to the satisfaction of the permitting agencies (depending on the location of
the impact). If restoration of temporary impact areas is not possible to the
satisfaction of the permitting agencies, the temporary impact shall be considered
a permanent impact and compensated accordingly (see MM BIO-1e).” Mitigation
Measure BIO-1d will consider temporary impacts as permanent impacts if that is
required by the appropriate agencies.
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Mitigation Measure BIO-1e contains the following language: “permanent impact
to all native vegetation communities shall be compensated through a combination
habitat compensation and habitat restoration at a minimum of a 1:1 ratio or as
required by the permitting agencies.” Mitigation Measure BIO-1e is designed to
address permanent impacts to a number of vegetation communities; therefore,
while the mitigation ratio provided in the measure is general, the measure does
provide for habitat compensation or restoration to occur at a ratio required by the
permitting agency. Because the County of San Diego has land use jurisdiction
over portions of the Tule Wind and ESJ Gen-Tie projects, the County will have
the opportunity to review and approve plans to ensure that impacts on County
jurisdictional lands are mitigated in accordance with established County
mitigation ratios.
B3-32

Comment noted. As stated, Mitigation Measure BIO-7j includes conducting
construction activities outside of the nesting bird season, typically February
through August. However, if construction activities do occur during the nesting
bird season, Mitigation Measure BIO-7j provides measures to avoid impacts to
nesting birds. No changes have been made in the Final EIR/EIS as a result of this
comment.

B3-33

Comment noted. EIR/EIS Mitigation Measure BIO-7j has been revised to require
preparation of a Nesting Bird Management, Monitoring, and Reporting Plan if the
project is implemented during the breeding season and this plan would ensure that
nests are not disturbed or do not result in failure. These changes to the EIR/EIS do
not raise important new issues about significant effects on the environment. Such
changes are insignificant as the term is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA
Guidelines and under NEPA do not result in new significant circumstances or
information relevant to environmental concerns, or require analysis of a new
alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).

B3-34

Comment noted. Please refer to response B3-33. EIR/EIS Mitigation Measure
BIO-7j requires the preparation of a Nesting Bird Management, Monitoring, and
Reporting Plan if the project is implemented during the breeding season.

B3-35

The comment is noted but does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of
the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is
provided or required.

B3-36

Comment noted. Refer to common responses BIO7 and CUM1 regarding
adequacy of the cumulative analysis.
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B3-37

Comment noted. This comment does not raise specific issues related to the project
or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional
response is provided or required.

B3-38

Comment noted. In Section D.2, Biological Resources (Subsection D.2.2.3), the
County of San Diego MSCP East County Plan is discussed and the EIR/EIS notes
that the County is still in the process of developing this plan. As this plan has not
been finalized and has not been adopted by the County, potential impacts (and
subsequent approaches that the BLM could employ to reduce impacts) related to
the plan have not been analyzed in the EIR/EIS.
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Response to Document No. B4
California Department of Transportation, District 11 Planning Division
(Jacob Armstrong)
Dated March 1, 2011
B4-1

This comment is an introduction to comments that follow. The comment does not
raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the
EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is provided or required.

B4-2

Section A.5.4, Table A-2 of the EIR/EIS identifies permits required for the
Proposed PROJECT, including an encroachment permit from Caltrans. SDG&E,
Tule Wind, LLC, and Energia Sierra Juarez U.S. Transmission, LLC will be
responsible for obtaining all necessary permits for the project.

B4-3

Comment noted. This comment does not raise specific issues related to the project
or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional
response is provided or required.

B4-4

Please refer to response B4-2. All necessary plans and environmental
documentation will be completed as part the permitting process.
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Response to Document No. B5
California Natural Resources Agency, Department of Parks and Recreation,
Colorado Desert District (Gail Sevrens)
Dated March 4, 2011
B5-1

The commenter itemizes a list of attachments included with the Department of Parks
and Recreation comment letter pertaining to the Draft EIR/EIS. The comment is
noted but does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the environmental
analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is provided or required.

B5-2

The comment is noted. The EIR/EIS analyzes potential adverse impacts to migratory
birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act as a result of the Proposed
PROJECT. Specifically, impacts to nesting birds anticipated to occur during
construction activities are discussed in EIR/EIS Section D.2.3.3, Impact BIO-8, and
impacts associated with the presence of transmission lines and wind turbines and the
potential for increased occurrences of electrocution of, and/or collisions by, listed or
sensitive bird or bat species is discussed in Section D.2.3.3, Impact BIO-10.

B5-3

The comment is noted. The EIR/EIS analyzes potential adverse impacts to golden
eagle resulting from proposed wind turbines of the Tule Wind Project (see Section
D.2.3.3, Impact BIO-10). Also refer to common response BIO1 regarding impacts
to golden eagle. The EIR/EIS golden eagle impact evaluation is based on a golden
eagle helicopter survey within a 10-mile radius of the proposed Tule Wind Project
conducted by Wildlife Research Institute in spring 2010. Tule Wind Alternative 5
would result in the removal of 62 wind turbines (J1 through J15; K1 through K12;
L1 through L11; M1 and M2; N1 through N8; P1 through P5; Q1 and Q2; R1
through R10, and R13).

B5-4

The comment is noted. The EIR/EIS analyzes potential adverse impacts to
sensitive and species of special concern, including the northern red diamond
rattlesnake (Crotalus ruber), barefoot banded gecko (Coleonyx switaki),
Blainville’s horned lizard (Phrynosoma blainvillii, previously coast horned
lizard), and orange-throated whiptail (Aspidoscelis hyperythra beldingi), resulting
from construction and operation of the Proposed PROJECT. The potential for
construction activities to impact sensitive and species of special concern is
analyzed in Section D.2.3.3, Impact BIO-7, Reptiles. Although the analysis does
not list specific species, impacts to wildlife corridors and wildlife movement
during operation of the Proposed PROJECT are discussed in EIR/EIS Section
D.2.3.3, Impact BIO-9, and impacts to wildlife during general maintenance
activities are discussed in Section D.2.3.3, Impact BIO-11.
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B5-5

The comment is noted. The potential for adverse impacts to occur to Quino
checkerspot butterfly during construction of the proposed Tule Wind Project is
assessed in Section D.2.3.3 (Impact BIO-7, Tule Wind Project, Quino
Checkerspot Butterfly). Also refer to common response BIO5 regarding impacts
to Quino checkerspot butterfly. Additional discussion and detail has been added in
the Final EIS/EIR Section D.2.3.3 to address comments on the impact analysis
pertaining to this species. These changes and additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise
important new issues about significant effects on the environment. Such changes
are insignificant as the term is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA
Guidelines, and under NEPA do not result in new significant circumstances or
information relevant to environmental concerns, or require analysis of a new
alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).

B5-6

Comment noted. Refer to common response BIO3 regarding bats. Section D.2.3.3
of the Final EIR/EIS has been revised to acknowledge barotrauma as a potential
source of mortality to bats associated with operating wind turbines. In the analysis
in the Draft EIR/EIS, all injury, mortality, and associated effects on bats from
operating wind farms were collectively referred to as “collision;” therefore, the
impact analysis for bats remains unchanged. These changes and additions to the
EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues about significant effects on the
environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term is used in Section
15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, and under NEPA do not result in new
significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns, or
require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).

B5-7

The comment is noted and will be included in the administrative record. The
comment (which expresses the commenter’s concern pertaining to Class I
significant and unmitigable impacts to Quino checkerspot butterfly (ECO
Substation Project) and golden eagle (Tule Wind Project)), does not raise specific
issues related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS;
therefore, no additional response is required or provided.

B5-8

The comment is noted. Impacts to visual resources resulting from construction and
operation of the Tule Wind Project are discussed in EIR/EIS Section D.3, Visual
Resources, of the EIR/EIS. As discussed in Section D.3, the selection of key
observation points (KOPs) from which to analyze the anticipated visual impacts of
the Tule Wind Project was a collaborative effort between the applicant, the
applicant’s environmental consultant, BLM, and the County of San Diego. KOPs
are chosen based on the range of sensitive viewers, distance zones, viewing
conditions, and visual changes that would result from the Proposed PROJECT or
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alternatives. While a KOP from the Anza-Borrego Desert State Park was not
selected for analysis within the EIR/EIS, a map depicting the viewshed of the Tule
Wind Project was included in the EIR/EIS (see Figure D.3-2) and reviewed during
preparation of the EIR/EIS to determine if additional KOPs were needed to assess
the visual effects of the project. The figure depicts the extent to which the Tule
Wind Project would be visible from surrounding areas, including state wilderness
and non-state wilderness lands within Anza-Borrego Desert State Park. Impacts to
wilderness and recreation areas resulting from construction and operation of the
Tule Wind Project are assessed in Section D.5, Wilderness and Recreation.
The comment regarding the BLM’s Eastern San Diego County Resource
Management Plan is noted; however, the comment does not raise specific issues
related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore,
no additional response is provided or required.
While the EIR/EIS does not list every conceivable location at which the Tule Wind
Project would be visible, KOPs (as discussed in the EIR/EIS) are selected as
representative viewpoints at which to analyze the visual impacts of the project. For
example, KOP 14 (which is situated at the Carrizo Overlook on BLM jurisdictional
land) was used to assess anticipated visual impacts as viewed from the specific
KOP location as well as from off-site areas, including Sombrero Peak, which would
be afforded similar views of the Tule Wind Project. Further, as stated in EIR/EIS
Section D.3, KOP 18 (located atop Table Mountain on BLM jurisdictional land)
was selected to represent the existing landscape visible from the Table Mountain
Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) and the southern end of AnzaBorrego Desert State Park. The visual quality and sensitivity of both KOP locations
and their representative viewing positions were assessed as exceptional/high (see
EIR/EIS Section D.3 (subsection D.3.1.3) and the impact analysis for these KOPs
characterize the anticipated visual change visible from these locations, assuming
implementation of the Proposed PROJECT. Moreover, as identified in Table D.3-2,
Visual Resource Impacts (Tule Wind Project), the EIR/EIS determined that: (1) the
project would have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista; and (2) the project
would substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and
its surroundings and that these impacts would be significant and unmitigable.
Although representative KOPs were used to characterize the visual impacts
anticipated to occur to lands within Anza-Borrego Desert State Park and the visual
impacts assessed from these locations were determined to be adverse/significant
and unmitigable, no KOPs were actually located within the park; therefore, the
BLM determined that consideration of additional KOPs and a park-specific
viewshed impact analysis was warranted and should be conducted for the Tule
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Wind Project. Therefore, additional information regarding direct, indirect, and
cumulative viewshed impacts of the Tule Wind Project (and projects considered in
the cumulative scenario), as well as a description of the KOP selection process, is
provided below.
Viewshed
Direct Impacts
To assist in the analysis of visual impacts on Anza-Borrego Desert State Park by
the Tule Wind Project, candidate photo points (PP) were recommended by the
State of California Department of Parks and Recreation for representative KOPs.
In total, seven PPs (PP1–PP7) were identified by the Department of Parks and
Recreation to represent a broad land area experienced by a variety of user types
(including hikers, car campers, backcountry campers, and motorists) at different
viewing angles and distances. Photos from each PP towards the Tule Wind
Project site were reviewed and analyzed, and of the original seven, three have
been selected as representative KOPs. Due to similar viewing distances and open
visibility conditions available at PP1 (County Road S-2), PP2 (Carrizo Badlands
Overlook), and PP3 (South Carrizo Creek Tamarisk Row), visual impacts at these
locations are anticipated to be similar, and therefore, one PP (PP2) was selected
for further analysis. PP4 (Palm Spring) was selected for further analysis and
consideration as a representative KOP due to its popularity among recreationists
and its historic relevance to the region (Palm Spring is a designated California
Historic Landmark). Lastly, PP6 (Sombrero Peak) was selected as a representative
KOP due to its close proximity to the Tule Wind Project, open visibility, and
potential impacts to the wilderness values (Sombrero Peak is located in the statedesignated Sombrero Peak Wilderness) of the state park landscape resulting from
the visibility of the Tule Wind Project from this location. PP5 (Windcaves Trail)
and PP7 (Whale Peak) were not selected as representative KOPs due to their
distance to the Tule Wind Project site and due to the elevated viewing angles
offered at these locations. Compared to closer locations suggested by State Park,
the visibility of proposed wind turbines from PP5 and PP7 would be substantially
reduced due to background landscapes and viewing distance. Therefore, as stated
above, potential visual effects to Anza-Borrego Desert State Park resulting from
the visibility of the Tule Wind Project are described using three representative
KOPs (KOP 14a, 14b, and 14c—PP2, PP4, and PP6, respectively) located within
the Anza-Borrego Desert State Park and the project’s visual contrast from within
park boundaries is discussed below. These KOPs have been identified as subset
locations of KOP 14 in the EIR/EIS because the northeastern portion of the Tule
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Wind Project area would be visible from all locations (albeit at different viewing
distances). In addition, each location is anticipated to be visited by a similar
viewer type (i.e., recreationists) and each location is considered to have high
visual sensitivity due to either designation as a scenic overlook or location within
the State Park.
Anza-Borrego Desert State Park KOP 14a (Carrizo Badlands Overlook)
KOP 14a (Figure D.3-19C) provides a normal to slightly inferior viewing angle
from the Carrizo Badlands Overlook towards the northern portion of the project
site and is located approximately 8 miles northeast of the closest visible proposed
wind turbine, D10. From this location, proposed higher elevation turbines would
be visible due to their prominent locations, which would rise above the rugged,
gray-brown mountain range apparent in the middleground viewing distance (the
conical form of Sombrero Peak, included in the intervening mountain range, is
visible in Figure D.3-19D). However, due to the distance and panoramic
composition of the view, the visual dominance of proposed turbines would be
reduced compared to locations closer in proximity to wind turbines and situated at
a higher elevation. Despite this, the definite forms and vertical lines of proposed
turbines would be apparent in westward views towards the northern portion of the
Tule Wind Project site. From this location, State Park visitors would observe a
moderate level of visual contrast between proposed wind turbines and the
surrounding desert terrain in the foreground and the more complex mountainous
landscape in the middleground. As shown in Figure D.3-19D, distance would
reduce the apparent size of the proposed 492-foot wind turbines; however, the
standard white paint applied to wind turbines would be detectable (even against
the light-to-dark gradation evident at the western horizon line) and would tend to
contrast with the muted browns and reds of the desert landscape. While the
overall visual change would be moderate, in the context of the existing
landscape’s high visual sensitivity (assessed as such due to visitor’s expectations
of natural, undisturbed scenic landscapes within the State Park), the resulting
visual impact on viewers at the Carrizo Badland Overlook would be adverse.
Visual impacts associated with construction activities are not anticipated to be
substantial. Visibility of construction equipment and vehicles would be severely
limited and viewing distance would further reduce the apparent size of equipment
and vehicles. Land scarification and vegetation removal during construction
would be visible from the Carrizo Badlands Overlook; however, long-term
landscape alteration visual impacts would be reduced with the implementation of
Mitigation Measures VIS-3d, VIS-3e, and VIS-3f. Mitigation measures to reduce
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the anticipated visual contrast between proposed wind turbines and the
surrounding landscape (e.g., Mitigation Measure VIS-3n) would not reduce the
overall prominence and visible elements of contrast (form, line, color) of the
project as viewed from this KOP.
For the reasons presented above, visual impacts at the Carrizo Badlands Overlook
would remain adverse under NEPA and significant and unmitigable under CEQA.
Anza-Borrego Desert State Park KOP 14b (Palm Spring)
KOP 14b (Figure D.3-19E) provides a normal to slightly inferior viewing angle
from Palm Spring (a designated California Historical Landmark and popular
destination for car-campers and hikers) towards the northern portion of the project
site and is located approximately 9 miles northeast of the closest visible wind
turbine, D4. From the interpretive panel at Palm Spring, proposed turbines located
on Ewiaapaayp and BLM lands would be detectable at prominent locations atop
the distant dark-green higher elevation topography to the southwest. In addition,
turbines in the C, D, and E strings located on BLM lands would also be visible.
However, because of the viewing distance to visible turbines and due to the wide,
panoramic views afforded, turbines would not be overly visually dominant.
Rather, the visible mountains in the middleground viewing distance would remain
the dominant features in the landscape and the distinct forms and vertical lines of
proposed turbines would be slightly detectable in southwesterly oriented views
towards the northern portion of the Tule Wind Project site (see Figure D.3-19F).
Therefore, at Palm Spring, State Park visitors would observe a low level of visual
contrast between proposed wind turbines and the characteristic desert landscape.
While the proposed wind turbines are not anticipated to be dominant features in
the visual landscape, the overall visual change is assessed as moderate given the
context of the existing landscape’s high visual sensitivity (assessed as such due to
visitor’s expectations of natural, undisturbed scenic landscapes within the State
Park and due to use of the area by car-campers and stargazers). Therefore, the
resulting visual impact at Palm Spring would be adverse and significant.
Although direct sight lines to the northern portion of the Tule Wind Project site
are available to visitors at Palm Spring, visual impacts associated with
construction activities are not expected to be substantial. The visibility of
individual vehicles and construction equipment would be difficult due to viewing
distance to construction areas and because vegetation removal and resulting land
scarring are not anticipated to be overly apparent. Therefore, with the
implementation of Mitigation Measures VIS-3d, VIS-3e, and VIS-3f, long-term
landscape alteration visual impacts would not be adverse and would be less than
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significant. However, mitigation measures to reduce the anticipated visual
contrast between proposed wind turbines and the surrounding landscape (e.g.,
Mitigation Measure VIS-3n) would not reduce the anticipated visible elements of
contrast (form and line) of the project as viewed from this KOP. Regarding nightlighting impacts, mitigation is not currently available to reduce visual impacts
associated with the operation of Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)-required
nighttime obstruction lighting; therefore, the color contrast between red
obstruction lighting and typical dark skies would be substantial.
For the reasons presented above, visual impacts at Palm Spring would remain
adverse under NEPA and significant and unmitigable under CEQA.
Anza-Borrego Desert State Park KOP 14c (Sombrero Peak)
KOP 14c (Figure D.3-14G) provides a normal to slightly inferior viewing angle
from Sombrero Peak (a remote peak visited by hikers and backpackers) towards the
project site and is located approximately 3 miles northeast of the closest visible
wind turbine, A1. From this viewpoint, proposed turbines would be visible to the
west and to the south. From the summit of Sombrero Peak, the vertical lines and
definite form of turbines located in the McCain Valley and in higher elevation areas
to the west would be apparent and turbines would tower over the topography
located in the middleground viewing distance (see Figure D.3-19H). In addition,
blade movement would also be noticeable from this location. The relatively close
proximity of Sombrero Peak to the project site would increase the level of contrast
in form, line, and texture as compared to the visual contrast viewed from a more
distant viewing location. Although existing cultural modifications (Kumeyaay
Wind Facility, rural development in the McCain Valley) are visible in the
panoramic views available at Sombrero Peak, the proximity and scale of proposed
wind turbines would tend to co-dominate the view along with existing high-relief
topography and distant mountain ranges. The visual change would be high, and
given the existing landscape’s high visual sensitivity (assessed as such due to
visitor’s expectations of natural, undisturbed scenic landscape and visitation of the
peak by hikers and backpackers), the resulting visual impact on viewers at
Sombrero Peak would be adverse and significant.
Due to direct sight lines to the Tule Wind Project site afforded to hikers and
backpackers at Sombrero Peak, visual impacts associated with construction
activities are expected to be substantial. Also, due to proximity, individual vehicles
and construction equipment, as well as land scarring resulting from vegetation
removal, would be evident. Although long-term landscape alteration visual impacts
would be reduced with the implementation of Mitigation Measures VIS-3d, VIS-3e,
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and VIS-3f, due to the direct sightlines to the project site, the open visibility
conditions, and proximity, impacts would remain adverse and significant.
Mitigation measures to reduce the anticipated visual contrast between proposed
wind turbines and the surrounding landscape (e.g.; VIS-3n) would not reduce the
overall prominence and visible elements of contrast (form, line, texture, and color)
of the project as viewed from this KOP. Regarding night-lighting impacts,
mitigation is not currently available to reduce visual impacts associated with the
operation of FAA-required nighttime obstruction lighting and therefore, the color
contrast between red obstruction lighting and dark skies would be substantial.
For the reasons presented above, visual impacts at Sombrero Peak would remain
adverse under NEPA and significant and unmitigable under CEQA.
Indirect Impacts
There are no indirect impacts on the viewshed.
Cumulative Impacts
The number and geographic extent of proposed projects on lands adjacent to or in
the general proximity of Anza-Borrego Desert State Park and considered in the
cumulative scenario (see Section F of the EIR/EIS) would affect the visual
experience of park visitors. Construction and operation of industrial renewable
energy projects (including the Ocotillo Express wind project adjacent to the
park’s southeastern boundary, the Imperial Valley solar project located east of
Ocotillo Express and adjacent to Interstate 8, and the Superstition Mountain solar
project southeast of Borrego Springs in Imperial County) would be visible to
multiple viewer types from within the park. Affected viewers, including hikers,
wildlife viewers, and motorists would be afforded views of industrial project
elements including the bold, vertical lines and light white color of wind turbines
as well as the relatively smooth, ordered texture of turbines, which would contrast
sharply with the rugged, complex form of the surrounding desert landscape. In
addition, the structural contrasts resulting from the operation of vertically
prominent and geometric wind turbines when viewed against the backdrop of a
diverse desert landscape featuring jagged mountain ranges, long valleys, coarsely
textured vegetation, and boulder-strewn hills would be evident. Motorists on S2
would also be afforded alternating views of the Tule Wind Project as several wind
turbines would at times be visible and then disappear behind the bold, triangular
form of existing topography near Agua Caliente Park. Further south, near the Bow
Willow Campground turnoff, several turbines associated with the Tule Wind
Project would be visible as the rugged but relatively short peaks to the west would

October 2011

B5-8

Responses to Comments – Final EIR/EIS

East County Substation/Tule Wind/Energia Sierra Juarez Gen-Tie Projects
COMMENTS AND REPONSES TO COMMENTS

not screen views of the In-Ko-Pah Mountains and more vertically prominent
locations within the McCain Valley area. As the S2 descends into the valley near
the Imperial County border, the flat form of area topography would provide
motorists little relief from views of the Ocotillo Express project.
Similarly, solar projects considered in the cumulative scenario would tend to
generate a high degree of visual contrast resulting from the introduction of grayish
and metallic solar panels and support structures to a landscape typified by dull
brown and red desert hues. In addition, reflected glare produced by solar panels
would be visible for miles and the luminous visual effect could be noticeable to
park hikers, backcountry campers, and wildlife viewers. However, due to the low,
horizontal form of solar panels and associated development, it is anticipated that
views of the Imperial Valley and Superstition solar projects would be limited to
prominent peaks and higher elevation ridgelines within the park, which provide
users with panoramic and largely unobstructed east-oriented views.
For these reasons, the Tule Wind Project is considered a substantial contributor to
cumulative impacts as they relate to views from park lands. While views of the Tule
Wind Project would not dominate panoramic views from within park boundaries
(the visual impact and visual contrast generated by Tule Wind Project turbines
would tend to decrease the further away the viewer is located from the project site),
the addition of industrial project elements would have a strong, noticeable effect on
west-oriented views from within the park toward the project site. Many visitors to
the park value the existing unspoiled views towards the In-Ko-Pah Mountains and
eastward views toward undeveloped lands outside of the park’s eastern boundaries
and the addition of the Tule Wind and Ocotillo Wind Express projects would
substantially alter the existing visual experience enjoyed by several viewer types to
the park’s southern state wilderness and non-state wilderness areas. While the
implementation of TULE-APM-AES-1 and Mitigation Measure VIS-3n would
minimize (to the extent possible) the adverse effects associated with the
introduction of wind turbines, the impact to existing visual resources and the visual
contrast between industrial elements and the natural desert landscape would be
strong and would remain adverse. Therefore, the Proposed PROJECT would
contribute to a cumulatively adverse visual impact.
Several of the projects identified on the January 2011 BLM Renewable Energy
Map and referenced by the commenter have since been rejected by the BLM.
According to BLM El Centro Field Office staff, CACA 050485, a wind energy
project application, was denied in May 2010 and CACA 049613 was also denied
(Steward, pers. comm. 2011). CACA 050635 and CACA 050636 are both active
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applications for wind testing facilities and CACA 049150 (Superstition Solar) is
an application for a solar facility. Superstition Solar is included in the cumulative
impacts discussion above however, due to distance, the identified wind testing
facilities are not anticipated to substantially contribute to a cumulative visual
impact. The Ocotillo Express Project (CACA 047518 and 050916) and the
Imperial Valley solar project (CACA 047740) are discussed in Section F,
Cumulative Scenario and Effects.
Please also refer to common response INT2 regarding general adequacy of the
Draft EIR/EIS.
B5-9

Comment noted. Refer to common response BIO4 regarding impacts to
peninsular bighorn sheep. Additional discussion has been added in the Final
EIR/EIS to substantiate the conclusions regarding bighorn sheep, which remain
unchanged from the Draft EIR/EIS. Impacts to peninsular bighorn sheep are
assessed in Section D.2, Biological Resources. The EIR/EIS analyzes impacts to
peninsular bighorn sheep resulting from construction activities of the Proposed
Project (see Section D.2.3.3, Impact BIO-7). In addition, construction and
operational impacts to general wildlife movement and linkages (Impact BIO-9)
and general impacts associated with disturbance of wildlife during maintenance
activities (Impact BIO-11) are discussed in Section D.2.3.3.

B5-10

The comment is noted. Refer to common responses CUM1 and BIO7 regarding
cumulative impacts. As analyzed in the EIR/EIS, the Proposed PROJECT
includes the ECO Substation Project, Tule Wind Project, ESJ Gen-Tie Project,
and the Campo, Manzanita, and Jordan wind energy projects. Although projectlevel information for the Campo, Manzanita, and Jordan wind energy projects was
not available for analysis, these projects were analyzed at a program level and the
EIR/EIS included impact determinations for the Proposed PROJECT. See Table
D.2.2 for a summary of biological resource impacts resulting from
implementation of the Proposed PROJECT (impact analyses are included for the
Proposed PROJECT within each of the eleven biological resources significance
thresholds). Similarly, the visual impacts of the Proposed PROJECT are assessed
in Section D.3, Visual Resources (see Table D.3-2, Visual Resource Impacts for
summary of impact determinations and Section D.3.3.3 for analysis of Proposed
PROJECT visual resource impacts).
Please refer to Section F, Cumulative Scenario and Impacts, for discussion of
cumulative projects considered in the EIR/EIS and assessment of cumulative impacts.
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B5-11

The comment is noted. The attachment provided consists of a map of BLM
renewable energy sites, two photos, and three letters from the Department of
Parks and Recreation addressed to the BLM pertaining to the BLM’s Eastern San
Diego County Resource Management Plan.
Please refer to Section F, Cumulative Scenario and Impacts, for discussion of
cumulative projects considered in the EIR/EIS and assessment of cumulative
impacts. The included photos, as well as previous comments submitted by the
Department of Parks and Recreation pertaining to visual resource impacts, will be
included in the administrative record. The Department of Parks and Recreation
letters to the BLM do not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the
environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is
provided or required.

References
Steward, Daniel. 2011. Personal communication (telephone) between D. Steward (BLM) and J.
Saunders (Dudek). August 18, 2011.
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Response to Document No. B6
California Public Utilities Commission, Rail Crossings Engineering Section
(Laurence Michael, PE)
Dated March 4, 2011
B6-1

Comment noted. The comment does not raise specific issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional
response is provided or required.

B6-2

EIR/EIS Section D.4, Land Use, Section D.9, Transportation and Traffic, and
Figures D.4-7 and D.4-8 discuss and show where the proposed 138 kV line would
cross the San Diego and Arizona Eastern Railroad track. Section D.9.2.2 also
discusses the CPUC General Order 95, Rules for Overhead Electric Line
Construction, and includes the minimum allowable vertical clearance of 34 feet,
and the minimum side clearance of 8 feet, 6 inches. The ECO Project’s proposed
138 kV line would span the railroad in three locations, and would be in
compliance with all applicable requirements prior to installing the transmission
line at these crossings. The Proposed PROJECT does not include altering any
railroad lines or railroad street crossings. Section D.9.4.2, ECO Partial
Underground Proposed 138 kV Transmission Route Alternative, discusses
impacts associated with the underground installation of the 138 kV transmission
line, which would include the underground installation of the transmission line in
one location where it crosses the San Diego & Arizona Eastern railroad. Under
this alternative, SDG&E has clarified that it would use jack-and-bore methods to
install the transmission line underground at this intersection of the transmission
line and railroad. Under this alternative, SDG&E would also comply with all
applicable laws and regulations and all applicable CPUC noticing procedures. The
discussion under Impact TRA-5 in Section D.9.4.2 has been augmented in the
Final EIR/EIS to clarify that under this alternative, the project would avoid
impacts to the railroad by using jack-and-bore methods while installing the
transmission line where it intersects the railroad. No additional changes to the
EIR/EIS are necessary as a result of this comment. These changes and additions to
the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues about significant effects on the
environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term is used in Section
15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, and under NEPA do not result in new
significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns, or
require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).

B6-3

Please refer to response B6-2.
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Response to Document No. B7
California State Lands Commission (Cy R. Oggins)
Dated March 4, 2011
B7-1

The comment is noted. It acknowledges review of the Draft EIR/EIS by the
California State Lands Commission (CSLC) as a responsible agency under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as well as their jurisdiction for
granting a lease for the proposed Tule Wind Project.

B7-2

This comment is an introduction to comments that follow. Please refer to common
response PD1 regarding the adequacy of the project description as well as common
response INT2 with regard to the adequacy of the EIR/EIS. Further, please refer to
common response INT3, which discusses that the proposed PROJECT implements
all feasible mitigation measures and has described the actions that will be taken to
either reduce or avoid potentially significant impacts wherever feasible.
Tule Wind, LLC conducted additional biological and cultural resources surveys in
the fall of 2010 and information has been incorporated into the Final EIR/EIS.
Please refer to comment letters from Tule Wind, LLC and response to E1 and E2.
Based on the fall 2010 survey information Tule Wind, LLC modified the Tule
Wind project layout to reduce the overall size of the project. The modified project
layout does not result in new significant information or circumstances and
recirculation of the document pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.5, is
not warranted. In addition, according to conditions outlined in Section 5.3 of the
BLM’s NEPA Handbook (H-1790-1), supplementing the EIS is not required
(please refer to common response INT2).

B7-3

Please refer to common response PD1 regarding the adequacy of the project
description and environmental setting.
As described in Section D.10.3.3, Public Health and Safety - Direct and Indirect
Effects, of the EIR/EIS (under impact HAZ-4), the project may require the use of
explosives for the construction of the 138 kV transmission line and turbine
foundations, depending on the geologic bedrock conditions. These activities
would be limited to areas where explosives are absolutely necessary, and
precautions would be taken to limit accessibility to recreational users and the
general public. Prior to removing earth or rock with the use of explosives, a preblast survey and blasting plan would be prepared for the project, as provided for
in Mitigation Measure HAZ-4b. The pre-blast survey would be conducted for
structures within a minimum radius of 1,000 feet from the identified blast site.
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Sensitive receptors that could reasonably be affected by blasting would also be
surveyed as part of the pre-blast survey. The blasting plan would outline the
anticipated blasting procedures for the removal of rock material at the proposed
turbine foundation locations and would address air-blast limits, ground vibrations,
and maximum peak particle velocity for ground movement.
As described in Section D.8, Noise, of the EIR/EIS, blasting activities may also be
required to facilitate excavation in areas where rocks are found. EIR/EIS Section D.8,
Noise, Mitigation Measure NOI-1, further describes the nature of potential blasting
activities, features to reduce the noise impacts from blasting, and an evaluation of
potential blasting activities in consideration of the County’s noise standards. Impacts
from blasting would be reduced through the preparation and implementation of a sitespecific blasting plan, as provided for in Mitigation Measure NOI-1, which would
include specific measures taken at each blasting location to reduce impacts to nearby
residences. Furthermore, as provided in APM ECO-NOI-4, the use of explosives to
assist with the excavation of rock will be prohibited within 600 feet of the boundary
of any occupied parcels zoned for residential use and within 430 feet of the boundary
of any occupied parcels zoned for agricultural use. As described in APM ECO-NOI4, if blasting cannot be avoided, SDG&E will temporarily relocate residents while
blasting occurs to mitigate for blasting-related impacts.
In addition, during construction, Tule Wind LLC would implement APM-TULEBIO-21, which would require that prior to blasting activities east of McCain
Valley Road (near designated critical habitat for Peninsular bighorn sheep)
biological monitors would confirm that bighorn sheep are not present within onethird of a mile of the area designated for blasting. Implementation of this APM
would confirm avoidance of potential for harassment and disturbance of the
species; however, the EIR/EIS analysis (please refer also to common response
BIO4 related to the impact analysis for Peninsular bighorn sheep) is based on
evidence that the bighorn sheep do not occur in the project area. Mitigation
Measures BIO-7j and BIO-10b require preconstruction nesting surveys,
construction buffers around nests, and preparation of an avian and bat protection
plan for each project that are designed to avoid and minimize effects of noise and
other construction-related factors on special-status wildlife.
B7-4

October 2011

Please refer to common response PD1 regarding the EIR/EIS adequacy of the
environmental setting. EIR/EIS Section D.2, Biological Resources (Subsection D.2.1,
Environmental Setting/Affected Environment), has been updated to reflect the latest
biological survey results, including the results from rare plant surveys and bat
surveys. These changes and additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new
issues about significant effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as
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the term is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, and under NEPA do
not result in new significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental
concerns or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).
B7-5

Please refer to common response INT2 with regard to the adequacy of the
EIR/EIS. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, thresholds for each
environmental topic in the EIR/EIS were tailored to meet the project
circumstances and to adequately assess the projects impacts.

B7-6

Please refer to common response INT3 regarding mitigation deferral. The EIR/EIS
provides all feasible mitigation measures and has described the actions that will be
taken to either reduce or avoid potentially significant impacts wherever feasible. Such
mitigation is based on focused studies and environmental review that is feasible and
practical based upon project specifics known at this time. The CPUC and BLM have
committed themselves to incorporate all reasonable mitigation; mitigation would only
be deferred to a later date if it were impractical to create specific mitigation this early
in the planning process. As stated in common response INT3, pursuant to case law,
an agency may defer defining the specifics of mitigation measures if it commits itself
to mitigation and lists the alternatives to be considered, analyzed, and potentially
incorporated in the mitigation plan, and an agency may even rely upon future studies,
if those studies help further define specific mitigation measures. For example, Section
D.8 of the EIR/EIS provides a complete and accurate evaluation of the potential noise
impacts and includes all feasible mitigation in order to lessen and reduce those
impacts. Part of the required mitigation includes the requirement to create a future
specific noise mitigation plan to reduce operational noise impacts. The measure also
includes the types of details that may be included in the plan to reduce such impacts.
The incorporation of mitigation requiring a site-specific noise plan is required in
order to tailor specific mitigation measures to be as effective as possible based upon
project-specific attributes that will be known in greater detail at that time. This
binding mitigation allows the lead agency enhanced opportunities to reduce any
associated noise impacts to the greatest extent possible. Further, the EIR/EIS includes
a mitigation monitoring, compliance, and reporting program (MMCRP) for all
mitigation measures proposed for the projects. An MMCRP table is provided at the
end of each issue area in Section D of the EIR/EIS (Sections D.2 through D.18) that
lists each mitigation measure and outlines procedures for successful implementation.
As described in common response INT2, the CSLC has discretionary authority
over the Tule Wind Project within its jurisdiction. As discussed in Section A.5 of
the Draft EIR/EIS, the BLM will issue two records of decision (ROD)—one for
the ECO Substation Project and one for the Tule Wind Project; and the CPUC
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will use the EIR/EIS, in conjunction with other information developed in the
CPUC’s formal record, to act only on San Diego Gas and Electric’s (SDG&E’s)
application for a Permit to Construct (PTC) and operate the proposed ECO
Substation. The CPUC has no discretionary action over the Tule Wind Project.
Therefore, the CSLC would act as the CEQA lead agency in consideration of
portions of the Tule Wind Project within its jurisdiction. As lead agency, the
CSLC could choose to either rely on the CPUC/BLM environmental document to
meet its CEQA requirements or amend, supplement, and/or prepare additional
documentation to meet its environmental compliance needs. Please also refer to
response B7-8 regarding CPUC’s role regarding the whole of the action.
B7-7

Please refer to common response INT2 as well as B7-6 regarding CPUC’s role as
the CEQA lead agency.

B7-8

Please refer to common response INT2 as well as B7-6 regarding CPUC’s role as
the CEQA lead agency. The CPUC and BLM evaluated the Tule Wind and ESJ
Gen-Tie projects as “connected actions” under the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) and “whole of the action” under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) as they were determined to be so closely related to the
proposed ECO Substation Project. By including these projects as components of
the proposed ECO Substation Project, it allows the lead agencies to further
consider broad impacts, mitigation, and consequences of the ECO Substation
Project, even though, in the case of CPUC, it has no discretionary action on either
the Tule Wind or ESJ Gen-Tie projects. The evaluation of the “connected actions”
under NEPA and “whole of the action” under CEQA is used to inform decision
makers, even when they have no authority over aspects of the entire action.

B7-9

Please refer to PD1 regarding the adequacy of the project description as well as
B7-3 regarding proposed blasting.

B7-10

The Final EIR/EIS Section D.2, Biological Resources (Subsection D.2.1,
Environmental Setting/Affected Environment, under the “Methodology and
Assumptions” heading), has been updated to include the most recent rare plant
and bat monitoring investigations conducted for the Tule Wind Project. These
changes and additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues about
significant effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term
is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, and under NEPA do not
result in new significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental
concerns or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).
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Section D.2.1, Biological Resources, of the EIR/EIS, discusses a regional
overview of the environment as applied to biological resources, special habitat
management areas, vegetation communities, and wildlife habitats in the project
area, wetlands and waters of the United States, special-status plant and animal
species, critical habitat, and wildlife corridors that may be impacted by the
Proposed PROJECT. All technical reports prepared by the project applicants in
support of the Proposed PROJECT evaluated in the EIR/EIS are available on the
CPUC project website at: http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/ environment/info/dudek/
ECOSUB/ ECOSUB.htm.
B7-11

The Final EIR/EIS (Section D.2.1.3, Golden Eagle) has been revised to emphasize
that none of the golden eagle territories were observed within the Tule Wind Project
area. These changes and additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues
about significant effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the
term is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, and under NEPA do not
result in new significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental
concerns, or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).

B7-12

Please refer to common response BIO3 regarding impacts to bats. In addition, the
Final EIR/EIS has been updated to include the recent additional studies for bats
on the Tule Wind Project site (see EIR/EIS Section D.2.1 and Impact BIO-10 in
Section D.2.3.3.). These changes and additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise
important new issues about significant effects on the environment. Such changes
are insignificant as the term is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA
Guidelines, and under NEPA do not result in new significant circumstances or
information relevant to environmental concerns, or require analysis of a new
alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).

B7-13

The Final EIR/EIS (Section D.2.1.1, Mountain Lion) has been revised to include
the following addition: “…however, it is considered a Group 2 species by the
County of San Diego (2009) and is considered a Specially Protected Mammal
under Fish and Game Code 4800.” These changes and additions to the EIR/EIS
do not raise important new issues about significant effects on the environment.
Such changes are insignificant as the term is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the
CEQA Guidelines, and under NEPA do not result in new significant
circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns, or require
analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).

B7-14

Comment noted. The EIR/EIS provides the existing setting and impacts based on
the available information, including two years of bird count studies at the Tule
Wind Project (Tetra Tech EC, Inc. 2008 and 2009). Based on this information,
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nocturnal bird use is thought to be low in the project area; however, a potential for
significant impacts exists, described in Impact BIO-10, which would be mitigated
by Mitigation Measures BIO-10a through BIO-10i provided in the EIR/EIS.
B7-15

Comment noted. Please refer to response B7-12.

B7-16

The comment is noted. EIR/EIS Section D.2.2.1, Federal Regulations (Federal
Endangered Species Act), has been revised as follows:
If a “no jeopardy” opinion is provided, “the action agency may proceed
with the action as proposed, provided no incidental take is anticipated. If
incidental take is anticipated, the agency or the applicant must comply with
the reasonable and prudent measures and implementing terms and
conditions in the Services' incidental take statement to avoid potential
liability for any incidental take” (USFWS 1998). If a jeopardy or adverse
modification opinion is provided, USFWS may suggest “reasonable and
prudent alternatives for eliminating the jeopardy or adverse modification of
critical habitat in the opinion” or “choose to take other action if it believes,
after a review of the biological opinion and the best available scientific
information, such action satisfies section 7(a)(2)” (USFWS 1998).
Section D.2.2.2, State Laws and Regulations, has been revised to reflect relevant
sections of the Fish and Game Code. The specified reference to Section 2091 has
been deleted in the Final EIR/EIS. These changes to the EIR/EIS do not raise
important new issues about significant effects on the environment. Such changes
are insignificant as the term is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA
Guidelines, and under NEPA do not result in new significant circumstances or
information relevant to environmental concerns, or require analysis of a new
alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).

B7-17

October 2011

Please refer to common response INT2 regarding adequacy of the document; refer
to common response BIO4 regarding impacts to bighorn sheep. Additional
discussion has been added in the Final EIR/EIS to substantiate the conclusions
regarding bighorn sheep, which remain unchanged from the Draft EIR/EIS. These
changes to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues about significant effects
on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term is used in Section
15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, and under NEPA do not result in new
significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns, or
require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).
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B7-18

Comment noted. EIR/EIS Mitigation Measures BIO-10a through BIO-10e, and BIO10h provide measures to reduce and avoid impacts to birds and bats, including the
preparation of an Avian and Bat Protection Plan, which is currently in consultation
with USFWS for the Tule Wind Project. Specifically, mitigation measure BIO-10e
requires post-construction monitoring and reporting of bird and bat mortality; and
10h provides for an adaptive management program. Mitigation measure BIO-10h has
been revised as follows to include bats in the Avian and Bat Protection Plan.
MM BIO-10h Implement an adaptive management program in an Avian
and Bat Protection Plan that provides triggers for required operational
modifications (seasonality, radar, turbine-specific modifications, and cutin speed).
These changes to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues about significant
effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term is used in
Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines and under NEPA, do not result in
new significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns,
or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii). Refer to
common response INT3 regarding mitigation.

B7-19

The comment and recommendations are noted. Please refer to common responses
BIO1 and BIO8 regarding impacts to golden eagle. EIR/EIS Mitigation Measures
BIO-10a through BIO-10i provide measures to reduce and avoid impacts to raptors
and bats. Specifically, Mitigation Measure BIO-10e requires post-construction
monitoring and reporting of bird and bat mortality; BIO-10f provides conditions
under which the Tule Wind Project will be built in two phases, the second phase
only being authorized based on the results of additional telemetry and nest studies;
BIO-10g requires annual monitoring of golden eagles in the region; and 10h
provides for an adaptive management program. After mitigation, the EIR/EIS
recognizes that impacts may be significant and unavoidable under CEQA (Class I).
The CSLC’s comment regarding revisions to the document to include the
February 2011 Land-Based Wind Energy Guidelines is noted and will be included
in the public record.

B7-20

October 2011

EIR/EIS Section D.2, Biological Resources, provides a variety of mitigation
measures to reduce and avoid impacts to burrowing owl, described under Impact
BIO-7. Specifically, Mitigation Measure BIO-7j states that pre-construction
nesting bird surveys will be conducted and appropriate avoidance measures for
identified nesting birds will be implemented. Further, Mitigation Measure BIO-7j
has been revised to require preparation of a Nesting Bird Management,
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Monitoring, and Reporting Plan if the project is implemented during the breeding
season and this plan would ensure that nests are not disturbed or do not result in
failure.
These changes to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues about significant
effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term is used in
Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines and under NEPA do not result in
new significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns,
or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).
B7-21

The comment regarding Mitigation Measure BIO-3a and the CSLC’s position that
this measure constitutes deferral of mitigation is noted. Please refer to common
response INT3, which discusses the implementation of studies that have yet to be
prepared. A Noxious Weeds and Invasive Species Control Plan has been prepared
for the Tule Wind Project site and is included in the Final EIR/EIS (see comment
letter E1, Iberdrola Renewables, LLC – Attachment D.2.1) .

B7-22

The comment regarding EIR/EIS Mitigation Measure BIO-5b and the CSLC’s
position that this measure constitutes deferral of mitigation is noted. Please refer
to common response INT3, which discusses the implementation of studies that
have yet to be prepared.

B7-23

The comment regarding Mitigation Measure BIO-7f and the CSLC’s position
that this measure constitutes deferral of mitigation is noted. Please refer to
common response INT3, which discusses the implementation of studies that
have yet to be prepared.

B7-24

EIR/EIS Mitigation Measure BIO-7f only applies as mitigation for federally or
state-listed species. The Final EIR/EIS has been revised to apply this mitigation
measure only to federally or state-listed species (e.g., Quino checkerspot butterfly
and southwestern willow flycatcher) (see Section D.2.3.3, Direct and Indirect
Effects). Furthermore, all adverse impacts to special-status species have multiple
mitigation measures that reduce impacts to a level below significance. Mitigation
Measure BIO-7f was never proposed as a stand-alone mitigation measure for
adverse impacts to species. As revised, the Final EIR/EIS adequately addresses
compliance under CEQA Guidelines.
These changes and additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues about
significant effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term is
used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, and under NEPA do not result
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in new significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns,
or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).
B7-25

Comment noted. The Final EIR/EIS has been revised to modify Mitigation
Measure BIO-7j to include buffers and detailed specifications related to activities
around active nests (Section D.2.3.3, Direct and Indirect Effects, under the
“Special-Status Small Mammals” heading). Additionally, the avian and bat
protection plans being prepared for each project under Mitigation Measure BIO10b will include buffer distance around nests during construction.
These changes and additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues about
significant effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term is
used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, and under NEPA do not result
in new significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns,
or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).

B7-26

The comment regarding Mitigation Measures BIO-10b through BIO-10h and the
CSLC’s position that these measures constitute deferral of mitigation is noted.
Please refer to common response INT3, regarding deferral of mitigation. EIR/EIS
Section D.2.3.3, Direct and Indirect Effects (Biological Resources), has been
revised to include additional specifications to provide the detail necessary for the
environmental analysis. Responsibility and criteria to ensure the measures are
implemented are provided in the Mitigation Monitoring, Compliance, and
Reporting section (EIR/EIS Section D.2.8).
These changes and additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues
about significant effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the
term is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, and under NEPA do
not result in new significant circumstances or information relevant to
environmental concerns, or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR
1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).

B7-27

EIR/EIS Section D.7.2.2, State Laws and Regulations (Cultural Resources), has
been revised to incorporate the complete definition of a historic resource stated in
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5.
These changes to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues about significant
effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term is used in
Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines and under NEPA, do not result in
new significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns,
or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).
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B7-28

EIR/EIS Section D.7.2.2, State Laws and Regulations (Cultural Resources), has
been revised to incorporate the complete definition of an historic resource stated
in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4. The EIR/EIS characterizes the potential
NRHP and CRHR eligibility for each resource within the project APE. CEQA
Statutes Section 21083.2(l) states that nothing in the definition and application of
determining a “unique archaeological resource” affects or modifies the
requirements of Section 21084 or 21084.1, which provides for the definition of an
historic resource or substantial adverse change to the significance of an historical
resource. Therefore, a cultural resource can be both an historic resource under
Section 21084 and a unique archaeological resource under Section 21083.2.
These changes to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues about significant
effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term is used in
Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines and under NEPA, do not result in
new significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns,
or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).

B7-29

EIR/EIS Tables D.7-5, D.7-6, and D.7-7 have been revised to include CRHR
eligibility with NRHR eligibility definitions. As noted in the EIR/EIS Section
D.7.1.2, “the preliminary NRHP and CRHR eligibility assessments provided herein
are not formal determinations; instead, they are but preliminary recommendations
based on surface observations of site character and the potential for buried deposits.
These preliminary recommendations also include proposals for supplemental
investigation that would be required to complete formal assessments of NRHP and
CRHR eligibility at archaeological sites documented within the Proposed PROJECT
area. Furthermore, formal determinations of the NRHP and CRHR eligibility are
contingent on the BLM’s NHPA Section 106 consultations.” The definition of
archaeological site NRHR/CRHR eligibility is based particularly on Criterion D., the
ability to yield information important in history or prehistory.” Therefore CRHR
potential eligibility is equivalent to NRHR potential eligibility. None of the
archaeological sites that are considered not eligible for NRHR/CRHR listing are
“unique archaeological resources,” as they do not contain information needed to
answer important scientific questions and there is a demonstrable public interest in
that information; do not have a special and particular quality, such as being the oldest
of its type or the best available example of its type; and are not directly associated
with a scientifically recognized important prehistoric or historic event or person.
These changes to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues about significant
effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term is used in
Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines and under NEPA, do not result in
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new significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns,
or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).
B7-30

Please refer to common response INT2, regarding the purpose of the EIR/EIS and
approval authority of the Proposed PROJECT.

B7-31

The comment is noted and this reference has been deleted in the Final EIR/EIS.

B7-32

EIR/EIS Table D.7-11 uses impact classification nomenclature common
throughout the entire environmental document. Class II impacts are potentially
significant impacts that can be feasibly mitigated to less than significant. All
impact determinations are characterized as residual impacts, after mitigation.
EIR/EIS Section D1.2.2, CEQA vs. NEPA criteria describes the impact
classifications used in the EIR/EIS. There is no requirement for summarizing
impacts before and after mitigation is applied. The tables are similar to the
guidance provided in CEQA Guidelines Section 15123, Summary. All projects
impacts are characterized in the event that the project would be approved.
The EIR/EIS states for Impact PALEO-1, Tule Wind Project, “No unique geologic
features were found on site to date (70% surveyed), and thus, there is a low
likelihood (Potential Fossil Yield Classification (PFYC) - Class 2) of identifying
any unique paleontological or unique geologic features in the project area. If any
paleontological resources are identified in the remaining survey area, this impact
would be adverse; therefore, mitigation has been provided that would mitigate this
impact. Under CEQA, impacts would be significant but can be mitigated to a level
that is considered less than significant through implementation of Mitigation
Measures PALEO-1A through PALEO-1E (Class II). These proposed mitigations
are consistent with BLM Paleontological Resource Guidelines.” This is a
conservative estimate for the potential of significant fossil resources to be located in
the remaining 30 percent of the project area. No changes have been made in the
Final EIR/EIS as a result of this comment.

B7-33

October 2011

As indicated in EIR/EIS Table D.7-13, Mitigation Monitoring, Compliance, and
Reporting–ECO Substation, Tule Wind, and ESJ Gen-Tie Projects–Cultural and
Paleontological Resources, CSLC is listed as a responsible agency in the
Mitigation Measures CUL-1A through CUL-1H, CUL-2, and PALEO-1A through
PALEO 1E, and will therefore receive the cultural resources and paleontological
plans prepared for the project. The comment is noted and will be included in the
administrative record.
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B7-34

Section D.7, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, of the Final EIR/EIS has
been revised to include the results of a supplemental Class III intensive
archaeological survey in support of the Tule Wind Project (ASM Affiliates, Inc.
2011a), and assessment of proposed refinements to the project’s direct and
indirect impact areas (see Section D.7.3.3, Direct and Indirect Effects). No burial
or cremation sites are located with the proposed Tule Wind Project Area of
Potential Effect (APE).
These changes and additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues
about significant effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the
term is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines and under NEPA, do
not result in new significant circumstances or information relevant to
environmental concerns, or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR
1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).

B7-35

Please refer to response B7-34. Data from the supplemental Class II survey report
are included in Table D.7-10, and discussed in Impact CUL-1, Tule Wind Project.
These changes and additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues
about significant effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the
term is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines and under NEPA, do
not result in new significant circumstances or information relevant to
environmental concerns, or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR
1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).

B7-36

Final EIR/EIS Mitigation Measure CUL-2 (presented in Section D.7.3.3) has been
revised to state:
Human Remains: All locations of known Native American human remains shall
be avoided through project design and designation as ESAs if within 100 feet of
project components. During construction, if human remains are encountered on
federal lands, Native American consultation consistent with NAGPRA shall be
undertaken. In addition, if human remains are encountered on non-federal (state,
county, or private) lands, California Health and Safety Code §7050.5 states that
no further disturbance shall occur until the San Diego County Coroner has made
the necessary findings as to origin. Further, pursuant to California Public
Resources Code §5097.98(b), remains shall be left in place and free from
disturbance until a final decision as to the treatment and disposition has been
made. If the San Diego County Coroner determines the remains to be Native
American, the Native American Heritage Commission shall be contacted within a
reasonable time frame. Subsequently, the Native American Heritage Commission
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shall identify the “most likely descendant.” The most likely descendant shall then
make recommendations and engage in consultations concerning the treatment of
the remains as provided in Public Resources Code §5097.98. Avoidance and
protection of inadvertent discoveries which contain human remains shall be the
preferred protection strategy with complete avoidance of impacts to such
resources protected from direct project impacts by project redesign. The
Applicant shall follow all State and federal laws, statutes, and regulations that
govern the treatment of human remains. The Applicant shall comply with and
implement all required actions and studies that result from such consultations, as
directed by the agency.
These changes to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues about significant
effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term is used in
Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines and under NEPA, do not result in
new significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns,
or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).
B7-37

Please refer to response B7-33 with regard to CSLC receiving a copy of the
Paleontological Monitoring and Treatment Plan.

B7-38

The comment is noted and EIR/EIS Section D.7, Cultural and Paleontological
Resources, has been reviewed for “quotation” typographical errors and the
identified typo has been rectified in the Final EIR/EIS.
These changes to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues about significant
effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term is used in
Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines and under NEPA, do not result in
new significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns,
or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).

B7-39

The comment is noted and the acronyms identified by CSLC have been
incorporated into the acronym list in the Final EIR/EIS table of contents, with the
exception of ARPA, which was already on the list of acronyms.
These changes to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues about significant
effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term is used in
Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines and under NEPA, do not result in
new significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns,
or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).
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B7-40

The comment expresses agreement with the impact conclusion in Section D.10,
Public Health and Safety of the EIR/EIS regarding potential safety hazards related
to abandoned mines, based on the justification provided in the EIR/EIS. The
comment is noted and will be included in the administrative record.

B7-41

The comment recommends that measures such as fencing or bat compatible
closures be incorporated to help further protect public safety and sensitive bat
species that may be adversely affected by abandoned mines. As described in
Section D.2, Biological Resources of the EIR/EIS, there is moderate potential for
the pallid bat and pocketed free-tailed bat to forage over the site. In the
northwestern portion of the project area, there are several abandoned mines; based
on the visual survey of these mines, most of them do not appear to be suitable for
roosting (WEST 2010a; Gruver et al. 2011). One mine shaft could have roosting
potential (WEST 2010a; Gruver et al. 2011); therefore, it is assumed that this
mine could support roosting pallid bat and pocketed free-tailed bat species.
As described in Section D.10, Public Health and Safety of the EIR/EIS, BLM has
developed goals, objectives, and management actions associated with abandoned
mines, which include implementing fencing, gating, signage, and/or closure of
abandoned mine openings. The comment is noted and will be included in the
administrative record.

B7-42

The comment is noted. Although Mitigation Measure HAZ-1b as written in the
EIR/EIS was sufficient to fully mitigate associated impacts to public health and
safety, the additional measures to provide pamphlets advising the public to avoid
abandoned mines has been incorporated into Mitigation Measure HAZ-1b as
recommended (Section D.10.3.3, Direct and Indirect Effects).
These changes and additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues
about significant effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the
term is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, and under NEPA do
not result in new significant circumstances or information relevant to
environmental concerns, or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR
1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).

B7-43

October 2011

Please refer to common response CC1 regarding quantification of greenhouse gas
emissions. The preliminary draft threshold proposed by the California Air Resources
Board (CARB) in October 2008 was never adopted and efforts to adopt a statewide
threshold have been discontinued. Furthermore, the threshold of 7,000 metric tons per
year was intended to apply to the operational emissions of an industrial source.
CARB did not propose a numeric significance threshold for construction emissions.
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For these reasons, the CPUC determined that the CARB preliminary draft threshold
was not appropriate for the proposed project under CEQA.
B7-44

The California Air Pollution Control Officers Association’s “CEQA & Climate
Change” states:
The full life-cycle of GHG emissions from construction activities is not
accounted or in the modeling tools available, and the information needed to
characterize GHG emissions from manufacture, transport, and end-of-life of
construction materials would be speculative at the CEQA analysis level.
Similarly, the California Natural Resources Agency’s “Final Statement of Reasons
for Regulatory Action” for SB 97 amendments to CEQA Guidelines states:
…requiring such an analysis may not be consistent with CEQA. As a
general matter, the term could refer to emissions beyond those that could
be considered ‘indirect effects’ of a project as that term is defined in
section 15358 of the State CEQA Guidelines.
CEQA only requires analysis of impacts that are directly or indirectly
attributable to the project under consideration. (State CEQA Guidelines,
§15064(d).) In some instances, materials may be manufactured for many
different projects as a result of general market demand, regardless of
whether one particular project proceeds. Thus, such emissions may not be
‘caused by’ the project under consideration.
Because manufacturers of wind turbines, cement for concrete, and other
construction materials fabricate products for projects throughout California, the
United States, and the world, the emissions associated with such manufacturing
would not necessarily be “caused” by the Proposed PROJECT. Furthermore, the
CPUC and BLM have no authority to regulate or mitigate greenhouse gas
emissions associated with such manufacturing. For these reasons, the emissions
associated with manufacturing of wind turbines, concrete ingredients, and other
construction materials are not assessed in the EIR/EIS.
Loss of carbon sequestration from desert soils is discussed in the EIR/EIS climate
change section under Section D.18.1.1. While the potential loss of carbon
sequestration due to removal of native vegetation is not quantified, the EIR/EIS
Section D.2, Biological Resources, concludes that the impacts to native vegetation
would be less than significant with mitigation measures, specifically BIO-1d and
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BIO-1e. Accordingly, the Proposed PROJECT would not result in a significant
loss of vegetation and the associated carbon sequestration capacity.
B7-45

The construction schedule was provided by the project applicants assuming
approval of the Proposed PROJECT in 2010 and commencement of construction.
Using 2011 emission factors would not substantially change the estimated
emissions and would tend to lower the emissions. Thus, the assumption that
construction would commence in 2010 is somewhat conservative.

B7-46

Each section of the EIR/EIS lists references used in the preparation of that
section, including the studies used to support the analysis and conclusions
presented in the EIR/EIS. The referenced sections provide all studies used as
reference and background material within the analysis of each applicable section
of the EIR/EIS. All important data or material was incorporated directly into the
analysis of the EIR/EIS. No additional information from the reports is relied upon
for the analysis or conclusions aside from the specific discussion within the Draft
EIR/EIS or what was included within the appendices. The EIR/EIS includes
summarized technical data pursuant to Section 15147 of the CEQA Guidelines,
and provides sufficient material “to permit full assessment of significant
environmental impacts by reviewing agencies and members of the public.” Any
reports associated with highly technical analysis were made available for public
review as described in Section A.6.1, Incorporation by Reference, of the EIR/EIS.
As indicated in Section A.6.1, these documents are available on the CPUC’s
project websites:
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/dudek/ECOSUB/ECOSUB.htm
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/aspen/sunrise/sunrise.htm
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/aspen/sunrise/toc-rdeir.htm.
In addition, the BLM’s project website provides a link to the CPUC’s website,
which includes project documentation:
http://www.blm.gov/ca/st/en/fo/elcentro/nepa/tule.html.
Material that is not of such a nature and could be summarized in the EIR/EIS was
not included in the appendices. Additional material cited in the reference section
at the end of each impact category included material utilized as source documents,
which can be cited to pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 15148, and are not
required to be included in the EIR/EIS.
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Please refer to common responses ALT1 and ALT2 regarding the need for a
comparison with other energy alternatives.
With respect to offsetting emissions from fossil fuel or other energy sources, the
electricity generated by the renewable energy projects could displace electricity
generated by existing fossil-fuel-fired power plants, but there is no way to
precisely determine how utilities would serve end-use customers with the
renewable energy from the Tule Wind, ESJ, or future renewable energy projects.
Therefore, it would be speculative to assume that the displacement of fossil-fuel
electricity, for example, would occur to a certain level. Please also refer to
common response CC1.
B7-47

October 2011

The comment is noted.
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Response to Document No. B8
County of San Diego, Department of Planning and Land Use (Eric Gibson)
Dated March 4, 2011
B8-1

This comment is an introduction to comments that follow. Please note that
responses to Attachment A, which are the County’s technical comments on the
Draft EIR/EIS, are included within the matrix at the end of this comment letter
(please refer to response B8-16 and accompanying matrix).

B8-2

Please refer to common response INT2 regarding the adequacy of the EIR/EIS
and purpose of the EIR/EIS. The analysis conducted in the EIR/EIS is based on
thresholds established by the appropriate agencies as of the date of publishing the
EIR/EIS, including the use of San Diego County’s approved noise ordinance and
CPUC’s current ruling and guidelines regarding EMF. Any evaluation and
resulting impact determination in the EIR/EIS based on future studies and
thresholds not yet established would not be possible and would be outside the
scope and purpose of the EIR/EIS. Please also refer to common response NOI14
regarding future thresholds; common response WR1 regarding construction water
sources; and common response NOI4 regarding the levels of low frequency noise
generated by the proposed wind turbine project.

B8-3

Please refer to common response INT3 with regard to the deferral of mitigation
measures. As noted in this response, the Proposed PROJECT implements all
feasible mitigation measures and has described the actions that will be taken to
either reduce or avoid potentially significant impacts wherever feasible. The
CPUC and BLM have committed themselves to incorporate all reasonable
mitigation and mitigation would only be deferred to a later date if it is impractical
to create specific mitigation this early in the planning process. Please also refer to
common response INT2 with regard to the purpose of the EIR/EIS.

B8-4

Please refer to common response WR1 with regard to identification of sufficient
water supply and to INT3 with regard to the deferral of mitigation measures.

B8-5

Please refer to common response INT3 with regard to the deferral of mitigation
measures. Mitigation Measure BIO-1d states: “The Habitat Restoration Plan shall
include success criteria and monitoring specifications and shall be approved by the
permitting agencies prior to construction of the project.” This language provides that
the County would approve any Habitat Restoration Plan prior to its implementation.
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B8-6

Please refer to common response INT2 with regard to the adequacy of the
EIR/EIS and common response INT3 with regard to deferral of mitigation
measures. Please also refer to responses in Attachment A (response B8-15) that
are included within the County’s Public Review Comment Matrix (please see
responses B8-15-: 6-8; 9; 12-15; 18; 23; 26; 27; 31-35; 37; 75; 114-116; 118; 119;
121; 132; 133; 152; 171-175; 177-179; 182; 186; 187; 197; 199-201).

B8-7

Please refer to common response INT2 regarding the adequacy of the EIR/EIS.
The EIR/EIS, Section D Environmental Analysis, presents a discussion of residual
effects after each issue area which provides the rationale why certain impacts
cannot be mitigated either through mitigation measures or alternatives.

B8-8

In response to this comment, Section D.3-9, Residual Effects (ECO-VIS-1) has
been modified in the Final EIR/EIS in accordance with 40 CFR 1502.9.
These changes and additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues about
significant effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term is
used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines and under NEPA, do not result
in new significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns,
or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii).

B8-9

Please refer to common responses in Section 2.6, Cultural Resources, of Volume
3 of the Final EIR/EIS.

B8-10

Please refer to common response INT2 with regard to the adequacy and purpose
of the EIR/EIS. Also refer to common response INT3 regarding the adequacy of
the mitigation measures for purposes of this EIR/EIS. Section H, Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting of the EIR/EIS provides the recommended framework for
effective implementation of the mitigation monitoring compliance and report program
(MMCRP) by the CEQA lead agency for the ECO Substation project, CPUC, and the
NEPA lead agency for both the ECO Substation and Tule Wind projects, BLM. The
County of San Diego may use the MMCRP for their permitting processes.

B8-11

The comment pertaining to the adequacy of the Section D.3 Visual Resources
impact analysis as it relates to the provision of adequate rationale to substantiate
impact determinations is noted. Please refer to common response INT2, regarding
general adequacy of the EIR/EIS, and common response INT3, regarding
implementation of mitigation measures.

B8-12

The comment is noted. As proposed, Mitigation Measure BIO-5b is flexible and
permits special-status species plant compensation through plant salvage and
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relocation or through off-site land preservation and off-site preservation would be
implemented pursuant to agency approval as identified in Table D.2-12 of the
EIR/EIS. As discussed in Table D.2-12, for impacts on County jurisdiction land
the County would review habitat restoration plans, habitat acquisition plans, and
long-term habitat management plans, and ensure their implementation.
Please refer to common response INT3, which pertains to mitigation deferral.
B8-13

October 2011

The mitigation measures provided for Impact FF-3, especially Mitigation Measure
FF-3 (Provide Assistance), provide for direct mitigation of the project’s potential
effect on firefighting capability. A development agreement has formally been
agreed upon by San Diego Rural Fire Protection District and the applicants for
Tule Wind (Comment Letter D15.1) and the ESJ Gen-Tie projects, which will
provide for training and equipment that will increase the effectiveness of
responding fire fighters around energized facilities. Important components of the
agreements include funding for training of local firefighters on focused fire attack
at substations, wind facilities, and around energized facilities, purchase of foam
capabilities that are essential to fighting fire sourcing in electrical facilities, and
other apparatus and equipment as deemed necessary by the fire authority to
effectively perform its mission. Mitigation Measures FF-2, FF-5, and FF-6 all
provide additional measures that will affect the ability of responding fire fighters
to protect lives and property. Mitigation Measure FF-2 provides for numerous
safeguards and precautions during construction and ongoing maintenance that
result in fewer potential ignitions and ongoing brush management to reduce the
likelihood that ignitions escape, thus reducing the likelihood that firefighting near
electrical facilities will be necessary. Mitigation Measure FF-4 provides for
customized fire protection plans for each project. The fire protection plan
identifies the fire risk and documents measures incorporated into the project to
reduce the likelihood of ignitions, again, reducing the likelihood for firefighting
personnel at the sites. Mitigation Measure FF-6 provides for one-time, lump sum
FireSafe Council funding for preparation of a community wildfire protection plan
and evacuation plan. A development agreement has been formalized between San
Diego County Fire Authority and the applicant (Comment Letter D15.2) for the
Tule Wind and ESJ Gen-Tie projects. The funding would be used to staff a fulltime inspector who would enforce abatement codes, thus providing direct
assistance to firefighters charged with protecting private assets in the area. The
combined mitigation focuses on reducing potential ignitions, strengthening site
staff ability to extinguish ignitions, increasing defensibility of structures, and
training and equipping responding firefighters to work around electrically charged
facilities, reducing Impact FF-3 to Class II for the Tule Wind and ESJ Gen-Tie
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Projects (see Final Section D.15, Fire and Fuels Management). Because
SDG&E’s Fire Protection Plan (Mitigation Measure FF-4) has yet to be received
and assistance to SDRFPD and SDCFA in supporting fire code specialist
positions (Mitigation Measure FF-3) has yet to be provided by SDG&E to
SDRFPD and SDCFA, mitigation effectiveness for the ECO Substation Project is
not known; therefore, Impacts FF-2 and FF-3 are considered unavoidable (Class I)
for purposes of the analysis conducted in the EIR/EIS.
B8-14

The comment is noted.

B8-15

For responses to Attachment A (Public Review Comment Matrix), see the
comment/response matrix that follows. All comments made in the matrix will be
included in the administrative record. All revisions to the EIR/EIS, as indicated in
responses to comments in the matrix, do not raise important new issues about
significant effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term
is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines and under NEPA, do not
result in new significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental
concerns, or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).

B8-16

Attachment B, Groundwater Investigation Report prepared by Geo-Logic Associates,
December 2010, has been reviewed and incorporated into the EIR/EIS in Section
D.12, Water Resources, as well as considered in preparing common response WR1.
Attachment C, Full Traffic Impact Study for the Tule Wind Project prepared by
Linscott, Law & Greenspan (February 18, 2011) has been reviewed and is
referenced in the Final EIR/EIS Section D.9, Transportation and Traffic.
Attachment D, Tule Wind Project Major Use Permit Storm Water Management
Plan, prepared by HDR Engineering, November 2010, has been reviewed. The
information in the revised draft document would not alter the conclusions in the
EIR/EIS. Mitigation measure HYD-4 in Section D.12 Water Resources of the
DEIR/DEIS, requires that the project prepare a SWMP and implement BMPs to
reduce impacts to below a level of significance.
Attachment E, Tule Wind Project CEQA Drainage Study, prepared by HDR
Engineering, November 2010, has been reviewed and noted. The information in
the revised draft document would not alter the conclusions in the EIR/EIS, and
therefore, no changes to the EIR/EIS have been made.
Attachment F, Draft Archaeological and Historical Investigations for the Energia
Sierra Juarez U.S., Major Use Water Extraction Permit (MUP) Application was
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incorporated into the Final EIR/EIS. Please refer to response B8-15-114. These
changes and additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues about
significant effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term
is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines and under NEPA, do not
result in new significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental
concerns, or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).
Attachment G, Biological Letter Report for the ESJ Gen-Tie Project (AECOM
2011) was reviewed and has been incorporated into Section D.2, Biological
Resources of the Final EIR/EIS. The results of this study indicate that impacts to
potentially CDFG and County jurisdictional riparian areas would result from the
off-site well access road associated with the ESJ Gen-Tie Project. The off-site
resources, impacts, and applicable mitigation measures have been incorporated
into the ESJ Gen-Tie Project in the Final EIR/EIS. These changes and additions to
the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues about significant effects on the
environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term is used in Section
15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines and under NEPA, do not result in new
significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns, or
require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).
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March 4, 2011

Comment Number

Section

Subsection

Comment or Issue

Comment Notes

Page 1 of 32

Response

General Comments
1.0

General
Comment

All

The name of Pacific Wind LLC has changed to Tule Wind LLC. Revise
throughout entire document and appendices.

All references to Pacific Wind Development in the EIR/EIS have been revised to reflect Tule Wind,
LLC.

Refer to responses 34.1 and 109 below.

2.0

General
Comment

East County
Substation

A portion of the ECO 138 kV Transmission line cuts across a dedicated
County Open Space Easement (Recorded # 82-355323) along Mile Posts 6
and 7 on parcel numbers 659-110-20 and 659-110-19. The open space
easements are for the protection of sensitive biological and cultural resources.
A separate letter will be sent to SDG&E about the Land Use Jurisdictional
rights the County has with the easements, but the DEIR/EIS should address
the environmental analysis and mitigation that is required in order for SDG&E
or the County to vacate the openspace easement for the portions of the 138kV
line encroachment. Also See Cultural Resource comment # 109 and
biological resource comment #34.1.

3.0

General
Comment

All figures that
reference Rough
Acres Ranch

Include APNs 611-091-14, 611-090-015, 612-030-15, 612-091-13, 612-09112, and 612-092-13 as part of Rough Acres Ranch, as currently shown on the
project submittal for Tule Wind Farm received by the County of San Diego.

CEQA/NEPA laws and regulations do not require that APNs be shown. Project location
information provided in the EIR/EIS is sufficient and is provided in accordance with Section
15125, Environmental Setting, of the CEQA Guidelines.

4.0

General
Comment

All figures that
reference Jordan
Wind Energy
project

APNs 612-091-13 and 612-091-12 are shown as part of Jordan Wind Energy,
but they are currently shown on the project submittal for Tule Wind Farm
received by the County of San Diego.

CEQA/NEPA laws and regulations do not require that APNs be shown. Project location
information provided in the EIR/EIS is sufficient and is provided in accordance with Section
15125, Environmental Setting, of the CEQA Guidelines.

CEQA requires agencies to make the following findings pursuant to section
15091: (1) that mitigation measures "have been required in, or incorporated
into, the project which mitigate or avoid the project's significant impacts"; (2)
that such measures are the responsibility of another agency and have been,
or can and should be, adopted by that other agency; or (3) that mitigation is
infeasible and overriding considerations outweigh the project's significant
impacts. (Federation of Hillside and Canyon Associations v City of Los
Angeles (2000) 83 Cal.App. 4th 1252, 1260 (Citing Publ. Resources Code
section 21081)). The purpose of these provisions is to ensure that the
mitigation measure "will actually be implemented." (Federation of Hillside and
Canyon Associations, supra, 83 Cal.App. 4th 1252, 1261). The County does
not believe that all these required findings could be made for several reasons
detailed within this letter. In general, the reasons include: (1) lack of technical
documentation to substantiate the conclusions in the EIR/EIS, (2) deferral of
analysis (whole of the action) (3) deferral of mitigation, and (4) lack of
substantiation for significant and unmitigated impacts (Class I).

Refer to common response INT3. As noted in this response, the Proposed PROJECT
implements all feasible mitigation measures and has described the actions that will be taken
to either reduce or avoid potentially significant impacts wherever feasible. The CPUC and
BLM have committed themselves to incorporate all reasonable mitigation and mitigation
would only be deferred to a later date if it is impractical to create specific mitigation this early
in the planning process. Please also refer to common response INT2.

Refer to common responses INT2, INT3, BIO9, and WR1.

Refer to common responses INT2 and INT3. As required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(b), the
EIR/EIS Section G.3 discusses significant environmental effects that cannot be avoided if the project is
implemented.

5.0

General
Comment

CEQA FINDINGS

6.0

GENERAL

GENERAL

Pursuant to CEQA, further substantiate ALL Class I, significant and
unmitigable conclusions by exploring what the potential mitigation would be
and why that mitigation would be infeasible or expand upon why feasible
mitigation does not exist. For example, in Section D.3, Visual Resources,
Table D.3-7 describes significant and unmitigable impacts associated with the
ECO Substation component of the Proposed PROJECT; however, the
discussion should also further disclose any potential mitigation measures such
as screening or different and less impactive designs and treatments.
MAJOR ISSUE: RATIONALE FOR CLASS I
Currently, the text states that "other than undergrounding the transmission line
IMPACTS
. . . the impact could not be reduced to below a level of significance." This
existing text is referring to an alternative to the Proposed PROJECT which
would reduce the impact, rather than potential mitigation measures. Albeit
infeasible, in order to make the required CEQA Findings pursuant to section
15093, any potential mitigation measures must be explored further. This
information is required to be included in the EIR/EIS pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines section 15093 and is necessary for the County to make
significance findings pursuant to that section of CEQA.

7.0

GENERAL

GENERAL

Each Class I impacts, the EIR/EIS must include a specific CEQA conclusion
which states the implications of that unmitigated impact and the reasons why
the project is still being proposed without an alternative design (CEQA
Guidelines section 15126(b)).

MAJOR ISSUE: CEQA FINDINGS/ RATIONALE
FOR CLASS I IMPACTS
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Comment Number

8.0

9.0

10.0

Section

GENERAL

GENERAL

A. Intro/Overview

Subsection

Comment or Issue

Comment Notes

Page 2 of 32

Response

GENERAL

The EIR can rely on subsequent approvals of permits or plans only if there are
specific "performance criteria", it is clear that the plan is achievable, and it is
clear that the level of significance will be reduced. In Endangered Habitats
League, Inc. v County of Orange (Cal.App. 4th Dist. 2005) 131 Cal.App. 4th
777, the court explained: "Deferral of the specifics of mitigation is permissible
where the local entity commits itself to mitigation and lists the alternatives to
be considered, analyzed and possibly incorporated in the mitigation plan. On
the other hand, an agency goes too far when it simply requires a project
applicant to obtain a biological report and then comply with any
recommendations that may be made in the report." For example, MM BIO-1d
requires impact to be mitigated by revegetation pursuant to a future Habitat
MAJOR ISSUE: CEQA FINDINGS/MITIGATION
Restoration Plan. This mitigation simply requires the applicant to obtain
reports and then comply with whatever recommendations are made in the
DEFFERAL
reports without the mitigation measure providing specific "performance
criteria" to make the plan achievable. In fact, the mitigation measures defers
success criteria and monitoring specifications to the future Habitat Restoration
Plan. Therefore, it is not possible for the County to make the required finding
that this mitigation measure is effective because without more specific details
to measure success of the revegetation, it is not clear that the plan is
achievable. Other similar examples of mitigation deferral are as follows: MM
BIO-4a Dust Control Plan, MM BIO-2b Wetland Mitigation Plan, MM BIO-10b
Avian Protection Plan, Conceptual Revegetation Plan, MM TR-1, a
Conceptual Traffic Control Plan, MM HYD 5-6 SWMP, and MM HYD-3
Groundwater Study.

Refer to common response INT3. As noted in this response, the Proposed PROJECT
implements all feasible mitigation measures and has described the actions that will be taken
to either reduce or avoid potentially significant impacts wherever feasible. The CPUC and
BLM have committed themselves to incorporate all reasonable mitigation and mitigation
would only be deferred to a later date if it is impractical to create specific mitigation this early
in the planning process. Please also refer to common response INT2.

GENERAL

The EIS/EIR is required to provide a clear and specific rationale explaining
how the measure avoids, minimizes, rectifies, and/or reduces the significant
environmental effect. This information is required to be included in the
EIR/EIS pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15091 and is necessary for the
County to make significance findings pursuant to that section of CEQA. For
example, Section D.3, Visual Resources, Table D.3-6 presents the mitigation
monitoring, compliance, and reporting program for each impact and mitigation
measure included in that chapter. However, the text fails to provide factual
support and rationale for all the CEQA conclusions/determinations stated.
Specifically, each mitigation measure described in this table includes
"effectiveness criteria" but these statements merely restate the impact and
mitigation measure without providing the needed rationale as to why or how
MAJOR ISSUE: CEQA FINDINGS/MITIGATION TO
these measures would serve to reduce the impact. Under CEQA, this
mitigation measure cannot be found (or relied upon) to mitigate impacts to a LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT RATIONALE
less than significant level. Further, when a mitigation measure is found to be
"required in, or incorporated into, the project," the measure "must be fully
enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other legally binding
instruments." (14 CCR section 15126.4). For example, MM BIO-5b
references an "agency-approved plan" for special status plant species
compensation. Further, it states that this will occur through plant salvage and
relocation and off-site land preservation. The County typically does not accept
plant salvage and relocation as feasible mitigation. However, if the
Conceptual Revegetation Plan provides evidence that relocation is feasible,
such mitigation may be accepted. This information must be included in the
EIR in order for a CEQA finding to be made that impacts to these resources
would be mitigated or less than significant.

Refer to common responses INT3. As noted in this response, the Proposed PROJECT
implements all feasible mitigation measures and has described the actions that will be taken
to either reduce or avoid potentially significant impacts wherever feasible. The CPUC and
BLM have committed themselves to incorporate all reasonable mitigation and mitigation
would only be deferred to a later date if it is impractical to create specific mitigation this early
in the planning process. Please also refer to common response INT2. The following text is
being added to Section D.3.7: "Installation of highly visible transmission structures as well
as the introduction of a new 138 kV transmission line along an alignment that is currently
void of similar industrial elements would result in a strong contrast with the existing visual
landscape. Also, due to proximity and location, recreationalists on the identified County trails
would be afforded unobstructed views of the proposed transmission line at inferior viewing
angles. Additional treatments applications would not be able to conceal these project
elements such that the resulting visual impact would be reduced to less than significant
levels. Also, the installation of appropriate vegetation to screen transmission structures and
the 138 kV transmission line would not be feasible (and would likely not survive in a semiarid desert environment) along entire new transmission corridor."

Table A-2 Pg. A19

Add the following County authorizations to the table for each of the following
projects:
1. SDG&E: Fire Service Agreement with County, Open Space vacation
2. Tule: Fire Service Agreement, Plan Amendment Authorization (PAA)
General Plan Amendment (GPA), Zoning Ordinance Amendment,
groundwater extraction Major Use Permit.
3. ESJ: Plan Amendment Authorization (PAA) General Plan Amendment
(GPA), Groundwater Extraction Major Use Permit.

Comment noted and text revised to include authorizations that were not already included in the table.
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Section

11.0

Project
Description

Subsection

Comment or Issue

Comment Notes
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Response

B.2.1

The Northern most transmission tower is proposed to be located on the
substation property, which is not within the County's Land Use Authority.
Through conversations with the CPUC the northern most ESJ tower would
need to be permitted as a part of the East County Substation. Add 5th/North
ESJ Transmission Tower to ECO project description.

12.0

Project
Description
B.5.2.5

B.162

The EIR does not adequately address the groundwater extraction permit Major
Use Permit P10-014 in all sections of the EIR. The Groundwater Extraction
Use is a connected action to the ESJ US Gen-Tie P09-008. Include plot plans
and location map of the proposed project along with detailed analysis in each
section of the EIR/EIS of the project component. The County has provided
additional Cultural and Biological Surveys that cover the impacts caused from
installing the water well location driveway.

MAJOR ISSUE: Groundwater extraction
permit. CEQA ISSUE: WHOLE OF THE
ACTION

Refer to common responses PD1 and INT2.

13.0

Project
Description

B.3.2.4 Water
Usage

The DEIR must include substantial evidence of adequate water supply for
both operation and construction project components. Please document will
serve letters from the Sweetwater Authority and any other water providers as
an Appendix to the DEIR.

MAJOR ISSUE: WATER SUPPLY

Refer to common response WR1.

14.0

Project
Description

B.3.2.4 Water
Usage

SDG&E: The use of onsite water wells should be prohibited unless adequate
CEQA level groundwater investigation is completed to ensure that the local
groundwater supply is not impacted.

MAJOR ISSUE: GROUNDWATER SUPPLY
ANALYSIS

Refer to common response WR1.

15.0

Project
Description

B.4.2.4 Water
Usage

Tule: The water usage section needs to be revised after changes are made
from comments to section D.12 Water Resources and comments provided to
the Tule Groundwater Investigation dated December 2010 prepared by GeoLogic Associates.

MAJOR ISSUES: GROUNDWATER SUPPLY
ANALYSIS

Text edited to reflect most recent information and be consistent with edits in Section D.12, Water
Resources.

16.0

B.5.1.2, Location 2nd Paragraph

The ESJ Gen-Tie Project's northern most transmission tower, though it may be located on the ECO
Substation property, would not be built as part of the ECO Substation Project, and would only be built
in conjunction with construction of the ESJ Gen-Tie Project. Therefore, consideration of the
northernmost transmission tower is appropriately considered in the EIR/EIS with the entire ESJ GenTie Project.

Comment noted and text in Section B.5.1.2 has been revised.

Replace the word “Site Distance” with “Sight Distance” in two sentences.

C. Alternatives

17.0

C. Alternatives

C.5.2.6

The Tule 138kV underground alternative is not clear as to why it was screened
out. Is this alternative different from alternatives 2 (C.4.2.2) and 4 (C.4.2.4)
because they both propose to underground the 138kV line. How is the C.5.2.6
alternative different? Clarify which 138kV Gen-Tie is not feasible when the
other two are feasible. Also explain why a 12% grade prohibits
undergrounding.

D.2, MM-BIO 1d

MM BIO-1d refers to a Habitat Restoration Plan. This plan (County
Conceptual Revegetation Plan) must be provided as evidence of feasible
mitigation. If a plan is proposed for mitigation of direct habitat and species
mitigation, it must have specific performance standards to be feasible.
Therefore, at a minimum, plans must be provided as conceptual plans in the
EIR/EIS and reviewed for adequacy by the County of San Diego for impacts
within that jurisdiction. Please also see General Comments under Major
Issues: Mitigation Deferral.

As described in Section C.5.2.6 of the EIR/EIS and shown on Figure C-2, the Tule Undergrounding the
Proposed 138 kV Tie-Line Alternative would underground the 138 kV Tie line from the proposed Tule
Wind Collector substation located in the vicinity of turbine E-3 along the same overhead alignment as
proposed by the Tule Wind Project to the proposed Boulevard substation upgrade. This alternative was
not carried forward as described due to the steep slopes and rugged terrain with slopes in excess of
12% which would make undergrounding infeasible along a majority of this route. A maximum
allowable slope of 12% for undergrounding of transmission lines was provided by SDG&E (SDG&E,
Data Request Response 6, dated May 7, 2010. Response is available at:
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/dudek/ECOSUB/DR/ECOResponse6.pdf)
As described in Section C.4.2.2 and C.4.2.4 of the EIR/EIS and shown on Figure C-2, the Tule Wind
Alternative 2, Gen Tie Route 2 Undergrounding with Collector Substation on Rough Acres ranch ( see
Section C.4.2.2) and Tule Wind Alternative 4, Gen Tie Route 3 Undergrounding with Collector
Substation on Rough Acres Ranch ( see Section C.4.2.4) would underground the 138 kV from the
alternative collector substation located on Rough Acres Ranch, in the vicinity of the southern end of the
proposed turbines ( turbine G-19), to the proposed Boulevard substation upgrade using either the
alternative Gen-Tie Route 2 to the east or alternative gen-tie route 3 to the west as described. These
routes are considerably shorter than the proposed route and avoid steep slopes and rugged terrain
(slopes do not exceed 12%), and therefore are considered to be feasible and would have the potential
to reduce environmental impacts and therefore were carried forward for full analysis.

D.2 Biological Resources

18.0

D.2, Bio

MAJOR ISSUE: DEFERRAL OF MITIGATION

Refer to common responses INT3 and BIO8.

Attachment A
County of San Diego Comments on the East County Substation Joint EIR/EIS

March 4, 2011

Comment Number

19.0

20.0

Section

D.2, Bio

D.2, Bio

Subsection

Comment or Issue

Comment Notes
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Response

D.2, MM-BIO 1d

It was previously commented that biological impacts that will be allowed by
right (i.e. in ROW) must be considered permanent and be fully mitigated.
Revegetation of areas that are considered "temporary" should be revegetated
for erosion control purposes only, not as mitigation. Revegetation for
temporary impacts to wetland or jurisdictional wetlands should be the only
revegetation used for mitigation. While the EIR/EIS has been revised to state
that "if restoration of temporary impact areas is not possible to the satisfaction
of the permitting agencies, the temporary impacts shall be considered a
permanent impact and compensated accordingly", it should be noted that the
County will not accept revegetation for temporary habitat impacts for lands
within it's jurisdiction.

MM-BIO-1d allows for flexibility by requiring that temporary impacts be restored sufficient to
compensate for the impact to the satisfaction of the permitting agencies . If the County will not accept
revegetation for temporary habitat impacts, then, in accordance with the provisions of MM-BIO-1d, the
temporary impact shall be considered a permanent impact and compensated accordingly (direction for
compensation is provided under MM-BIO-1e).

D.2, MM-BIO 1e

Discussion of Proposed Mitigation Site: In order to demonstrate feasibility of
this mitigation measure, the plan for the proposed mitigation for biological
impacts for all three projects need to be discussed in the EIR. See ESJ
Biological Study for proposed mitigation area to the east of the project site.
ECO sub should consider mitigating adjacent to the same area as ESJ has
proposed.

Refer to common responses INT3 and BIO8. Mitigation site will be specified in agency-approved
mitigation plans.

As proposed, Mitigation Measure
BIO-1e contains the following language: "permanent impact to all native vegetation communities shall
be compensated through a combination habitat compensation and habitat restoration at a minimum of
a 1:1 ratio or as required by the permitting agencies". Mitigation Measure BIO-1e is designed to
addressed permanent impacts number of vegetation communities and therefore, while the mitigation
ration provided in the measure is general, the measure does provide for habitat compensation or
restoration to occur at a ratio required by the permitting agency. Because the County of San Diego has
land use jurisdiction over portions of the Tule Wind and ESJ Gen-Tie Projects, the County will have the
opportunity to review and approve plans to ensure that impacts on County jurisdictional lands are
mitigated in accordance with established County mitigation ratios. `

21.0

D.2, Bio

D.2, MM-BIO 1e

MMBIO 1e mitigation ratios should be determined based upon the area of
impacts to the specific habitat type. The County allows mitigation for List B &
C and Group II sensitive species to be included with habitat mitigation
because these species are generally habitat generalists. For the other
species List A and Group I, the MM should be specific to the individual
species.

22.0

D.2, Bio

D.2, MM BIO 1e,
5b and 7h

Habitat Preservation Timing: MM BIO 1e, 5b and 7h: The mitigation must be
in place before the impacts occur. Compensatory habitat mitigation includes
demonstration that land with similar function and quality is preserved and
managed in perpetuity.

Refer to common response INT-3. Mitigation timing will be specified in agency-approved mitigation
plans.

D.2, MM BIO 1e,
5b and 7h

While the EIR/EIS has been revised to include the option of fee payment for
habitat mitigation, fee payment would not be accepted by the County for
habitat impacts within it's jurisdiction and is considered infeasible mitigation.

As proposed, Mitigation Measure
BIO-1e contains the following language: "permanent impact to all native vegetation communities shall
be compensated through a combination habitat compensation and habitat restoration at a minimum of
a 1:1 ratio or as required by the permitting agencies". Mitigation Measure BIO-1e provides for habitat
compensation or restoration to occur at a ratio required by the permitting agency. Because the County
of San Diego has land use jurisdiction over portions of the Tule Wind and ESJ Gen-Tie Projects, the
County will have the opportunity to review and approve plans to ensure that impacts on County
jurisdictional lands are mitigated in accordance with established County mitigation standards.

The Final EIR/EIS has been revised to include additional data and discussion related to the impacts of
the Tule Wind Project on wildlife movement.

Figure D.2-9 has been revised in
the Final EIR/EIS to distinguish between proposed Tule Wind turbines and bighorn sheep occurrence
data points.

23.0

D.2, Bio

24.0

D.2, Bio

D.2-170

It was previously commented that the EIR/EIS states that the Tule Wind
Project would have an adverse but less-than-significant impact on linkages or
wildlife movement corridors. However, sufficient information has not been
provided to determine whether the Tule project will have a significant effect on
wildlife movement. Baseline data and project impact analysis are very weak
related to wildlife movement especially for the Tule portion of the project. The
EIR/EIS refers to "evidence" that terrestrial wildlife would acclimate to
operating wind turbines and move between and around them but no specific
references to studies was provided to substantiate this claim. It was also
previously commented that Wildlife movement impacts must be analyzed
including the potential impacts from down draft created by the turbines as well
as turbine separation. The revised EIR/EIS does not include any information
regarding potential impacts from down draft nor turbine separation.

25.0

D.2, Bio

Figure D.2-9

It was previously commented that the bighorn sheep symbol looks like turbine
location. The color of the symbol was changed slightly in the revised EIR/EIS
but is still confusing. The shape of either symbol should be changed to limit
confusion.

MAJOR BIO ISSUE: FEE PAYMENT INSTEAD
OF HABITAT DEDICATION
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26.0

27.0

Section

D.2, Bio

D.2, Bio

Subsection

Comment or Issue

Comment Notes
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Response

D.2, MM BIO 4a

MM BIO 4a references a Dust Control Plan. This plan must be provided to
staff for review as a feasible mitigation/design measure. Please also see
General Comments under Major Issues: Mitigation Deferral.

MAJOR ISSUE: MITIGATION DEFERRAL

Refer to common responses INT3 and BIO8.

D.2-143

MM BIO-5b references an "agency-approved plan" for special status plant
species compensation. Further, it states that this will occur through plant
salvage and relocation and off-site land preservation. The County typically
does not accept plant salvage and relocation as feasible mitigation. However,
if the Conceptual Revegetation Plan provides evidence that relocation is
feasible, such mitigation may be accepted. This information must be included
in the EIR in order for a CEQA finding to be made that impacts to these
resources would be mitigated or less than significant. Please also see
General Comments under Major Issues: Required CEQA Findings.

MAJOR ISSUE: CEQA FINDINGS/MITIGATION
TO LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT RATIONALE

Refer to common responses INT3 and BIO8.

The following revision has been
incorporated into the Final EIR/EIS: "While suitable habitat could seemingly exist within its preferred
microhabitat of rocky boulders and outcrops along portions of the project area. area, a habitat
assessment on the Tule Wind Project area by herpetologist Eric A. Dugan in June of 2010 concludes
that because the barefoot banded gecko has only been documented along a narrow zone along the
desert slopes and has not been recorded at elevations above 2,300 feet , the Tule Wind Project does
not contain suitable habitat for this species (Appendix N of HDR 2010a)."

The following revision have been
incorporated into the Final EIR/EIS: "since thorough surveys in the area have been conducted and no
nests have been recorded, nesting in the Proposed PROJECT area is thought to be unlikely."

28.0

D.2, Bio

D.2, MM BIO 7k

MM BIO 7k was removed from the EIR/EIS as a result of a habitat
assessment which was performed for the barefoot banded gecko within the
Tule project area. Page D.2-156 contains contradictory information. First it
states that "suitable habitat may exist within its preferred microhabitat of rocky
boulders and outcrops along portions of the project area" and then states "a
habitat assessment on Tule Wind Project area by herpetologist Eric A. Dugan
in June of 2010 states that the Tule Wind Project does not contain suitable
habitat for the barefoot banded gecko". The EIR/EIS should be updated to
eliminate this contradiction. If suitable habitat does exist within the project
area, surveys should be conducted at this time to determine the potential
impacts and proposed mitigation measures to mitigate any significant impacts
to that species.

29.0

D.2, Bio

D.2-48

In the section discussing the turkey vulture, it is stated that "since thorough
surveys have been conducted, nesting in the proposed project area may be
unlikely". This section should be revised to say that nesting "would" or "would
not" be likely based on those previous surveys.

D.2-3

According to the EIR/EIS, rare plant surveys are still ongoing and the results
have not yet been incorporated. These results must be incorporated and
analyzed in order to determine whether the project would have a substantial
adverse effect on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special
status species. The rare plant surveys would help to provide the required
technical studies/supporting documentation to base the conclusions of the
analysis.

MAJOR ISSUE: DEFERRAL OF ANALYSIS

Rare plant surveys were completed
for the Tule Wind Project in November 2010.The results of those surveys have been incorporated into
the Final EIR/EIS.

MAJOR ISSUE: DEFERRAL OF ANALYSIS

Tule Wind LLC has provided more
recent data regarding acoustical noise monitoring
and this information has been incorporated into the
Final EIR/EIS.

MAJOR ISSUE: DEFERRAL OF ANALYSIS

The areas not surveyed are associated with Alternatives 1 and 3 of the Tule Wind Project. Therefore,
because the entirety of the proposed Tule Wind Project has been surveyed, a corresponding redesign
or alternative that eliminates those areas from the project is not required. A footnote pertaining to areas
not surveyed has been added to Table D.2-1 of the Final EIR/EIS.

30.0

D.2, Bio

31.0

D.2, Bio

D.2-152

In the section discussing the Pocketed Free-Tailed Bat, it was indicated that
acoustic surveys for a mine shaft that has roosting potential for this species
was not yet available. If this mine shaft is being utilized by bats for roosting,
the significance of this impact must be analyzed including the degree to which
sensitive bat species will be displaced. Although the EIR/EIS currently lists
mitigation measures for the assumed impact to the pocketed free-tailed bat,
mitigation or avoidance, appropriate to the degree of impacts, must be
proposed to the extent feasible and a determination of whether the impact has
been mitigated to less than significant must be made once the surveys are
complete. The EIR/EIS should be updated accordingly once the acoustic
survey is completed.

32.0

D.2, Bio

D.2-29

The entire project area was not surveyed. In areas where survey access has
been denied there should be a corresponding project redesign or project
alternative that eliminates those areas from the project area.

Attachment A
County of San Diego Comments on the East County Substation Joint EIR/EIS

March 4, 2011

Comment Number

33.0

34.0
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D.2 Biology

Subsection
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Response

D.2, MM BIO 2b

MM BIO-2b references a wetland mitigation plan (Conceptual Revegetation
Plan). This plan must be part of the EIR to determine the feasibility of the
mitigation. For example the proposed Tule Wind project includes a road that
will cross Tule Creek which qualifies as a Resource Protection Ordinance
(RPO) wetland. The Tule BTR as well as the DEIR/EIS must quantify all
impacts to this RPO wetland. A determination must be made whether the
proposed crossing of Tule Creek qualifies under Section 86.604(a)(5) of the
RPO. The DEIR/EIS must include findings in accordance with the RPO
detailing why there is no feasible alternative to reduce or eliminate impacts to
the RPO wetland. Additionally, all RPO impacts must be fully mitigated in
accordance with the RPO which requires no net loss of wetlands and
mitigation at a 3:1 ratio (1:1 creation and 2:1 restoration/enhancement).
Please also see General Comments under Major Issues: Mitigation Deferral.
Tule Project:

MAJOR ISSUE: MITIGATION DEFERRAL

Refer to common responses INT3 and BIO8.

D.2, Impact BIO
10

Impact BIO 10 and concludes that the Tule portion of the project will result in a
Class I (significant unmitigable effect) but the ECO and ESJ portions of the
project could be mitigated to less than significant. A portion of this mitigation
(MM BIO 10b) relies on the creation of an Avian Protection Plan. This plan
must be included as part of the EIR/EIS to determine the feasibility of the
mitigation and to make a determination of whether the impact has been
mitigated to less than significant. Please also see General Comments under
Major Issues: Mitigation Deferral.

MAJOR ISSUE: MITIGATION DEFERRAL

Refer to common responses INT3 and BIO8. In addition, a draft Avian and Bat Protection Plan has
been prepared and is under review with wildlife agencies (per HDR Engineering).

SDG&E ECO
138 kV line

A portion of the ECO 138 kV Transmission line cuts across a dedicated
County Open Space Easement (Recorded # 82-355323) along Mile Posts 6
and 7 on parcel numbers 659-110-20 and 659-110-19. These easements
should be ploted on all graphics. The open space easement is for the
protection of sensitive biological resources. The DEIR/EIS should address
the environmental analysis and mitigation that is required in order for SDG&E
or the County to vacate the openspace easement for the portions of the 138kV
line encroachment. The DEIR should quantify the impacts to the biological
resources within the easement that are within the right of way and should
propose mitigation at a ratio no less than 2:1.

In response to this comment, Section A, Introduction/Overview (Table A-2),
Section D.4.1.2 (ECO Substation Project 138 kV Transmission Line), Section D.4.3.3 (Impact LU-2,
ECO Substation Project), Appendix 7 have been modified in accordance with CRF 1502.9 (b). Table A2 has been revised for the ECO Substation Project to clarify that written consent from the DPLU
Director would be required in order for SDG&E to place utility poles and access roads with the open
space easements located between MP 6 and 7 of the ECO 138 kV transmission line alignment (see
Figure B8-1) . Section D.4.1.2 has been revised to identify that between MP 6 and 7, two proposed
transmission line structure and segments of access roads would be located in dedicated County open
space easements. A consistency analysis has been prepared and has been incorporated into Section
D.4.3.3 (Impact LU-2) for the ECO Substation Project. Lastly, the consistency analysis presented in
Appendix 7 has been revised accordingly for policies pertaining to Open Space easements.

TULE BIOLOGICAL RESOURCE REPORT

35.0

Tule BTR

Section 1.4.6.2

In the report, it was indicated that there is a golden eagle nest within 500 feet
of a proposed turbine on the project site. More information must be
incorporated and analyzed in order for a CEQA finding to be made that
impacts to these resources would be mitigated or less than significant. Based
on the County Guidelines for Determining Significance, alteration of habitat
within 4,000 feet of an active golden eagle nest can only be considered less
than significant if a biologically based determination can be made that the
project would not have substantially adverse effect on the long term survival
of the identified pair of golden eagles. Additionally, a map was not provided
showing the potential golden eagle foraging areas in relation to the 10 known
golden eagle nests.

36.0

Tule BTR

Section 2.1.3.2

A confidential map (not for public review) should be provided for staff to
analyze the potential impacts to golden eagles. The map should show the 10
known golden eagle nests and the 4,000 foot zone around each of the nests in
relation to the proposed impact areas. A map was not provided for staff
review.

Section 2.2.1

The report indicates that temporary habitat impacts will be revegetated to
County of San Diego standards. A Conceptual Revegetation Plan should be
submitted as mitigation for temporarily impacted habitat. A Conceptual
Revegetation Plan was not attached to the report but it was referenced that it
is currently being prepared. The Conceptual Revegetation Plan must be part
of the EIR to determine the feasibility of the mitigation. Please also see
General Comments under Major Issues: Mitigation Deferral.

37.0

Tule BTR

Page 6 of 32

MAJOR ISSUE: CEQA FINDINGS/MITIGATION
TO LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT RATIONALE

Refer to common response INT4.

Refer to common response INT4.

MAJOR ISSUE: MITIGATION DEFERRAL

Refer to common response INT4.
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38.0

Tule BTR

Section 2.2.2.2

The report states that the proposed project will result in temporary impacts to
bats during project construction. The report should also detail whether the
proposed project will have any permanent impacts on bats and explain why or
why not. In the revised report, it was indicated that one existing mine shaft
that will be impacted by the proposed project is being assessed for bat use. If
this mine shaft is being utilized by bats for roosting, the significance of this
impact must be analyzed including the degree to which sensitive bat species
will be displaced. Mitigation or avoidance, appropriate to the degree of
impacts, must be proposed to the extent feasible and a CEQA determination
must be made of whether the impact has been mitigated to less than
significant.

39.0

Tule BTR

Section 2.2.4

In the report, it is indicated that temporarily impacted drainages will be
returned to their pre-construction state. Details were not provided regarding
mitigation for impacted RPO drainages. The analysis must include
examination of consistency with RPO and a determination of whether the
County’s no-net-loss policy for RPO wetlands has been achieved.

Refer to common response INT4.

Refer to common response INT4.

Refer to common response INT4.

40.0

Tule BTR

Section 2.3.1

The report does not include adequate evidence/data regarding wildlife
movement. Wildlife movement impacts must be analyzed including the
potential impacts from down draft created by the turbines as well as turbine
separation. Mitigation or avoidance, appropriate to the degree of impacts,
must be proposed to the extent feasible and a CEQA determination of whether
the impact has been mitigated to less than significant must be made.

41.0

Tule BTR

Section 3.2

Guidelines 3.1 (4) and 3.1 (9) on page 3-2 of the revised report state, “The
proposed project shall not result in significant impacts under the following
guidelines for the following reasons”, but did not provide the reasons. The
report should be revised accordingly.

Refer to common response INT4.

Section 3.2.1

Survey results are missing for several plant species in the report. Once the
survey results are complete, they should be incorporated into the report and a
determination of significance made according to the threshold. Mitigation or
avoidance, appropriate to the degree of impacts, must be proposed to the
extent feasible and a CEQA determination of whether the impact has been
mitigated to less than significant must be made.

Refer to common response INT4.

Section 3.4.2.3

The report indicates that consultation is still ongoing with the USFWS
regarding Quino impacts. Once more information is available from
consultation with the USFWS, the report should be updated and a CEQA
determination of significance made. Mitigation or avoidance, appropriate to
the degree of impacts, must be proposed to the extent feasible and a
determination of whether the impact has been mitigated to less than
significant. The report should also be revised to remove references to how
the County has handled Quino mitigation in the past. Impacts to Quino and
required mitigation are under the jurisdiction of the USFWS.

Refer to common response INT4.

Section 3.5

The report was updated to include a portion of Section 86.604(a) of the RPO.
Conditions (5)(dd), (5)(ee) and (5)(ff) on page 8 of the RPO should also be
listed. The report should also provide a brief discussion under each of the
conditions describing how the proposed project meets each of these
conditions.

Refer to common response INT4.

Section 5.2

On page 7-2 of the report, it is stated under guideline 7.1(2) that the project is
not located in an area that has been identified by the County or other resource
agencies as critical to future habitat preserves. Under the proposed East
County MSCP, a portion of the project site has been designated as “area of
critical environmental concern”. Guideline 7.1(2) should provide a discussion
of this designation and detail how the proposed project will not preclude or
prevent the preparation of a subregional NCCP.

Refer to common response INT4.

42.0

43.0

44.0

45.0

Tule BTR

Tule BTR

Tule BTR

Tule BTR
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46.0

Tule BTR

Section 7.2

Impact BIO 1- MM BIO-1a indicates that per acre mitigation will be provided
for habitat impacts within County of San Diego jurisdiction. The report has not
been updated to indicate where per acre mitigation will be provided. The
report should be updated accordingly.

Refer to common response INT4.

47.0

Tule BTR

Appendix K

The proposed project in the EIR/EIS includes an "unsurveyed area" which
consists of reservation lands for which the project proponents do not have
legal rights. This unsurveyed portion for which legal rights have not been
obtained should not be included as part of the proposed project referenced in
the EIR/EIS.

Refer to common response INT4.

Page D.3-66

Mitigation vs. APM. Impact VIS-1 concludes that impacts to scenic vistas
from trails and pathways would result from the visibility of the 138 kV
transmission line. Mitigation is provided in MM VIS-1a and 1b; however, the
mitigation is the placement of proposed structures at the "maximum feasible
distance" or the placement of the proposed structures to avoid sensitive
features. Neither of these mitigation measures are truly effective mitigation
measures, rather these are more appropriately considered visual APMs.
Furthermore, the inclusion of the term "maximum feasible distance" is
inadequate in terms of a mitigation measure but would be appropriate for an
APM.

As discussed in Table D.3-6, Mitigation Measures VIS-1a and VIS-1b
provide flexibility for the land use agency with jurisdiction over the 138 kV transmission line
(in this case the County of San Diego) to determine maximum feasible setback of transmission
structures from sensitive viewing locations to reduce visual impacts. The monitoring/reporting action
component of these measures would permit the County to review construction plans and provide
comment regarding transmission structure setbacks at highway crossing locations. However, the
EIR/EIS determines that even with implementation of Mitigation Measures VIS-1a and VIS-1b, the
visual impacts to scenic vistas resulting from implementation of the ECO Substation Project and the
Tule Wind Project would be significant and unmitigable (Class I) (see Section D.3.9, Residual Effects,
for further discussion of significant and unmitigable visual impacts) . Therefore, even if mitigation were
implemented to alter the location of proposed transmission structures and wind turbines as viewed
from highway crossings and sensitive resources areas, the measures would not substantially lessen
the visual impacts to a level less than significant.

D.3 Visual

Visual
Simulations, All
Kop Figures

In our previous comment letter, the County made several comments as to the
validity and composition of the visual simulations. The consultants responded
by disclosing the technical challenges in the EIR/EIS; however, this does not
explain why each visual simulation does not visually demonstrate the entirety
of the development proposal. Any simulation with the transmission line
should show the vegetation cleared underneath the lines and simulations for
the ECO Substation should include views of the proposed entrance road,
water tank and proposed loop-in.

Please refer to common response VIS1 regarding adequacy of the Draft EIR/EIS visual simulations.

51.0

D.4 Land Use

D.4.2.3 Pg. 70

Add GP Policy 2.4 Multiple Rural Use 18.

Policy has been added to Section D.4.2.3, County of San Diego Existing General Plan (Land Use
Element).

52.0

D.4 Land Use

Table D-4.7

This table needs mile posts to determine how much of the 138kV Tie Line is
within the Multiple Rural Use (18) area. Update all graphics as well.

Table D.4-7 has been revised in the Final EIR/EIS to clarify how much of the 138 kV transmission line
traverses the Multiple Rural Use (18) General Plan Designation.

53.0

D.4 Land Use

D.4.2.3 Pg. 7091

Update the Plan Policies per comments made in Appendix 7 below.

Plan policies in the Final EIR/EIS have been revised per the County's comments regarding Appendix 7.

54.0

D.4 Land Use

D.4.2.3 Pg. 90

The large Wind Turbine Regulations (6951 ZO) have been updated. A new
Policy and Ordinance Update has been Initiated POD 10-007. This Wind
Ordinance Amendment will propose changes to the existing Wind Turbine
Regulation setback, height, and siting criteria.

The Final EIR/EIS (Section D.4.2.3, County of San Diego Zoning Ordinance) references the County's
intent to update regulations governing large wind turbine systems and notes that an approval date for
the new regulations has not been set. A review of the Interim Wind Ordinance (Ordinance No. 10073)
indicates that the setback requirements and maximum height regulations are the same as currently
established in the existing large wind turbine system regulations.

D.4.3.3 Pgs 105

Impact LU-3: ECO Substation. The East County Substation does not
comply with the General Plan Policies of the Current and Draft General Plan
or Community Plans. See the comments provided in Appendix 7 Below. One
example is that it does not comply with the Policy 2.4 Multiple Rural Use (18)
because there are significant impacts to resources for the ECO Substation.
Revise accordingly.

The Final EIR/EIS has been revised to identify inconsistencies between policies of the Existing General
Plan Land Use Element and the Existing Mountain Empire Subregional Plan and the ECO Substation
Project. However, as discussed in Section D.4.3.3, the County of San Diego has no land use
jurisdiction over the ECO Substation Project and therefore, the project is not required to be consistent
with local planning documents.

D.3 Visual Resources

48.0

50.0

D.3 Visual

D.4 Land Use

55.0

D.4 Land Use
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D.4.3.3 Pgs 106

Impact LU-3: Tule Wind: The portions of the Tule project within County
jurisdiction does not comply with the existing General Plan Policies and the
existing Mountain Empire Subregional Plan. GP MRU-18: It does not comply
with the Policy 2.4 Multiple Rural Use (18) because there are significant
impacts to resources. MESRP Industrial 11: It does not comply with Industrial
Policy 11 because it proposes wind turbines that have significant visual
impacts. The applicant has indicated that they would apply for a Plan
Amendment Authorization in accordance with County Board of Supervisors
Policy I-63, which would authorize a General Plan Amendment. This section
and conclusion needs to be revised based upon this comment. Also see the
comments provided in Appendix 7 below.

The Final EIR/EIS has been revised to identify inconsistencies between policies of the Existing General
Plan Land Use Element and the Existing Mountain Empire Subregional Plan and the Tule Wind
Project. However, as indicated by the County in their comment, Tule Wind LLC is currently seeking a
General Plan Amendment and a Subregional Plan Amendment to rectify identified inconsistencies.
Therefore, if the GPA and Subregional Plan Amendment are approved by the County, the Tule Wind
Project would be consistent with policies of the Existing General Plan Land Use Element and the
Existing Mountain Empire Subregional Plan.

D.4.3.3 Pgs 106

Impact LU-3: Tule Wind: The portions of the Tule project within County
Jurisdiction (Turbines R.1-R-12) does not comply with the Large Wind Turbine
Regulations in Zoning Ordinance Section 6951 because the project does not
meet the setback and height requirements. The applicant has indicated that
they are going to request a Zoning Ordinance Amendment in accordance with
Section 7500 et. al. of the Zoning Ordinance. There are no specifics of the
request, but the applicant has indicated that they will request to modify the
requirements to allow the project as it is proposed. This section and
conclusion needs to be revised based upon this comment. Also see the
comments provided in Appendix 7 below.

The Final EIR/EIS has been revised to identify inconsistencies between regulations governing large
wind turbine development and the proposed Tule Wind Project. However, as indicated by the County in
their comment, Tule Wind LLC is currently seeking a Zoning Ordinance Amendment to rectify identified
inconsistencies. Therefore, if the ZOA is approved by the County, the Tule Wind Project would be
consistent with County's wind turbine regulations.

The Final EIR/EIS has been revised to identify inconsistencies between policies of the Existing General
Plan Land Use Element ESJ Gen-Tie Project However, as indicated by the County in their comment,
Energia Sierra Juarez U.S. Transmission LLC is currently seeking a General Plan Amendment to
rectify identified inconsistency. Therefore, if the GPA is approved by the County, the ESJ Gen-Tie
Project would be consistent with all policies of the Existing General Plan Land Use Element.

58.0

D.4 Land Use

D.4.3.3 Pgs 107

Impact LU-3: ESJ: The ESJ project within County Jurisdiction does not
comply with the existing General Plan Land Use Policy 2.4 Multiple Rural Use
(18) because there are significant impacts to resources. The applicant has
indicated that they would apply for a Plan Amendment Authorization in
accordance with County Board of Supervisors Policy I-63, which would
authorize a General Plan Amendment. This section and conclusion needs to
be revised based upon this comment. Also see the comments provided in
Appendix 7 below.

59.0

D.4 Land Use

D.4.4: to D.4.7
Alternatives Pgs.
108 to 142.

Revise this section for all project alternatives based upon comments made
above about inconsistency between General Plan, Community Plan, and
Zoning Ordinance.

Based on the responses provided above, revisions to Section D.4.4 through Section D.4.7 are not
required. The LU-3 impact analysis for alternatives relies on the LU-3 analysis for the Proposed
PROJECT and therefore, because impact determinations have not been revised in the Final EIR/EIS,
additional revisions to the LU-3 impact analysis for alternatives is not required.

Table 7-2
Page 7-44
and Table 7-3
Pg. 7-76

The portions of the Tule Wind and ESJ US Gen-Tie Projects within the
jurisdiction of the County of San Diego may not be consistent with the existing
General Plan Land Use Element Policy 2.4, specifically the Multiple Rural Use
(18) category. The policy states that, "...development cannot occur unless the
proposed development has been carefully examined to assure that there will
be no significant adverse environmental impacts, erosion and fire problems
will be minimal, and no urban levels of service will be required." The EIR has
identified numerous Class I or significant unavoidable impacts for both
projects including, Visual Resources, Cultural Resources, Noise, Air Quality,
and Wild Land Fire and Fuels Management.

The consistency analysis associated with individual projects (the ECO Substation Project, the Tule
Wind Project, and the ESJ Gen-Tie Project) and existing General Plan Land Use Element Policy 2.4
(Multiple Rural Use (18) designation) presented in Appendix 7 has been revised in the Final EIR/EIS.
While the consistency determination has been revised the impact determination identified in Section
D.4.3.3 of the Final EIR/EIS has not changed. Refer to Appendix 7 analysis for detail.

The Final EIR/EIS has been revised to clarify that a General Plan Amendment would be necessary in
order for the Tule Wind Project to ensure consistency with Existing General Plan Land Use Element
Policy 2.4 (Multiple Rural Use (18) designation) (see Appendix 7 analysis).

The Final EIR/EIS has been revised to clarify that a General Plan Amendment would be necessary in
order for the ESJ Gen-Tie Project to ensure consistency with Existing General Plan Land Use Element
Policy 2.4 (Multiple Rural Use (18) designation) (see Appendix 7 analysis).

Appendix 7

60.0

Appendix 7

61.0

Appendix 7

Table 7-2
Page 7-44

Further analysis should be conducted to determine if the specific Class I
impacts are related to the portions or components of the Tule Wind Project
that are within the County Jurisdictional areas. The specific portion of the
Project subject to the Multiple Rural Use (18) is the 138 kV Generation Tie
Line from a bit north of I-8 to the Boulevard Substation. The County does not
agree that the Project is consistent with the Existing General Plan Policies. A
General Plan Amendment may be required to be consistent

62.0

Appendix 7

Table 7-3
Page 7-76

The portions of the ESJ US Gen-Tie Project within the jurisdiction of the
County of San Diego may need a General Plan Amendment to be consistent
with the Multiple Rural Use (18) category.
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63.0

Appendix 7

Table 7-2 Page
7-44-45

Conservation Element Policy 4 and 6 (X-22): The Groundwater Analysis is
incomplete at this time see comments provided in Section D-12. If the
proposed groundwater extraction from the three wells on Rough Acres do not
supply adequate amount of water, the proposed alternatives of Jacumba
Service District, Live Oak Springs require a Groundwater Extraction Permit
from the County. These permits are not analyzed within this EIR. Revise all
sections of the Appendix 7 accordingly.

64.0

Appendix 7

Table 7-2 and 73

GP Update: Delete Policy LU.6-10 - it is not relevant to the project.

Policy LU.6-10 has been deleted from the text (Section D.4.2.3 and Appendix 7).

Revision (required Groundwater Extraction Permit) has been incorporated into the Final EIR/EIS in
Appendix 7.

Appendix 7

Table 7-2 and 73

GP Update: Add a discussion of Land Use Policies LU.6-8, 6-9 and 18-1.

Draft General Plan Update Land Use Element Policies LU-6.8 and 6.9 have been added to Section
D.4.2.3 in the Final EIR/EIS and are analyzed for consistency in Appendix 7. Draft General Plan
Update Land Use Element Policy LU.18-1 has not been added to Section D.4.2.3 or analyzed for
consistency in Appendix 7. Policy LU-18.1 pertains to the compatibility of civic uses with community
character (civic uses are defined as libraries, small swap meets, farmers markets, etc.) and since the
Proposed PROJECT does not propose new civic uses as defined in the Draft GPU, the policy is not
applicable.

66.0

Appendix 7

Table 7-2 and 73

GP Update: Add a discussion of Conservation Element Policies COS 11-1, 113, 12-1, 12-2, 13-1, 14-10 and 14-11.

Draft General Plan Update General Conservation Element Policies COS-12.1, -14.10 and -14.11 have
been added to Section D.4.2.3 and to Appendix 7 for consistency analysis in the Final EIR/EIS. Draft
General Plan Update General Conservation Element Policies COS-11.1, -11.3, -12.2, and -13.1 were
not added to Section D.4.2.3 and Appendix 7 because these specific policies pertain to the protection
of visual resources. The Proposed Project is analyzed for consistency with applicable visual resource
policies in Appendix 6.

67.0

Appendix 7

Table 7-2 and 73

GP Update: Add a discussion of Safety Element Policies S-3.1, S-3.2, S-3.3,
S-4.1, S-8.2, and S-10.5.

Draft General Plan Safety Element Policies S-3.2, S-4.1, S-8.2, and S-10.5 have been added to Section
D.4.2.3 and to Appendix 7 (for consistency analysis) of the Final EIR/EIS.

68.0

Appendix 7

Table 7-2 page 760 and Table 7-3
page 7-87

GP Update: Delete the discussion of Safety Goal S-4. The analysis should
not have a discussion on individual goals, rather the policies and/or
implementation measures only.

Draft General Plan Safety Element Goal S-4 has been deleted from Section D.4.2.3 and from Appendix
7 in the Final EIR/EIS. Additionally, based on the direction received from the County in this comment,
all goals have been deleted from Section D.4.2.3 and from Appendix 7 in the Final EIR/EIS.

69.0

Appendix 7

Table 7-2 Page
7- 67

Boulevard Community Plan: LU Policy 1.3.2 - the Project is not consistent
with this policy as currently proposed. The Policy is mislabeled in the draft
Plan (1.2.2).

Draft General Plan Update Boulevard Subregional Planning Area Community Plan Policy LU 1.3.2 has
been numbered correctly in Section D.4.2.3 and in Appendix 7 of the Final EIR/EIS and the Tule Wind
Project's (specifically wind turbines located on County jurisdictional lands) inconsistency with the policy
has been identified in Appendix 7.

Appendix 7

Table 7-2 Page
7-68

Boulevard Community Plan: LU Policy 6.1.2 - the Project may not be
consistent with this policy. It needs to be revaluated.

The consistency analysis associated with the Tule Wind Project and Draft General Plan Boulevard
Subregional Planning Area Community Plan Policy LU 6.1.2 has been re-examined in the Final
EIR/EIS. With approval of the pending ZOA to address current inconsistences between the Project and
setback and height regulations of the Zoning Ordinance, the Tule Wind Project (components located on
Count jurisdictional lands) would be consistent with the zoning ordinance and with this community plan
policy.

71.0

Appendix 7

Table 7-2 Page
7-73

Zoning Ordinance 6951: The Tule Project does not comply with the Large
Turbine Regulations within Zoning Ordinance Section 6951. Specifically, the
project does not comply with the maximum turbine height of 80 feet and the
turbine setbacks. An applicant or County initiated ordinance change would
need to be approved to allow for the turbine component of the County portion
of the Tule Wind Project.

The Final EIR/EIS has been revised to identify inconsistencies between regulations governing large
wind turbine development and the proposed Tule Wind Project. However, as indicated by the County in
their comment, Tule Wind LLC is currently seeking a Zoning Ordinance Amendment to rectify identified
inconsistencies. Therefore, if the ZOA is approved by the County, the Tule Wind Project would be
consistent with County's wind turbine regulations.

72.0

Appendix 7

Table 7-2 Page
7-71 and Table 73 Page 7-90

Existing Mountain Empire Subregional Plan: The proposed project may not
comply with the existing Mountain Empire Subregional Plan Policy Industrial
11.0.

See responses to County Section D.4 comments regarding the Proposed PROJECT and potential
inconsistencies with Existing Mountain Empire Subregional Plan Industrial Policy 11.

65.0

70.0

D.5 Wilderness and Recreation
73.0
D.6 Agriculture
74.0
D.7 Cultural and Paleo Resources

No Further Comments
No Further Comments
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75.0

Section

D.7

Cultural

Subsection

General
Comment

Comment or Issue

All sites must be tested for significance and the analysis must be provided in
the EIS/EIR. Any Sites located within the jurisdiction of the County of San
Diego must comply with the Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO) and
CEQA. It is not adequate to provide preliminary assessments. Significance
assessments cannot be made based solely on surface expression. In
addition, impact determinations and proposed mitigation must be included in
the discussion.

Comment Notes

MAJOR ISSUE: DEFERRAL OF ANALYSIS

Page 11 of 32

Response

Assessment of archaeological site significance in the Draft EIR/EIS in Section D.7.2.2. considered
criteria identified in Guidelines Section CEQA Statutes Section 21083.2(g) and
15164.5. These CEQA Guidelines do not dictate the extent of investigation required to make a
determination of a resource's potential significance. The Draft EIR/EIS characterizes the ability of
archaeological sites to address the significance criteria stated in Section 21083.2(g) and
15164.5 based on an exhaustive description of density and variability surface artifacts, and
comparison of the site to known the characteristics of well-developed type sites in the project vicinity.
Conservative determinations regarding potential site significance are made- the only site types...

...that are considered not eligible for listing on the NRHP and CRHR are those that clearly cannot fulfill
significance criteria such as 15164.5 (D). Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, important information
in prehistory or history: . For example, CA-SDI-19618, -19619, -19621, and -19622 surface artifacts
suggest that they do not have subsurface depth or represent more than an isolated, ephemeral
prehistoric occupation (Engineering-Environmental Management, Inc. 2010). These sites therefore do
not appear potentially eligible for listing on the NRHP as a “historic property” and CRHR as “historical
resource” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5) under Criterion D, because the sites are not “likely to
yield information important to prehistory or history.” ...

...The sites would not be a “unique archaeological resource” as defined by CEQA Statutes Section
21083.2(g), because they do not contain information needed to answer important scientific questions.
Therefore, the sites are not considered potentially significant cultural resources.

76.0

D.7

Cultural

General
Comment

Provide trinomials for all archaeological sites.

Trinomials are listed except for those sites that have not been assigned the designation from the South
Coastal Information Center, CHRIS, San Diego State University
Draft EIR/EIS Mitigation Measure CUL-1A states, "A Native American monitor may be required at
culturally sensitive locations specified by the lead agency following government-to-government
consultation with Native American tribes. The monitoring plan in the CRTP shall indicate the locations
where Native American monitors shall be required and shall specify the tribal affiliation of the required
Native American monitor for each location." Therefore, the decision to include a Native American
monitor would result from requests made during consultation with affected tribes.

77.0

D.7

Cultural

General
Comment

The mitigation measures for cultural resources should be revised to require a
Native American monitor at culturally sensitive locations and during ground
disturbing activities.

78.0

D.7

Cultural

General
Comment

All Native American consultation should take place prior to the finalization of
the EIR so that it can be determined whether TCPs will be impacted or
avoided by the proposed project.

If Native American consultation is not concluded prior to the finalization of the Final EIR/EIS, the
unavoidable adverse impact finding (Class I) shall remain.

Page D.7-13,
Paragraph 1

Page D.7-13 does not make sense as it states that CA-SDI-6115 was
relocated and then states further on "because no evidence of prehistoric
activity was observed, the two previously recorded archaeological sites CASDI-2720 and CA-SDI-6511 are not considered historic resources". Indicate
what resources for CA-SDI-6155 were relocated in the field (e.g.. the lithic and
ceramic scatters) and how the determination of it not being considered historic
resources was established. Otherwise, perhaps the first sentence is a
typographical error and the paragraph should state that CA-SDI-6115 was
NOT relocated. Please correct as appropriate.

The Final EIR/EIS text has been revised to clarify that no evidence of CA-SDI-2720 was observed, and
that CA-SDI-6115 was relocated; however, no specific agave roasting pits were observed, only a
sparse prehistoric ceramic and stone tool flake scatter. Because no evidence of prehistoric activity was
observed at CA-SDI-2720 and only sparse remains were rerecorded at CA-SDI-6115, the two
previously recorded archaeological sites CA-SDI-2720 and CA-SDI-6115 are not considered “historic
resources,” pursuant to NRHP and CRHR eligibility criteria.

Page D.7-17

Page D.7-17 states that "five new sites and three isolates were identified
during the current field survey" which are listed in Table D.7-4. Table D.7-4
only includes four sites (CA-SDI-19066, CA-SDI-19068, CA-SDI-19069, and
CA-SDI-19070) and three isolates (P-37-0129818, P-37-030190, P-37-03091).
Please revise the information in Table D.7-4 to include the one missing site
(presumably CA-SDI-19067)

Information on CA-SDI-19067 has been added to Final EIR/EIS Table D.7-4

79.0

80.0

D.7

D.7

Cultural

Cultural
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81.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-19

Page D.7-19 states that site CA-SDI-7063 contains a rock shelter, however,
the eligibility evaluation indicates that "based on the extremely sparse nature
of the artifact scatters noted at the previously listed sites, it is likely that these
prehistoric sites are not potentially eligible for listing on the NRHP and
CRHR." The County disagrees with this statement for site CA-SDI-7063 as
rock shelters are not a common resource found in San Diego County and are
potentially very significant and often sacred to local Native American tribes.
The County believes that site CA-SDI-7063 is considered a significant historic
property under NRHP and a significant historic resource under CEQA. The
site is also likely a "unique" archaeological resource as defined by CEQA.
Further review of this resource is needed in the EIR and appropriate mitigation
provided to account for project impacts to this significant site.

82.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-21

Page D.7-21 states that a total of 39 previously recorded sites were found
within the 2008 ROW and the updated record search resulted in an additional
seven sites within the APE in 2009 (totaling 46 sites). Table D.7-5 shows 47
archaeological sites. Please correct this discrepancy in the data.

The Final EIR/EIS text has been revised to state that "the search identified a total of 40 previously
recorded archaeological sites within the 2008 ROW."

Page D.7-25

Page D.7-25 indicates that there are 102 total new sites indentified within the
ROW and APE for the Tule Wind Project and then states that they are listed in
Table D.7-6. Table D.7-6 indicates that there are 108 new resources. Please
correct this discrepancy in the data.

The Final EIR/EIS text has been revised to include the results of systematic archaeological surveys
throughout the balance of the Tule Wind Project APE. The revised text states: "A total of 108 new
sites were identified as a result of the records search and additional intensive archaeological survey.
The remaining areas within the APE that had not been systematically surveyed prior to issuance of the
Draft EIR/EIS were investigated in 2010 (ASM 2011)....

83.0

D.7

Cultural

The EIR/EIS preparer concurs that CA-SDI-7063 is potentially eligible for listing on the NRHP and
CRHR based on characteristics noted on the ground surface, including the rock shelter.

...The supplemental Class III survey identified 64 new cultural sites, and 91 isolated finds. A total of
177 cultural sites have been recorded in the Tule Wind Project APE, and 43 in the Class II sample
survey.

84.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-25

Table D.7-6 has no data under column "Potential Eligibility NRHP Status" for
site CA-SDI-19851. Revise the table and any sections that use this
information for data analysis.

CA-SDI-19851 is a lithic scatter that is considered, based on the absence of subsurface deposits, to be
likely ineligible for listing on the NRHR and CRHR.

85.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-25

Table D.7-6 has several temporary numbers (e.g. Tule-BC-01) rather than
trinomial numbers. Please revise the table to include the trinomial numbers
given when submitted to SCIC and associated text.

Permanent trinomial numbers have not been assigned by SCIC.

86.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-31

Page D.7-31, first paragraph, remove the term "aboriginal."

"Aboriginal" has been deleted.

87.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-31

Page D.7-31, remove "historic petro glyph" and replace with "historic carving."

"petroglyph" has been revised to state "rock carving."

88.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-31,
paragraph 2

Revise the data as follows: Twelve of these are prehistoric sites (either large
or small campsites); one is historic-period Highway 80, one contains both
prehistoric and historic components; and one is a historic home site. Also
indicate what site CA-SDI-6119 is in this discussion as it is not included in
Table D.7-8.

"Thirteen of these sites…" has been changed to "Twelve of these sites…" The Draft EIR/EIS states
that CA-SDI-6119 has been determined by testing to not be eligible for listing on the NRHR and CRHR.

89.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-32,
last paragraph

Revise the data as follows: Of the sixteen previously unrecorded cultural
resources, seven were lithic reduction areas (one had a ceramic shard
associated with it), two were lithic scatters, one was a ceramic scatter, and
there were six isolates (ceramic and lithic).

Changes have been made consistent with the comment.

90.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-32,
last paragraph

Revise the following sentence, "The remaining five newly recorded sites
within the ESJ Gen-Tie APE, CA-SDI-19480, -19484, -19485, -19486, -19489,
have not been evaluated for their eligibility…"

Changes have been made consistent with the comment.

91.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-33

Table D.7-8 does not include site CA-SDI-6119 which according to Page D.751 will be directly impacted by the proposed project. Revise the table to
include CA-SDI-6119 and any associated text.

Changes have been made consistent with the comment.
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92.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-34,
first paragraph

Revise the following sentence, "Additionally, the sites are potentially "unique"
archaeological resources…"

The Final EIR/EIS has been revised to state: "Additionally, the sites are not “unique” archaeological
resources as defined by CEQA Statutes Section 21083.2(g), because they may do not contain
information needed to answer important scientific questions; there may be is not demonstrable public
interest in that information; and they may or not be directly associated with a scientifically recognized,
important prehistoric event.

93.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-51

Page D.7-51, include information regarding the County of San Diego
Guidelines for Determining Significance- Cultural Resources in this section.

As the County of San Diego is not Lead Agency Under CEQA, the County of San Diego Guidelines for
Determining Significance- Cultural Resources are not addressed.

94.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-57,
first full
paragraph

It is unclear if CA-SDI-6115 was relocated or not (see previous comment). If it
was relocated then there should be nine prehistoric sites listed within the ECO
Substation Project.

The Final EIR/EIS has been revised to state: "CA-SDI-6115 was relocated; however, no specific agave
roasting pits were observed, only a sparse prehistoric ceramic and stone tool flake scatter."

CA-SDI-7011H is not recorded in the vicinity of the proposed ECO Substation. Rather, it is located
over 250 feet south of the proposed 138kV Transmission Line. The distance of the placement of the
138kV Transmission Line would preclude any substantial change to the setting that may potentially
contribute to the site's NRHP and CRHP listing eligibility.

95.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-57,
third paragraph

The County does not agree with the analysis that there would be no indirect
impact to the potentially significant, early twentieth century homestead,
historic well, and corral with associated artifacts (CA-SDI-7011H). The
introduction of a Substation in this area would change the original setting that
may add to the significance of the site. This section should be revised to state
that there is a potential impact and mitigation must be proposed.

96.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-59,
second
paragraph

The County recommends that MM CUL-1B be revised to include that a Native
American monitor also be present during all ground disturbing activities at all
cultural resource ESAs.

The Draft EIR/EIS Mitigation Measure CUL-1A states, "A Native American monitor may be required at
culturally sensitive locations specified by the lead agency following government-to-government
consultation with Native American tribes." Therefore, the results of tribal consultation would dictate
those circumstances where Native American monitors would be present during construction.

The first sentence states that there are 22 archaeological sites within the
presently surveyed project APE and 10 within the ROW that may be
determined eligible. It is unclear where these numbers came from as Table
D.7-6 indicates 15 archaeological sites within the APE that are eligible and 10
within the ROW that may be eligible. Please clarify.

Table D.7-6 has been revised to reflect supplemental Class III archaeological survey results. This has
resulted in 25 archaeological sites recorded within the Tule Wind APE that are considered potentially
eligible for NRHP and CRHR listing.

97.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-60,
last paragraph,
first sentence

98.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-60

This section should evaluate the effects of the eight archaeological sites
identified in Table D.7-7, page D.7-32 for the Sunrise-Powerlink Transmission
Line Project, which overlaps with Tule Wind project.

Table D.7-7 has been revised to include potential NRHP- and CRHR eligibility determinations
completed as part of the Tule Wind archaeological project investigations (ASM 2010, 2011). The
seven sites were included in Table D.7-6 in the Draft DEIR/EIS, and considered under the Tule Wind
project setting, impacts, and mitigations.

It is unclear what is meant by the "remaining 10 sites within the project APE
have not been formally tested." The information in Table D.7-8 indicates that
there are 10 archaeological sites (plus CA-SDI-6119 which has been
inadvertently left out of the table) and six isolates which total 16 resources.
Since the previous paragraph discussed four sites, the remaining sites should
equal 7 not 10. Please correct this in discrepancy in the data.

The Final EIR/EIS has been updated with the results of supplemental Class III surveying. Text has
been revised to reflect these data.

This section does not include the potentially significant early twentieth-century
homestead, CA-SDI-7011H, historic well and corral identified within the ECO
Substation project (discussed on Page D.7-19). This resource must be
discussed in this section as a potentially adverse impact to a significant
historic architectural (built environmental) resource.

The Final EIR/EIS Table D.7-3 has been revised to correct incomplete site description for CA-SDI7011H. According to the Class III archaeological survey report (ASM 2010), CA-SDI-7011H is located
200 feet outside of the proposed 138 kV Line.

99.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-61,
last paragraph

100.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-68,
first paragraph

While the proximity of the 138 kV transmission line to the these residential buildings
constitutes a visual intrusion on their viewsheds, the viewshed is not a characteristic that
contributes to the buildings’ eligibility for NRHP or CRHR listing, and the visual intrusion does
not constitute an adverse effect under 36 CFR 800 or a significant visual impact under CEQA.
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101.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-68,
first paragraph

The County does not agree with the statement that the replacement of the
wooden poles with higher steel transmission poles would not change the
character of the San Diego and Arizona Railroad and Old Highway 80, would
not result in a substantial change in the historical significance pursuant to
CEQA, nor create a visual impact to the existing setting. Discuss the age of
the wooden poles and whether they are associated with the potentially historic
resources. If of the same age as the roadway or railroad, the wooden poles
may be contributing elements to the significance of the railroad and highway
historic character and would need to be evaluated further as a potential impact
to these if they were to be removed since they contribute to the historic
setting.

102.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-76

Table D.7-10 should identify ECO-CUL 4 as a Class II or I impact based on
the evaluation of impacts to the potentially historic house, well and corral (CASDI-7011H) and segments of Old Highway 80 and San Diego and Arizona
Railroad.

Please see response to comment 101 in the matrix.

The Final EIR/EIS text has been revised in this case to refer exclusively to CA-SDI-6119.

The Final EIR/EIS text has been refined to clarify the basis for conclusions that removal of wooden
poles and replacement with metal would be complementary to the existing metal transmission towers.
The significance of the San Diego and Arizona Railroad and Old Highway 80 are based on their
individual building materials relative to when they were constructed, rather than surrounding built
environment including the transmission towers.

103.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-78

Revise the following sentence, "Additionally the site is not a unique
archaeological resource as defined by CEQA Statutes Section 21083.2(g),
because they do not contain information needed to answer important scientific
questions; there is no demonstrable public interest in that information; and
they are not directly associated with a scientifically recognized, important
prehistoric event."

104.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-78,
paragraph 3

Include the primary numbers for the four historic period archaeological
isolates.

The project technical report does not provide primary numbers for the isolates. The Final EIR/EIS
includes the temporary designations ISO-1 through ISO-4.

Cultural

Page D.7-79,
last paragraph

The County believes that this alternative would be less impactive to the built
environment since the undergrounding of the lines would not impact the
setting of the potentially historic house, well and corral (CA-SDI-7011H) and
segments of Old Highway 80 and San Diego and Arizona Railroad. The
setting may be a contributing factor in the significance of these resources.

Please see response to comment 101 in the matrix. The surrounding transmission towers are not
contributing elements to the NRHP and CRHR eligibility of an Diego and Arizona Railroad and Old
Highway 80.

Page D.7-82,
Impact CUL-4

The County does not agree with the conclusion that the modern project
elements would not introduce long-term indirect visual impacts that would
materially alter the roadway, railroad, and historic house (CA-SDI-7011H) or
that it would not alter its historical significance or eligibility for inclusion in the
NRHP or CRHR. Please revise this analysis to substantiate these claims
since the setting would be altered which may be a contributing factor in the
significance of these resources.

Please see response to comment 101 in the matrix.

This impact determination indicates that removal of the transmission towers and lines would reduce
impacts on the view shed caused by these incursions in the landscape. Replacement of wooden poles
within metal poles would have no affect on the existing massing of the towers and power lines that are
visible from both transportation corridors. No change to the Final EIR/EIS is necessary.

This reference to CA-SDI-19001/19003 has been included in the Final EIR/EIS.

105.0

106.0

D.7

D.7

Cultural

107.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-83,
Impact CUL-4

Impact CUL-4 states that the undergrounding would remove current visual
impacts to the railroad and Old Highway 80 by removing poles and lines. This
section is counter to the previous information in the EIR on Pages D.7-79 and
D.7-82 which states that there are no visual impacts from the poles and lines
(current or proposed). The County agrees with the analysis in this section and
believes that the other sections should be revised to discuss the visual impact
on the setting of these historic resources.

108.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-89,
Impact CUL-1

Include the trinomial for the habitation site described in this paragraph.
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A portion of the ECO 138 kV Transmission line cuts across a dedicated
County Open Space Easement (Recorded # 82-355323) along Mile Posts 6
and 7 on parcel numbers 659-110-20 and 659-110-19. The open space
easement is for the protection of sensitive cultural resources. The DEIR/EIS
should address the environmental analysis and mitigation that is required in
order for SDG&E or the County to avoid and vacate the openspace easement
for the portions of the 138kV line encroachment. As discussed in a meeting
with representatives for SDG&E on November 30, 2010, the open space
easement for CA-SDI-7009, might be impacted by the proposed ECO project.
It was decided by SDG&E archaeologist Susan Hector that the easement did
not encompass the entire archaeological site and that the open space
easement (owned by the County of San Diego) should be enlarged to include
the outside significant portions. This information was not included in the DEIR
and must be discussed in further detail as a mitigation measure. In addition,
a discussion of site CA-SDI-7009 has not been included in the entire DEIR
and is a site that will be impacted by the ECO project.

Refer to response to comment 34.1, above.

109.0

D.7

Cultural

110.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-91,
Impact CUL-1

Include the trinomial for the habitation site described in this paragraph.

Impact CUL-1 in Section D.7.5.4 has been revised to state, "This alternative has a habitation site (CASDI-19001/19003) located along the alternative transmission line alignment, south of I-8. "

111.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-95 and
D.7-97, Impact
CUL-4

This impact is incorrectly analyzed as historic artifacts are considered historic
archaeology and not part of the built environment as Impact CUL-4 is
discussing. Impacts to historic artifacts must be analyzed under CUL-1
throughout the document.

The Final EIR/EIS has been revised to state the following for Impact CUL-4, ESJ Gen-Tie Project: No
historic architectural structures are recorded within the ESJ Gen-Tie APE. Therefore, no impact on
historic-period structural resources would result (No Impact). This revision is referenced throughout
the document.

112.0

D.7

Cultural

Page F-87,
second to last
paragraph

Include the historic house (CA-SDI-7011H) in this discussion.

The Final EIR/EIS has been revised to include the trinomial CA-SDI-7011 H to the description of the "
potentially significant early twentieth century homestead" under Impact CUL-1 for the ECO Substation
Project.

The entire site for ESJ was surveyed and the sites were tested for
significance. The ESJ Section needs to be changed to reflect this. A
discussion of the significance of the sites for RPO needs to be discussed as
evaluated in the report prepared by EDAW (AECOM).

The Draft EIR/EIS section D.7.1.2 Record Search and Survey Results describes that sites in the ESJ
corridor have been tested . "Excavations at CA-SDI-6119, -19488, -19490, -19492, -19493, and -19494
have determined that they are not eligible for listing on the NRHP as an “historic property” and listing
on the CRHR as “historic resource,” or the testing has exhausted their research potential (EDAW
2010.)...The remaining five newly recorded sites within the ESJ Gen-Tie APE, CA-SDI-19480, -19484, 19485, -19486, -19489 have been evaluated for their NRHP eligibility as “historic properties” and
CRHR eligibility as “historic resources” (EDAW, Inc. 2010). Therefore, they are considered potentially
eligible for listing on the NRHP and CRHR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5) under Criterion D,
because the sites are “likely to yield information important to prehistory or history.”

MAJOR ISSUE: DEFERRAL OF ANALYSIS

The Final EIR/EIS has been revised to incorporate results of the AECOM 2011 ASR for the Energia
Sierra Juarez U.S. Major Use Water Extraction Permit provided by the County of San Diego in their
comment on the Draft EIR/EIS. The two identified cultural resources CA-SDI-4455 and P-37-024023
are identified in Table D.7-8 and discussion, and Impact CUL-1, CUl-2, and CUL-4 for the ESJ GenTie Project. The intensive survey of the APE within the vicinity of CA-SDAI-4455 did not identify any
cultural resources associated with the village of Hacum. Subsurface testing would be conducted as an
element of the MOA to verify the absence of cultural remains. Any potential adverse impacts shall be
avoided pursuant to Mitigation Measure CUL-1. This can be achieved, for example by placement of
protective geotextile grid and sterile fill soils within the access road.

113.0

D.7

Cultural

Pg 7-26

CD.7 Cultural Specific to ESJ Water Extraction Site P10-014

114.0

D.7 Cultural

Comment 1: ESJ
H2O Permit 10014

The EIR must include the two identified cultural resources CA-SDI-4455 and P37-024023 that are within the MUP Water Extraction Permit area. See
Cultural Resource report prepared by AECOM Stacey Jordan dated February
2011. These resources must be reviewed for evaluation under the County’s
Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO). The County believes that CA-SDI4455 (the village of Hacum) is considered a “unique resource” that is
significant under RPO. As such, the site must be avoided. Also, the EIR
should indicate that the site should not be used as a staging area due to the
high sensitivity of cultural resources in the area.

115.0

D.7 Cultural

Comment 2: ESJ
H2O Permit 10014

The EIR must analyze sites SDI-4455 and P-37-024023 and determine if
impacts will occur from the MUP Water Extraction Permit operations.

MAJOR ISSUE: DEFERRAL OF ANALYSIS

Please refer to response to comment 114, above.

As previously requested, the Final EIR/EIS must include analysis addressing
High and Low Frequency Noise Sources (dBC weighted noise analysis) as
provided below in Table 4 from the County of San Diego Draft Noise
Guidelines. This analysis must included in order to accurately determine if the
project would cause a substantial permanent or periodic increase ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project.
There is sufficient evidence in the field of Noise that a dBC weighted noise
measurement exists with Wind Turbines. This potential noise pollution needs
to be analyzed to determine if it would affect adjacent or nearby property
owners. The DEIR/EIS fails to analyze the project noise impacts in
accordance with the CEQA Appendix G Noise section XII.c and d)

MAJOR ISSUE: DEFERRAL OF ANALYSIS - C
WEIGHTED NOISE ANALYSIS

Please refer to common response NOI2, regarding analysis of audible and inaudible sound, common
response INT2, regarding the general adequacy of the Draft EIR/EIS, and common response INT3,
regarding mitigation measure deferral.

D.8 Noise

116.0

NOISE

Attachment A
County of San Diego Comments on the East County Substation Joint EIR/EIS

March 4, 2011

Comment Number

117.0

Section

D.8.3.3 Impact
Analysis

Subsection

See location in
Figure B-22."

Comment or Issue

Comment Notes

Page 16 of 32

Response

Tule Wind: The concrete batch plant would be subject to the sound level
limits within County Code section 36.404 because it is not considered a
temporary operation (e.g. it will operate for more than three months).

As noted in Table D.8-8, Noise Level Results for Construction and Batch Plant Operations,
sound levels anticipated to be generated by operation of the concrete batch were modeled
and included in the Impact NOI-1 analysis for the Tule Wind Project. There is not a 3month time period adopted within the County Code for construction activities, and the batch
plant is a temporary construction activity which is exempt from Section 36.404 of the County
Code.

MAJOR ISSUE: CEQA FINDINGS/CLASS I
IMPACTS

Please refer to common response INT2, regarding general adequacy of the Draft EIR/EIS.
In addition, Section D.8.3.3 Impact NOI-1 (ECO Substation Project - ECO Substation)
states that "the property line of the nearest residence would be approximately 500 feet
southwest of the site." While a map of this location is not provided in Section D.8, a map
has been provided in Section D.4, Land Use. The Class I impact determination for this
residence is contained with the noise impact analysis pertaining solely to consistency with
the County Noise Ordinance and Section 36.408 is the only section referenced in this
discussion. As discussed in Section B, Project Description of the EIR/EIS, construction
activities associated with the Tule Wind Project are expected to occur between 7:00 a.m.
and 7:00 p.m., Monday through Saturday, but may involve extended hours as needed to
complete certain construction activities. If construction for the Tule Wind Project occurs
outside of the hours permitted by the County of San Diego, the applicant would follow
established protocol and seek a variance from the County's noise requirements consistent
with County Code Section 36.423. The applicant would also provide advanced notice to
property owners within 300 feet of planned construction activities, which would include
information regarding the start and completion dates of construction, and the hours of
construction. In addition, implementation of APM TULE-NOI-4 would further minimize noise
impacts associated with construction of the Tule Wind Project. If a variance from the
County's approved construction hours cannot be obtained from the County, construction of
the Tule Wind Project would not occur outside the normal hours of construction.

MAJOR ISSUE: CEQA FINDINGS/CLASS I
IMPACTS

General areas or exact locations will be identified by results of a geotechnical investigation.
Therefore, because the locations of blasting areas are unknown at this time, the impact is
conservatively considered a significant impact.

118.0

D.8.3.3 Impact
Analysis

Page D.8-18,
section ECO
Substation

Nighttime construction would result in a significant and unmitigated noise
impact. To further support this identified construction noise impact; please
show the specific area(s) of noise impact on a figure illustration. Additionally,
state that the noise impact is for the operation of construction equipment
during night time hour which is not in compliance with Section 36.408 within
the County Noise Ordinance. Applicants have stated that locations of
nighttime construction activities are unknown; however, additional information
is required to disclose the "worst-case scenario" and to substantiate the
significant and unmitigated impact. Pursuant to CEQA, it is not adequate to
simply state construction activities cannot be mapped and conclude the
impact to be unmitigable. Please see previous County comment number X
which further explains required information for all Class I, significant and
unmitigated impacts.

119.0

D.8.3.3 Impact
Analysis

D.8.3.3 Impact
Analysis

Rather than identifying NOI-1 for blasting as a significant impact, calculations
should demonstrate that blasting activities are in compliance with existing
regulations (Sections 36.409 and 36.410).

Page D.8-24,
last paragraph

Identify and label the locations of the construction noise impacted boundary
lines. Show this in a figure illustration to further support the results on Table
D.8-7.

A reference to Table 5, Construction Traffic Noise Summary, of the revised Draft Noise
Analysis Report, has been incorporated into the Final EIR/EIS. The residences (Home ID)
listed in Table 5 correspond to the residences (and property boundary) depicted on Figure 5
of the Draft Noise Analysis Report. The residences and boundary lines also correspond to
the residences listed in Table D.8-8, Noise Level Results for Construction and Batch Plant
Operations, in Section D.8 Noise of the EIR/EIS.

Please refer to comment 120.0, above. The locations where portable noise barriers are
proposed are listed in Table 21, Barrier Reduction Results, of the Draft Noise Analysis
Report (HDR 2011). The residences listed correspond to those depicted on Figure 5 of the
same report. Additional analysis including the consideration of time constraints to further
reduce noise levels anticipated at impacted residences, is included in Table 22, Barrier
Reduction and Time Constraint Results, of the Draft Noise Analysis Report.

120.0

D.8.3.3 Impact
Analysis

121.0

D.8.3.3 Impact
Analysis

Page D.8-26

MM NOI-2, please identify and label the locations of the affected legally
occupied properties. Show the locations where portable noise barriers are
required. Quantifiable data is required to support the recommended noise
mitigation measures and to justify whether noise levels could be further
reduced. CPUC Response: "Table D.8-7 has the noise levels, the HDR noise
report has a figure showing locations of homes. Locations of where barriers
will be needed are not provided at this time." While the applicants have
indicated barrier locations can not be provided at this time, quantifiable data is
required to demonstrate the adequacy of mitigation measures. The document
must go further and indicate locations that barriers will be required, or update
the mitigation measures with the locations or planned areas.

124.0

D.8.3.3 Impact
Analysis

Page D.8-11,
Table D.8-4

Revise table to be consistent with the most up-to-date County Noise
Ordinance, section 36.404. S88 as shown within the DEIR Table D.8-4 must
be revised. Table D.8-4 must be revised to be consistent with Table 36.404
within the County Noise Ordinance. Please remove S88 from Table D.8-4

MAJOR ISSUE: CEQA FINDINGS/MM
RATIONALE

Table D.8-4 has been revised in the Final EIR/EIS.
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125.0

D.8.3.3 Impact
Analysis

Include a noise evaluation for proposed sonic detecting and ranging unit
(SODAR). These units depending upon manufacture make a noise that can
exceed 89 dB. Provide quantitative data that shows this proposed noise
generating unit complies with the County Noise Ordinance, Section 36.404.

The noise analysis pertaining to operation of the SODAR units has been incorporated into
the Final EIR/EIS. As stated in Section D.8 (as well as in the Draft Noise Analysis Report
(HDR 2011), noise modeling indicates that no noise impacts are predicted to occur due to
SODAR noise. The Draft Noise Analysis Report (HDR 2011) provides an analysis of projectrelated sound including the SODAR unit. The nearest residential property boundary is
located approximately 4,500 feet from the proposed SODAR unit. The calculated noise
contribution from the SODAR unit is less than 0 dB(A) on an hourly Leq basis at all
residential property boundaries. This means that the sound levels from the SODAR
experienced at residences are low enough that they fall below the reference pressure level
used in calculating dB. Therefore, no noise impacts are predicted to occur due to SODAR
noise. Please refer to Section 3.2 and Appendix B of the draft sound study for additional
details concerning the SODAR sound emissions and modeling.

126.0

D.8.3.3 Impact
Analysis

Include the following reference Table 4, which is an excerpt from the draft
County Noise Guidelines:

Since the referenced County Draft guidelines for low frequency noise are not yet adopted,
this table has not been included in the Final EIR/EIS.

Please update this section to include the current references for Audible Noise
Performance for the Construction Activities Associated with the Energia Sierra
Juárez U.S. Gen-Tie Project and the Tule Wind Project Draft Noise Analysis
Report dates are not consistent most available version. Please revised
accordingly.

The comment is noted and the suggested revision (for the Tule Wind Draft Analysis Report)
has been incorporated into the Final EIR/EIS. The ESJ noise analysis referenced by the
commenter pertaining to construction activities associated with alternatives to the ESJ GenTie project. This information would only be applicable to project alternatives and Section D.8
of the Draft EIR/EIS concludes that noise impacts associated with construction of
alternatives would be similar to the proposed ESJ Gen-Tie Project. Therefore, as the Draft
EIR/EIS does not reference this report (the information is not provided in Section D.8), the
suggested revision to the Final EIR/EIS is not necessary. The report is however available
for review at the CPUC project website:
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/dudek/ecosub/ESJ_TS.htm

127.0

EIR, Section
D.8.10

Section D.8.10,
page D.8-59
References.
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128.0

EIR, Section
D.8.11

Table D.8-4

Include the subsection (c) from Table 36.404, County Noise Ordinance. This
subsection specifically describes the applicable sound level limits for an S88
zone.

Suggested revisions have been incorporated into the Final EIR/EIS.

129.0

EIR, Section
D.8.12

Section D.8.3.3.
page D.8-32

Under Impact NOI-3, Tule Wind Project Section, the last paragraph (that
begins with "In the analysis. . ."), please include a discussion that describes
the requirements for "High or Low Frequency Noise (C-weighted
requirements)" as referenced within the Table 4 above.

Please refer to common response NOI2 regarding the appropriateness of A-weighted noise
measurements.

130.0

EIR, Section
D.8.13

Section D.8.3.3.
page D.8-32

Under Impact NOI-3, Tule Wind Project Section, Table D.8-9, please revise
this table to include a new column with values for Noise level Leq dBA.

The comment is noted and will be included in the proposed record and considered during
project deliberation.

1.2, D.9-7, 2nd
paragraph, 2st
sentence

"County of San Diego Draft General Plan Mountain Empire Mobility Network" Please Refer to County Bicycle Transportation Plan:
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/docs/Bicycle_Transportation_Plan.pdf. Also,
please remove all references to the City of San Diego's plan.

In response to this comment, Section D.9.1.2 has been revised to include reference to the County of
San Diego Bicycle Transportation Plan and City of San Diego plan references have been removed.

MM TRA-1

A conceptual traffic control plan is necessary to address the feasibility of MM
TR-1. The plan could be an appendix to the EIR/EIS or Traffic Study. It
should address each project component with a diagram of the access routes
that the construction traffic would be expected. Nodes of use should be
marked such as parking areas and staging areas. Possible road closures and
lane closure should be noted. The plan should present a list of measures
designed to minimize traffic impacts during construction specific to each
project component. The project will be required to apply for a County of San
Diego Traffic Control Permit (TCP) for work within or near County ROWs
where traffic operations may be affected. A construction and/or
encroachment permit may also be required. The TCP will likely include a
Traffic Control Plan with traffic measures and details that will be implemented
to ensure that traffic operations on public roads (including motorists,
pedestrians and bicyclists) during construction are adequately addressed, and
may exceed measures found in standard government manuals for traffic
control.

MAJOR ISSUE: MITIGATION DEFERRAL

Mitigation Measure TRA-1 is not considered mitigation deferral as a traffic control plan, which would
include all measures denoted in MM TRA-1, would be implemented for all components of the Proposed
PROJECT. Please refer to common response INT3, regarding deferral of mitigation.

MAJOR ISSUE: MITIGATION DEFFERAL

See response to comment above regarding Mitigation Measure TRA-1 above. Please refer to
common response INT3, regarding deferral of mitigation.

D.9 Transportation and Traffic

131.0

132.0

D.9
Transportation
and Traffic

D.9
Transportation
and Traffic

133.0

D.9
Transportation
and Traffic

MM TRA-2

During construction, road closures should be avoided to the extent possible
and all measures should be taken to avoid closure of a County Circulation
Element (CE) road. The conceptual Traffic Control Plan prepared for the
EIR/EIS must identify if the construction plan includes any road closures and
what traffic measures are need to allow traffic to pass. The impacts of detour
routes and closures should be addressed in the EIR/EIS. If CE roads are
proposed for closure, a detour route shall be identified and the environmental
effects impacts of the detour assessed, including the amount of traffic that will
be diverted onto the detour route, the duration and time frame in which the
closure would take place.

134.0

D.9
Transportation
and Traffic

Page D.9-87,
References

LLG (Linscott, Law, and Greenspan Engineers) 2010 should refer to the most
recent study, “Full Traffic Impact Study for the Tule Wind Project (MUP 09019), September 13, 2010". This study was received and reviewed by the
County of San Diego.

Full Traffic Impact Study for the Tule Wind Project (LLG 2010)

In response to this comment, all references to the LLG Traffic Impact Study have been updated to
reflect the most recent study conducted in February of 2011.

Attachment A
County of San Diego Comments on the East County Substation Joint EIR/EIS

March 4, 2011

Comment Number

135.0

Section

D.9
Transportation
and Traffic

Subsection

Comment or Issue

The Transportation Planning Section of the Department of Public Works has
reviewed the Full Traffic Impact Study for the Tule Wind Project (MUP 09-019)
Full Traffic Impact
dated September 13, 2010 and prepared by Linscott, Law, and Greenspan
Study for the Tule
Engineers; however, the report posted online was dated March 26, 2010. The
Wind Project (LLG
report requires revisions as detailed in the following comments below. The Full
2010)
Traffic Impact Study for the Tule Wind Project (MUP 09-019) needs to be
revised and incorporated into the DEIR.

Comment Notes

Page 19 of 32

Response

This comment is noted. Please refer to common response INT4. Additionally, each section of the
EIR/EIS lists references used in the preparation of that section, including the studies used to support
the analysis and conclusions presented in the EIR/EIS. The referenced sections provide all studies
used as reference and background material within the analysis of each applicable section of the
EIR/EIS. All important data or material was incorporated directly into the analysis of the EIR/EIS. No
additional information from the reports is relied upon for the analysis or conclusions aside from the
specific discussion within the Draft EIR/EIS or what was included within the appendices. The EIR/EIS
includes summarized technical data pursuant to Section 15147 of the CEQA Guidelines, and provides
sufficient material “to permit full assessment of significant environmental impacts by reviewing
agencies and members of the public.” Any reports associated with highly technical analysis were made
available for public review as described in Section A.6.1, Incorporation by Reference, of the EIR/EIS.
As indicated in Section A.6.1, these documents are available on the CPUC’s project websites:
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/dudek/ECOSUB/ECOSUB.htm
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/aspen/sunrise/sunrise.htm
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/aspen/sunrise/toc-rdeir.htm.
In addition, the BLM’s project website provides a link to the CPUC’s website, which includes project
documentation:
http://www.blm.gov/ca/st/en/fo/elcentro/nepa/tule.html,. .
Material that is not of such a nature and could be summarized in the EIR/EIS was not included in the
appendices. Additional material cited in the reference section at the end of each impact category
included material utilized as source documents, which can be cited to pursuant to CEQA Guidelines,
Section 15148, and are not required to be included in the EIR/EIS.
All references to the LLG Traffic Impact Study have been updated to reflect the most recent study
conducted in 2011.

136.0

D.9
Transportation
and Traffic

Full Traffic
Impact Study for
the Tule Wind
Project (LLG
2010)

Pg. i should note that the County’s Guidelines for Significance have been
updated as of February 19, 2010.

This comment is noted. Please refer to common response INT4 regarding adequacy of applicantprepared technical studies. Also see response to comment above.

137.0

D.9
Transportation
and Traffic

Full Traffic
Impact Study for
the Tule Wind
Project (LLG
2010)

Map information in Figures 2 and 3 is not very legible. The revised Full Traffic
Impact Study should provide enhanced versions of the two figures.

This comment is noted. Please refer to common response INT4 regarding adequacy of applicantprepared technical studies. Also see response to comment above.

138.0

D.9
Transportation
and Traffic

Full Traffic
Impact Study for
the Tule Wind
Project (LLG
2010)

Figure 3 has a legend note of existing roads to be improved and new
roadways. Section 4.2 (Pg.30) should include a preliminary list of the access
roads that the project will improve and/or construct and the project areas that
will be served by the access roads. The list should describe the road’s status
as Circulation Element, County maintained public, or private roads.

This comment is noted. Please refer to common response INT4 regarding adequacy of applicantprepared technical studies. Also see response to comment above.

139.0

D.9
Transportation
and Traffic

Full Traffic
Impact Study for
the Tule Wind
Project (LLG
2010)

Pg. 16 should explain the basis for the estimate that a typical peak
construction day would consist of 200 trucks and 125 employees.

This comment is noted. Please refer to common response INT4 regarding adequacy of applicantprepared technical studies. Also see response to comment above.

140.0

D.9
Transportation
and Traffic

Full Traffic
Impact Study for
the Tule Wind
Project (LLG
2010)

Pg. 16 should provide an estimate of the volume of post-construction traffic
generated by the proposed project.

This comment is noted. Please refer to common response INT4 regarding adequacy of applicantprepared technical studies. Also see response to comment above.

141.0

D.9
Transportation
and Traffic

Full Traffic
Impact Study for
the Tule Wind
Project (LLG
2010)

Pg. 2 identifies the project will include a temporary 10-acre parking area. The
TIS should identify the location of the parking area, during what period the
temporary parking area will be used, and what project operations will require
such a large parking area.

This comment is noted. Please refer to common response INT4 regarding adequacy of applicantprepared technical studies. Also see response to comment above.

142.0

D.9
Transportation
and Traffic

Full Traffic
Impact Study for
the Tule Wind
Project (LLG
2010)

Pg. 26 should note that the project would be a part of cumulative impacts that
may not be included in the study area roads. Therefore, mitigation will be
payment into the TIF program. The Full Traffic Impact Study can reiterate the
post-construction/buildout conditions (10 employees described on Pg. 16)
which will be the basis of the project’s TIF obligation.

This comment is noted. Please refer to common response INT4 regarding adequacy of applicantprepared technical studies. Also see response to comment above.
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143.0

D.9
Transportation
and Traffic

Full Traffic
Impact Study for
the Tule Wind
Project (LLG
2010)

144.0

D.9
Transportation
and Traffic

Full Traffic
Impact Study for
the Tule Wind
Project (LLG
2010)

Comment or Issue

Comment Notes
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Response

The Full Traffic Impact Study should note that prior to construction that Traffic
Control and Truck Route plans may be required due to the large volume of
truck traffic.

This comment is noted. Please refer to common response INT4 regarding adequacy of applicantprepared technical studies. Also see response to comment above.

The Full Traffic Impact Study should note that construction and encroachment
permits will be required from the County and/or Caltrans for any work
performed within their respective Right-of-Ways. The permits will also ensure
that existing roadway conditions are maintained by the project to address
potential road damages due to construction truck traffic.

This comment is noted. Please refer to common response INT4 regarding adequacy of applicantprepared technical studies. Also see response to comment above.

D.10 Public Health and Safety
145.0

No Further Comments

D.11 Air Quality
146.0

No Further Comments

D.12 Water Resources

Correction noted and made in the EIR/EIS.
147.0

D.12.1, Page
D.12-1

2nd Paragraph

Revise from “Tule Wind Project Preliminary Drainage Report Tule Wind
Project Stormwater Management Plan (HDR 2010a)” to “Tule Wind Project
Stormwater Management Plan (HDR 2010a)”

148.0

D.12.1, Page
D.12-2

2nd Paragraph

Revise from “Tule Wind Project: Preliminary Drainage Report (HDR 2010b)”
to “Tule Wind Project CEQA Drainage Study (HDR 2010b)”

1st Paragraph

Add a discussion as to how the project is complying with Hydromodification
requirements for the portions of the project within County jurisdiction, per
references “County of San Diego 2010b” and “County of San Diego 2010c”

150.0

D.12.1, Page
D.12-4

3rd Paragraph

Insert the following heading in bold letters prior to discussion regarding the
Watershed Protection Ordinance: “San Diego County Code of Regulatory
Ordinances, Sections 67-801-67-815, Watershed Protection, Stormwater
Management, and Discharge Control Ordinance”

151.0

D.12.1, Page
D.12-5

3rd Paragraph

Watershed Protection Ordinance; Revise date from “January 13, 2010” to
“January 8, 2011”

149.0

D.12.1, Page
D.12-3

The referenced document, the Tule Wind Project Preliminary Drainage Report that is dated
September 2010, does not include CEQA in its title. No change is necessary.

The HDR 2010 Tule Wind Project Storm Water Management Plan states on page 11 states
that "After discussions with the County of San Diego it was determined that the Project
would not be subject to the County hydromodification requirements given the location of the
Project [and] County of San Diego jurisdiction lands outside of Phase I and Phase II NPDES
permits. Alterations to the natural watershed and stream processes (hydromodification)
from the Project development are the main concern in the General Construction Permit. ...
Given the current planning stage of the Project and the preliminary Post-Construction Water
Balance Calculator, specific sizing and application of the General Construction Permit post
construction BMPs is limited to recommendations in this report. All future design work will
consider the General Construction Permit sizing requirements for included features intended
to address hydromodification." In summary, hyrdomodification concerns will be addressed
through requirements under the General Construction Permit.

Suggested change accepted.

152.0

153.0

D.12.1, Page
D.12-6

D.12.1, Page
D.12-7

Impact Analysis

Impact Analysis

ECO and TULE have not prepared Stormwater Management Plans to
substantiate the claims made in IMPACTS HYD- 5-6. The applicant needs to
prepare the SWMP and discuss the conclusions in the EIR/EIS. MMHYD-5:
A SWMP cannot be a mitigation Measure.

MMHYD-1 is not a Mitigation Measure. It is required already by Law. The
impacts could be changed to Class III because of the state requirement to
have a SWPPP.

Suggested change accepted.

MAJOR ISSUE: MITIGATION DEFERRAL

As stated in Mitigation Measure HYD-4, "the applicant shall commission a SWMP in
compliance with the County of San Diego Major Storm Water Management Plan. The
SWMP will be project specific and ... shall include site design best management practices...
The San Diego County Department of Public Works shall ensure that the SWMP is
implemented as proposed." Tule has prepared a Draft Storm Water Management Plan that
will be reviewed and approved by the County. As stated, in the mitigation measure, ECO
Substation Project will also prepare a SWMP that will be reviewed and approved by the
County and that will include the necessary BMPs to reduce impacts to a level that is
considered less-than-significant. Refer to common response INT3.
By incorporating the SWPPP into the project as a mitigation measure the EIR/EIS is
acknowledging that the project could have potentially significant impacts without
development and implementation of a project specific SWPPP as required by law.
Furthermore, by creating a Mitigation Measure that requires the SWPPP, such requirements
are incorporated into the Project's Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan, which will serve
as an additional mechanism to ensure that the SWPPP is developed and adhered to, and
that ultimately impacts will be less than significant.
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Water
Resources
Impact Analysis

Mitigation Measure MM HYD-1, "to prepare a SWPPP" is not mitigation but
rather compliance with regulations. Specific mitigation measures for
construction activities that could degrade water quality due to erosion and
sedimentation should be identified in the SWPPPs and in the Storm Water
Management Plan(s). Revise mitigation measure to list specifics from the
SWPPPs and SWMPs.

Comment Notes

Page 21 of 32

Response

Refer to response to comment 154.0 above.

154.0

D.12.1, Page
D.12-8

155.0

D.12.1, Page
D.12-9

Water
Resources
Impact Analysis

Mitigation Measure MM HYD-6, "to prepare a Storm Water Management
Plan" is not mitigation but rather compliance with regulations. Specific
mitigation measures for creation of new impervious areas that could cause
increased runoff resulting in flooding or increased erosion downstream should
be identified in the Drainage Study(ies) and not in the Storm Water
Management Plan(s). Revise mitigation measure to list specifics from the
Drainage Study(ies).

156.0

D.12.1, Page
D.12-10

References

County of San Diego 2010b; Revise date from “January 13, 2010” to “January
8, 2011.”

157.0

D.12.1, Page
D.12-11

References

County of San Diego 2010c; Revise date from “March 25, 2010” to “January 8,
2011.”

158.0

D.12.1, Page
D.12-12

159.0

D.12.1, Page
D.12-13

References

HDR 2010a; Revise date from “September 2010” to “November 2010.”

References

HDR 2010b; Revise from “Preliminary Drainage Report” to “CEQA Drainage
Study” and revise date from “September 2010” to “November 2010.”

Refer to response to comment 154.0 above. Similarly, incorporation of the SWMP into the
EIR/EIS as a mitigation measure will ensure that the SWMP is included in the project
specific MMRP, that its requirements are implemented, and that impacts will be less than
significant.

Edit incorporated.

Edit incorporated.

Edit not incorporated. Minor edits to the revised Stormwater Management Plan do not
impact the ultimate significance determinations of the EIR/EIS. Additionally, the Storm
Water Management Plan will likely undergo additional minor revisions as it is reviewed and
approved by the County. To maintain the administrative record of the EIR/EIS the change is
not incorporated.
Edit not incorporated. Minor edits to the revised Preliminary Drainage Report do not impact
the ultimate significance determinations of the EIR/EIS. Additionally, the Preliminary
Drainage Report will likely undergo additional minor revisions as it is reviewed and approved
by the County. To maintain the administrative record of the EIR/EIS the change is not
incorporated.

Tule Wind Project CEQA Drainage Study (HDR 2010b)

160.0

Tule Wind
Project CEQA
Drainage Study

Tule Wind
Project CEQA
Drainage Study

The Land Development Division of the Department of Public Works has
reviewed the CEQA Drainage Study for the Tule Wind Project (MUP 09-019)
dated November, 2010 and prepared by HDR Engineering; however, the
report was not posted online. The report requires revisions as detailed in the
following comments below. The CEQA Drainage Study for the Tule Wind
Project (MUP 09-019) needs to be revised and incorporated into the DEIR.

Please refer to common response INT4 regarding adequacy of applicant prepared studies.

Please refer to common response INT4.

161.0

Tule Wind
Project CEQA
Drainage Study

Tule Wind
Project CEQA
Drainage Study

Table of Contents: Revise the page numbers to match contents in report.
-2.0 Drainage Patterns, revise to Page 5
-3.0 Hydrology, revise to Page 10
-4.0 Crossing Hydraulics, revise to Page 14
-5.0 Conclusion, revise to Page 18
-Tables: Revise page numbers to start Table 1 with Page 10 and Table 7 with
Page 17
-Figures: Revise Figure 2 to Page 6

162.0

Tule Wind
Project CEQA
Drainage Study

Tule Wind
Project CEQA
Drainage Study

Page 2, Project Description, 5th and 6th paragraphs: Revise the number of
wind turbines to 12. Turbine R-7 was eliminated as previously discussed in
meeting held on December 15, 2010.

Please refer to common response INT4.

163.0

Tule Wind
Project CEQA
Drainage Study

Tule Wind
Project CEQA
Drainage Study

Page “2-3”, Drainage Patterns: Delete this page since the text here already
appears in both pages 2 and 3.

Please refer to common response INT4.

164.0

Tule Wind
Project CEQA
Drainage Study

Tule Wind
Project CEQA
Drainage Study

Page 4, Drainage Patterns, 2nd paragraph:
• Revise the number of turbines from “six” to “three”. Turbine R-7 was
eliminated as previously discussed in December 15, 2010 meeting.
• Adjust the square footage and percentage of impervious area if necessary.

Please refer to common response INT4.
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165.0

Tule Wind
Project CEQA
Drainage Study

Tule Wind
Project CEQA
Drainage Study

Page 4, Drainage Patterns, 6th paragraph:
• Revise from “impervious areas include the area of basin turbine pads” to
“impervious areas include the area of six turbine pads”
• Adjust the square footage and percentage of impervious area if necessary.

Please refer to common response INT4.

166.0

Tule Wind
Project CEQA
Drainage Study

Tule Wind
Project CEQA
Drainage Study

Page 5, Drainage Patterns, 2nd paragraph:
• Revise the number of turbines from “two” to “three”
• Adjust the square footage and percentage of impervious area if necessary.

Please refer to common response INT4.

167.0

Tule Wind
Project CEQA
Drainage Study

Tule Wind
Project CEQA
Drainage Study

Page 11, Table 5, Rational Method System Summary: Add another column to
the left to denote “System 1” thru “System 15”. It appears System/Crossings
3.3 and 3.4 are both “System 3” in Appendix F.

Please refer to common response INT4.

168.0

Tule Wind
Project CEQA
Drainage Study

Tule Wind
Project CEQA
Drainage Study

Appendix G, Standard Crossing Plate, Figure G-1: Denote if this template is
being used for all crossings that appear in Tables 6 and 7 (pages 12 and 13).
Add another template if necessary.

Please refer to common response INT4.

169.0

Tule Wind
Project CEQA
Drainage Study

Tule Wind
Project CEQA
Drainage Study

Exhibits: Add an exhibit that shows all crossings (Tule, McCain 1 & 2, systems
1 thru 15).

Please refer to common response INT4.

170.0

Tule Wind
Project CEQA
Drainage Study

Tule Wind
Project CEQA
Drainage Study

Exhibits and Appendices: The Gen-Tie is part of the project description and is
also shown on the Preliminary Civil Construction Plans. Include Basins for
Gen-Tie on Exhibits and Appendices as shown on Plot Plan and Preliminary
Civil Construction Plans.

Please refer to common response INT4.

3.3, PageD1227, Paragraph 3

ECO Substation Project: The water demand has not been adequately
documented for the ECO Substation Project. The text indicates approximately
30 million gallons is needed during construction. This number needs to be
substantiated. Please include detailed backup assumptions behind every
phase's groundwater demand. This includes road construction, concrete
mixing, dust control, post-project water demand, etc.. Provide a table which
provides a project schedule for each of the phases and the water demand
associated with each phase. It is important that the schedule be detailed to
note overlapping phases to indicate peak groundwater demand periods for the
project.

3.3, PageD1227, Paragraph 3

The ECO Substation reportedly requires 92 acre-feet of groundwater. A list of
potential water sources are given (purchasing from a water purveyor and/or
drilling wells in the vicinity of ECO substation). Until a specific source of water
is identified (and secured) for the project and impacts to groundwater
resources from those sources are thoroughly analyzed, the project does not
have a viable source of water. This failure to adequately address water
supply issues, on its own, constitutes a CEQA procedural violation. (Vineyard
Area Citizens, supra, 40 Cal 4th at 435). Moreover, it renders the proposed
"no significant impact" finding unsupported by substantial evidence.

D.12 Groundwater EIR Comments

171.0

D.12, Water

The Proponent's Environmental Assessment for the East County Substation Project, Application 09-08,
SDG&E , August 2009 states that construction of the Proposed PROJECT is anticipated to use
approximately 30 million gallons of water.

MAJOR ISSUE: MITIGATION AND ANALYSIS
DEFERRAL - WATER DEMAND

Refer to common response WR1

172.0

D.12, Water

MAJOR ISSUE: MITIGATION AND ANALYSIS
DEFERRAL - WATER DEMAND
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173.0

D.12, Water

3.3, PageD1227, Paragraph 3

East County Substation: Evidence must be provided in the DEIR from the
Sweetwater Authority to ensure that adequate water is available for
construction. This failure to adequately address water supply issues, on its
own, constitutes a CEQA procedural violation. (Vineyard Area Citizens, supra,
40 Cal 4th at 435). Moreover, it renders the proposed "no significant impact"
finding unsupported by substantial evidence.

174.0

D.12, Water

3.3, PageD12-28

MMHYD-3: Preparation of a groundwater study cannot be considered
mitigation. The preparation of a groundwater study is required for full
disclosure of the potential impacts in the EIR.

3.3, PageD12-28

MMHYD-3: Documentation of purchased water sources are required to be
identified now and disclosed within the DEIR. The 25 million gallons of water
from the Sweetwater Authority should be secured now and disclosed within
the EIR. All sources of water need to be identified and secured now for full
disclosure of the potential impact in the EIR.

Comment Notes

MAJOR ISSUE: MITIGATION AND ANALYSIS
DEFERRAL - WATER DEMAND

MAJOR ISSUE: MITIGATION AND ANALYSIS
DEFERRAL - WATER DEMAND

Page 23 of 32

Response
Refer to common response WR1. The project intends to apply for permits with San Diego County to
drill wells on the site and use one or more wells to supply the project with water during construction, as
well as operations. The permitting process will include a groundwater investigation and well testing to
indicate the level of water available to the project through such wells. Without this information the
project cannot definitely state how much water would need to be supplied by an off-site water supplier,
such as the Sweetwater Authority. The applicant will provide demonstration of compliance with all
applicable laws and regulations and will obtain a County of San Diego Major Use Permit for each well
to be used. The proposed project will implement all feasible mitigation measures and has described
the actions that will be taken to either reduce or avoid potentially significant impacts wherever feasible.
Such mitigation is based upon environmental review that is feasible and practical based upon project
specifics known at this time. The applicable agencies have committed themselves to incorporate all
reasonable mitigation and mitigation would only be deferred to a later date if it is impractical to create
specific mitigation this early in the planning process. See Sacramento Old City Association v City
Council (1991) 229 CA3d 1011; Defend the Bay v City of Irvine (2004) 119 CA4th 1261, 1275 (an
agency may defer defining the specifics of mitigation measures if it commits itself to mitigation and lists
the alternatives to be considered, analyzed, and potentially incorporated in the mitigation plan).

Refer to common response WR1.

Refer to common response WR1 and response to comment number 173 above.

175.0

D.12, Water

MAJOR ISSUE: MITIGATION AND ANALYSIS
DEFERRAL - WATER DEMAND

Since changing the text would not alter the significance determination, no change is necessary.

176.0

D.12, Water

3.3, PageD12-2829

MMHYD-3: Monthly water use of up to 750 gallons of water for the limited
landscaping required at the ECO Substation would result in a total water
demand of 9,000 gallons per year (0.03 acre-feet per year). This would
require a well that pumped at a rate of a fraction of a gallon per minute, which
is a negligible amount of groundwater. There is no possibility of a significant
direct or cumulative impact to groundwater resources from pumping at this
rate. Please include the amount of water being used as negligible as the main
reason why impacts to groundwater resources would be less than significant
for this water use. Please provide backup documentation to substantiate the
750 gallons per month of landscape irrigation required.

Refer to common response WR1.

177.0

D.12, Water

3.3, PageD1229, Paragraph 3

The Tule Wind project reportedly requires up to 54 acre-feet of groundwater
as indicated in the EIR. However, the Groundwater Investigation Report, Tule
Wind Farm dated December 2010 prepared by Geo-Logic Associates and
submitted to the County on December 7, 2010 indicated that up to 125 acrefeet of groundwater would be needed. This number needs to be clarified and
substantiated. Please include detailed backup assumptions behind every
phase's groundwater demand. This includes road construction, concrete
mixing, dust control, post-project water demand, etc. An example from a
separate project will be provided to show the level of detail necessary to
substantiate the water demand calculations. Additionally, please provide a
table which provides a project schedule for each of the phases and the water
demand associated with each phase. It is important that the schedule be
detailed to note overlapping phases to indicate peak groundwater demand
periods for the project.

MAJOR ISSUE: CALCULATION OF WATER
DEMAND
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Response
Refer to common response WR1.

178.0

D.12, Water

3.3, PageD1229, Paragraph 3

MMHYD-3, Tule Wind Project: Two wells are identified, one on the Rough
Acres Ranch and one on the Ewiiaapaayp Reservation as being proposed for
use by the project. Please include the well test results from each of these
wells from the Groundwater Investigation prepared by Geo-Logic Associates.
The Groundwater Investigation will require revisions to revise its evaluation of
potential groundwater impacts. Comments should not be transferred into the
EIR until the investigation has been revised. Preliminary estimates of
production indicate the well at Rough Acres Ranch could produce at a rate of
approximately 50 gpm, and the well at Ewiiaapaayp Reservation at a lesser
rate. These two wells will not be able to meet the production rate of identified
as 124 gpm nor the total amount of groundwater needed (up to 125 acre-feet).
Therefore, additional sources of water are necessary to meet the demands of
the project.

179.0

D.12, Water

3.3, PageD1229, Paragraph 3

Tule Wind Project: While Jacumba Community Services District has indicated
they can serve ESJ Gen-Tie, there have been no groundwater studies
performed to indicate water from their district would be available for Tule
Wind or ECO Substation. Additionally, there have been no studies of potential
impacts to groundwater from the Live Oak Springs Water Company. As has
been previously commented, all water sources for this project need to be
identified now and fully disclosed within the EIR. That would include the
necessary groundwater investigations to evaluate potential groundwater
impacts from these additional sources.

180.0

D.12, Water

3.3, PageD1229, Paragraph 3

The text indicates that there would be "three" wells used for Tule Wind
Project. There are only two wells identified in the text. Please revise to
describe the third well.

MAJOR ISSUE: GROUNDWATER DEMAND
ANALYSIS

MAJOR ISSUE: WATER DEMAND

Refer to common response WR1. The December 2010 Geo-Logic Associates Groundwater
Investigation Report, Tule Wind Farm, East San Diego County, California indicates that the project
intends to supply construction water needs with water from one well on Rough Acres Ranch, and a
combination of wells in Thing Valley on the Ewiiaapaayp Reservation. The Groundwater Investigation
indicates that the combination of these wells can supply the project with the maximum amount of water
needed or 124 gpm. Water from the Jacumba Community Services District and the Live Oak Springs
Water Company would serve as a back-up water supply. The Groundwater Investigation has not been
reviewed and approved by the project's responsible agencies. Therefore, impacts to groundwater my
be significant and Mitigation Measure HYD-3 still applies to the project.

Correction noted and EIR/EIS edited to reflect information in the December 2010 Geo-Logic Associates
Groundwater Investigation Report, Tule Wind Farm, East San Diego County, California.

Groundwater Investigation Report Tule Wind

181.0

182.0

D.12, Water

D.12, Water

Groundwater
Investigation

The County Groundwater Geologist has reviewed the Groundwater
Investigation Report, Tule Wind Farm dated December 2010 prepared by GeoLogic Associates and submitted to the County on December 7, 2010. This
report is provided as official comment and is attached herein to these
comments as an appendices. The report requires revisions as detailed in the
following comments below. The Groundwater investigation needs to revised
and incorporated into the DEIR.

Groundwater
Investigation

Major Project Issue, Additional Water Sources Needed: The groundwater
investigation has not identified adequate groundwater to meet the 125 acrefeet of groundwater estimated to be needed for this project. Assuming a
production rate of 50 gpm in well 6A, this well could produce approximately 60
acre-feet in nine months if pumped 24 hours a day. The Thing Valley well that
was tested based on late test drawdown data, indicates the well will not
sustain the 80 gpm rate at which it was tested. While no estimates were
given within the report, it does appear that the Thing Valley well could
conservatively produce about 20 gpm on a continuous basis for the ninemonth period (24 acre-feet). With up to 125 acre-feet of groundwater
required for the project, adequate groundwater resources have not been
secured for the project with inclusion of these two wells. Additionally, there
are complications regarding whether there will be adequate storage capacity
for pumping during the evenings and weekends that require further
evaluation. Additional wells or other off-site water supplies are still required to
be evaluated. The groundwater investigation would be required to be revised
to include additional aquifer testing, possible cumulative impacts analysis, and
well interference analysis. Pursuant to CEQA. all water sources to meet the
groundwater demand of the project must identified, evaluated, and mitigation
measures as necessary be provided now.

Refer to common response INT4, and Geo-Logic Associates Memorandum: Response to
Comments Submitted by County of San Diego Water Supply Issues, Tule Wind Project,
East San Diego County, California. May 27, 2011.

MAJOR ISSUE: WATER DEMAND

Refer to common response INT4, WR1, and Geo-Logic Associates Memorandum:
Response to Comments Submitted by County of San Diego Water Supply Issues, Tule
Wind Project, East San Diego County, California. May 27, 2011.
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183.0

184.0

185.0

Section

Subsection

Comment or Issue

Comment Notes

Page 25 of 32

Response

Groundwater
Investigation

Well Test Results, Rough Acres Ranch: The executive summary indicates that
pumping at 50 gpm showed no evidence of well interference or significant
depletion of groundwater in storage within the pumping well and analysis
suggests that pumping could be doubled without any significant impact.
Based on well testing data collected, the well is not capable of producing 100
gpm. Based on the step-drawdown data shown on Figure 2 of Appendix B,
the well when pumped at 60 gpm showed a much greater rate of drawdown.
As discussed on page 2 of Appendix B, a rate of 50 gpm was selected
because it would allow for ample drawdown without the well running dry
during the test. In evaluating the step test data, pumping at 100 gpm would
likely result in a dry well after 72-hours of pumping. Please delete all
statements throughout the report regarding doubling the pumping rate of the
well with no significant effects as the data indicates the well's production
capability could not sustain a rate of 100 gpm. The report should only discuss
impacts at the rate selected for the constant rate test (50 gpm).

Refer to common response INT4, WR1, and Geo-Logic Associates Memorandum:
Response to Comments Submitted by County of San Diego Water Supply Issues, Tule
Wind Project, East San Diego County, California. May 27, 2011.

D.12, Water

Groundwater
Investigation

Well Interference Results, Rough Acres Ranch Well 6a: The well interference
results are incomplete and inadequate for County use. Calculations are
required to evaluate how much drawdown is anticipated to occur at the
nearest offsite well after taking into account the project's pumping rate (50
gpm) for the nine-month construction period. Please include distancedrawdown calculations using the Cooper-Jacob approximation of the
equation at distances of 36ft, 100ft, 250ft, 500ft, 1000ft, and the distance to the
nearest offsite production well (approximately 2,640ft+-?). Please use a
pumping rate of 50 gpm for a nine month period, a transmissivity of 563 feet
squared per day (as calculated in the study from the semi-log plot), and a
storability of 0.001. This table would be used to make conclusions regarding
offsite well interference and whether a significant impact is anticipated to
occur. Based on in-house calculations of drawdown, pumping at this rate
would result in drawdown of approximately 5.3 ft at 1/2-mile (less than 20 feet
and therefore a less than significant impact). Please remove the 5-year
projection of drawdown from the report as this analysis is inappropriate for
non-residential well tests. Please also include limitations associated with
analyses and interpretations of the test data.

Refer to common response INT4, WR1, and Geo-Logic Associates Memorandum:
Response to Comments Submitted by County of San Diego Water Supply Issues, Tule
Wind Project, East San Diego County, California. May 27, 2011.

D.12, Water

Groundwater
Investigation

Well Test Results, Thing Valley Well: Please include an estimated sustainable
pumping rate for the Thing Valley production well that was tested based on
the aquifer testing data collected. Since the well test ceased when drawdown
increased, this may be difficult to make absolute assumptions based on
quantitative analysis. Therefore, based on professional judgment, please at
least include a qualitative analysis to provide an estimated yield.

Refer to common response INT4, WR1, Geo-Logic Associates Memorandum: Response to
Comments Submitted by County of San Diego Water Supply Issues, Tule Wind Project,
East San Diego County, California. May 27, 2011, and Geo-Logic Associates Memorandum:
Qualitative Estimate of Sustainable Yield, Thing Valley, San Diego County, California. May
9, 2011.

MAJOR ISSUES: WATER DEMAND

Refer to common response INT4, WR1, and Geo-Logic Associates Memorandum:
Response to Comments Submitted by County of San Diego Water Supply Issues, Tule
Wind Project, East San Diego County, California. May 27, 2011.

MAJOR ISSUES: WATER DEMAND

Refer to common response INT4, WR1, and Geo-Logic Associates Memorandum:
Response to Comments Submitted by County of San Diego Water Supply Issues, Tule
Wind Project, East San Diego County, California. May 27, 2011.

D.12, Water

186.0

D.12, Water

Groundwater
Investigation

Project Description, Water Demand: The water demand has not been
adequately documented for this project. In the introduction, the text states that
total project groundwater demand will be 65 to 125 af with various calculations
for various phases of work. Section 2.4 Water Demand indicates 60 af will be
required in 9 months of construction. Please include detailed backup
assumptions behind every phase's groundwater demand. This includes road
construction, concrete mixing, dust control, post-project water demand, etc.
An example from a separate project will be provided to show the level of detail
necessary to substantiate the water demand calculations. Additionally, please
provide a table which provides a project schedule for each of the phases and
the water demand associated with each phase. It is important that the
schedule be detailed to note overlapping phases to indicate peak groundwater
demand periods for the project.

187.0

D.12, Water

Groundwater
Investigation

Based on refined water demand estimates, the groundwater investigation
needs to evaluate whether the project can meet the overall water demand
including peak groundwater demands that will occur when various phases of
work overlap.
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Response

188.0

D.12, Water

Groundwater
Investigation

Storage Capacity - On page 3 of the report, it states that pumping rates
stipulated are based on the assumption that adequate storage space will be
available to pump 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. At a pumping rate of 50
gpm, this would generate 186,000 gallons between 5 p.m. on Friday night to 7
a.m. on Monday morning. Please explain how the project will contain this
amount of water over the weekends.

189.0

D.12, Water

Groundwater
Investigation

Section 3.2 Methodology: Six offsite residences are identified but were not
mapped nor distances determined between the offsite wells and the pumping
well 6A. In order to set a threshold on the amount of pumping allowed within
well 6a, the offsite wells need to be mapped, and the distances to each of the
offsite wells documented within the report.

Refer to common response INT4, WR1, and Geo-Logic Associates Memorandum:
Response to Comments Submitted by County of San Diego Water Supply Issues, Tule
Wind Project, East San Diego County, California. May 27, 2011.

190.0

D.12, Water

Groundwater
Investigation

Cumulative Impacts - Please evaluate potential cumulative impacts to
groundwater resources based on a sustained production rate of 50 gpm for
nine months from well 6a. Please eliminate doubling the pumping rate as an
option as this well is not capable of producing water at rates greater than 50
gpm.

Refer to common response INT4, WR1, and Geo-Logic Associates Memorandum:
Response to Comments Submitted by County of San Diego Water Supply Issues, Tule
Wind Project, East San Diego County, California. May 27, 2011.

Groundwater
Investigation

Section 3.5 Significance of Impacts Prior to Mitigation: This section is
completely inadequate regarding making final summaries regarding well
interference and cumulative impacts. Please see the County Report Formats,
Section 3.1.3 and 3.3.3 of details that should be included in this section.
Please include a separate heading and summary for cumulative impacts and
well interference impacts. Please include the maximum drawdown
anticipated to occur at the nearest offsite well after nine months of pumping
Well 6a. Please also include a conclusion in regard to Well 6a and the Thing
Valley well's long-term production capability and whether these wells will be
capable of meeting the project's water demand. If additional wells are
needed, please include a summary of the well interference, well production
capability, and cumulative impacts from additional wells in this section.

Refer to common response INT4, WR1, and Geo-Logic Associates Memorandum:
Response to Comments Submitted by County of San Diego Water Supply Issues, Tule
Wind Project, East San Diego County, California. May 27, 2011.

Groundwater
Investigation

Section 3.6 Mitigation Measures and Design Considerations: This section
must be revised to indicate that while impacts based on calculated estimated
drawdown in offsite wells appears to be less than significant for Well 6a, a
Groundwater Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (GMMP) will be developed to
ensure groundwater impacts from project pumping are less than significant.
A threshold for maximum groundwater production for the project will be
included in the GMMP. Additionally, for nearby well users, a threshold for
water level decline in well 6 (located 36 feet from Well 6a) will be required to
ensure that significant declines in groundwater levels do not extend to existing
offsite well users. Should water level thresholds be met, the GMMP will
include mitigation measures that include a reduction or cessation in on-site
pumping until water levels in the monitoring well rise above the threshold.

Refer to common response INT4, WR1, and Geo-Logic Associates Memorandum:
Response to Comments Submitted by County of San Diego Water Supply Issues, Tule
Wind Project, East San Diego County, California. May 27, 2011.

Groundwater
Investigation

Section 3.7 Conclusions: Please completely revise the conclusions for well
interference. No observed drawdown in wells 1/3 and 1/2-mile from the
production Well 6a does not provide conclusive evidence of what will occur
after pumping for nine months at 50 gpm. Please revise based on
calculations of drawdown estimated to occur in offsite wells. Please also
revise the cumulative impacts conclusions. There is the potential for depletion
in storage within McCain Valley. Please state that groundwater in storage will
be reduced to 92% during the 7-year drought period analyzed, far above the
50% depletion level.

Refer to common response INT4, WR1, and Geo-Logic Associates Memorandum:
Response to Comments Submitted by County of San Diego Water Supply Issues, Tule
Wind Project, East San Diego County, California. May 27, 2011.

Groundwater
Investigation

Groundwater Monitoring and Mitigation Plan (GMMP): A GMMP will be
developed by the County Groundwater Geologist that will include the
monitoring requirements, thresholds, and reporting requirements upon
receiving the revised groundwater investigation. A threshold of maximum
groundwater production will be set for well 6a of no more than 60 acre-feet of
production for construction purposes. Additionally, a drawdown threshold will
be determined in monitoring well 6 to ensure impacts to offsite well users will
be below the threshold of 20 feet.

Refer to common response INT4, WR1, and Geo-Logic Associates Memorandum:
Response to Comments Submitted by County of San Diego Water Supply Issues, Tule
Wind Project, East San Diego County, California. May 27, 2011.

191.0

192.0

193.0

194.0

D.12, Water

D.12, Water

D.12, Water

D.12, Water

Refer to common response INT4, WR1, and Geo-Logic Associates Memorandum:
Response to Comments Submitted by County of San Diego Water Supply Issues, Tule
Wind Project, East San Diego County, California. May 27, 2011.
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195.0

Section

D.12, Water

Subsection

Groundwater
Investigation

Comment or Issue

Comment Notes

Minor Edits: On pages 11 and 12 (and possibly other locations in text), when
discussing a well's production capability, please replace the term "specific
yield" to "estimated yield." When discussing the unlined pond on page 12,
please remove the statement "and as a result, water infiltrates rapidly into the
ground. Please eliminate all discussion and graphics associated with a 5-year
projection of drawdown from the report. On page 16, last paragraph of
Section 3.3, please eliminate the last paragraph and replace with distancedrawdown calculations to draw conclusions regarding well interference.

Page 27 of 32

Response

Refer to common response INT4, WR1, and Geo-Logic Associates Memorandum:
Response to Comments Submitted by County of San Diego Water Supply Issues, Tule
Wind Project, East San Diego County, California. May 27, 2011.

D.13 Geology Minerals
196.0
D.14 Public Services and Utilities

197.0

198.0

199.0

D.14 Services

D.14 Services

D.14 Services

No Further Comments

CEQA Significance thresholds: The following County Threshold was not
included, " Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve
the project from existing entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded
entitlements needed." While the EIR/EIS includes Impact PSU-3, this
MAJOR ISSUE: WATER SUPPLY
approach is not adequate under CEQA because a threshold or guideline has
not been established for this impact. Please also see comments under
groundwater/water supply above.

The PSU-3 significance threshold used in the EIR/EIS was used in the environmental documentation
for the Sunrise Powerlink Project EIR/EIS and is a slight variation of the identified County threshold (the
PSU-3 threshold in the EIR/EIS simply removes "would the project" and formulates the threshold as a
statement rather than a question as established in the County's significance thresholds).
Refer to common response INT3, regarding deferral of mitigation.

Impact PSU-2

The EIR/EIS concludes that impacts to law enforcement are not significant;
however, this conclusion is not supported by substantial evidence. The
EIR/EIS states that the Proposed PROJECT would not increase the population
in the area; thereby, no increase to law enforcement services are anticipated.
However, the EIR/EIS should discuss potential impacts to police
services/border patrol services that may be necessary to protect the proposed
facilities from potential vandalism and other malfeasance.

As stated in Section D.14.3.3, neither construction nor operation of the Proposed PROJECT, including
the proposed Campo, Manzanita, and Jordan wind energy projects is anticipated to result in a
substantial permanent increase to the local population and the Proposed PROJECT would not
substantially increase long-term demands for public services and facilities such that the construction of
new or physically altered facilities would be required. Regular patrols of the project area to protect
proposed facilities from potential vandalism are not anticipated to be required. The ECO Substation
(two separately fenced yards) would be surrounded by a 10-foot-tall chain-link fence topped with
barbed wire and the Tule Wind O&M/substation facility would be surrounded by 7-foot-tall fencing
topped with three strands of barbed wire (see Section B, Project Description for security measures
proposed at project component sites). Revisions have not been made in the Final EIR/EIS because the
position that the Proposed PROJECT would require law enforcement patrols to protect proposed
facilities is speculative and would not change the PSU-3 impact determination of less than significant
(Class III).

Impact PSU-2

Impacts to Fire Services and impacts due to increasing the hazards of wildfire
are two separate issues under CEQA. Chapter D.14, Public Services and
Utilities is inadequate in addressing potential impacts to the provision of fire
service for the region with the addition of the Proposed PROJECT. The
EIS/EIR concludes that impacts to fire services are not significant. CEQA
Guidelines, Appendix G, Section XIII includes the following threshold for
impacts to public services, including fire protection: Would the proposed
project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or
physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
MAJOR ISSUE: FIRE SERVICES
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the
public services?
Therefore, the question is whether the local fire district would need to
construct new facilities or alter existing facilities to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives if the
Proposed PROJECT were developed. It is unclear whether the conclusion in
the DEIR was based on an analysis of this threshold.
What additional services and needs would be required for adequate fire
protection? Would the fire protection services have adequate equipment or
would additional fire fighting supplies be necessary? Does the response time
account for ALL the facilities associated with the Proposed PROJECT?

Chapter D.14 Public Services addressing impacts to fire protection services in the context of whether
implementation of the Proposed Project would require new or physically altered governmental facilities
in order to achieve fire department response time goals established in the County of San Diego
General Plan Public Facility Element. This analysis is presented in Section D.14.3.3, Impact PSU-2,
and the EIR/EIS concludes that no new facilities would be required in order to respond to fires at
project facilities within the established General Plan response time goals. Additional supplies and
equipment required to combat fires at project facilities are discussed in Section D.15, Fire and Fuels
Management. This section also discusses equipment, services, and funding that project applicants
would be required to provide as mitigation for anticipated impacts. The question of whether fire
services would require new equipment and supplies is not addressed in Section D.14 as the applicable
CEQA threshold does not specifically require analysis of new supplies and equipment (the threshold
asks whether new or physically altered facilities would be required). Refer to Section D.15, Fire and
Fuels Management of the EIR/EIS.

Page D.14-16
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Response

200.0

D.14 Services

Impact PSU-3

The EIR/EIS does not adequately substantiate impacts to water supplies
would be impacted to less than significant levels (Impact PSU-3). The
mitigation measures defer the analysis of adequate water supply because the
measure relies upon future studies and approval. By deferring the
identification of adequate water supply, the EIR/EIS does not adequately
MAJOR ISSUE: WATER SUPPLY
analysis potential impacts of supplying water to the project site. For example,
if groundwater is determined to be inadequate, then the EIR/EIS states water
would be trucked in. The environmental impacts to traffic/transportation and
air quality associated with those truck trips must be analyzed within the
EIR/EIS.

201.0

D.14 Services

Impact PSU-3

The analysis of total water supply required for the Proposed PROJECT is
inadequate. The EIR/EIS should state clearly the water supply required to
MAJOR ISSUE: WATER SUPPLY
serve the entirety of the Proposed PROJECT which would include the
construction and operation of ALL components. Then the EIR/EIS would state
whether anticipated supplies are sufficient to serve all aspects.

Refer to common response WR1, regarding documentation of water demand and resource for
construction.

202.0

D.14 Services

Impact PSU-5

The analysis of waste disposal requires compliance with the County's
Construction and Demolition Materials Ordinance which requires recycling.

Although the ECO Substation, Tule Wind, and ESJ Gen-Tie Projects would not require building permits
from the County of San Diego, the PSU-5 analysis in the EIR/EIS has been revised to indicate that the
projects would be required to comply with the County's Construction and Demolition Materials
Ordinance.

D.15 Fire Fuels
Management

Impact FF-2:
For ESJ and
Tule Projects

Impacts FF-2: The DEIR/EIS does not provide adequate mitigation that
reduces the projects' impacts to wildland fires below a level of significance.
The DEIR/EIS must include mitigation that addresses offsite mitigation and
direct mitigation that effectively reduces the projects' impacts to the region. If
more mitigation cannot be provided, then a rationale as to why additional
mitigation is infeasible must be provided.

MAJOR ISSUE: Unsubstantiated Conclusion

Please refer to common response FIRE5 regarding significance levels for Impact FF-2.

D.15 Fire Fuels
Management

Impact FF-3:
For ESJ, ECO,
and Tule
Projects

Impact FF-3: The DEIR/EIS does not provide adequate mitigation that
reduces the projects' impacts to fire fighting capability (FF-3) below a level of
significance. The DEIR/EIS must include mitigation that deals directly with fire
fighting operations and make an attempt at increasing effectiveness. An
MAJOR ISSUE: Unsubstantiated Conclusion
example may be developing a rapid response team like some utility
companies have for fires near electrical facilities and lines. If additional
mitigation cannot be provided, then a rationale as to why additional mitigation
is infeasible must be provided.

Please refer to common response FIRE5 regarding significance levels for Impact FF-3.

Refer to common response WR1, regarding documentation of water demand and resource for
construction.

D.15 Fire Fuels Management

203.0

203.1

D.16 and D.17 Social Economics & Env. Justice
204.0
D.18 Climate Change

D.16-D.18

The County does not have any comments on these sections.
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Comment Number

Section

D.18 Climate
Change

205

Subsection

NA General
Comment

Comment or Issue

Use of the Proposed Transmission Line for Non-Renewable Energy Projects:
The applicant “Sempra Generation” indicated at the public hearings and in this
EIR that the proposed transmission line would only be used for transmitting
renewable energy. The County concurs with Sempra that the lines should
only be used for such purpose because it is foreseeable that the ESJ
transmission line could be utilized to transport energy from other
nonrenewable resources, such as natural gas. The EIR/EIS concludes the
project would have a quantifiable positive effect on the environment over the
long-term since greenhouse gas (GHG) and criteria emissions from fuel
combustion would be avoided because the project would only transmit clean
renewable energy The EIR/EIS should identify that the project is to only
transmit renewable energy as a mitigation measure. This would ensure that
the GHG emissions would be mitigated. Failure to implement this mitigation
measure could result in increased impacts to the unincorporated County
because the emissions from potential additional fossil fuel power plants in
Mexico could increase greenhouse gas emissions, affect climate change, and
adversely impact air quality and resources in the San Diego County. If not
mitigated, the EIR/EIS should evaluate the resulting GHG emissions that
could be created by a maximum of 1250 megawatts of fossil fuel based
generation.

Comment Notes

Page 29 of 32

Response

Please refer to common response CC3.

F. Cumulative Impacts

206.0

SECTION F,
CUMULATIVE
ANALYSIS

The County agrees that the degree of specificity for cumulative impacts is less
than what is required by CEQA for direct impacts. However, the EIR/EIS does
not provide any scientific evidence to support the conclusion that cumulative
significant impacts would not occur for certain sensitive resources. For
example, regarding cumulative impact BIO-1, the document does not provide
any further evidence to support this Class II impact. First, the analysis simply
refers to "native vegetation" without defining "native." Certain native types of
vegetation that exist within the study area are more sensitive than others;
therefore, would result in an increase in severity in impacts. Furthermore, the
conclusion for Class II impacts is based upon, "given the largely undeveloped
nature of the area, the vegetation communities in this region are not likely to
become limited in acreage or extent." Without defining specific types of
sensitive native vegetation, the EIR/EIS could not conclude there is enough
remaining. Another example s cumulative impact NOI-3, this impact also
does not provide supporting evidence to uphold the conclusion that potential
cumulative noise impacts would be less than significance. The EIR/EIS text
states, "given the expected distances other cumulative projects . . . .", without
actually measuring and calculating those distances and then concluding the
distances too great to cause a cumulative noise increase.

The cumulative impact analysis provided in Section F of the EIR/EIS presents the analysis of the
potential for the Proposed PROJECT to create cumulatively considerable effects when impacts of
projects listed in Table F-1 and shown on Figure F-1 are considered together with the impacts of the
Proposed PROJECT. Mitigation measures identified are those that would reduce cumulative impacts
where the Proposed PROJECT may contribute an incremental effect that may be considered
significant. The analysis provided in Section F of the EIR/EIS attempts to quantify each potential
cumulative impact as it relates to the Proposed PROJECT, provided sufficient information is available
to make informed and sound judgments regarding such analysis. Where quantification is not feasible,
the document evaluates the potential for cumulative effects on a qualitative and programmatic level of
detail. At the time of EIR/EIS preparation, it was determined that there was incomplete or unavailable
information for each project and related resource area effects necessary to analyze quantitatively the
contribution to cumulative effects associated with all reasonable foreseeable, approved, and pending
projects.
In the Final EIR/EIS a cumulative estimate of the amount of acres disturbed, as provided in Tables F-2
and F-3, and shown in Figure F-1, in context with the geographic extent of the cumulative effects
associated with the project and all reasonably foreseeable projects is used as an indicator of
cumulative effects.
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Response

With regard to comments made on cumulative Impact BIO-1, native vegetation communities,
associated wildlife habitat and sensitivities are fully described in Section D.2, Biological Resources,
subsection Section D.2.1.1, Regional Overview of the EIR/EIS. As described in section D.2 and
Section F Cumulative Impacts, the Proposed PROJECT in combination with all reasonable foreseeable
cumulative impacts would result in temporary and permanent loss of native vegetation communities,
including sensitive natural communities that are considered to be significant but can be mitigated
through avoidance and minimization, restoration and or compensation as described in mitigation
measures BIO-1f through BIO-1g to less than significant and therefore would not be cumulatively
considerable. The Final EIR/EIS has added Table F-4 to section F, which estimates the cumulative
impact to vegetation from the Proposed PROJECT combined with reasonably foreseeable cumulative
projects as an indicator of impacts to native vegetation communities, associated wildlife, and sensitive
species. The Proposed PROJECT area and cumulative analysis area is comprised predominately of
chaparral and semi-desert scrub communities considered to be abundant and are not considered
sensitive. Oak woodland and grassland communities area also present in the analysis area but cover
less of the area. These communities occur throughout the analysis area, which is largely undeveloped,
therefore these communities are not limited in distribution.

206.0 con't

As stated in the County Biological Guidelines: "The far eastern parts of the County, from the mountain
areas to the desert regions, have been left relatively intact thus far and may remain so given that large
portions of these areas are publicly owned. However, some habitat types in these areas, such as
coniferous forest, Colorado Desert wash scrub, desert dunes, and desert sink scrub, are still
considered sensitive for reasons other than historical loss, such as limited distribution, the potential to
host sensitive species, or the inability to recover from
disturbance."
The Proposed PROJECT does not affect the communities discusses as limited or sensitive in the
largely undeveloped east county of San Diego. Recognized sensitive communities that are affected by
the Proposed PROJECT in the analysis area, including mulefat scrub/southern willow scrub, southern
riparian forest, and emergent wetland, are avoided to the maximum extent possible, as these are
considered wetland communities. It is assumed that the reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects
would also avoid these communities to the maximum extent possible.

207.0

SECTION F,
CUMULATIVE
ANALYSIS

F.2 Biological
Cumulative
Study Area

Please provide justification for the limits of the biological cumulative study
area including how the south and west limits were chosen. Based on staff
review, the limit to the south should be the US-Mexico border but including the
extension the ESJ power line because there is no other information related to
cumulative projects there. To the west, the cumulative impact area could be
bound by the residential land uses associated with the communities of
Boulevard, Live Oak Spring and the Campo Indian Reservation to the west.
Within the revised cumulative study area, the habitat resources are likely to
encompass those that are also present in the project area, so that if the
impacts that are generated from various sources in this geographical area
they would sum up to total the cumulative impacts on those resources. More
specific biological resources, especially sensitive faunal resources, may
require more specific cumulative study subareas based on their attributes, but
due to their reliance on particular habitat types, they are likely to fall within the
cumulative study area. The list of projects in the cumulative projects table
should be updated if this cumulative impact area captures more than was
previously analyzed using the 10 mile radius.

As described in section F.3.1 of the EIR/EIS , the geographic extent for the analysis of cumulative
impacts associated with biological resources includes the vicinity of all reasonably foreseeable
cumulative projects and extends throughout southeastern San Diego County and western Imperial
County, as shown in Figure F-1 of the EIR/EIS. The specific geographic area was evaluated and
determined to be sufficient based upon the magnitude of the Proposed PROJECT's potential to react
with other potential projects. The biological resources study area basically evaluated any and all
projects within a 10-mile radius of the Proposed PROJECT site boundaries. It was determined that this
was a reasonable area given the specific project impacts and the surrounding area with little
development within the area. The County of San Diego was also consulted as to additional projects in
the area that may be applicable on a cumulative basis. Extending the geographic scope as proposed
by the comment would add little to the cumulative impact evaluation beyond the projects evaluated in
the EIR/EIS.
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Comment Number

Section

208.0

SECTION F,
CUMULATIVE
ANALYSIS

209.0

F.2 Applicable
Cumulative
Projects and
Projections

210.0

F.4

211.0

212.0

F.3.2

F.3.6 Cumulative

Subsection

Page F-4

Page F-29

Page F-87,
second to last
paragraph

Comment or Issue

Comment Notes

Page 31 of 32

Response

Each resource area's cumulative study area must be well defined in order to
adequately access any potential cumulative impact. Section F.1 sets up the
discussion of the cumulative study area but this direction to define and explain
each study area as it pertains to each resource is not carried through to each
subsection . For example, the biological cumulative impact analysis for
temporary and permanent losses of native vegetation (Impact BIO-1) states
project direct impacts would be mitigated and less than significant. The
project direct analysis breaks up the native habitat into specific types
considered sensitive by both the County of San Diego and the Wildlife
Agencies. The cumulative analysis does not. The cumulative analysis divides
the native habitat into two categories - the native habitat occurring in the
eastern portions of cumulative study area and the native habitat that occurs in
the western and central portions of cumulative study area. The analysis
discounts any impacts in the eastern portion of the cumulative study area as
"not likely the same vegetation community types as the Proposed PROJECT."
However, the flaw in this analysis is that if the vegetation community types are
not the same as the vegetation found in the Proposed PROJECT"s study area,
then why would this area be included in the cumulative analysis? What is the
rationale specific to biological resources (native vegetation impacts) which
would require this "eastern" area to be in the cumulative study area? This
broad definition of the cumulative study area serves to create an overly
expansive assessment area that would essentially dilute the Proposed
PROJECT's potential impacts.

Refer to response to comment 206 and 207 above and common response CUM1.

Please update the references to all Plans and Environmental Documents
relied upon for the cumulative analysis. Specifically, SANDAG has an
updated RCP to reference.

Per SANDAG website visited on 4/4/11, the Regional Comprehensive Plan had not been updated, and
the most recent Regional Comprehensive Plan remains the 2004 Plan. See:
http://www.sandag.org/index.asp?projectid=1&fuseaction=projects.detail The other plans included in
Table F-1 also have not been updated. No change to the EIR/EIS is required.

For the same reasons described under significant, direct impacts, all Class I
impacts should also be further substantiated, mitigation explored and
alternatives which reduce that impact be identified.

Please refer to common response INT2, regarding general adequacy of the Draft EIR/EIS. Refer to
comment 206 and 207 above and common response CUM1.

It appears that there are two different conclusions for the same impact to
special status wildlife species. Please clarify.

Include the historic house (CA-SDI-7011H) in this discussion.

Similar to the impact BIO-10 significance determination made in Section D.2, Biological Resources, for
the Proposed PROJECT, the impact BIO-10 determination in Section F states the following:
-impacts to species status bird species due to risk of electrocution and collision with transmission
lines and towers would be significant but mitigated (Class II)
-impacts to golden eagles due to collision with operating turbines would be significant and
unmitigable (Class I)
-impacts to Vaux's swift and special status bat species due to collision with operating turbines would
be significant but mitigated (Class II)
-impacts to special status bird species due to collision with operating turbines would be less than
significant (Class III).

With the exception of the San Diego and Arizona Eastern Railroad and Old Highway 80 (both of which
traverse a large portion of the project area), the cumulative cultural and paleontological resources
impact analysis presented in Section F, Cumulative Scenario and Impacts, does not reference specific
historic sites. Instead the analysis generally refers to sites identified during surveys conducted for the
Proposed PROJECT and identified and discussed at length in Section D.7 Cultural and Paleontological
Resources. CA-SDI-7708H, however, is located 200 feet south of the 138 kV transmission line
alignment, such that it would not be impacted by the proposed project. The resource’s location outside
the Project APE has been noted in the Final EIR/EIS Section F.3.6. Please refer to Final EIR/EIS
Section D.7, Cultural Resources, for impact analysis pertaining to specific resources present in the
project area.
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Comment Number

213.0

Section

F.3.6 Cumulative

Subsection

Page F-84

Comment or Issue

The cumulative analysis section for cultural resources is wholly inadequate.
Please refer to sample provided as an attachment for the minimum
requirements needed to comply with CEQA and RPO. The section should
also be reviewed for NEPA compliance. The industry standard for cumulative
analysis of cultural resources is at a minimum reviewing the projects in the
area, the number of sites within a one mile radius that may be impacted by
these projects, the types of sites (prehistoric, historic, built environment), the
number of sites that have been mitigated for impacts, the number of sites
impacted by projects in the area which cannot be mitigated (requiring
overriding considerations), and any landscapes or districts that will be
impacted.

Comment Notes

Page 32 of 32

Response

Please refer to common response CUL3, regarding adequacy of the cumulative cultural resources
impact analysis and response 206.
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Comment or Issue
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Response

General Comments
1.0

General
Comment

All

The name of Pacific Wind LLC has changed to Tule Wind LLC. Revise
throughout entire document and appendices.

All references to Pacific Wind Development in the EIR/EIS have been revised to reflect Tule Wind,
LLC.

Refer to responses 34.1 and 109 below.

2.0

General
Comment

East County
Substation

A portion of the ECO 138 kV Transmission line cuts across a dedicated
County Open Space Easement (Recorded # 82-355323) along Mile Posts 6
and 7 on parcel numbers 659-110-20 and 659-110-19. The open space
easements are for the protection of sensitive biological and cultural resources.
A separate letter will be sent to SDG&E about the Land Use Jurisdictional
rights the County has with the easements, but the DEIR/EIS should address
the environmental analysis and mitigation that is required in order for SDG&E
or the County to vacate the openspace easement for the portions of the 138kV
line encroachment. Also See Cultural Resource comment # 109 and
biological resource comment #34.1.

3.0

General
Comment

All figures that
reference Rough
Acres Ranch

Include APNs 611-091-14, 611-090-015, 612-030-15, 612-091-13, 612-09112, and 612-092-13 as part of Rough Acres Ranch, as currently shown on the
project submittal for Tule Wind Farm received by the County of San Diego.

CEQA/NEPA laws and regulations do not require that APNs be shown. Project location
information provided in the EIR/EIS is sufficient and is provided in accordance with Section
15125, Environmental Setting, of the CEQA Guidelines.

4.0

General
Comment

All figures that
reference Jordan
Wind Energy
project

APNs 612-091-13 and 612-091-12 are shown as part of Jordan Wind Energy,
but they are currently shown on the project submittal for Tule Wind Farm
received by the County of San Diego.

CEQA/NEPA laws and regulations do not require that APNs be shown. Project location
information provided in the EIR/EIS is sufficient and is provided in accordance with Section
15125, Environmental Setting, of the CEQA Guidelines.

CEQA requires agencies to make the following findings pursuant to section
15091: (1) that mitigation measures "have been required in, or incorporated
into, the project which mitigate or avoid the project's significant impacts"; (2)
that such measures are the responsibility of another agency and have been,
or can and should be, adopted by that other agency; or (3) that mitigation is
infeasible and overriding considerations outweigh the project's significant
impacts. (Federation of Hillside and Canyon Associations v City of Los
Angeles (2000) 83 Cal.App. 4th 1252, 1260 (Citing Publ. Resources Code
section 21081)). The purpose of these provisions is to ensure that the
mitigation measure "will actually be implemented." (Federation of Hillside and
Canyon Associations, supra, 83 Cal.App. 4th 1252, 1261). The County does
not believe that all these required findings could be made for several reasons
detailed within this letter. In general, the reasons include: (1) lack of technical
documentation to substantiate the conclusions in the EIR/EIS, (2) deferral of
analysis (whole of the action) (3) deferral of mitigation, and (4) lack of
substantiation for significant and unmitigated impacts (Class I).

Refer to common response INT3. As noted in this response, the Proposed PROJECT
implements all feasible mitigation measures and has described the actions that will be taken
to either reduce or avoid potentially significant impacts wherever feasible. The CPUC and
BLM have committed themselves to incorporate all reasonable mitigation and mitigation
would only be deferred to a later date if it is impractical to create specific mitigation this early
in the planning process. Please also refer to common response INT2.

Refer to common responses INT2, INT3, BIO9, and WR1.

Refer to common responses INT2 and INT3. As required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(b), the
EIR/EIS Section G.3 discusses significant environmental effects that cannot be avoided if the project is
implemented.

5.0

General
Comment

CEQA FINDINGS

6.0

GENERAL

GENERAL

Pursuant to CEQA, further substantiate ALL Class I, significant and
unmitigable conclusions by exploring what the potential mitigation would be
and why that mitigation would be infeasible or expand upon why feasible
mitigation does not exist. For example, in Section D.3, Visual Resources,
Table D.3-7 describes significant and unmitigable impacts associated with the
ECO Substation component of the Proposed PROJECT; however, the
discussion should also further disclose any potential mitigation measures such
as screening or different and less impactive designs and treatments.
MAJOR ISSUE: RATIONALE FOR CLASS I
Currently, the text states that "other than undergrounding the transmission line
IMPACTS
. . . the impact could not be reduced to below a level of significance." This
existing text is referring to an alternative to the Proposed PROJECT which
would reduce the impact, rather than potential mitigation measures. Albeit
infeasible, in order to make the required CEQA Findings pursuant to section
15093, any potential mitigation measures must be explored further. This
information is required to be included in the EIR/EIS pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines section 15093 and is necessary for the County to make
significance findings pursuant to that section of CEQA.

7.0

GENERAL

GENERAL

Each Class I impacts, the EIR/EIS must include a specific CEQA conclusion
which states the implications of that unmitigated impact and the reasons why
the project is still being proposed without an alternative design (CEQA
Guidelines section 15126(b)).

MAJOR ISSUE: CEQA FINDINGS/ RATIONALE
FOR CLASS I IMPACTS
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Comment Number

8.0

9.0

10.0

Section

GENERAL

GENERAL

A. Intro/Overview

Subsection

Comment or Issue

Comment Notes

Page 2 of 32

Response

GENERAL

The EIR can rely on subsequent approvals of permits or plans only if there are
specific "performance criteria", it is clear that the plan is achievable, and it is
clear that the level of significance will be reduced. In Endangered Habitats
League, Inc. v County of Orange (Cal.App. 4th Dist. 2005) 131 Cal.App. 4th
777, the court explained: "Deferral of the specifics of mitigation is permissible
where the local entity commits itself to mitigation and lists the alternatives to
be considered, analyzed and possibly incorporated in the mitigation plan. On
the other hand, an agency goes too far when it simply requires a project
applicant to obtain a biological report and then comply with any
recommendations that may be made in the report." For example, MM BIO-1d
requires impact to be mitigated by revegetation pursuant to a future Habitat
MAJOR ISSUE: CEQA FINDINGS/MITIGATION
Restoration Plan. This mitigation simply requires the applicant to obtain
reports and then comply with whatever recommendations are made in the
DEFFERAL
reports without the mitigation measure providing specific "performance
criteria" to make the plan achievable. In fact, the mitigation measures defers
success criteria and monitoring specifications to the future Habitat Restoration
Plan. Therefore, it is not possible for the County to make the required finding
that this mitigation measure is effective because without more specific details
to measure success of the revegetation, it is not clear that the plan is
achievable. Other similar examples of mitigation deferral are as follows: MM
BIO-4a Dust Control Plan, MM BIO-2b Wetland Mitigation Plan, MM BIO-10b
Avian Protection Plan, Conceptual Revegetation Plan, MM TR-1, a
Conceptual Traffic Control Plan, MM HYD 5-6 SWMP, and MM HYD-3
Groundwater Study.

Refer to common response INT3. As noted in this response, the Proposed PROJECT
implements all feasible mitigation measures and has described the actions that will be taken
to either reduce or avoid potentially significant impacts wherever feasible. The CPUC and
BLM have committed themselves to incorporate all reasonable mitigation and mitigation
would only be deferred to a later date if it is impractical to create specific mitigation this early
in the planning process. Please also refer to common response INT2.

GENERAL

The EIS/EIR is required to provide a clear and specific rationale explaining
how the measure avoids, minimizes, rectifies, and/or reduces the significant
environmental effect. This information is required to be included in the
EIR/EIS pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15091 and is necessary for the
County to make significance findings pursuant to that section of CEQA. For
example, Section D.3, Visual Resources, Table D.3-6 presents the mitigation
monitoring, compliance, and reporting program for each impact and mitigation
measure included in that chapter. However, the text fails to provide factual
support and rationale for all the CEQA conclusions/determinations stated.
Specifically, each mitigation measure described in this table includes
"effectiveness criteria" but these statements merely restate the impact and
mitigation measure without providing the needed rationale as to why or how
MAJOR ISSUE: CEQA FINDINGS/MITIGATION TO
these measures would serve to reduce the impact. Under CEQA, this
mitigation measure cannot be found (or relied upon) to mitigate impacts to a LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT RATIONALE
less than significant level. Further, when a mitigation measure is found to be
"required in, or incorporated into, the project," the measure "must be fully
enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other legally binding
instruments." (14 CCR section 15126.4). For example, MM BIO-5b
references an "agency-approved plan" for special status plant species
compensation. Further, it states that this will occur through plant salvage and
relocation and off-site land preservation. The County typically does not accept
plant salvage and relocation as feasible mitigation. However, if the
Conceptual Revegetation Plan provides evidence that relocation is feasible,
such mitigation may be accepted. This information must be included in the
EIR in order for a CEQA finding to be made that impacts to these resources
would be mitigated or less than significant.

Refer to common responses INT3. As noted in this response, the Proposed PROJECT
implements all feasible mitigation measures and has described the actions that will be taken
to either reduce or avoid potentially significant impacts wherever feasible. The CPUC and
BLM have committed themselves to incorporate all reasonable mitigation and mitigation
would only be deferred to a later date if it is impractical to create specific mitigation this early
in the planning process. Please also refer to common response INT2. The following text is
being added to Section D.3.7: "Installation of highly visible transmission structures as well
as the introduction of a new 138 kV transmission line along an alignment that is currently
void of similar industrial elements would result in a strong contrast with the existing visual
landscape. Also, due to proximity and location, recreationalists on the identified County trails
would be afforded unobstructed views of the proposed transmission line at inferior viewing
angles. Additional treatments applications would not be able to conceal these project
elements such that the resulting visual impact would be reduced to less than significant
levels. Also, the installation of appropriate vegetation to screen transmission structures and
the 138 kV transmission line would not be feasible (and would likely not survive in a semiarid desert environment) along entire new transmission corridor."

Table A-2 Pg. A19

Add the following County authorizations to the table for each of the following
projects:
1. SDG&E: Fire Service Agreement with County, Open Space vacation
2. Tule: Fire Service Agreement, Plan Amendment Authorization (PAA)
General Plan Amendment (GPA), Zoning Ordinance Amendment,
groundwater extraction Major Use Permit.
3. ESJ: Plan Amendment Authorization (PAA) General Plan Amendment
(GPA), Groundwater Extraction Major Use Permit.

Comment noted and text revised to include authorizations that were not already included in the table.
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11.0

Project
Description

Subsection

Comment or Issue

Comment Notes
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Response

B.2.1

The Northern most transmission tower is proposed to be located on the
substation property, which is not within the County's Land Use Authority.
Through conversations with the CPUC the northern most ESJ tower would
need to be permitted as a part of the East County Substation. Add 5th/North
ESJ Transmission Tower to ECO project description.

12.0

Project
Description
B.5.2.5

B.162

The EIR does not adequately address the groundwater extraction permit Major
Use Permit P10-014 in all sections of the EIR. The Groundwater Extraction
Use is a connected action to the ESJ US Gen-Tie P09-008. Include plot plans
and location map of the proposed project along with detailed analysis in each
section of the EIR/EIS of the project component. The County has provided
additional Cultural and Biological Surveys that cover the impacts caused from
installing the water well location driveway.

MAJOR ISSUE: Groundwater extraction
permit. CEQA ISSUE: WHOLE OF THE
ACTION

Refer to common responses PD1 and INT2.

13.0

Project
Description

B.3.2.4 Water
Usage

The DEIR must include substantial evidence of adequate water supply for
both operation and construction project components. Please document will
serve letters from the Sweetwater Authority and any other water providers as
an Appendix to the DEIR.

MAJOR ISSUE: WATER SUPPLY

Refer to common response WR1.

14.0

Project
Description

B.3.2.4 Water
Usage

SDG&E: The use of onsite water wells should be prohibited unless adequate
CEQA level groundwater investigation is completed to ensure that the local
groundwater supply is not impacted.

MAJOR ISSUE: GROUNDWATER SUPPLY
ANALYSIS

Refer to common response WR1.

15.0

Project
Description

B.4.2.4 Water
Usage

Tule: The water usage section needs to be revised after changes are made
from comments to section D.12 Water Resources and comments provided to
the Tule Groundwater Investigation dated December 2010 prepared by GeoLogic Associates.

MAJOR ISSUES: GROUNDWATER SUPPLY
ANALYSIS

Text edited to reflect most recent information and be consistent with edits in Section D.12, Water
Resources.

16.0

B.5.1.2, Location 2nd Paragraph

The ESJ Gen-Tie Project's northern most transmission tower, though it may be located on the ECO
Substation property, would not be built as part of the ECO Substation Project, and would only be built
in conjunction with construction of the ESJ Gen-Tie Project. Therefore, consideration of the
northernmost transmission tower is appropriately considered in the EIR/EIS with the entire ESJ GenTie Project.

Comment noted and text in Section B.5.1.2 has been revised.

Replace the word “Site Distance” with “Sight Distance” in two sentences.

C. Alternatives

17.0

C. Alternatives

C.5.2.6

The Tule 138kV underground alternative is not clear as to why it was screened
out. Is this alternative different from alternatives 2 (C.4.2.2) and 4 (C.4.2.4)
because they both propose to underground the 138kV line. How is the C.5.2.6
alternative different? Clarify which 138kV Gen-Tie is not feasible when the
other two are feasible. Also explain why a 12% grade prohibits
undergrounding.

D.2, MM-BIO 1d

MM BIO-1d refers to a Habitat Restoration Plan. This plan (County
Conceptual Revegetation Plan) must be provided as evidence of feasible
mitigation. If a plan is proposed for mitigation of direct habitat and species
mitigation, it must have specific performance standards to be feasible.
Therefore, at a minimum, plans must be provided as conceptual plans in the
EIR/EIS and reviewed for adequacy by the County of San Diego for impacts
within that jurisdiction. Please also see General Comments under Major
Issues: Mitigation Deferral.

As described in Section C.5.2.6 of the EIR/EIS and shown on Figure C-2, the Tule Undergrounding the
Proposed 138 kV Tie-Line Alternative would underground the 138 kV Tie line from the proposed Tule
Wind Collector substation located in the vicinity of turbine E-3 along the same overhead alignment as
proposed by the Tule Wind Project to the proposed Boulevard substation upgrade. This alternative was
not carried forward as described due to the steep slopes and rugged terrain with slopes in excess of
12% which would make undergrounding infeasible along a majority of this route. A maximum
allowable slope of 12% for undergrounding of transmission lines was provided by SDG&E (SDG&E,
Data Request Response 6, dated May 7, 2010. Response is available at:
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/dudek/ECOSUB/DR/ECOResponse6.pdf)
As described in Section C.4.2.2 and C.4.2.4 of the EIR/EIS and shown on Figure C-2, the Tule Wind
Alternative 2, Gen Tie Route 2 Undergrounding with Collector Substation on Rough Acres ranch ( see
Section C.4.2.2) and Tule Wind Alternative 4, Gen Tie Route 3 Undergrounding with Collector
Substation on Rough Acres Ranch ( see Section C.4.2.4) would underground the 138 kV from the
alternative collector substation located on Rough Acres Ranch, in the vicinity of the southern end of the
proposed turbines ( turbine G-19), to the proposed Boulevard substation upgrade using either the
alternative Gen-Tie Route 2 to the east or alternative gen-tie route 3 to the west as described. These
routes are considerably shorter than the proposed route and avoid steep slopes and rugged terrain
(slopes do not exceed 12%), and therefore are considered to be feasible and would have the potential
to reduce environmental impacts and therefore were carried forward for full analysis.

D.2 Biological Resources

18.0

D.2, Bio

MAJOR ISSUE: DEFERRAL OF MITIGATION
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20.0

Section

D.2, Bio

D.2, Bio

Subsection

Comment or Issue

Comment Notes
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Response

D.2, MM-BIO 1d

It was previously commented that biological impacts that will be allowed by
right (i.e. in ROW) must be considered permanent and be fully mitigated.
Revegetation of areas that are considered "temporary" should be revegetated
for erosion control purposes only, not as mitigation. Revegetation for
temporary impacts to wetland or jurisdictional wetlands should be the only
revegetation used for mitigation. While the EIR/EIS has been revised to state
that "if restoration of temporary impact areas is not possible to the satisfaction
of the permitting agencies, the temporary impacts shall be considered a
permanent impact and compensated accordingly", it should be noted that the
County will not accept revegetation for temporary habitat impacts for lands
within it's jurisdiction.

MM-BIO-1d allows for flexibility by requiring that temporary impacts be restored sufficient to
compensate for the impact to the satisfaction of the permitting agencies . If the County will not accept
revegetation for temporary habitat impacts, then, in accordance with the provisions of MM-BIO-1d, the
temporary impact shall be considered a permanent impact and compensated accordingly (direction for
compensation is provided under MM-BIO-1e).

D.2, MM-BIO 1e

Discussion of Proposed Mitigation Site: In order to demonstrate feasibility of
this mitigation measure, the plan for the proposed mitigation for biological
impacts for all three projects need to be discussed in the EIR. See ESJ
Biological Study for proposed mitigation area to the east of the project site.
ECO sub should consider mitigating adjacent to the same area as ESJ has
proposed.

Refer to common responses INT3 and BIO8. Mitigation site will be specified in agency-approved
mitigation plans.

As proposed, Mitigation Measure
BIO-1e contains the following language: "permanent impact to all native vegetation communities shall
be compensated through a combination habitat compensation and habitat restoration at a minimum of
a 1:1 ratio or as required by the permitting agencies". Mitigation Measure BIO-1e is designed to
addressed permanent impacts number of vegetation communities and therefore, while the mitigation
ration provided in the measure is general, the measure does provide for habitat compensation or
restoration to occur at a ratio required by the permitting agency. Because the County of San Diego has
land use jurisdiction over portions of the Tule Wind and ESJ Gen-Tie Projects, the County will have the
opportunity to review and approve plans to ensure that impacts on County jurisdictional lands are
mitigated in accordance with established County mitigation ratios. `

21.0

D.2, Bio

D.2, MM-BIO 1e

MMBIO 1e mitigation ratios should be determined based upon the area of
impacts to the specific habitat type. The County allows mitigation for List B &
C and Group II sensitive species to be included with habitat mitigation
because these species are generally habitat generalists. For the other
species List A and Group I, the MM should be specific to the individual
species.

22.0

D.2, Bio

D.2, MM BIO 1e,
5b and 7h

Habitat Preservation Timing: MM BIO 1e, 5b and 7h: The mitigation must be
in place before the impacts occur. Compensatory habitat mitigation includes
demonstration that land with similar function and quality is preserved and
managed in perpetuity.

Refer to common response INT-3. Mitigation timing will be specified in agency-approved mitigation
plans.

D.2, MM BIO 1e,
5b and 7h

While the EIR/EIS has been revised to include the option of fee payment for
habitat mitigation, fee payment would not be accepted by the County for
habitat impacts within it's jurisdiction and is considered infeasible mitigation.

As proposed, Mitigation Measure
BIO-1e contains the following language: "permanent impact to all native vegetation communities shall
be compensated through a combination habitat compensation and habitat restoration at a minimum of
a 1:1 ratio or as required by the permitting agencies". Mitigation Measure BIO-1e provides for habitat
compensation or restoration to occur at a ratio required by the permitting agency. Because the County
of San Diego has land use jurisdiction over portions of the Tule Wind and ESJ Gen-Tie Projects, the
County will have the opportunity to review and approve plans to ensure that impacts on County
jurisdictional lands are mitigated in accordance with established County mitigation standards.

The Final EIR/EIS has been revised to include additional data and discussion related to the impacts of
the Tule Wind Project on wildlife movement.

Figure D.2-9 has been revised in
the Final EIR/EIS to distinguish between proposed Tule Wind turbines and bighorn sheep occurrence
data points.

23.0

D.2, Bio

24.0

D.2, Bio

D.2-170

It was previously commented that the EIR/EIS states that the Tule Wind
Project would have an adverse but less-than-significant impact on linkages or
wildlife movement corridors. However, sufficient information has not been
provided to determine whether the Tule project will have a significant effect on
wildlife movement. Baseline data and project impact analysis are very weak
related to wildlife movement especially for the Tule portion of the project. The
EIR/EIS refers to "evidence" that terrestrial wildlife would acclimate to
operating wind turbines and move between and around them but no specific
references to studies was provided to substantiate this claim. It was also
previously commented that Wildlife movement impacts must be analyzed
including the potential impacts from down draft created by the turbines as well
as turbine separation. The revised EIR/EIS does not include any information
regarding potential impacts from down draft nor turbine separation.

25.0

D.2, Bio

Figure D.2-9

It was previously commented that the bighorn sheep symbol looks like turbine
location. The color of the symbol was changed slightly in the revised EIR/EIS
but is still confusing. The shape of either symbol should be changed to limit
confusion.

MAJOR BIO ISSUE: FEE PAYMENT INSTEAD
OF HABITAT DEDICATION
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Response

D.2, MM BIO 4a

MM BIO 4a references a Dust Control Plan. This plan must be provided to
staff for review as a feasible mitigation/design measure. Please also see
General Comments under Major Issues: Mitigation Deferral.

MAJOR ISSUE: MITIGATION DEFERRAL

Refer to common responses INT3 and BIO8.

D.2-143

MM BIO-5b references an "agency-approved plan" for special status plant
species compensation. Further, it states that this will occur through plant
salvage and relocation and off-site land preservation. The County typically
does not accept plant salvage and relocation as feasible mitigation. However,
if the Conceptual Revegetation Plan provides evidence that relocation is
feasible, such mitigation may be accepted. This information must be included
in the EIR in order for a CEQA finding to be made that impacts to these
resources would be mitigated or less than significant. Please also see
General Comments under Major Issues: Required CEQA Findings.

MAJOR ISSUE: CEQA FINDINGS/MITIGATION
TO LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT RATIONALE

Refer to common responses INT3 and BIO8.

The following revision has been
incorporated into the Final EIR/EIS: "While suitable habitat could seemingly exist within its preferred
microhabitat of rocky boulders and outcrops along portions of the project area. area, a habitat
assessment on the Tule Wind Project area by herpetologist Eric A. Dugan in June of 2010 concludes
that because the barefoot banded gecko has only been documented along a narrow zone along the
desert slopes and has not been recorded at elevations above 2,300 feet , the Tule Wind Project does
not contain suitable habitat for this species (Appendix N of HDR 2010a)."

The following revision have been
incorporated into the Final EIR/EIS: "since thorough surveys in the area have been conducted and no
nests have been recorded, nesting in the Proposed PROJECT area is thought to be unlikely."

28.0

D.2, Bio

D.2, MM BIO 7k

MM BIO 7k was removed from the EIR/EIS as a result of a habitat
assessment which was performed for the barefoot banded gecko within the
Tule project area. Page D.2-156 contains contradictory information. First it
states that "suitable habitat may exist within its preferred microhabitat of rocky
boulders and outcrops along portions of the project area" and then states "a
habitat assessment on Tule Wind Project area by herpetologist Eric A. Dugan
in June of 2010 states that the Tule Wind Project does not contain suitable
habitat for the barefoot banded gecko". The EIR/EIS should be updated to
eliminate this contradiction. If suitable habitat does exist within the project
area, surveys should be conducted at this time to determine the potential
impacts and proposed mitigation measures to mitigate any significant impacts
to that species.

29.0

D.2, Bio

D.2-48

In the section discussing the turkey vulture, it is stated that "since thorough
surveys have been conducted, nesting in the proposed project area may be
unlikely". This section should be revised to say that nesting "would" or "would
not" be likely based on those previous surveys.

D.2-3

According to the EIR/EIS, rare plant surveys are still ongoing and the results
have not yet been incorporated. These results must be incorporated and
analyzed in order to determine whether the project would have a substantial
adverse effect on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special
status species. The rare plant surveys would help to provide the required
technical studies/supporting documentation to base the conclusions of the
analysis.

MAJOR ISSUE: DEFERRAL OF ANALYSIS

Rare plant surveys were completed
for the Tule Wind Project in November 2010.The results of those surveys have been incorporated into
the Final EIR/EIS.

MAJOR ISSUE: DEFERRAL OF ANALYSIS

Tule Wind LLC has provided more
recent data regarding acoustical noise monitoring
and this information has been incorporated into the
Final EIR/EIS.

MAJOR ISSUE: DEFERRAL OF ANALYSIS

The areas not surveyed are associated with Alternatives 1 and 3 of the Tule Wind Project. Therefore,
because the entirety of the proposed Tule Wind Project has been surveyed, a corresponding redesign
or alternative that eliminates those areas from the project is not required. A footnote pertaining to areas
not surveyed has been added to Table D.2-1 of the Final EIR/EIS.

30.0

D.2, Bio

31.0

D.2, Bio

D.2-152

In the section discussing the Pocketed Free-Tailed Bat, it was indicated that
acoustic surveys for a mine shaft that has roosting potential for this species
was not yet available. If this mine shaft is being utilized by bats for roosting,
the significance of this impact must be analyzed including the degree to which
sensitive bat species will be displaced. Although the EIR/EIS currently lists
mitigation measures for the assumed impact to the pocketed free-tailed bat,
mitigation or avoidance, appropriate to the degree of impacts, must be
proposed to the extent feasible and a determination of whether the impact has
been mitigated to less than significant must be made once the surveys are
complete. The EIR/EIS should be updated accordingly once the acoustic
survey is completed.

32.0

D.2, Bio

D.2-29

The entire project area was not surveyed. In areas where survey access has
been denied there should be a corresponding project redesign or project
alternative that eliminates those areas from the project area.
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D.2, Bio

D.2, Bio

D.2 Biology
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D.2, MM BIO 2b

MM BIO-2b references a wetland mitigation plan (Conceptual Revegetation
Plan). This plan must be part of the EIR to determine the feasibility of the
mitigation. For example the proposed Tule Wind project includes a road that
will cross Tule Creek which qualifies as a Resource Protection Ordinance
(RPO) wetland. The Tule BTR as well as the DEIR/EIS must quantify all
impacts to this RPO wetland. A determination must be made whether the
proposed crossing of Tule Creek qualifies under Section 86.604(a)(5) of the
RPO. The DEIR/EIS must include findings in accordance with the RPO
detailing why there is no feasible alternative to reduce or eliminate impacts to
the RPO wetland. Additionally, all RPO impacts must be fully mitigated in
accordance with the RPO which requires no net loss of wetlands and
mitigation at a 3:1 ratio (1:1 creation and 2:1 restoration/enhancement).
Please also see General Comments under Major Issues: Mitigation Deferral.
Tule Project:

MAJOR ISSUE: MITIGATION DEFERRAL

Refer to common responses INT3 and BIO8.

D.2, Impact BIO
10

Impact BIO 10 and concludes that the Tule portion of the project will result in a
Class I (significant unmitigable effect) but the ECO and ESJ portions of the
project could be mitigated to less than significant. A portion of this mitigation
(MM BIO 10b) relies on the creation of an Avian Protection Plan. This plan
must be included as part of the EIR/EIS to determine the feasibility of the
mitigation and to make a determination of whether the impact has been
mitigated to less than significant. Please also see General Comments under
Major Issues: Mitigation Deferral.

MAJOR ISSUE: MITIGATION DEFERRAL

Refer to common responses INT3 and BIO8. In addition, a draft Avian and Bat Protection Plan has
been prepared and is under review with wildlife agencies (per HDR Engineering).

SDG&E ECO
138 kV line

A portion of the ECO 138 kV Transmission line cuts across a dedicated
County Open Space Easement (Recorded # 82-355323) along Mile Posts 6
and 7 on parcel numbers 659-110-20 and 659-110-19. These easements
should be ploted on all graphics. The open space easement is for the
protection of sensitive biological resources. The DEIR/EIS should address
the environmental analysis and mitigation that is required in order for SDG&E
or the County to vacate the openspace easement for the portions of the 138kV
line encroachment. The DEIR should quantify the impacts to the biological
resources within the easement that are within the right of way and should
propose mitigation at a ratio no less than 2:1.

In response to this comment, Section A, Introduction/Overview (Table A-2),
Section D.4.1.2 (ECO Substation Project 138 kV Transmission Line), Section D.4.3.3 (Impact LU-2,
ECO Substation Project), Appendix 7 have been modified in accordance with CRF 1502.9 (b). Table A2 has been revised for the ECO Substation Project to clarify that written consent from the DPLU
Director would be required in order for SDG&E to place utility poles and access roads with the open
space easements located between MP 6 and 7 of the ECO 138 kV transmission line alignment (see
Figure B8-1) . Section D.4.1.2 has been revised to identify that between MP 6 and 7, two proposed
transmission line structure and segments of access roads would be located in dedicated County open
space easements. A consistency analysis has been prepared and has been incorporated into Section
D.4.3.3 (Impact LU-2) for the ECO Substation Project. Lastly, the consistency analysis presented in
Appendix 7 has been revised accordingly for policies pertaining to Open Space easements.

TULE BIOLOGICAL RESOURCE REPORT

35.0

Tule BTR

Section 1.4.6.2

In the report, it was indicated that there is a golden eagle nest within 500 feet
of a proposed turbine on the project site. More information must be
incorporated and analyzed in order for a CEQA finding to be made that
impacts to these resources would be mitigated or less than significant. Based
on the County Guidelines for Determining Significance, alteration of habitat
within 4,000 feet of an active golden eagle nest can only be considered less
than significant if a biologically based determination can be made that the
project would not have substantially adverse effect on the long term survival
of the identified pair of golden eagles. Additionally, a map was not provided
showing the potential golden eagle foraging areas in relation to the 10 known
golden eagle nests.

36.0

Tule BTR

Section 2.1.3.2

A confidential map (not for public review) should be provided for staff to
analyze the potential impacts to golden eagles. The map should show the 10
known golden eagle nests and the 4,000 foot zone around each of the nests in
relation to the proposed impact areas. A map was not provided for staff
review.

Section 2.2.1

The report indicates that temporary habitat impacts will be revegetated to
County of San Diego standards. A Conceptual Revegetation Plan should be
submitted as mitigation for temporarily impacted habitat. A Conceptual
Revegetation Plan was not attached to the report but it was referenced that it
is currently being prepared. The Conceptual Revegetation Plan must be part
of the EIR to determine the feasibility of the mitigation. Please also see
General Comments under Major Issues: Mitigation Deferral.

37.0

Tule BTR

Page 6 of 32

MAJOR ISSUE: CEQA FINDINGS/MITIGATION
TO LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT RATIONALE

Refer to common response INT4.

Refer to common response INT4.

MAJOR ISSUE: MITIGATION DEFERRAL
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38.0

Tule BTR

Section 2.2.2.2

The report states that the proposed project will result in temporary impacts to
bats during project construction. The report should also detail whether the
proposed project will have any permanent impacts on bats and explain why or
why not. In the revised report, it was indicated that one existing mine shaft
that will be impacted by the proposed project is being assessed for bat use. If
this mine shaft is being utilized by bats for roosting, the significance of this
impact must be analyzed including the degree to which sensitive bat species
will be displaced. Mitigation or avoidance, appropriate to the degree of
impacts, must be proposed to the extent feasible and a CEQA determination
must be made of whether the impact has been mitigated to less than
significant.

39.0

Tule BTR

Section 2.2.4

In the report, it is indicated that temporarily impacted drainages will be
returned to their pre-construction state. Details were not provided regarding
mitigation for impacted RPO drainages. The analysis must include
examination of consistency with RPO and a determination of whether the
County’s no-net-loss policy for RPO wetlands has been achieved.

Refer to common response INT4.

Refer to common response INT4.

Refer to common response INT4.

40.0

Tule BTR

Section 2.3.1

The report does not include adequate evidence/data regarding wildlife
movement. Wildlife movement impacts must be analyzed including the
potential impacts from down draft created by the turbines as well as turbine
separation. Mitigation or avoidance, appropriate to the degree of impacts,
must be proposed to the extent feasible and a CEQA determination of whether
the impact has been mitigated to less than significant must be made.

41.0

Tule BTR

Section 3.2

Guidelines 3.1 (4) and 3.1 (9) on page 3-2 of the revised report state, “The
proposed project shall not result in significant impacts under the following
guidelines for the following reasons”, but did not provide the reasons. The
report should be revised accordingly.

Refer to common response INT4.

Section 3.2.1

Survey results are missing for several plant species in the report. Once the
survey results are complete, they should be incorporated into the report and a
determination of significance made according to the threshold. Mitigation or
avoidance, appropriate to the degree of impacts, must be proposed to the
extent feasible and a CEQA determination of whether the impact has been
mitigated to less than significant must be made.

Refer to common response INT4.

Section 3.4.2.3

The report indicates that consultation is still ongoing with the USFWS
regarding Quino impacts. Once more information is available from
consultation with the USFWS, the report should be updated and a CEQA
determination of significance made. Mitigation or avoidance, appropriate to
the degree of impacts, must be proposed to the extent feasible and a
determination of whether the impact has been mitigated to less than
significant. The report should also be revised to remove references to how
the County has handled Quino mitigation in the past. Impacts to Quino and
required mitigation are under the jurisdiction of the USFWS.

Refer to common response INT4.

Section 3.5

The report was updated to include a portion of Section 86.604(a) of the RPO.
Conditions (5)(dd), (5)(ee) and (5)(ff) on page 8 of the RPO should also be
listed. The report should also provide a brief discussion under each of the
conditions describing how the proposed project meets each of these
conditions.

Refer to common response INT4.

Section 5.2

On page 7-2 of the report, it is stated under guideline 7.1(2) that the project is
not located in an area that has been identified by the County or other resource
agencies as critical to future habitat preserves. Under the proposed East
County MSCP, a portion of the project site has been designated as “area of
critical environmental concern”. Guideline 7.1(2) should provide a discussion
of this designation and detail how the proposed project will not preclude or
prevent the preparation of a subregional NCCP.

Refer to common response INT4.

42.0

43.0

44.0

45.0

Tule BTR

Tule BTR

Tule BTR

Tule BTR
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46.0

Tule BTR

Section 7.2

Impact BIO 1- MM BIO-1a indicates that per acre mitigation will be provided
for habitat impacts within County of San Diego jurisdiction. The report has not
been updated to indicate where per acre mitigation will be provided. The
report should be updated accordingly.

Refer to common response INT4.

47.0

Tule BTR

Appendix K

The proposed project in the EIR/EIS includes an "unsurveyed area" which
consists of reservation lands for which the project proponents do not have
legal rights. This unsurveyed portion for which legal rights have not been
obtained should not be included as part of the proposed project referenced in
the EIR/EIS.

Refer to common response INT4.

Page D.3-66

Mitigation vs. APM. Impact VIS-1 concludes that impacts to scenic vistas
from trails and pathways would result from the visibility of the 138 kV
transmission line. Mitigation is provided in MM VIS-1a and 1b; however, the
mitigation is the placement of proposed structures at the "maximum feasible
distance" or the placement of the proposed structures to avoid sensitive
features. Neither of these mitigation measures are truly effective mitigation
measures, rather these are more appropriately considered visual APMs.
Furthermore, the inclusion of the term "maximum feasible distance" is
inadequate in terms of a mitigation measure but would be appropriate for an
APM.

As discussed in Table D.3-6, Mitigation Measures VIS-1a and VIS-1b
provide flexibility for the land use agency with jurisdiction over the 138 kV transmission line
(in this case the County of San Diego) to determine maximum feasible setback of transmission
structures from sensitive viewing locations to reduce visual impacts. The monitoring/reporting action
component of these measures would permit the County to review construction plans and provide
comment regarding transmission structure setbacks at highway crossing locations. However, the
EIR/EIS determines that even with implementation of Mitigation Measures VIS-1a and VIS-1b, the
visual impacts to scenic vistas resulting from implementation of the ECO Substation Project and the
Tule Wind Project would be significant and unmitigable (Class I) (see Section D.3.9, Residual Effects,
for further discussion of significant and unmitigable visual impacts) . Therefore, even if mitigation were
implemented to alter the location of proposed transmission structures and wind turbines as viewed
from highway crossings and sensitive resources areas, the measures would not substantially lessen
the visual impacts to a level less than significant.

D.3 Visual

Visual
Simulations, All
Kop Figures

In our previous comment letter, the County made several comments as to the
validity and composition of the visual simulations. The consultants responded
by disclosing the technical challenges in the EIR/EIS; however, this does not
explain why each visual simulation does not visually demonstrate the entirety
of the development proposal. Any simulation with the transmission line
should show the vegetation cleared underneath the lines and simulations for
the ECO Substation should include views of the proposed entrance road,
water tank and proposed loop-in.

Please refer to common response VIS1 regarding adequacy of the Draft EIR/EIS visual simulations.

51.0

D.4 Land Use

D.4.2.3 Pg. 70

Add GP Policy 2.4 Multiple Rural Use 18.

Policy has been added to Section D.4.2.3, County of San Diego Existing General Plan (Land Use
Element).

52.0

D.4 Land Use

Table D-4.7

This table needs mile posts to determine how much of the 138kV Tie Line is
within the Multiple Rural Use (18) area. Update all graphics as well.

Table D.4-7 has been revised in the Final EIR/EIS to clarify how much of the 138 kV transmission line
traverses the Multiple Rural Use (18) General Plan Designation.

53.0

D.4 Land Use

D.4.2.3 Pg. 7091

Update the Plan Policies per comments made in Appendix 7 below.

Plan policies in the Final EIR/EIS have been revised per the County's comments regarding Appendix 7.

54.0

D.4 Land Use

D.4.2.3 Pg. 90

The large Wind Turbine Regulations (6951 ZO) have been updated. A new
Policy and Ordinance Update has been Initiated POD 10-007. This Wind
Ordinance Amendment will propose changes to the existing Wind Turbine
Regulation setback, height, and siting criteria.

The Final EIR/EIS (Section D.4.2.3, County of San Diego Zoning Ordinance) references the County's
intent to update regulations governing large wind turbine systems and notes that an approval date for
the new regulations has not been set. A review of the Interim Wind Ordinance (Ordinance No. 10073)
indicates that the setback requirements and maximum height regulations are the same as currently
established in the existing large wind turbine system regulations.

D.4.3.3 Pgs 105

Impact LU-3: ECO Substation. The East County Substation does not
comply with the General Plan Policies of the Current and Draft General Plan
or Community Plans. See the comments provided in Appendix 7 Below. One
example is that it does not comply with the Policy 2.4 Multiple Rural Use (18)
because there are significant impacts to resources for the ECO Substation.
Revise accordingly.

The Final EIR/EIS has been revised to identify inconsistencies between policies of the Existing General
Plan Land Use Element and the Existing Mountain Empire Subregional Plan and the ECO Substation
Project. However, as discussed in Section D.4.3.3, the County of San Diego has no land use
jurisdiction over the ECO Substation Project and therefore, the project is not required to be consistent
with local planning documents.

D.3 Visual Resources

48.0

50.0

D.3 Visual

D.4 Land Use

55.0

D.4 Land Use
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D.4.3.3 Pgs 106

Impact LU-3: Tule Wind: The portions of the Tule project within County
jurisdiction does not comply with the existing General Plan Policies and the
existing Mountain Empire Subregional Plan. GP MRU-18: It does not comply
with the Policy 2.4 Multiple Rural Use (18) because there are significant
impacts to resources. MESRP Industrial 11: It does not comply with Industrial
Policy 11 because it proposes wind turbines that have significant visual
impacts. The applicant has indicated that they would apply for a Plan
Amendment Authorization in accordance with County Board of Supervisors
Policy I-63, which would authorize a General Plan Amendment. This section
and conclusion needs to be revised based upon this comment. Also see the
comments provided in Appendix 7 below.

The Final EIR/EIS has been revised to identify inconsistencies between policies of the Existing General
Plan Land Use Element and the Existing Mountain Empire Subregional Plan and the Tule Wind
Project. However, as indicated by the County in their comment, Tule Wind LLC is currently seeking a
General Plan Amendment and a Subregional Plan Amendment to rectify identified inconsistencies.
Therefore, if the GPA and Subregional Plan Amendment are approved by the County, the Tule Wind
Project would be consistent with policies of the Existing General Plan Land Use Element and the
Existing Mountain Empire Subregional Plan.

D.4.3.3 Pgs 106

Impact LU-3: Tule Wind: The portions of the Tule project within County
Jurisdiction (Turbines R.1-R-12) does not comply with the Large Wind Turbine
Regulations in Zoning Ordinance Section 6951 because the project does not
meet the setback and height requirements. The applicant has indicated that
they are going to request a Zoning Ordinance Amendment in accordance with
Section 7500 et. al. of the Zoning Ordinance. There are no specifics of the
request, but the applicant has indicated that they will request to modify the
requirements to allow the project as it is proposed. This section and
conclusion needs to be revised based upon this comment. Also see the
comments provided in Appendix 7 below.

The Final EIR/EIS has been revised to identify inconsistencies between regulations governing large
wind turbine development and the proposed Tule Wind Project. However, as indicated by the County in
their comment, Tule Wind LLC is currently seeking a Zoning Ordinance Amendment to rectify identified
inconsistencies. Therefore, if the ZOA is approved by the County, the Tule Wind Project would be
consistent with County's wind turbine regulations.

The Final EIR/EIS has been revised to identify inconsistencies between policies of the Existing General
Plan Land Use Element ESJ Gen-Tie Project However, as indicated by the County in their comment,
Energia Sierra Juarez U.S. Transmission LLC is currently seeking a General Plan Amendment to
rectify identified inconsistency. Therefore, if the GPA is approved by the County, the ESJ Gen-Tie
Project would be consistent with all policies of the Existing General Plan Land Use Element.

58.0

D.4 Land Use

D.4.3.3 Pgs 107

Impact LU-3: ESJ: The ESJ project within County Jurisdiction does not
comply with the existing General Plan Land Use Policy 2.4 Multiple Rural Use
(18) because there are significant impacts to resources. The applicant has
indicated that they would apply for a Plan Amendment Authorization in
accordance with County Board of Supervisors Policy I-63, which would
authorize a General Plan Amendment. This section and conclusion needs to
be revised based upon this comment. Also see the comments provided in
Appendix 7 below.

59.0

D.4 Land Use

D.4.4: to D.4.7
Alternatives Pgs.
108 to 142.

Revise this section for all project alternatives based upon comments made
above about inconsistency between General Plan, Community Plan, and
Zoning Ordinance.

Based on the responses provided above, revisions to Section D.4.4 through Section D.4.7 are not
required. The LU-3 impact analysis for alternatives relies on the LU-3 analysis for the Proposed
PROJECT and therefore, because impact determinations have not been revised in the Final EIR/EIS,
additional revisions to the LU-3 impact analysis for alternatives is not required.

Table 7-2
Page 7-44
and Table 7-3
Pg. 7-76

The portions of the Tule Wind and ESJ US Gen-Tie Projects within the
jurisdiction of the County of San Diego may not be consistent with the existing
General Plan Land Use Element Policy 2.4, specifically the Multiple Rural Use
(18) category. The policy states that, "...development cannot occur unless the
proposed development has been carefully examined to assure that there will
be no significant adverse environmental impacts, erosion and fire problems
will be minimal, and no urban levels of service will be required." The EIR has
identified numerous Class I or significant unavoidable impacts for both
projects including, Visual Resources, Cultural Resources, Noise, Air Quality,
and Wild Land Fire and Fuels Management.

The consistency analysis associated with individual projects (the ECO Substation Project, the Tule
Wind Project, and the ESJ Gen-Tie Project) and existing General Plan Land Use Element Policy 2.4
(Multiple Rural Use (18) designation) presented in Appendix 7 has been revised in the Final EIR/EIS.
While the consistency determination has been revised the impact determination identified in Section
D.4.3.3 of the Final EIR/EIS has not changed. Refer to Appendix 7 analysis for detail.

The Final EIR/EIS has been revised to clarify that a General Plan Amendment would be necessary in
order for the Tule Wind Project to ensure consistency with Existing General Plan Land Use Element
Policy 2.4 (Multiple Rural Use (18) designation) (see Appendix 7 analysis).

The Final EIR/EIS has been revised to clarify that a General Plan Amendment would be necessary in
order for the ESJ Gen-Tie Project to ensure consistency with Existing General Plan Land Use Element
Policy 2.4 (Multiple Rural Use (18) designation) (see Appendix 7 analysis).

Appendix 7

60.0

Appendix 7

61.0

Appendix 7

Table 7-2
Page 7-44

Further analysis should be conducted to determine if the specific Class I
impacts are related to the portions or components of the Tule Wind Project
that are within the County Jurisdictional areas. The specific portion of the
Project subject to the Multiple Rural Use (18) is the 138 kV Generation Tie
Line from a bit north of I-8 to the Boulevard Substation. The County does not
agree that the Project is consistent with the Existing General Plan Policies. A
General Plan Amendment may be required to be consistent

62.0

Appendix 7

Table 7-3
Page 7-76

The portions of the ESJ US Gen-Tie Project within the jurisdiction of the
County of San Diego may need a General Plan Amendment to be consistent
with the Multiple Rural Use (18) category.
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63.0

Appendix 7

Table 7-2 Page
7-44-45

Conservation Element Policy 4 and 6 (X-22): The Groundwater Analysis is
incomplete at this time see comments provided in Section D-12. If the
proposed groundwater extraction from the three wells on Rough Acres do not
supply adequate amount of water, the proposed alternatives of Jacumba
Service District, Live Oak Springs require a Groundwater Extraction Permit
from the County. These permits are not analyzed within this EIR. Revise all
sections of the Appendix 7 accordingly.

64.0

Appendix 7

Table 7-2 and 73

GP Update: Delete Policy LU.6-10 - it is not relevant to the project.

Policy LU.6-10 has been deleted from the text (Section D.4.2.3 and Appendix 7).

Revision (required Groundwater Extraction Permit) has been incorporated into the Final EIR/EIS in
Appendix 7.

Appendix 7

Table 7-2 and 73

GP Update: Add a discussion of Land Use Policies LU.6-8, 6-9 and 18-1.

Draft General Plan Update Land Use Element Policies LU-6.8 and 6.9 have been added to Section
D.4.2.3 in the Final EIR/EIS and are analyzed for consistency in Appendix 7. Draft General Plan
Update Land Use Element Policy LU.18-1 has not been added to Section D.4.2.3 or analyzed for
consistency in Appendix 7. Policy LU-18.1 pertains to the compatibility of civic uses with community
character (civic uses are defined as libraries, small swap meets, farmers markets, etc.) and since the
Proposed PROJECT does not propose new civic uses as defined in the Draft GPU, the policy is not
applicable.

66.0

Appendix 7

Table 7-2 and 73

GP Update: Add a discussion of Conservation Element Policies COS 11-1, 113, 12-1, 12-2, 13-1, 14-10 and 14-11.

Draft General Plan Update General Conservation Element Policies COS-12.1, -14.10 and -14.11 have
been added to Section D.4.2.3 and to Appendix 7 for consistency analysis in the Final EIR/EIS. Draft
General Plan Update General Conservation Element Policies COS-11.1, -11.3, -12.2, and -13.1 were
not added to Section D.4.2.3 and Appendix 7 because these specific policies pertain to the protection
of visual resources. The Proposed Project is analyzed for consistency with applicable visual resource
policies in Appendix 6.

67.0

Appendix 7

Table 7-2 and 73

GP Update: Add a discussion of Safety Element Policies S-3.1, S-3.2, S-3.3,
S-4.1, S-8.2, and S-10.5.

Draft General Plan Safety Element Policies S-3.2, S-4.1, S-8.2, and S-10.5 have been added to Section
D.4.2.3 and to Appendix 7 (for consistency analysis) of the Final EIR/EIS.

68.0

Appendix 7

Table 7-2 page 760 and Table 7-3
page 7-87

GP Update: Delete the discussion of Safety Goal S-4. The analysis should
not have a discussion on individual goals, rather the policies and/or
implementation measures only.

Draft General Plan Safety Element Goal S-4 has been deleted from Section D.4.2.3 and from Appendix
7 in the Final EIR/EIS. Additionally, based on the direction received from the County in this comment,
all goals have been deleted from Section D.4.2.3 and from Appendix 7 in the Final EIR/EIS.

69.0

Appendix 7

Table 7-2 Page
7- 67

Boulevard Community Plan: LU Policy 1.3.2 - the Project is not consistent
with this policy as currently proposed. The Policy is mislabeled in the draft
Plan (1.2.2).

Draft General Plan Update Boulevard Subregional Planning Area Community Plan Policy LU 1.3.2 has
been numbered correctly in Section D.4.2.3 and in Appendix 7 of the Final EIR/EIS and the Tule Wind
Project's (specifically wind turbines located on County jurisdictional lands) inconsistency with the policy
has been identified in Appendix 7.

Appendix 7

Table 7-2 Page
7-68

Boulevard Community Plan: LU Policy 6.1.2 - the Project may not be
consistent with this policy. It needs to be revaluated.

The consistency analysis associated with the Tule Wind Project and Draft General Plan Boulevard
Subregional Planning Area Community Plan Policy LU 6.1.2 has been re-examined in the Final
EIR/EIS. With approval of the pending ZOA to address current inconsistences between the Project and
setback and height regulations of the Zoning Ordinance, the Tule Wind Project (components located on
Count jurisdictional lands) would be consistent with the zoning ordinance and with this community plan
policy.

71.0

Appendix 7

Table 7-2 Page
7-73

Zoning Ordinance 6951: The Tule Project does not comply with the Large
Turbine Regulations within Zoning Ordinance Section 6951. Specifically, the
project does not comply with the maximum turbine height of 80 feet and the
turbine setbacks. An applicant or County initiated ordinance change would
need to be approved to allow for the turbine component of the County portion
of the Tule Wind Project.

The Final EIR/EIS has been revised to identify inconsistencies between regulations governing large
wind turbine development and the proposed Tule Wind Project. However, as indicated by the County in
their comment, Tule Wind LLC is currently seeking a Zoning Ordinance Amendment to rectify identified
inconsistencies. Therefore, if the ZOA is approved by the County, the Tule Wind Project would be
consistent with County's wind turbine regulations.

72.0

Appendix 7

Table 7-2 Page
7-71 and Table 73 Page 7-90

Existing Mountain Empire Subregional Plan: The proposed project may not
comply with the existing Mountain Empire Subregional Plan Policy Industrial
11.0.

See responses to County Section D.4 comments regarding the Proposed PROJECT and potential
inconsistencies with Existing Mountain Empire Subregional Plan Industrial Policy 11.

65.0

70.0

D.5 Wilderness and Recreation
73.0
D.6 Agriculture
74.0

No Further Comments
No Further Comments

D.7 Cultural and Paleo Resources
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75.0

Section

D.7

Cultural

Subsection

General
Comment

Comment or Issue

All sites must be tested for significance and the analysis must be provided in
the EIS/EIR. Any Sites located within the jurisdiction of the County of San
Diego must comply with the Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO) and
CEQA. It is not adequate to provide preliminary assessments. Significance
assessments cannot be made based solely on surface expression. In
addition, impact determinations and proposed mitigation must be included in
the discussion.

Comment Notes

MAJOR ISSUE: DEFERRAL OF ANALYSIS

Page 11 of 32

Response

Assessment of archaeological site significance in the Draft EIR/EIS in Section D.7.2.2. considered
criteria identified in Guidelines Section CEQA Statutes Section 21083.2(g) and
15164.5. These CEQA Guidelines do not dictate the extent of investigation required to make a
determination of a resource's potential significance. The Draft EIR/EIS characterizes the ability of
archaeological sites to address the significance criteria stated in Section 21083.2(g) and
15164.5 based on an exhaustive description of density and variability surface artifacts, and
comparison of the site to known the characteristics of well-developed type sites in the project vicinity.
Conservative determinations regarding potential site significance are made- the only site types...

...that are considered not eligible for listing on the NRHP and CRHR are those that clearly cannot fulfill
significance criteria such as 15164.5 (D). Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, important information
in prehistory or history: . For example, CA-SDI-19618, -19619, -19621, and -19622 surface artifacts
suggest that they do not have subsurface depth or represent more than an isolated, ephemeral
prehistoric occupation (Engineering-Environmental Management, Inc. 2010). These sites therefore do
not appear potentially eligible for listing on the NRHP as a “historic property” and CRHR as “historical
resource” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5) under Criterion D, because the sites are not “likely to
yield information important to prehistory or history.” ...

...The sites would not be a “unique archaeological resource” as defined by CEQA Statutes Section
21083.2(g), because they do not contain information needed to answer important scientific questions.
Therefore, the sites are not considered potentially significant cultural resources.

76.0

D.7

Cultural

General
Comment

Provide trinomials for all archaeological sites.

Trinomials are listed except for those sites that have not been assigned the designation from the South
Coastal Information Center, CHRIS, San Diego State University

The mitigation measures for cultural resources should be revised to require a
Native American monitor at culturally sensitive locations and during ground
disturbing activities.

Draft EIR/EIS Mitigation Measure CUL-1A states, "A Native American monitor may be required at
culturally sensitive locations specified by the lead agency following government-to-government
consultation with Native American tribes. The monitoring plan in the CRTP shall indicate the locations
where Native American monitors shall be required and shall specify the tribal affiliation of the required
Native American monitor for each location." Therefore, the decision to include a Native American
monitor would result from requests made during consultation with affected tribes.

77.0

D.7

Cultural

General
Comment

78.0

D.7

Cultural

General
Comment

All Native American consultation should take place prior to the finalization of
the EIR so that it can be determined whether TCPs will be impacted or
avoided by the proposed project.

If Native American consultation is not concluded prior to the finalization of the Final EIR/EIS, the
unavoidable adverse impact finding (Class I) shall remain.

Page D.7-13,
Paragraph 1

Page D.7-13 does not make sense as it states that CA-SDI-6115 was
relocated and then states further on "because no evidence of prehistoric
activity was observed, the two previously recorded archaeological sites CASDI-2720 and CA-SDI-6511 are not considered historic resources". Indicate
what resources for CA-SDI-6155 were relocated in the field (e.g.. the lithic and
ceramic scatters) and how the determination of it not being considered historic
resources was established. Otherwise, perhaps the first sentence is a
typographical error and the paragraph should state that CA-SDI-6115 was
NOT relocated. Please correct as appropriate.

The Final EIR/EIS text has been revised to clarify that no evidence of CA-SDI-2720 was observed, and
that CA-SDI-6115 was relocated; however, no specific agave roasting pits were observed, only a
sparse prehistoric ceramic and stone tool flake scatter. Because no evidence of prehistoric activity was
observed at CA-SDI-2720 and only sparse remains were rerecorded at CA-SDI-6115, the two
previously recorded archaeological sites CA-SDI-2720 and CA-SDI-6115 are not considered “historic
resources,” pursuant to NRHP and CRHR eligibility criteria.

Page D.7-17

Page D.7-17 states that "five new sites and three isolates were identified
during the current field survey" which are listed in Table D.7-4. Table D.7-4
only includes four sites (CA-SDI-19066, CA-SDI-19068, CA-SDI-19069, and
CA-SDI-19070) and three isolates (P-37-0129818, P-37-030190, P-37-03091).
Please revise the information in Table D.7-4 to include the one missing site
(presumably CA-SDI-19067)

Information on CA-SDI-19067 has been added to Final EIR/EIS Table D.7-4

79.0

80.0

D.7

D.7

Cultural

Cultural
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Comment Notes

Page 12 of 32

Response

81.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-19

Page D.7-19 states that site CA-SDI-7063 contains a rock shelter, however,
the eligibility evaluation indicates that "based on the extremely sparse nature
of the artifact scatters noted at the previously listed sites, it is likely that these
prehistoric sites are not potentially eligible for listing on the NRHP and
CRHR." The County disagrees with this statement for site CA-SDI-7063 as
rock shelters are not a common resource found in San Diego County and are
potentially very significant and often sacred to local Native American tribes.
The County believes that site CA-SDI-7063 is considered a significant historic
property under NRHP and a significant historic resource under CEQA. The
site is also likely a "unique" archaeological resource as defined by CEQA.
Further review of this resource is needed in the EIR and appropriate mitigation
provided to account for project impacts to this significant site.

82.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-21

Page D.7-21 states that a total of 39 previously recorded sites were found
within the 2008 ROW and the updated record search resulted in an additional
seven sites within the APE in 2009 (totaling 46 sites). Table D.7-5 shows 47
archaeological sites. Please correct this discrepancy in the data.

The Final EIR/EIS text has been revised to state that "the search identified a total of 40 previously
recorded archaeological sites within the 2008 ROW."

Page D.7-25

Page D.7-25 indicates that there are 102 total new sites indentified within the
ROW and APE for the Tule Wind Project and then states that they are listed in
Table D.7-6. Table D.7-6 indicates that there are 108 new resources. Please
correct this discrepancy in the data.

The Final EIR/EIS text has been revised to include the results of systematic archaeological surveys
throughout the balance of the Tule Wind Project APE. The revised text states: "A total of 108 new
sites were identified as a result of the records search and additional intensive archaeological survey.
The remaining areas within the APE that had not been systematically surveyed prior to issuance of the
Draft EIR/EIS were investigated in 2010 (ASM 2011)....

83.0

D.7

Cultural

The EIR/EIS preparer concurs that CA-SDI-7063 is potentially eligible for listing on the NRHP and
CRHR based on characteristics noted on the ground surface, including the rock shelter.

...The supplemental Class III survey identified 64 new cultural sites, and 91 isolated finds. A total of
177 cultural sites have been recorded in the Tule Wind Project APE, and 43 in the Class II sample
survey.

84.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-25

Table D.7-6 has no data under column "Potential Eligibility NRHP Status" for
site CA-SDI-19851. Revise the table and any sections that use this
information for data analysis.

CA-SDI-19851 is a lithic scatter that is considered, based on the absence of subsurface deposits, to be
likely ineligible for listing on the NRHR and CRHR.

85.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-25

Table D.7-6 has several temporary numbers (e.g. Tule-BC-01) rather than
trinomial numbers. Please revise the table to include the trinomial numbers
given when submitted to SCIC and associated text.

Permanent trinomial numbers have not been assigned by SCIC.

86.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-31

Page D.7-31, first paragraph, remove the term "aboriginal."

"Aboriginal" has been deleted.

87.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-31

Page D.7-31, remove "historic petro glyph" and replace with "historic carving."

"petroglyph" has been revised to state "rock carving."

88.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-31,
paragraph 2

Revise the data as follows: Twelve of these are prehistoric sites (either large
or small campsites); one is historic-period Highway 80, one contains both
prehistoric and historic components; and one is a historic home site. Also
indicate what site CA-SDI-6119 is in this discussion as it is not included in
Table D.7-8.

"Thirteen of these sites…" has been changed to "Twelve of these sites…" The Draft EIR/EIS states
that CA-SDI-6119 has been determined by testing to not be eligible for listing on the NRHR and CRHR.

89.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-32,
last paragraph

Revise the data as follows: Of the sixteen previously unrecorded cultural
resources, seven were lithic reduction areas (one had a ceramic shard
associated with it), two were lithic scatters, one was a ceramic scatter, and
there were six isolates (ceramic and lithic).

Changes have been made consistent with the comment.

90.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-32,
last paragraph

Revise the following sentence, "The remaining five newly recorded sites
within the ESJ Gen-Tie APE, CA-SDI-19480, -19484, -19485, -19486, -19489,
have not been evaluated for their eligibility…"

Changes have been made consistent with the comment.

91.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-33

Table D.7-8 does not include site CA-SDI-6119 which according to Page D.751 will be directly impacted by the proposed project. Revise the table to
include CA-SDI-6119 and any associated text.

Changes have been made consistent with the comment.
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Response

92.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-34,
first paragraph

Revise the following sentence, "Additionally, the sites are potentially "unique"
archaeological resources…"

The Final EIR/EIS has been revised to state: "Additionally, the sites are not “unique” archaeological
resources as defined by CEQA Statutes Section 21083.2(g), because they may do not contain
information needed to answer important scientific questions; there may be is not demonstrable public
interest in that information; and they may or not be directly associated with a scientifically recognized,
important prehistoric event.

93.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-51

Page D.7-51, include information regarding the County of San Diego
Guidelines for Determining Significance- Cultural Resources in this section.

As the County of San Diego is not Lead Agency Under CEQA, the County of San Diego Guidelines for
Determining Significance- Cultural Resources are not addressed.

94.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-57,
first full
paragraph

It is unclear if CA-SDI-6115 was relocated or not (see previous comment). If it
was relocated then there should be nine prehistoric sites listed within the ECO
Substation Project.

The Final EIR/EIS has been revised to state: "CA-SDI-6115 was relocated; however, no specific agave
roasting pits were observed, only a sparse prehistoric ceramic and stone tool flake scatter."

CA-SDI-7011H is not recorded in the vicinity of the proposed ECO Substation. Rather, it is located
over 250 feet south of the proposed 138kV Transmission Line. The distance of the placement of the
138kV Transmission Line would preclude any substantial change to the setting that may potentially
contribute to the site's NRHP and CRHP listing eligibility.

95.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-57,
third paragraph

The County does not agree with the analysis that there would be no indirect
impact to the potentially significant, early twentieth century homestead,
historic well, and corral with associated artifacts (CA-SDI-7011H). The
introduction of a Substation in this area would change the original setting that
may add to the significance of the site. This section should be revised to state
that there is a potential impact and mitigation must be proposed.

96.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-59,
second
paragraph

The County recommends that MM CUL-1B be revised to include that a Native
American monitor also be present during all ground disturbing activities at all
cultural resource ESAs.

The Draft EIR/EIS Mitigation Measure CUL-1A states, "A Native American monitor may be required at
culturally sensitive locations specified by the lead agency following government-to-government
consultation with Native American tribes." Therefore, the results of tribal consultation would dictate
those circumstances where Native American monitors would be present during construction.

The first sentence states that there are 22 archaeological sites within the
presently surveyed project APE and 10 within the ROW that may be
determined eligible. It is unclear where these numbers came from as Table
D.7-6 indicates 15 archaeological sites within the APE that are eligible and 10
within the ROW that may be eligible. Please clarify.

Table D.7-6 has been revised to reflect supplemental Class III archaeological survey results. This has
resulted in 25 archaeological sites recorded within the Tule Wind APE that are considered potentially
eligible for NRHP and CRHR listing.

97.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-60,
last paragraph,
first sentence

98.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-60

This section should evaluate the effects of the eight archaeological sites
identified in Table D.7-7, page D.7-32 for the Sunrise-Powerlink Transmission
Line Project, which overlaps with Tule Wind project.

Table D.7-7 has been revised to include potential NRHP- and CRHR eligibility determinations
completed as part of the Tule Wind archaeological project investigations (ASM 2010, 2011). The
seven sites were included in Table D.7-6 in the Draft DEIR/EIS, and considered under the Tule Wind
project setting, impacts, and mitigations.

It is unclear what is meant by the "remaining 10 sites within the project APE
have not been formally tested." The information in Table D.7-8 indicates that
there are 10 archaeological sites (plus CA-SDI-6119 which has been
inadvertently left out of the table) and six isolates which total 16 resources.
Since the previous paragraph discussed four sites, the remaining sites should
equal 7 not 10. Please correct this in discrepancy in the data.

The Final EIR/EIS has been updated with the results of supplemental Class III surveying. Text has
been revised to reflect these data.

This section does not include the potentially significant early twentieth-century
homestead, CA-SDI-7011H, historic well and corral identified within the ECO
Substation project (discussed on Page D.7-19). This resource must be
discussed in this section as a potentially adverse impact to a significant
historic architectural (built environmental) resource.

The Final EIR/EIS Table D.7-3 has been revised to correct incomplete site description for CA-SDI7011H. According to the Class III archaeological survey report (ASM 2010), CA-SDI-7011H is located
200 feet outside of the proposed 138 kV Line.

99.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-61,
last paragraph

100.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-68,
first paragraph

While the proximity of the 138 kV transmission line to the these residential buildings
constitutes a visual intrusion on their viewsheds, the viewshed is not a characteristic that
contributes to the buildings’ eligibility for NRHP or CRHR listing, and the visual intrusion does
not constitute an adverse effect under 36 CFR 800 or a significant visual impact under CEQA.
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Response

101.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-68,
first paragraph

The County does not agree with the statement that the replacement of the
wooden poles with higher steel transmission poles would not change the
character of the San Diego and Arizona Railroad and Old Highway 80, would
not result in a substantial change in the historical significance pursuant to
CEQA, nor create a visual impact to the existing setting. Discuss the age of
the wooden poles and whether they are associated with the potentially historic
resources. If of the same age as the roadway or railroad, the wooden poles
may be contributing elements to the significance of the railroad and highway
historic character and would need to be evaluated further as a potential impact
to these if they were to be removed since they contribute to the historic
setting.

102.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-76

Table D.7-10 should identify ECO-CUL 4 as a Class II or I impact based on
the evaluation of impacts to the potentially historic house, well and corral (CASDI-7011H) and segments of Old Highway 80 and San Diego and Arizona
Railroad.

Please see response to comment 101 in the matrix.

The Final EIR/EIS text has been revised in this case to refer exclusively to CA-SDI-6119.

The Final EIR/EIS text has been refined to clarify the basis for conclusions that removal of wooden
poles and replacement with metal would be complementary to the existing metal transmission towers.
The significance of the San Diego and Arizona Railroad and Old Highway 80 are based on their
individual building materials relative to when they were constructed, rather than surrounding built
environment including the transmission towers.

103.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-78

Revise the following sentence, "Additionally the site is not a unique
archaeological resource as defined by CEQA Statutes Section 21083.2(g),
because they do not contain information needed to answer important scientific
questions; there is no demonstrable public interest in that information; and
they are not directly associated with a scientifically recognized, important
prehistoric event."

104.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-78,
paragraph 3

Include the primary numbers for the four historic period archaeological
isolates.

The project technical report does not provide primary numbers for the isolates. The Final EIR/EIS
includes the temporary designations ISO-1 through ISO-4.

Cultural

Page D.7-79,
last paragraph

The County believes that this alternative would be less impactive to the built
environment since the undergrounding of the lines would not impact the
setting of the potentially historic house, well and corral (CA-SDI-7011H) and
segments of Old Highway 80 and San Diego and Arizona Railroad. The
setting may be a contributing factor in the significance of these resources.

Please see response to comment 101 in the matrix. The surrounding transmission towers are not
contributing elements to the NRHP and CRHR eligibility of an Diego and Arizona Railroad and Old
Highway 80.

Page D.7-82,
Impact CUL-4

The County does not agree with the conclusion that the modern project
elements would not introduce long-term indirect visual impacts that would
materially alter the roadway, railroad, and historic house (CA-SDI-7011H) or
that it would not alter its historical significance or eligibility for inclusion in the
NRHP or CRHR. Please revise this analysis to substantiate these claims
since the setting would be altered which may be a contributing factor in the
significance of these resources.

Please see response to comment 101 in the matrix.

This impact determination indicates that removal of the transmission towers and lines would reduce
impacts on the view shed caused by these incursions in the landscape. Replacement of wooden poles
within metal poles would have no affect on the existing massing of the towers and power lines that are
visible from both transportation corridors. No change to the Final EIR/EIS is necessary.

This reference to CA-SDI-19001/19003 has been included in the Final EIR/EIS.

105.0

106.0

D.7

D.7

Cultural

107.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-83,
Impact CUL-4

Impact CUL-4 states that the undergrounding would remove current visual
impacts to the railroad and Old Highway 80 by removing poles and lines. This
section is counter to the previous information in the EIR on Pages D.7-79 and
D.7-82 which states that there are no visual impacts from the poles and lines
(current or proposed). The County agrees with the analysis in this section and
believes that the other sections should be revised to discuss the visual impact
on the setting of these historic resources.

108.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-89,
Impact CUL-1

Include the trinomial for the habitation site described in this paragraph.
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A portion of the ECO 138 kV Transmission line cuts across a dedicated
County Open Space Easement (Recorded # 82-355323) along Mile Posts 6
and 7 on parcel numbers 659-110-20 and 659-110-19. The open space
easement is for the protection of sensitive cultural resources. The DEIR/EIS
should address the environmental analysis and mitigation that is required in
order for SDG&E or the County to avoid and vacate the openspace easement
for the portions of the 138kV line encroachment. As discussed in a meeting
with representatives for SDG&E on November 30, 2010, the open space
easement for CA-SDI-7009, might be impacted by the proposed ECO project.
It was decided by SDG&E archaeologist Susan Hector that the easement did
not encompass the entire archaeological site and that the open space
easement (owned by the County of San Diego) should be enlarged to include
the outside significant portions. This information was not included in the DEIR
and must be discussed in further detail as a mitigation measure. In addition,
a discussion of site CA-SDI-7009 has not been included in the entire DEIR
and is a site that will be impacted by the ECO project.

Refer to response to comment 34.1, above.

109.0

D.7

Cultural

110.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-91,
Impact CUL-1

Include the trinomial for the habitation site described in this paragraph.

Impact CUL-1 in Section D.7.5.4 has been revised to state, "This alternative has a habitation site (CASDI-19001/19003) located along the alternative transmission line alignment, south of I-8. "

111.0

D.7

Cultural

Page D.7-95 and
D.7-97, Impact
CUL-4

This impact is incorrectly analyzed as historic artifacts are considered historic
archaeology and not part of the built environment as Impact CUL-4 is
discussing. Impacts to historic artifacts must be analyzed under CUL-1
throughout the document.

The Final EIR/EIS has been revised to state the following for Impact CUL-4, ESJ Gen-Tie Project: No
historic architectural structures are recorded within the ESJ Gen-Tie APE. Therefore, no impact on
historic-period structural resources would result (No Impact). This revision is referenced throughout
the document.

112.0

D.7

Cultural

Page F-87,
second to last
paragraph

Include the historic house (CA-SDI-7011H) in this discussion.

The Final EIR/EIS has been revised to include the trinomial CA-SDI-7011 H to the description of the "
potentially significant early twentieth century homestead" under Impact CUL-1 for the ECO Substation
Project.

The entire site for ESJ was surveyed and the sites were tested for
significance. The ESJ Section needs to be changed to reflect this. A
discussion of the significance of the sites for RPO needs to be discussed as
evaluated in the report prepared by EDAW (AECOM).

The Draft EIR/EIS section D.7.1.2 Record Search and Survey Results describes that sites in the ESJ
corridor have been tested . "Excavations at CA-SDI-6119, -19488, -19490, -19492, -19493, and -19494
have determined that they are not eligible for listing on the NRHP as an “historic property” and listing
on the CRHR as “historic resource,” or the testing has exhausted their research potential (EDAW
2010.)...The remaining five newly recorded sites within the ESJ Gen-Tie APE, CA-SDI-19480, -19484, 19485, -19486, -19489 have been evaluated for their NRHP eligibility as “historic properties” and
CRHR eligibility as “historic resources” (EDAW, Inc. 2010). Therefore, they are considered potentially
eligible for listing on the NRHP and CRHR (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5) under Criterion D,
because the sites are “likely to yield information important to prehistory or history.”

MAJOR ISSUE: DEFERRAL OF ANALYSIS

The Final EIR/EIS has been revised to incorporate results of the AECOM 2011 ASR for the Energia
Sierra Juarez U.S. Major Use Water Extraction Permit provided by the County of San Diego in their
comment on the Draft EIR/EIS. The two identified cultural resources CA-SDI-4455 and P-37-024023
are identified in Table D.7-8 and discussion, and Impact CUL-1, CUl-2, and CUL-4 for the ESJ GenTie Project. The intensive survey of the APE within the vicinity of CA-SDAI-4455 did not identify any
cultural resources associated with the village of Hacum. Subsurface testing would be conducted as an
element of the MOA to verify the absence of cultural remains. Any potential adverse impacts shall be
avoided pursuant to Mitigation Measure CUL-1. This can be achieved, for example by placement of
protective geotextile grid and sterile fill soils within the access road.

113.0

D.7

Cultural

Pg 7-26

CD.7 Cultural Specific to ESJ Water Extraction Site P10-014

114.0

D.7 Cultural

Comment 1: ESJ
H2O Permit 10014

The EIR must include the two identified cultural resources CA-SDI-4455 and P37-024023 that are within the MUP Water Extraction Permit area. See
Cultural Resource report prepared by AECOM Stacey Jordan dated February
2011. These resources must be reviewed for evaluation under the County’s
Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO). The County believes that CA-SDI4455 (the village of Hacum) is considered a “unique resource” that is
significant under RPO. As such, the site must be avoided. Also, the EIR
should indicate that the site should not be used as a staging area due to the
high sensitivity of cultural resources in the area.

115.0

D.7 Cultural

Comment 2: ESJ
H2O Permit 10014

The EIR must analyze sites SDI-4455 and P-37-024023 and determine if
impacts will occur from the MUP Water Extraction Permit operations.

MAJOR ISSUE: DEFERRAL OF ANALYSIS

Please refer to response to comment 114, above.

As previously requested, the Final EIR/EIS must include analysis addressing
High and Low Frequency Noise Sources (dBC weighted noise analysis) as
provided below in Table 4 from the County of San Diego Draft Noise
Guidelines. This analysis must included in order to accurately determine if the
project would cause a substantial permanent or periodic increase ambient
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project.
There is sufficient evidence in the field of Noise that a dBC weighted noise
measurement exists with Wind Turbines. This potential noise pollution needs
to be analyzed to determine if it would affect adjacent or nearby property
owners. The DEIR/EIS fails to analyze the project noise impacts in
accordance with the CEQA Appendix G Noise section XII.c and d)

MAJOR ISSUE: DEFERRAL OF ANALYSIS - C
WEIGHTED NOISE ANALYSIS

Please refer to common response NOI2, regarding analysis of audible and inaudible sound, common
response INT2, regarding the general adequacy of the Draft EIR/EIS, and common response INT3,
regarding mitigation measure deferral.

D.8 Noise

116.0

NOISE
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117.0

Section

D.8.3.3 Impact
Analysis

Subsection

See location in
Figure B-22."

Comment or Issue

Comment Notes

Page 16 of 32

Response

Tule Wind: The concrete batch plant would be subject to the sound level
limits within County Code section 36.404 because it is not considered a
temporary operation (e.g. it will operate for more than three months).

As noted in Table D.8-8, Noise Level Results for Construction and Batch Plant Operations,
sound levels anticipated to be generated by operation of the concrete batch were modeled
and included in the Impact NOI-1 analysis for the Tule Wind Project. There is not a 3month time period adopted within the County Code for construction activities, and the batch
plant is a temporary construction activity which is exempt from Section 36.404 of the County
Code.

MAJOR ISSUE: CEQA FINDINGS/CLASS I
IMPACTS

Please refer to common response INT2, regarding general adequacy of the Draft EIR/EIS.
In addition, Section D.8.3.3 Impact NOI-1 (ECO Substation Project - ECO Substation)
states that "the property line of the nearest residence would be approximately 500 feet
southwest of the site." While a map of this location is not provided in Section D.8, a map
has been provided in Section D.4, Land Use. The Class I impact determination for this
residence is contained with the noise impact analysis pertaining solely to consistency with
the County Noise Ordinance and Section 36.408 is the only section referenced in this
discussion. As discussed in Section B, Project Description of the EIR/EIS, construction
activities associated with the Tule Wind Project are expected to occur between 7:00 a.m.
and 7:00 p.m., Monday through Saturday, but may involve extended hours as needed to
complete certain construction activities. If construction for the Tule Wind Project occurs
outside of the hours permitted by the County of San Diego, the applicant would follow
established protocol and seek a variance from the County's noise requirements consistent
with County Code Section 36.423. The applicant would also provide advanced notice to
property owners within 300 feet of planned construction activities, which would include
information regarding the start and completion dates of construction, and the hours of
construction. In addition, implementation of APM TULE-NOI-4 would further minimize noise
impacts associated with construction of the Tule Wind Project. If a variance from the
County's approved construction hours cannot be obtained from the County, construction of
the Tule Wind Project would not occur outside the normal hours of construction.

MAJOR ISSUE: CEQA FINDINGS/CLASS I
IMPACTS

General areas or exact locations will be identified by results of a geotechnical investigation.
Therefore, because the locations of blasting areas are unknown at this time, the impact is
conservatively considered a significant impact.

118.0

D.8.3.3 Impact
Analysis

Page D.8-18,
section ECO
Substation

Nighttime construction would result in a significant and unmitigated noise
impact. To further support this identified construction noise impact; please
show the specific area(s) of noise impact on a figure illustration. Additionally,
state that the noise impact is for the operation of construction equipment
during night time hour which is not in compliance with Section 36.408 within
the County Noise Ordinance. Applicants have stated that locations of
nighttime construction activities are unknown; however, additional information
is required to disclose the "worst-case scenario" and to substantiate the
significant and unmitigated impact. Pursuant to CEQA, it is not adequate to
simply state construction activities cannot be mapped and conclude the
impact to be unmitigable. Please see previous County comment number X
which further explains required information for all Class I, significant and
unmitigated impacts.

119.0

D.8.3.3 Impact
Analysis

D.8.3.3 Impact
Analysis

Rather than identifying NOI-1 for blasting as a significant impact, calculations
should demonstrate that blasting activities are in compliance with existing
regulations (Sections 36.409 and 36.410).

Page D.8-24,
last paragraph

Identify and label the locations of the construction noise impacted boundary
lines. Show this in a figure illustration to further support the results on Table
D.8-7.

A reference to Table 5, Construction Traffic Noise Summary, of the revised Draft Noise
Analysis Report, has been incorporated into the Final EIR/EIS. The residences (Home ID)
listed in Table 5 correspond to the residences (and property boundary) depicted on Figure 5
of the Draft Noise Analysis Report. The residences and boundary lines also correspond to
the residences listed in Table D.8-8, Noise Level Results for Construction and Batch Plant
Operations, in Section D.8 Noise of the EIR/EIS.

Please refer to comment 120.0, above. The locations where portable noise barriers are
proposed are listed in Table 21, Barrier Reduction Results, of the Draft Noise Analysis
Report (HDR 2011). The residences listed correspond to those depicted on Figure 5 of the
same report. Additional analysis including the consideration of time constraints to further
reduce noise levels anticipated at impacted residences, is included in Table 22, Barrier
Reduction and Time Constraint Results, of the Draft Noise Analysis Report.

120.0

D.8.3.3 Impact
Analysis

121.0

D.8.3.3 Impact
Analysis

Page D.8-26

MM NOI-2, please identify and label the locations of the affected legally
occupied properties. Show the locations where portable noise barriers are
required. Quantifiable data is required to support the recommended noise
mitigation measures and to justify whether noise levels could be further
reduced. CPUC Response: "Table D.8-7 has the noise levels, the HDR noise
report has a figure showing locations of homes. Locations of where barriers
will be needed are not provided at this time." While the applicants have
indicated barrier locations can not be provided at this time, quantifiable data is
required to demonstrate the adequacy of mitigation measures. The document
must go further and indicate locations that barriers will be required, or update
the mitigation measures with the locations or planned areas.

124.0

D.8.3.3 Impact
Analysis

Page D.8-11,
Table D.8-4

Revise table to be consistent with the most up-to-date County Noise
Ordinance, section 36.404. S88 as shown within the DEIR Table D.8-4 must
be revised. Table D.8-4 must be revised to be consistent with Table 36.404
within the County Noise Ordinance. Please remove S88 from Table D.8-4

MAJOR ISSUE: CEQA FINDINGS/MM
RATIONALE

Table D.8-4 has been revised in the Final EIR/EIS.
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Response

125.0

D.8.3.3 Impact
Analysis

Include a noise evaluation for proposed sonic detecting and ranging unit
(SODAR). These units depending upon manufacture make a noise that can
exceed 89 dB. Provide quantitative data that shows this proposed noise
generating unit complies with the County Noise Ordinance, Section 36.404.

The noise analysis pertaining to operation of the SODAR units has been incorporated into
the Final EIR/EIS. As stated in Section D.8 (as well as in the Draft Noise Analysis Report
(HDR 2011), noise modeling indicates that no noise impacts are predicted to occur due to
SODAR noise. The Draft Noise Analysis Report (HDR 2011) provides an analysis of projectrelated sound including the SODAR unit. The nearest residential property boundary is
located approximately 4,500 feet from the proposed SODAR unit. The calculated noise
contribution from the SODAR unit is less than 0 dB(A) on an hourly Leq basis at all
residential property boundaries. This means that the sound levels from the SODAR
experienced at residences are low enough that they fall below the reference pressure level
used in calculating dB. Therefore, no noise impacts are predicted to occur due to SODAR
noise. Please refer to Section 3.2 and Appendix B of the draft sound study for additional
details concerning the SODAR sound emissions and modeling.

126.0

D.8.3.3 Impact
Analysis

Include the following reference Table 4, which is an excerpt from the draft
County Noise Guidelines:

Since the referenced County Draft guidelines for low frequency noise are not yet adopted,
this table has not been included in the Final EIR/EIS.

Please update this section to include the current references for Audible Noise
Performance for the Construction Activities Associated with the Energia Sierra
Juárez U.S. Gen-Tie Project and the Tule Wind Project Draft Noise Analysis
Report dates are not consistent most available version. Please revised
accordingly.

The comment is noted and the suggested revision (for the Tule Wind Draft Analysis Report)
has been incorporated into the Final EIR/EIS. The ESJ noise analysis referenced by the
commenter pertaining to construction activities associated with alternatives to the ESJ GenTie project. This information would only be applicable to project alternatives and Section D.8
of the Draft EIR/EIS concludes that noise impacts associated with construction of
alternatives would be similar to the proposed ESJ Gen-Tie Project. Therefore, as the Draft
EIR/EIS does not reference this report (the information is not provided in Section D.8), the
suggested revision to the Final EIR/EIS is not necessary. The report is however available
for review at the CPUC project website:
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/dudek/ecosub/ESJ_TS.htm

127.0

EIR, Section
D.8.10

Section D.8.10,
page D.8-59
References.
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Comment Number

Section

Response

128.0

EIR, Section
D.8.11

Table D.8-4

Include the subsection (c) from Table 36.404, County Noise Ordinance. This
subsection specifically describes the applicable sound level limits for an S88
zone.

Suggested revisions have been incorporated into the Final EIR/EIS.

129.0

EIR, Section
D.8.12

Section D.8.3.3.
page D.8-32

Under Impact NOI-3, Tule Wind Project Section, the last paragraph (that
begins with "In the analysis. . ."), please include a discussion that describes
the requirements for "High or Low Frequency Noise (C-weighted
requirements)" as referenced within the Table 4 above.

Please refer to common response NOI2 regarding the appropriateness of A-weighted noise
measurements.

130.0

EIR, Section
D.8.13

Section D.8.3.3.
page D.8-32

Under Impact NOI-3, Tule Wind Project Section, Table D.8-9, please revise
this table to include a new column with values for Noise level Leq dBA.

The comment is noted and will be included in the proposed record and considered during
project deliberation.

1.2, D.9-7, 2nd
paragraph, 2st
sentence

"County of San Diego Draft General Plan Mountain Empire Mobility Network" Please Refer to County Bicycle Transportation Plan:
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/docs/Bicycle_Transportation_Plan.pdf. Also,
please remove all references to the City of San Diego's plan.

In response to this comment, Section D.9.1.2 has been revised to include reference to the County of
San Diego Bicycle Transportation Plan and City of San Diego plan references have been removed.

MM TRA-1

A conceptual traffic control plan is necessary to address the feasibility of MM
TR-1. The plan could be an appendix to the EIR/EIS or Traffic Study. It
should address each project component with a diagram of the access routes
that the construction traffic would be expected. Nodes of use should be
marked such as parking areas and staging areas. Possible road closures and
lane closure should be noted. The plan should present a list of measures
designed to minimize traffic impacts during construction specific to each
project component. The project will be required to apply for a County of San
Diego Traffic Control Permit (TCP) for work within or near County ROWs
where traffic operations may be affected. A construction and/or
encroachment permit may also be required. The TCP will likely include a
Traffic Control Plan with traffic measures and details that will be implemented
to ensure that traffic operations on public roads (including motorists,
pedestrians and bicyclists) during construction are adequately addressed, and
may exceed measures found in standard government manuals for traffic
control.

MAJOR ISSUE: MITIGATION DEFERRAL

Mitigation Measure TRA-1 is not considered mitigation deferral as a traffic control plan, which would
include all measures denoted in MM TRA-1, would be implemented for all components of the Proposed
PROJECT. Please refer to common response INT3, regarding deferral of mitigation.

MAJOR ISSUE: MITIGATION DEFFERAL

See response to comment above regarding Mitigation Measure TRA-1 above. Please refer to
common response INT3, regarding deferral of mitigation.

D.9 Transportation and Traffic

131.0

132.0

D.9
Transportation
and Traffic

D.9
Transportation
and Traffic

133.0

D.9
Transportation
and Traffic

MM TRA-2

During construction, road closures should be avoided to the extent possible
and all measures should be taken to avoid closure of a County Circulation
Element (CE) road. The conceptual Traffic Control Plan prepared for the
EIR/EIS must identify if the construction plan includes any road closures and
what traffic measures are need to allow traffic to pass. The impacts of detour
routes and closures should be addressed in the EIR/EIS. If CE roads are
proposed for closure, a detour route shall be identified and the environmental
effects impacts of the detour assessed, including the amount of traffic that will
be diverted onto the detour route, the duration and time frame in which the
closure would take place.

134.0

D.9
Transportation
and Traffic

Page D.9-87,
References

LLG (Linscott, Law, and Greenspan Engineers) 2010 should refer to the most
recent study, “Full Traffic Impact Study for the Tule Wind Project (MUP 09019), September 13, 2010". This study was received and reviewed by the
County of San Diego.

In response to this comment, all references to the LLG Traffic Impact Study have been updated to
reflect the most recent study conducted in February of 2011.

Full Traffic Impact Study for the Tule Wind Project (LLG 2010)
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D.9
Transportation
and Traffic

Subsection

Comment or Issue

Comment Notes
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Response

This comment is noted. Please refer to common response INT4. Additionally, each section of the
EIR/EIS lists references used in the preparation of that section, including the studies used to support
the analysis and conclusions presented in the EIR/EIS. The referenced sections provide all studies
used as reference and background material within the analysis of each applicable section of the
EIR/EIS. All important data or material was incorporated directly into the analysis of the EIR/EIS. No
additional information from the reports is relied upon for the analysis or conclusions aside from the
specific discussion within the Draft EIR/EIS or what was included within the appendices. The EIR/EIS
includes summarized technical data pursuant to Section 15147 of the CEQA Guidelines, and provides
sufficient material “to permit full assessment of significant environmental impacts by reviewing
agencies and members of the public.” Any reports associated with highly technical analysis were made
available for public review as described in Section A.6.1, Incorporation by Reference, of the EIR/EIS.
As indicated in Section A.6.1, these documents are available on the CPUC’s project websites:
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/dudek/ECOSUB/ECOSUB.htm
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/aspen/sunrise/sunrise.htm
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/Environment/info/aspen/sunrise/toc-rdeir.htm.
In addition, the BLM’s project website provides a link to the CPUC’s website, which includes project
documentation:
http://www.blm.gov/ca/st/en/fo/elcentro/nepa/tule.html,. .
Material that is not of such a nature and could be summarized in the EIR/EIS was not included in the
appendices. Additional material cited in the reference section at the end of each impact category
included material utilized as source documents, which can be cited to pursuant to CEQA Guidelines,
Section 15148, and are not required to be included in the EIR/EIS.

The Transportation Planning Section of the Department of Public Works has
reviewed the Full Traffic Impact Study for the Tule Wind Project (MUP 09-019)
Full Traffic Impact
dated September 13, 2010 and prepared by Linscott, Law, and Greenspan
Study for the Tule
Engineers; however, the report posted online was dated March 26, 2010. The
Wind Project (LLG
report requires revisions as detailed in the following comments below. The Full
2010)
Traffic Impact Study for the Tule Wind Project (MUP 09-019) needs to be
revised and incorporated into the DEIR.

All references to the LLG Traffic Impact Study have been updated to reflect the most recent study
conducted in 2011.

136.0

D.9
Transportation
and Traffic

Full Traffic
Impact Study for
the Tule Wind
Project (LLG
2010)

Pg. i should note that the County’s Guidelines for Significance have been
updated as of February 19, 2010.

This comment is noted. Please refer to common response INT4 regarding adequacy of applicantprepared technical studies. Also see response to comment above.

137.0

D.9
Transportation
and Traffic

Full Traffic
Impact Study for
the Tule Wind
Project (LLG
2010)

Map information in Figures 2 and 3 is not very legible. The revised Full Traffic
Impact Study should provide enhanced versions of the two figures.

This comment is noted. Please refer to common response INT4 regarding adequacy of applicantprepared technical studies. Also see response to comment above.

138.0

D.9
Transportation
and Traffic

Full Traffic
Impact Study for
the Tule Wind
Project (LLG
2010)

Figure 3 has a legend note of existing roads to be improved and new
roadways. Section 4.2 (Pg.30) should include a preliminary list of the access
roads that the project will improve and/or construct and the project areas that
will be served by the access roads. The list should describe the road’s status
as Circulation Element, County maintained public, or private roads.

This comment is noted. Please refer to common response INT4 regarding adequacy of applicantprepared technical studies. Also see response to comment above.

139.0

D.9
Transportation
and Traffic

Full Traffic
Impact Study for
the Tule Wind
Project (LLG
2010)

Pg. 16 should explain the basis for the estimate that a typical peak
construction day would consist of 200 trucks and 125 employees.

This comment is noted. Please refer to common response INT4 regarding adequacy of applicantprepared technical studies. Also see response to comment above.

140.0

D.9
Transportation
and Traffic

Full Traffic
Impact Study for
the Tule Wind
Project (LLG
2010)

Pg. 16 should provide an estimate of the volume of post-construction traffic
generated by the proposed project.

This comment is noted. Please refer to common response INT4 regarding adequacy of applicantprepared technical studies. Also see response to comment above.

141.0

D.9
Transportation
and Traffic

Full Traffic
Impact Study for
the Tule Wind
Project (LLG
2010)

Pg. 2 identifies the project will include a temporary 10-acre parking area. The
TIS should identify the location of the parking area, during what period the
temporary parking area will be used, and what project operations will require
such a large parking area.

This comment is noted. Please refer to common response INT4 regarding adequacy of applicantprepared technical studies. Also see response to comment above.

142.0

D.9
Transportation
and Traffic

Full Traffic
Impact Study for
the Tule Wind
Project (LLG
2010)

Pg. 26 should note that the project would be a part of cumulative impacts that
may not be included in the study area roads. Therefore, mitigation will be
payment into the TIF program. The Full Traffic Impact Study can reiterate the
post-construction/buildout conditions (10 employees described on Pg. 16)
which will be the basis of the project’s TIF obligation.

This comment is noted. Please refer to common response INT4 regarding adequacy of applicantprepared technical studies. Also see response to comment above.
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143.0

D.9
Transportation
and Traffic

Full Traffic
Impact Study for
the Tule Wind
Project (LLG
2010)

144.0

D.9
Transportation
and Traffic

Full Traffic
Impact Study for
the Tule Wind
Project (LLG
2010)

Comment or Issue

Comment Notes

Page 20 of 32

Response

The Full Traffic Impact Study should note that prior to construction that Traffic
Control and Truck Route plans may be required due to the large volume of
truck traffic.

This comment is noted. Please refer to common response INT4 regarding adequacy of applicantprepared technical studies. Also see response to comment above.

The Full Traffic Impact Study should note that construction and encroachment
permits will be required from the County and/or Caltrans for any work
performed within their respective Right-of-Ways. The permits will also ensure
that existing roadway conditions are maintained by the project to address
potential road damages due to construction truck traffic.

This comment is noted. Please refer to common response INT4 regarding adequacy of applicantprepared technical studies. Also see response to comment above.

D.10 Public Health and Safety
145.0

No Further Comments

D.11 Air Quality
146.0

No Further Comments

D.12 Water Resources

Correction noted and made in the EIR/EIS.
147.0

D.12.1, Page
D.12-1

2nd Paragraph

Revise from “Tule Wind Project Preliminary Drainage Report Tule Wind
Project Stormwater Management Plan (HDR 2010a)” to “Tule Wind Project
Stormwater Management Plan (HDR 2010a)”

148.0

D.12.1, Page
D.12-2

2nd Paragraph

Revise from “Tule Wind Project: Preliminary Drainage Report (HDR 2010b)”
to “Tule Wind Project CEQA Drainage Study (HDR 2010b)”

1st Paragraph

Add a discussion as to how the project is complying with Hydromodification
requirements for the portions of the project within County jurisdiction, per
references “County of San Diego 2010b” and “County of San Diego 2010c”

150.0

D.12.1, Page
D.12-4

3rd Paragraph

Insert the following heading in bold letters prior to discussion regarding the
Watershed Protection Ordinance: “San Diego County Code of Regulatory
Ordinances, Sections 67-801-67-815, Watershed Protection, Stormwater
Management, and Discharge Control Ordinance”

151.0

D.12.1, Page
D.12-5

3rd Paragraph

Watershed Protection Ordinance; Revise date from “January 13, 2010” to
“January 8, 2011”

149.0

D.12.1, Page
D.12-3

The referenced document, the Tule Wind Project Preliminary Drainage Report that is dated
September 2010, does not include CEQA in its title. No change is necessary.

The HDR 2010 Tule Wind Project Storm Water Management Plan states on page 11 states
that "After discussions with the County of San Diego it was determined that the Project
would not be subject to the County hydromodification requirements given the location of the
Project [and] County of San Diego jurisdiction lands outside of Phase I and Phase II NPDES
permits. Alterations to the natural watershed and stream processes (hydromodification)
from the Project development are the main concern in the General Construction Permit. ...
Given the current planning stage of the Project and the preliminary Post-Construction Water
Balance Calculator, specific sizing and application of the General Construction Permit post
construction BMPs is limited to recommendations in this report. All future design work will
consider the General Construction Permit sizing requirements for included features intended
to address hydromodification." In summary, hyrdomodification concerns will be addressed
through requirements under the General Construction Permit.

Suggested change accepted.

152.0

153.0

D.12.1, Page
D.12-6

D.12.1, Page
D.12-7

Impact Analysis

Impact Analysis

ECO and TULE have not prepared Stormwater Management Plans to
substantiate the claims made in IMPACTS HYD- 5-6. The applicant needs to
prepare the SWMP and discuss the conclusions in the EIR/EIS. MMHYD-5:
A SWMP cannot be a mitigation Measure.

Suggested change accepted.

MAJOR ISSUE: MITIGATION DEFERRAL

As stated in Mitigation Measure HYD-4, "the applicant shall commission a SWMP in
compliance with the County of San Diego Major Storm Water Management Plan. The
SWMP will be project specific and ... shall include site design best management practices...
The San Diego County Department of Public Works shall ensure that the SWMP is
implemented as proposed." Tule has prepared a Draft Storm Water Management Plan that
will be reviewed and approved by the County. As stated, in the mitigation measure, ECO
Substation Project will also prepare a SWMP that will be reviewed and approved by the
County and that will include the necessary BMPs to reduce impacts to a level that is
considered less-than-significant. Refer to common response INT3.
By incorporating the SWPPP into the project as a mitigation measure the EIR/EIS is
acknowledging that the project could have potentially significant impacts without
development and implementation of a project specific SWPPP as required by law.
Furthermore, by creating a Mitigation Measure that requires the SWPPP, such requirements
are incorporated into the Project's Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan, which will serve
as an additional mechanism to ensure that the SWPPP is developed and adhered to, and
that ultimately impacts will be less than significant.

MMHYD-1 is not a Mitigation Measure. It is required already by Law. The
impacts could be changed to Class III because of the state requirement to
have a SWPPP.
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Water
Resources
Impact Analysis

Mitigation Measure MM HYD-1, "to prepare a SWPPP" is not mitigation but
rather compliance with regulations. Specific mitigation measures for
construction activities that could degrade water quality due to erosion and
sedimentation should be identified in the SWPPPs and in the Storm Water
Management Plan(s). Revise mitigation measure to list specifics from the
SWPPPs and SWMPs.

Comment Notes
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Response

Refer to response to comment 154.0 above.

154.0

D.12.1, Page
D.12-8

155.0

D.12.1, Page
D.12-9

Water
Resources
Impact Analysis

Mitigation Measure MM HYD-6, "to prepare a Storm Water Management
Plan" is not mitigation but rather compliance with regulations. Specific
mitigation measures for creation of new impervious areas that could cause
increased runoff resulting in flooding or increased erosion downstream should
be identified in the Drainage Study(ies) and not in the Storm Water
Management Plan(s). Revise mitigation measure to list specifics from the
Drainage Study(ies).

156.0

D.12.1, Page
D.12-10

References

County of San Diego 2010b; Revise date from “January 13, 2010” to “January
8, 2011.”

157.0

D.12.1, Page
D.12-11

References

County of San Diego 2010c; Revise date from “March 25, 2010” to “January 8,
2011.”

158.0

D.12.1, Page
D.12-12

159.0

D.12.1, Page
D.12-13

References

HDR 2010a; Revise date from “September 2010” to “November 2010.”

References

HDR 2010b; Revise from “Preliminary Drainage Report” to “CEQA Drainage
Study” and revise date from “September 2010” to “November 2010.”

Refer to response to comment 154.0 above. Similarly, incorporation of the SWMP into the
EIR/EIS as a mitigation measure will ensure that the SWMP is included in the project
specific MMRP, that its requirements are implemented, and that impacts will be less than
significant.

Edit incorporated.

Edit incorporated.

Edit not incorporated. Minor edits to the revised Stormwater Management Plan do not
impact the ultimate significance determinations of the EIR/EIS. Additionally, the Storm
Water Management Plan will likely undergo additional minor revisions as it is reviewed and
approved by the County. To maintain the administrative record of the EIR/EIS the change is
not incorporated.
Edit not incorporated. Minor edits to the revised Preliminary Drainage Report do not impact
the ultimate significance determinations of the EIR/EIS. Additionally, the Preliminary
Drainage Report will likely undergo additional minor revisions as it is reviewed and approved
by the County. To maintain the administrative record of the EIR/EIS the change is not
incorporated.

Tule Wind Project CEQA Drainage Study (HDR 2010b)

160.0

Tule Wind
Project CEQA
Drainage Study

Tule Wind
Project CEQA
Drainage Study

The Land Development Division of the Department of Public Works has
reviewed the CEQA Drainage Study for the Tule Wind Project (MUP 09-019)
dated November, 2010 and prepared by HDR Engineering; however, the
report was not posted online. The report requires revisions as detailed in the
following comments below. The CEQA Drainage Study for the Tule Wind
Project (MUP 09-019) needs to be revised and incorporated into the DEIR.

Please refer to common response INT4 regarding adequacy of applicant prepared studies.

Please refer to common response INT4.

161.0

Tule Wind
Project CEQA
Drainage Study

Tule Wind
Project CEQA
Drainage Study

Table of Contents: Revise the page numbers to match contents in report.
-2.0 Drainage Patterns, revise to Page 5
-3.0 Hydrology, revise to Page 10
-4.0 Crossing Hydraulics, revise to Page 14
-5.0 Conclusion, revise to Page 18
-Tables: Revise page numbers to start Table 1 with Page 10 and Table 7 with
Page 17
-Figures: Revise Figure 2 to Page 6

162.0

Tule Wind
Project CEQA
Drainage Study

Tule Wind
Project CEQA
Drainage Study

Page 2, Project Description, 5th and 6th paragraphs: Revise the number of
wind turbines to 12. Turbine R-7 was eliminated as previously discussed in
meeting held on December 15, 2010.

Please refer to common response INT4.

163.0

Tule Wind
Project CEQA
Drainage Study

Tule Wind
Project CEQA
Drainage Study

Page “2-3”, Drainage Patterns: Delete this page since the text here already
appears in both pages 2 and 3.

Please refer to common response INT4.

164.0

Tule Wind
Project CEQA
Drainage Study

Tule Wind
Project CEQA
Drainage Study

Page 4, Drainage Patterns, 2nd paragraph:
• Revise the number of turbines from “six” to “three”. Turbine R-7 was
eliminated as previously discussed in December 15, 2010 meeting.
• Adjust the square footage and percentage of impervious area if necessary.

Please refer to common response INT4.

B8-26

Attachment A
County of San Diego Comments on the East County Substation Joint EIR/EIS

March 4, 2011

Comment Number

Section

Subsection

Comment or Issue

Comment Notes

Page 22 of 32

Response

165.0

Tule Wind
Project CEQA
Drainage Study

Tule Wind
Project CEQA
Drainage Study

Page 4, Drainage Patterns, 6th paragraph:
• Revise from “impervious areas include the area of basin turbine pads” to
“impervious areas include the area of six turbine pads”
• Adjust the square footage and percentage of impervious area if necessary.

Please refer to common response INT4.

166.0

Tule Wind
Project CEQA
Drainage Study

Tule Wind
Project CEQA
Drainage Study

Page 5, Drainage Patterns, 2nd paragraph:
• Revise the number of turbines from “two” to “three”
• Adjust the square footage and percentage of impervious area if necessary.

Please refer to common response INT4.

167.0

Tule Wind
Project CEQA
Drainage Study

Tule Wind
Project CEQA
Drainage Study

Page 11, Table 5, Rational Method System Summary: Add another column to
the left to denote “System 1” thru “System 15”. It appears System/Crossings
3.3 and 3.4 are both “System 3” in Appendix F.

Please refer to common response INT4.

168.0

Tule Wind
Project CEQA
Drainage Study

Tule Wind
Project CEQA
Drainage Study

Appendix G, Standard Crossing Plate, Figure G-1: Denote if this template is
being used for all crossings that appear in Tables 6 and 7 (pages 12 and 13).
Add another template if necessary.

Please refer to common response INT4.

169.0

Tule Wind
Project CEQA
Drainage Study

Tule Wind
Project CEQA
Drainage Study

Exhibits: Add an exhibit that shows all crossings (Tule, McCain 1 & 2, systems
1 thru 15).

Please refer to common response INT4.

170.0

Tule Wind
Project CEQA
Drainage Study

Tule Wind
Project CEQA
Drainage Study

Exhibits and Appendices: The Gen-Tie is part of the project description and is
also shown on the Preliminary Civil Construction Plans. Include Basins for
Gen-Tie on Exhibits and Appendices as shown on Plot Plan and Preliminary
Civil Construction Plans.

Please refer to common response INT4.

3.3, PageD1227, Paragraph 3

ECO Substation Project: The water demand has not been adequately
documented for the ECO Substation Project. The text indicates approximately
30 million gallons is needed during construction. This number needs to be
substantiated. Please include detailed backup assumptions behind every
phase's groundwater demand. This includes road construction, concrete
mixing, dust control, post-project water demand, etc.. Provide a table which
provides a project schedule for each of the phases and the water demand
associated with each phase. It is important that the schedule be detailed to
note overlapping phases to indicate peak groundwater demand periods for the
project.

3.3, PageD1227, Paragraph 3

The ECO Substation reportedly requires 92 acre-feet of groundwater. A list of
potential water sources are given (purchasing from a water purveyor and/or
drilling wells in the vicinity of ECO substation). Until a specific source of water
is identified (and secured) for the project and impacts to groundwater
resources from those sources are thoroughly analyzed, the project does not
have a viable source of water. This failure to adequately address water
supply issues, on its own, constitutes a CEQA procedural violation. (Vineyard
Area Citizens, supra, 40 Cal 4th at 435). Moreover, it renders the proposed
"no significant impact" finding unsupported by substantial evidence.

D.12 Groundwater EIR Comments

171.0

D.12, Water

The Proponent's Environmental Assessment for the East County Substation Project, Application 09-08,
SDG&E , August 2009 states that construction of the Proposed PROJECT is anticipated to use
approximately 30 million gallons of water.

MAJOR ISSUE: MITIGATION AND ANALYSIS
DEFERRAL - WATER DEMAND

Refer to common response WR1

172.0

D.12, Water

MAJOR ISSUE: MITIGATION AND ANALYSIS
DEFERRAL - WATER DEMAND
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173.0

D.12, Water

3.3, PageD1227, Paragraph 3

East County Substation: Evidence must be provided in the DEIR from the
Sweetwater Authority to ensure that adequate water is available for
construction. This failure to adequately address water supply issues, on its
own, constitutes a CEQA procedural violation. (Vineyard Area Citizens, supra,
40 Cal 4th at 435). Moreover, it renders the proposed "no significant impact"
finding unsupported by substantial evidence.

174.0

D.12, Water

3.3, PageD12-28

MMHYD-3: Preparation of a groundwater study cannot be considered
mitigation. The preparation of a groundwater study is required for full
disclosure of the potential impacts in the EIR.

3.3, PageD12-28

MMHYD-3: Documentation of purchased water sources are required to be
identified now and disclosed within the DEIR. The 25 million gallons of water
from the Sweetwater Authority should be secured now and disclosed within
the EIR. All sources of water need to be identified and secured now for full
disclosure of the potential impact in the EIR.

Comment Notes

MAJOR ISSUE: MITIGATION AND ANALYSIS
DEFERRAL - WATER DEMAND

MAJOR ISSUE: MITIGATION AND ANALYSIS
DEFERRAL - WATER DEMAND

Page 23 of 32

Response
Refer to common response WR1. The project intends to apply for permits with San Diego County to
drill wells on the site and use one or more wells to supply the project with water during construction, as
well as operations. The permitting process will include a groundwater investigation and well testing to
indicate the level of water available to the project through such wells. Without this information the
project cannot definitely state how much water would need to be supplied by an off-site water supplier,
such as the Sweetwater Authority. The applicant will provide demonstration of compliance with all
applicable laws and regulations and will obtain a County of San Diego Major Use Permit for each well
to be used. The proposed project will implement all feasible mitigation measures and has described
the actions that will be taken to either reduce or avoid potentially significant impacts wherever feasible.
Such mitigation is based upon environmental review that is feasible and practical based upon project
specifics known at this time. The applicable agencies have committed themselves to incorporate all
reasonable mitigation and mitigation would only be deferred to a later date if it is impractical to create
specific mitigation this early in the planning process. See Sacramento Old City Association v City
Council (1991) 229 CA3d 1011; Defend the Bay v City of Irvine (2004) 119 CA4th 1261, 1275 (an
agency may defer defining the specifics of mitigation measures if it commits itself to mitigation and lists
the alternatives to be considered, analyzed, and potentially incorporated in the mitigation plan).

Refer to common response WR1.

Refer to common response WR1 and response to comment number 173 above.

175.0

D.12, Water

MAJOR ISSUE: MITIGATION AND ANALYSIS
DEFERRAL - WATER DEMAND

Since changing the text would not alter the significance determination, no change is necessary.

176.0

D.12, Water

3.3, PageD12-2829

MMHYD-3: Monthly water use of up to 750 gallons of water for the limited
landscaping required at the ECO Substation would result in a total water
demand of 9,000 gallons per year (0.03 acre-feet per year). This would
require a well that pumped at a rate of a fraction of a gallon per minute, which
is a negligible amount of groundwater. There is no possibility of a significant
direct or cumulative impact to groundwater resources from pumping at this
rate. Please include the amount of water being used as negligible as the main
reason why impacts to groundwater resources would be less than significant
for this water use. Please provide backup documentation to substantiate the
750 gallons per month of landscape irrigation required.

Refer to common response WR1.

177.0

D.12, Water

3.3, PageD1229, Paragraph 3

The Tule Wind project reportedly requires up to 54 acre-feet of groundwater
as indicated in the EIR. However, the Groundwater Investigation Report, Tule
Wind Farm dated December 2010 prepared by Geo-Logic Associates and
submitted to the County on December 7, 2010 indicated that up to 125 acrefeet of groundwater would be needed. This number needs to be clarified and
substantiated. Please include detailed backup assumptions behind every
phase's groundwater demand. This includes road construction, concrete
mixing, dust control, post-project water demand, etc. An example from a
separate project will be provided to show the level of detail necessary to
substantiate the water demand calculations. Additionally, please provide a
table which provides a project schedule for each of the phases and the water
demand associated with each phase. It is important that the schedule be
detailed to note overlapping phases to indicate peak groundwater demand
periods for the project.

MAJOR ISSUE: CALCULATION OF WATER
DEMAND
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Response
Refer to common response WR1.

178.0

D.12, Water

3.3, PageD1229, Paragraph 3

MMHYD-3, Tule Wind Project: Two wells are identified, one on the Rough
Acres Ranch and one on the Ewiiaapaayp Reservation as being proposed for
use by the project. Please include the well test results from each of these
wells from the Groundwater Investigation prepared by Geo-Logic Associates.
The Groundwater Investigation will require revisions to revise its evaluation of
potential groundwater impacts. Comments should not be transferred into the
EIR until the investigation has been revised. Preliminary estimates of
production indicate the well at Rough Acres Ranch could produce at a rate of
approximately 50 gpm, and the well at Ewiiaapaayp Reservation at a lesser
rate. These two wells will not be able to meet the production rate of identified
as 124 gpm nor the total amount of groundwater needed (up to 125 acre-feet).
Therefore, additional sources of water are necessary to meet the demands of
the project.

179.0

D.12, Water

3.3, PageD1229, Paragraph 3

Tule Wind Project: While Jacumba Community Services District has indicated
they can serve ESJ Gen-Tie, there have been no groundwater studies
performed to indicate water from their district would be available for Tule
Wind or ECO Substation. Additionally, there have been no studies of potential
impacts to groundwater from the Live Oak Springs Water Company. As has
been previously commented, all water sources for this project need to be
identified now and fully disclosed within the EIR. That would include the
necessary groundwater investigations to evaluate potential groundwater
impacts from these additional sources.

180.0

D.12, Water

3.3, PageD1229, Paragraph 3

The text indicates that there would be "three" wells used for Tule Wind
Project. There are only two wells identified in the text. Please revise to
describe the third well.

MAJOR ISSUE: GROUNDWATER DEMAND
ANALYSIS

MAJOR ISSUE: WATER DEMAND

Refer to common response WR1. The December 2010 Geo-Logic Associates Groundwater
Investigation Report, Tule Wind Farm, East San Diego County, California indicates that the project
intends to supply construction water needs with water from one well on Rough Acres Ranch, and a
combination of wells in Thing Valley on the Ewiiaapaayp Reservation. The Groundwater Investigation
indicates that the combination of these wells can supply the project with the maximum amount of water
needed or 124 gpm. Water from the Jacumba Community Services District and the Live Oak Springs
Water Company would serve as a back-up water supply. The Groundwater Investigation has not been
reviewed and approved by the project's responsible agencies. Therefore, impacts to groundwater my
be significant and Mitigation Measure HYD-3 still applies to the project.

Correction noted and EIR/EIS edited to reflect information in the December 2010 Geo-Logic Associates
Groundwater Investigation Report, Tule Wind Farm, East San Diego County, California.

Groundwater Investigation Report Tule Wind

181.0

182.0

D.12, Water

D.12, Water

Groundwater
Investigation

The County Groundwater Geologist has reviewed the Groundwater
Investigation Report, Tule Wind Farm dated December 2010 prepared by GeoLogic Associates and submitted to the County on December 7, 2010. This
report is provided as official comment and is attached herein to these
comments as an appendices. The report requires revisions as detailed in the
following comments below. The Groundwater investigation needs to revised
and incorporated into the DEIR.

Groundwater
Investigation

Major Project Issue, Additional Water Sources Needed: The groundwater
investigation has not identified adequate groundwater to meet the 125 acrefeet of groundwater estimated to be needed for this project. Assuming a
production rate of 50 gpm in well 6A, this well could produce approximately 60
acre-feet in nine months if pumped 24 hours a day. The Thing Valley well that
was tested based on late test drawdown data, indicates the well will not
sustain the 80 gpm rate at which it was tested. While no estimates were
given within the report, it does appear that the Thing Valley well could
conservatively produce about 20 gpm on a continuous basis for the ninemonth period (24 acre-feet). With up to 125 acre-feet of groundwater
required for the project, adequate groundwater resources have not been
secured for the project with inclusion of these two wells. Additionally, there
are complications regarding whether there will be adequate storage capacity
for pumping during the evenings and weekends that require further
evaluation. Additional wells or other off-site water supplies are still required to
be evaluated. The groundwater investigation would be required to be revised
to include additional aquifer testing, possible cumulative impacts analysis, and
well interference analysis. Pursuant to CEQA. all water sources to meet the
groundwater demand of the project must identified, evaluated, and mitigation
measures as necessary be provided now.

Refer to common response INT4, and Geo-Logic Associates Memorandum: Response to
Comments Submitted by County of San Diego Water Supply Issues, Tule Wind Project,
East San Diego County, California. May 27, 2011.

MAJOR ISSUE: WATER DEMAND
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Response

Groundwater
Investigation

Well Test Results, Rough Acres Ranch: The executive summary indicates that
pumping at 50 gpm showed no evidence of well interference or significant
depletion of groundwater in storage within the pumping well and analysis
suggests that pumping could be doubled without any significant impact.
Based on well testing data collected, the well is not capable of producing 100
gpm. Based on the step-drawdown data shown on Figure 2 of Appendix B,
the well when pumped at 60 gpm showed a much greater rate of drawdown.
As discussed on page 2 of Appendix B, a rate of 50 gpm was selected
because it would allow for ample drawdown without the well running dry
during the test. In evaluating the step test data, pumping at 100 gpm would
likely result in a dry well after 72-hours of pumping. Please delete all
statements throughout the report regarding doubling the pumping rate of the
well with no significant effects as the data indicates the well's production
capability could not sustain a rate of 100 gpm. The report should only discuss
impacts at the rate selected for the constant rate test (50 gpm).

Refer to common response INT4, WR1, and Geo-Logic Associates Memorandum:
Response to Comments Submitted by County of San Diego Water Supply Issues, Tule
Wind Project, East San Diego County, California. May 27, 2011.

D.12, Water

Groundwater
Investigation

Well Interference Results, Rough Acres Ranch Well 6a: The well interference
results are incomplete and inadequate for County use. Calculations are
required to evaluate how much drawdown is anticipated to occur at the
nearest offsite well after taking into account the project's pumping rate (50
gpm) for the nine-month construction period. Please include distancedrawdown calculations using the Cooper-Jacob approximation of the
equation at distances of 36ft, 100ft, 250ft, 500ft, 1000ft, and the distance to the
nearest offsite production well (approximately 2,640ft+-?). Please use a
pumping rate of 50 gpm for a nine month period, a transmissivity of 563 feet
squared per day (as calculated in the study from the semi-log plot), and a
storability of 0.001. This table would be used to make conclusions regarding
offsite well interference and whether a significant impact is anticipated to
occur. Based on in-house calculations of drawdown, pumping at this rate
would result in drawdown of approximately 5.3 ft at 1/2-mile (less than 20 feet
and therefore a less than significant impact). Please remove the 5-year
projection of drawdown from the report as this analysis is inappropriate for
non-residential well tests. Please also include limitations associated with
analyses and interpretations of the test data.

Refer to common response INT4, WR1, and Geo-Logic Associates Memorandum:
Response to Comments Submitted by County of San Diego Water Supply Issues, Tule
Wind Project, East San Diego County, California. May 27, 2011.

D.12, Water

Groundwater
Investigation

Well Test Results, Thing Valley Well: Please include an estimated sustainable
pumping rate for the Thing Valley production well that was tested based on
the aquifer testing data collected. Since the well test ceased when drawdown
increased, this may be difficult to make absolute assumptions based on
quantitative analysis. Therefore, based on professional judgment, please at
least include a qualitative analysis to provide an estimated yield.

Refer to common response INT4, WR1, Geo-Logic Associates Memorandum: Response to
Comments Submitted by County of San Diego Water Supply Issues, Tule Wind Project,
East San Diego County, California. May 27, 2011, and Geo-Logic Associates Memorandum:
Qualitative Estimate of Sustainable Yield, Thing Valley, San Diego County, California. May
9, 2011.

MAJOR ISSUES: WATER DEMAND

Refer to common response INT4, WR1, and Geo-Logic Associates Memorandum:
Response to Comments Submitted by County of San Diego Water Supply Issues, Tule
Wind Project, East San Diego County, California. May 27, 2011.

MAJOR ISSUES: WATER DEMAND

Refer to common response INT4, WR1, and Geo-Logic Associates Memorandum:
Response to Comments Submitted by County of San Diego Water Supply Issues, Tule
Wind Project, East San Diego County, California. May 27, 2011.

D.12, Water

186.0

D.12, Water

Groundwater
Investigation

Project Description, Water Demand: The water demand has not been
adequately documented for this project. In the introduction, the text states that
total project groundwater demand will be 65 to 125 af with various calculations
for various phases of work. Section 2.4 Water Demand indicates 60 af will be
required in 9 months of construction. Please include detailed backup
assumptions behind every phase's groundwater demand. This includes road
construction, concrete mixing, dust control, post-project water demand, etc.
An example from a separate project will be provided to show the level of detail
necessary to substantiate the water demand calculations. Additionally, please
provide a table which provides a project schedule for each of the phases and
the water demand associated with each phase. It is important that the
schedule be detailed to note overlapping phases to indicate peak groundwater
demand periods for the project.

187.0

D.12, Water

Groundwater
Investigation

Based on refined water demand estimates, the groundwater investigation
needs to evaluate whether the project can meet the overall water demand
including peak groundwater demands that will occur when various phases of
work overlap.
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Response

188.0

D.12, Water

Groundwater
Investigation

Storage Capacity - On page 3 of the report, it states that pumping rates
stipulated are based on the assumption that adequate storage space will be
available to pump 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. At a pumping rate of 50
gpm, this would generate 186,000 gallons between 5 p.m. on Friday night to 7
a.m. on Monday morning. Please explain how the project will contain this
amount of water over the weekends.

189.0

D.12, Water

Groundwater
Investigation

Section 3.2 Methodology: Six offsite residences are identified but were not
mapped nor distances determined between the offsite wells and the pumping
well 6A. In order to set a threshold on the amount of pumping allowed within
well 6a, the offsite wells need to be mapped, and the distances to each of the
offsite wells documented within the report.

Refer to common response INT4, WR1, and Geo-Logic Associates Memorandum:
Response to Comments Submitted by County of San Diego Water Supply Issues, Tule
Wind Project, East San Diego County, California. May 27, 2011.

190.0

D.12, Water

Groundwater
Investigation

Cumulative Impacts - Please evaluate potential cumulative impacts to
groundwater resources based on a sustained production rate of 50 gpm for
nine months from well 6a. Please eliminate doubling the pumping rate as an
option as this well is not capable of producing water at rates greater than 50
gpm.

Refer to common response INT4, WR1, and Geo-Logic Associates Memorandum:
Response to Comments Submitted by County of San Diego Water Supply Issues, Tule
Wind Project, East San Diego County, California. May 27, 2011.

Groundwater
Investigation

Section 3.5 Significance of Impacts Prior to Mitigation: This section is
completely inadequate regarding making final summaries regarding well
interference and cumulative impacts. Please see the County Report Formats,
Section 3.1.3 and 3.3.3 of details that should be included in this section.
Please include a separate heading and summary for cumulative impacts and
well interference impacts. Please include the maximum drawdown
anticipated to occur at the nearest offsite well after nine months of pumping
Well 6a. Please also include a conclusion in regard to Well 6a and the Thing
Valley well's long-term production capability and whether these wells will be
capable of meeting the project's water demand. If additional wells are
needed, please include a summary of the well interference, well production
capability, and cumulative impacts from additional wells in this section.

Refer to common response INT4, WR1, and Geo-Logic Associates Memorandum:
Response to Comments Submitted by County of San Diego Water Supply Issues, Tule
Wind Project, East San Diego County, California. May 27, 2011.

Groundwater
Investigation

Section 3.6 Mitigation Measures and Design Considerations: This section
must be revised to indicate that while impacts based on calculated estimated
drawdown in offsite wells appears to be less than significant for Well 6a, a
Groundwater Mitigation and Monitoring Plan (GMMP) will be developed to
ensure groundwater impacts from project pumping are less than significant.
A threshold for maximum groundwater production for the project will be
included in the GMMP. Additionally, for nearby well users, a threshold for
water level decline in well 6 (located 36 feet from Well 6a) will be required to
ensure that significant declines in groundwater levels do not extend to existing
offsite well users. Should water level thresholds be met, the GMMP will
include mitigation measures that include a reduction or cessation in on-site
pumping until water levels in the monitoring well rise above the threshold.

Refer to common response INT4, WR1, and Geo-Logic Associates Memorandum:
Response to Comments Submitted by County of San Diego Water Supply Issues, Tule
Wind Project, East San Diego County, California. May 27, 2011.

Groundwater
Investigation

Section 3.7 Conclusions: Please completely revise the conclusions for well
interference. No observed drawdown in wells 1/3 and 1/2-mile from the
production Well 6a does not provide conclusive evidence of what will occur
after pumping for nine months at 50 gpm. Please revise based on
calculations of drawdown estimated to occur in offsite wells. Please also
revise the cumulative impacts conclusions. There is the potential for depletion
in storage within McCain Valley. Please state that groundwater in storage will
be reduced to 92% during the 7-year drought period analyzed, far above the
50% depletion level.

Refer to common response INT4, WR1, and Geo-Logic Associates Memorandum:
Response to Comments Submitted by County of San Diego Water Supply Issues, Tule
Wind Project, East San Diego County, California. May 27, 2011.

Groundwater
Investigation

Groundwater Monitoring and Mitigation Plan (GMMP): A GMMP will be
developed by the County Groundwater Geologist that will include the
monitoring requirements, thresholds, and reporting requirements upon
receiving the revised groundwater investigation. A threshold of maximum
groundwater production will be set for well 6a of no more than 60 acre-feet of
production for construction purposes. Additionally, a drawdown threshold will
be determined in monitoring well 6 to ensure impacts to offsite well users will
be below the threshold of 20 feet.

Refer to common response INT4, WR1, and Geo-Logic Associates Memorandum:
Response to Comments Submitted by County of San Diego Water Supply Issues, Tule
Wind Project, East San Diego County, California. May 27, 2011.

191.0

192.0

193.0

194.0

D.12, Water

D.12, Water

D.12, Water

D.12, Water

B8-31
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195.0

Section

D.12, Water

Subsection

Groundwater
Investigation

Comment or Issue

Comment Notes

Minor Edits: On pages 11 and 12 (and possibly other locations in text), when
discussing a well's production capability, please replace the term "specific
yield" to "estimated yield." When discussing the unlined pond on page 12,
please remove the statement "and as a result, water infiltrates rapidly into the
ground. Please eliminate all discussion and graphics associated with a 5-year
projection of drawdown from the report. On page 16, last paragraph of
Section 3.3, please eliminate the last paragraph and replace with distancedrawdown calculations to draw conclusions regarding well interference.

Page 27 of 32

Response

Refer to common response INT4, WR1, and Geo-Logic Associates Memorandum:
Response to Comments Submitted by County of San Diego Water Supply Issues, Tule
Wind Project, East San Diego County, California. May 27, 2011.

D.13 Geology Minerals
196.0
D.14 Public Services and Utilities

197.0

198.0

199.0

D.14 Services

D.14 Services

D.14 Services

No Further Comments

CEQA Significance thresholds: The following County Threshold was not
included, " Would the project have sufficient water supplies available to serve
the project from existing entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded
entitlements needed." While the EIR/EIS includes Impact PSU-3, this
MAJOR ISSUE: WATER SUPPLY
approach is not adequate under CEQA because a threshold or guideline has
not been established for this impact. Please also see comments under
groundwater/water supply above.

The PSU-3 significance threshold used in the EIR/EIS was used in the environmental documentation
for the Sunrise Powerlink Project EIR/EIS and is a slight variation of the identified County threshold (the
PSU-3 threshold in the EIR/EIS simply removes "would the project" and formulates the threshold as a
statement rather than a question as established in the County's significance thresholds).
Refer to common response INT3, regarding deferral of mitigation.

Impact PSU-2

The EIR/EIS concludes that impacts to law enforcement are not significant;
however, this conclusion is not supported by substantial evidence. The
EIR/EIS states that the Proposed PROJECT would not increase the population
in the area; thereby, no increase to law enforcement services are anticipated.
However, the EIR/EIS should discuss potential impacts to police
services/border patrol services that may be necessary to protect the proposed
facilities from potential vandalism and other malfeasance.

As stated in Section D.14.3.3, neither construction nor operation of the Proposed PROJECT, including
the proposed Campo, Manzanita, and Jordan wind energy projects is anticipated to result in a
substantial permanent increase to the local population and the Proposed PROJECT would not
substantially increase long-term demands for public services and facilities such that the construction of
new or physically altered facilities would be required. Regular patrols of the project area to protect
proposed facilities from potential vandalism are not anticipated to be required. The ECO Substation
(two separately fenced yards) would be surrounded by a 10-foot-tall chain-link fence topped with
barbed wire and the Tule Wind O&M/substation facility would be surrounded by 7-foot-tall fencing
topped with three strands of barbed wire (see Section B, Project Description for security measures
proposed at project component sites). Revisions have not been made in the Final EIR/EIS because the
position that the Proposed PROJECT would require law enforcement patrols to protect proposed
facilities is speculative and would not change the PSU-3 impact determination of less than significant
(Class III).

Impact PSU-2

Impacts to Fire Services and impacts due to increasing the hazards of wildfire
are two separate issues under CEQA. Chapter D.14, Public Services and
Utilities is inadequate in addressing potential impacts to the provision of fire
service for the region with the addition of the Proposed PROJECT. The
EIS/EIR concludes that impacts to fire services are not significant. CEQA
Guidelines, Appendix G, Section XIII includes the following threshold for
impacts to public services, including fire protection: Would the proposed
project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or
physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable
MAJOR ISSUE: FIRE SERVICES
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the
public services?
Therefore, the question is whether the local fire district would need to
construct new facilities or alter existing facilities to maintain acceptable
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives if the
Proposed PROJECT were developed. It is unclear whether the conclusion in
the DEIR was based on an analysis of this threshold.
What additional services and needs would be required for adequate fire
protection? Would the fire protection services have adequate equipment or
would additional fire fighting supplies be necessary? Does the response time
account for ALL the facilities associated with the Proposed PROJECT?

Chapter D.14 Public Services addressing impacts to fire protection services in the context of whether
implementation of the Proposed Project would require new or physically altered governmental facilities
in order to achieve fire department response time goals established in the County of San Diego
General Plan Public Facility Element. This analysis is presented in Section D.14.3.3, Impact PSU-2,
and the EIR/EIS concludes that no new facilities would be required in order to respond to fires at
project facilities within the established General Plan response time goals. Additional supplies and
equipment required to combat fires at project facilities are discussed in Section D.15, Fire and Fuels
Management. This section also discusses equipment, services, and funding that project applicants
would be required to provide as mitigation for anticipated impacts. The question of whether fire
services would require new equipment and supplies is not addressed in Section D.14 as the applicable
CEQA threshold does not specifically require analysis of new supplies and equipment (the threshold
asks whether new or physically altered facilities would be required). Refer to Section D.15, Fire and
Fuels Management of the EIR/EIS.

Page D.14-16
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Response

200.0

D.14 Services

Impact PSU-3

The EIR/EIS does not adequately substantiate impacts to water supplies
would be impacted to less than significant levels (Impact PSU-3). The
mitigation measures defer the analysis of adequate water supply because the
measure relies upon future studies and approval. By deferring the
identification of adequate water supply, the EIR/EIS does not adequately
MAJOR ISSUE: WATER SUPPLY
analysis potential impacts of supplying water to the project site. For example,
if groundwater is determined to be inadequate, then the EIR/EIS states water
would be trucked in. The environmental impacts to traffic/transportation and
air quality associated with those truck trips must be analyzed within the
EIR/EIS.

201.0

D.14 Services

Impact PSU-3

The analysis of total water supply required for the Proposed PROJECT is
inadequate. The EIR/EIS should state clearly the water supply required to
MAJOR ISSUE: WATER SUPPLY
serve the entirety of the Proposed PROJECT which would include the
construction and operation of ALL components. Then the EIR/EIS would state
whether anticipated supplies are sufficient to serve all aspects.

Refer to common response WR1, regarding documentation of water demand and resource for
construction.

202.0

D.14 Services

Impact PSU-5

The analysis of waste disposal requires compliance with the County's
Construction and Demolition Materials Ordinance which requires recycling.

Although the ECO Substation, Tule Wind, and ESJ Gen-Tie Projects would not require building permits
from the County of San Diego, the PSU-5 analysis in the EIR/EIS has been revised to indicate that the
projects would be required to comply with the County's Construction and Demolition Materials
Ordinance.

D.15 Fire Fuels
Management

Impact FF-2:
For ESJ and
Tule Projects

Impacts FF-2: The DEIR/EIS does not provide adequate mitigation that
reduces the projects' impacts to wildland fires below a level of significance.
The DEIR/EIS must include mitigation that addresses offsite mitigation and
direct mitigation that effectively reduces the projects' impacts to the region. If
more mitigation cannot be provided, then a rationale as to why additional
mitigation is infeasible must be provided.

MAJOR ISSUE: Unsubstantiated Conclusion

Please refer to common response FIRE5 regarding significance levels for Impact FF-2.

D.15 Fire Fuels
Management

Impact FF-3:
For ESJ, ECO,
and Tule
Projects

Impact FF-3: The DEIR/EIS does not provide adequate mitigation that
reduces the projects' impacts to fire fighting capability (FF-3) below a level of
significance. The DEIR/EIS must include mitigation that deals directly with fire
fighting operations and make an attempt at increasing effectiveness. An
MAJOR ISSUE: Unsubstantiated Conclusion
example may be developing a rapid response team like some utility
companies have for fires near electrical facilities and lines. If additional
mitigation cannot be provided, then a rationale as to why additional mitigation
is infeasible must be provided.

Please refer to common response FIRE5 regarding significance levels for Impact FF-3.

Refer to common response WR1, regarding documentation of water demand and resource for
construction.

D.15 Fire Fuels Management

203.0

203.1

D.16 and D.17 Social Economics & Env. Justice
204.0

D.16-D.18

The County does not have any comments on these sections.

D.18 Climate Change
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Comment Number
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D.18 Climate
Change

205

Subsection

NA General
Comment

Comment or Issue

Comment Notes

Use of the Proposed Transmission Line for Non-Renewable Energy Projects:
The applicant “Sempra Generation” indicated at the public hearings and in this
EIR that the proposed transmission line would only be used for transmitting
renewable energy. The County concurs with Sempra that the lines should
only be used for such purpose because it is foreseeable that the ESJ
transmission line could be utilized to transport energy from other
nonrenewable resources, such as natural gas. The EIR/EIS concludes the
project would have a quantifiable positive effect on the environment over the
long-term since greenhouse gas (GHG) and criteria emissions from fuel
combustion would be avoided because the project would only transmit clean
renewable energy The EIR/EIS should identify that the project is to only
transmit renewable energy as a mitigation measure. This would ensure that
the GHG emissions would be mitigated. Failure to implement this mitigation
measure could result in increased impacts to the unincorporated County
because the emissions from potential additional fossil fuel power plants in
Mexico could increase greenhouse gas emissions, affect climate change, and
adversely impact air quality and resources in the San Diego County. If not
mitigated, the EIR/EIS should evaluate the resulting GHG emissions that
could be created by a maximum of 1250 megawatts of fossil fuel based
generation.

Page 29 of 32

Response

Please refer to common response CC3.

F. Cumulative Impacts

206.0

SECTION F,
CUMULATIVE
ANALYSIS

The cumulative impact analysis provided in Section F of the EIR/EIS presents the analysis of the
potential for the Proposed PROJECT to create cumulatively considerable effects when impacts of
projects listed in Table F-1 and shown on Figure F-1 are considered together with the impacts of the
Proposed PROJECT. Mitigation measures identified are those that would reduce cumulative impacts
where the Proposed PROJECT may contribute an incremental effect that may be considered
significant. The analysis provided in Section F of the EIR/EIS attempts to quantify each potential
cumulative impact as it relates to the Proposed PROJECT, provided sufficient information is available
to make informed and sound judgments regarding such analysis. Where quantification is not feasible,
the document evaluates the potential for cumulative effects on a qualitative and programmatic level of
detail. At the time of EIR/EIS preparation, it was determined that there was incomplete or unavailable
information for each project and related resource area effects necessary to analyze quantitatively the
contribution to cumulative effects associated with all reasonable foreseeable, approved, and pending
projects.

The County agrees that the degree of specificity for cumulative impacts is less
than what is required by CEQA for direct impacts. However, the EIR/EIS does
not provide any scientific evidence to support the conclusion that cumulative
significant impacts would not occur for certain sensitive resources. For
example, regarding cumulative impact BIO-1, the document does not provide
any further evidence to support this Class II impact. First, the analysis simply
refers to "native vegetation" without defining "native." Certain native types of
vegetation that exist within the study area are more sensitive than others;
therefore, would result in an increase in severity in impacts. Furthermore, the
conclusion for Class II impacts is based upon, "given the largely undeveloped
nature of the area, the vegetation communities in this region are not likely to
become limited in acreage or extent." Without defining specific types of
sensitive native vegetation, the EIR/EIS could not conclude there is enough
remaining. Another example s cumulative impact NOI-3, this impact also
does not provide supporting evidence to uphold the conclusion that potential
cumulative noise impacts would be less than significance. The EIR/EIS text
states, "given the expected distances other cumulative projects . . . .", without
actually measuring and calculating those distances and then concluding the
distances too great to cause a cumulative noise increase.

In the Final EIR/EIS a cumulative estimate of the amount of acres disturbed, as provided in Tables F-2
and F-3, and shown in Figure F-1, in context with the geographic extent of the cumulative effects
associated with the project and all reasonably foreseeable projects is used as an indicator of
cumulative effects.
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Response

With regard to comments made on cumulative Impact BIO-1, native vegetation communities,
associated wildlife habitat and sensitivities are fully described in Section D.2, Biological Resources,
subsection Section D.2.1.1, Regional Overview of the EIR/EIS. As described in section D.2 and
Section F Cumulative Impacts, the Proposed PROJECT in combination with all reasonable foreseeable
cumulative impacts would result in temporary and permanent loss of native vegetation communities,
including sensitive natural communities that are considered to be significant but can be mitigated
through avoidance and minimization, restoration and or compensation as described in mitigation
measures BIO-1f through BIO-1g to less than significant and therefore would not be cumulatively
considerable. The Final EIR/EIS has added Table F-4 to section F, which estimates the cumulative
impact to vegetation from the Proposed PROJECT combined with reasonably foreseeable cumulative
projects as an indicator of impacts to native vegetation communities, associated wildlife, and sensitive
species. The Proposed PROJECT area and cumulative analysis area is comprised predominately of
chaparral and semi-desert scrub communities considered to be abundant and are not considered
sensitive. Oak woodland and grassland communities area also present in the analysis area but cover
less of the area. These communities occur throughout the analysis area, which is largely undeveloped,
therefore these communities are not limited in distribution.

206.0 con't

As stated in the County Biological Guidelines: "The far eastern parts of the County, from the mountain
areas to the desert regions, have been left relatively intact thus far and may remain so given that large
portions of these areas are publicly owned. However, some habitat types in these areas, such as
coniferous forest, Colorado Desert wash scrub, desert dunes, and desert sink scrub, are still
considered sensitive for reasons other than historical loss, such as limited distribution, the potential to
host sensitive species, or the inability to recover from
disturbance."
The Proposed PROJECT does not affect the communities discusses as limited or sensitive in the
largely undeveloped east county of San Diego. Recognized sensitive communities that are affected by
the Proposed PROJECT in the analysis area, including mulefat scrub/southern willow scrub, southern
riparian forest, and emergent wetland, are avoided to the maximum extent possible, as these are
considered wetland communities. It is assumed that the reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects
would also avoid these communities to the maximum extent possible.

207.0

SECTION F,
CUMULATIVE
ANALYSIS

F.2 Biological
Cumulative
Study Area

Please provide justification for the limits of the biological cumulative study
area including how the south and west limits were chosen. Based on staff
review, the limit to the south should be the US-Mexico border but including the
extension the ESJ power line because there is no other information related to
cumulative projects there. To the west, the cumulative impact area could be
bound by the residential land uses associated with the communities of
Boulevard, Live Oak Spring and the Campo Indian Reservation to the west.
Within the revised cumulative study area, the habitat resources are likely to
encompass those that are also present in the project area, so that if the
impacts that are generated from various sources in this geographical area
they would sum up to total the cumulative impacts on those resources. More
specific biological resources, especially sensitive faunal resources, may
require more specific cumulative study subareas based on their attributes, but
due to their reliance on particular habitat types, they are likely to fall within the
cumulative study area. The list of projects in the cumulative projects table
should be updated if this cumulative impact area captures more than was
previously analyzed using the 10 mile radius.

As described in section F.3.1 of the EIR/EIS , the geographic extent for the analysis of cumulative
impacts associated with biological resources includes the vicinity of all reasonably foreseeable
cumulative projects and extends throughout southeastern San Diego County and western Imperial
County, as shown in Figure F-1 of the EIR/EIS. The specific geographic area was evaluated and
determined to be sufficient based upon the magnitude of the Proposed PROJECT's potential to react
with other potential projects. The biological resources study area basically evaluated any and all
projects within a 10-mile radius of the Proposed PROJECT site boundaries. It was determined that this
was a reasonable area given the specific project impacts and the surrounding area with little
development within the area. The County of San Diego was also consulted as to additional projects in
the area that may be applicable on a cumulative basis. Extending the geographic scope as proposed
by the comment would add little to the cumulative impact evaluation beyond the projects evaluated in
the EIR/EIS.
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208.0

SECTION F,
CUMULATIVE
ANALYSIS

209.0

F.2 Applicable
Cumulative
Projects and
Projections

210.0

F.4

211.0

212.0

F.3.2

F.3.6 Cumulative

Subsection

Page F-4

Page F-29

Page F-87,
second to last
paragraph

Comment or Issue

Comment Notes
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Response

Each resource area's cumulative study area must be well defined in order to
adequately access any potential cumulative impact. Section F.1 sets up the
discussion of the cumulative study area but this direction to define and explain
each study area as it pertains to each resource is not carried through to each
subsection . For example, the biological cumulative impact analysis for
temporary and permanent losses of native vegetation (Impact BIO-1) states
project direct impacts would be mitigated and less than significant. The
project direct analysis breaks up the native habitat into specific types
considered sensitive by both the County of San Diego and the Wildlife
Agencies. The cumulative analysis does not. The cumulative analysis divides
the native habitat into two categories - the native habitat occurring in the
eastern portions of cumulative study area and the native habitat that occurs in
the western and central portions of cumulative study area. The analysis
discounts any impacts in the eastern portion of the cumulative study area as
"not likely the same vegetation community types as the Proposed PROJECT."
However, the flaw in this analysis is that if the vegetation community types are
not the same as the vegetation found in the Proposed PROJECT"s study area,
then why would this area be included in the cumulative analysis? What is the
rationale specific to biological resources (native vegetation impacts) which
would require this "eastern" area to be in the cumulative study area? This
broad definition of the cumulative study area serves to create an overly
expansive assessment area that would essentially dilute the Proposed
PROJECT's potential impacts.

Refer to response to comment 206 and 207 above and common response CUM1.

Please update the references to all Plans and Environmental Documents
relied upon for the cumulative analysis. Specifically, SANDAG has an
updated RCP to reference.

Per SANDAG website visited on 4/4/11, the Regional Comprehensive Plan had not been updated, and
the most recent Regional Comprehensive Plan remains the 2004 Plan. See:
http://www.sandag.org/index.asp?projectid=1&fuseaction=projects.detail The other plans included in
Table F-1 also have not been updated. No change to the EIR/EIS is required.

For the same reasons described under significant, direct impacts, all Class I
impacts should also be further substantiated, mitigation explored and
alternatives which reduce that impact be identified.

Please refer to common response INT2, regarding general adequacy of the Draft EIR/EIS. Refer to
comment 206 and 207 above and common response CUM1.

Similar to the impact BIO-10 significance determination made in Section D.2, Biological Resources, for
the Proposed PROJECT, the impact BIO-10 determination in Section F states the following:
-impacts to species status bird species due to risk of electrocution and collision with transmission
lines and towers would be significant but mitigated (Class II)
-impacts to golden eagles due to collision with operating turbines would be significant and
unmitigable (Class I)
-impacts to Vaux's swift and special status bat species due to collision with operating turbines would
be significant but mitigated (Class II)
-impacts to special status bird species due to collision with operating turbines would be less than
significant (Class III).

It appears that there are two different conclusions for the same impact to
special status wildlife species. Please clarify.

With the exception of the San Diego and Arizona Eastern Railroad and Old Highway 80 (both of which
traverse a large portion of the project area), the cumulative cultural and paleontological resources
impact analysis presented in Section F, Cumulative Scenario and Impacts, does not reference specific
historic sites. Instead the analysis generally refers to sites identified during surveys conducted for the
Proposed PROJECT and identified and discussed at length in Section D.7 Cultural and Paleontological
Resources. CA-SDI-7708H, however, is located 200 feet south of the 138 kV transmission line
alignment, such that it would not be impacted by the proposed project. The resource’s location outside
the Project APE has been noted in the Final EIR/EIS Section F.3.6. Please refer to Final EIR/EIS
Section D.7, Cultural Resources, for impact analysis pertaining to specific resources present in the
project area.

Include the historic house (CA-SDI-7011H) in this discussion.
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213.0

Section

F.3.6 Cumulative

Subsection

Page F-84

Comment or Issue

Comment Notes

The cumulative analysis section for cultural resources is wholly inadequate.
Please refer to sample provided as an attachment for the minimum
requirements needed to comply with CEQA and RPO. The section should
also be reviewed for NEPA compliance. The industry standard for cumulative
analysis of cultural resources is at a minimum reviewing the projects in the
area, the number of sites within a one mile radius that may be impacted by
these projects, the types of sites (prehistoric, historic, built environment), the
number of sites that have been mitigated for impacts, the number of sites
impacted by projects in the area which cannot be mitigated (requiring
overriding considerations), and any landscapes or districts that will be
impacted.

Page 32 of 32

Response

Please refer to common response CUL3, regarding adequacy of the cumulative cultural resources
impact analysis and response 206.
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Response to Document No. B9
Law Office of Cynthia L. Eldred,
on behalf of San Diego Rural Fire Protection District
(Cynthia L. Eldred, Esq.)
Dated March 4, 2011
B9-1

This comment acknowledges that the law office represents the San Diego Rural
Fire Protection District (SDRFPD) and that all comments provided reference
Section D.15, Fire and Fuels Management, of the Draft EIR/EIS and supplement a
comment letter dated January 4, 2011. Further, it indicates that the comments
pertain to ESJ Gen-Tie and Tule Wind components and not to the ECO
Substation. The comment is noted.

B9-2

The comment is noted. This comment reiterates the Draft EIR/EIS finding that the
Proposed PROJECT significantly increases the likelihood of wildfire and
provides Mitigation Measures FF-1, FF-2, FF-3, and FF-4 as mitigation.
The comment continues to describe SDRFPD’s work with the applicants for ESJ
Gen-Tie and Tule Wind toward focusing mitigation measures in the respective
Fire Protection Plans (FPPs) and provides suggested clarifications to the EIR/EIS
mitigation measures to better respond to the potential fire risk from the project
component construction and operation.
The comment indicates that the applicants for ESJ Gen-Tie and Tule Wind have
both entered into development agreements with SDRFPD, satisfying Mitigation
Measure FF-3 and that these two projects have submitted and received approval
of focused FPPs, satisfying Mitigation Measure FF-4.
Further, the comment concludes that implementation of the clarified mitigation
measures, FPPs, and development agreements satisfy the SDRFPD’s concerns
and would result in a not adverse and less-than-significant (Class II) impact on
their ability to respond to fires and that the potential increased fire risk has been
mitigated. Based on this finding by the fire agency with jurisdiction over the
project area, Section D.15.3.3 of the Final EIR/EIS has been revised to indicate
that with application of mitigation measures, as clarified in the Final EIR/EIS,
ESJ Gen-Tie and Tule Wind Fire and Fuels Management impacts are all Class II
(mitigated below the level of significance). Please refer to common response
FIRE5 regarding the ESJ and Tule impact classifications.

October 2011
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In response to this comment, Section D.15.3.3 and Table D.15-4 have been
modified in the Final EIR/EIS in accordance with 40 CFR 1502.9(b). These
changes and additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues about
significant effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term
is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, and under NEPA do not
result in new significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental
concerns, or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).
B9-3

This comment indicates revisions to Table D.15-8 of the EIR/EIS to Mitigation
Measure FF-1 (Construction Fire Prevention Plan). The first revision requests
focusing preparation of the plan on “applicant” rather than focusing on Tule
Wind, LLC. This change is not incorporated in the Final EIR/EIS as Table D.15-8
is meant to focus on which applicant is responsible for implementation of the
measure. The reason it states “the applicant” in the EIR/EIS text in Section
D.15.3.3, is that this is where the measure is first presented and it may apply to all
three projects analyzed in this EIR/EIS.
This comment further clarifies the content of Mitigation Measure FF-1 to include
duration of fire patrols, Red Flag Warning condition restrictions, and
communications requirements. The clarification language is considered
appropriate and is based on the revised FPPs and development agreements. In
response to this comment, Table D.15-8 and text in Section D.15.3.3 has been
modified in the Final EIR/EIS in accordance with 40 CFR 1502.9(b). These
changes and additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues about
significant effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term
is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, and under NEPA do not
result in new significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental
concerns, or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).

B9-4

Please refer to response B9-3 regarding revisions to “applicant.” The comment
requests clarification to Mitigation Measure FF-2 (Wildland Fire Prevention and Fire
Safety Electric Standard Practice Operation and Maintenance Plan) to specify Tule
Wind, LLC’s responsibility to provide fire suppression apparatus prior to energizing
Tule Wind Project, per the development agreement. The clarification language is
considered appropriate as it is based on implementable agreement(s) and provides
additional agreement detail not available at the time of the Draft EIR/EIS.
In response to this comment, Table D.15-8 and text in Section D.15.3.3 has been
modified in the Final EIR/EIS in accordance with 40 CFR 1502.9(b). These
changes and additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues about
significant effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term

October 2011
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is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, and under NEPA do not
result in new significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental
concerns, or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).
B9-5

The comment provides clarification to Mitigation Measure FF-3 (Provide
Assistance) to indicate that the assistance provided through the measure would (at
a minimum) be utilized to fund for one SDCFA Fire Code Specialist II position to
enforce existing fire code requirements, including but not limited to implementing
required fuel management requirements (e.g., defensible space), in priority areas
to be identified by the SDCFA for the life of the project. In addition, the
assistance would provide funding to allow SDCFA to employ up to four
volunteer/reserve firefighters as part-time code inspectors on a stipend basis for
up to 90 days per year for the life of the project. In addition, the development
agreements between SDRFPD, SDCFA, and the Tule Wind and ESJ Gen-Tie
Project applicants would provide funding for the training and acquisition of
necessary firefighting equipment and services to SDRFPD/SDCFA to improve the
response and firefighting effectiveness near wind turbines, electrical transmission
lines, and aerial infrastructure based on project fire protection needs. The
clarification language removes language in the EIR/EIS indicating the type of
apparatus/equipment the funding could provide. The clarification language is
considered appropriate as it is based on implementable agreement(s) and provides
additional agreement detail not available at the time of the Draft EIR/EIS.
In response to this comment, Table D.15-8 and text in Section D.15.3.3 has been
modified in the Final EIR/EIS in accordance with 40 CFR 1502.9(b). These
changes and additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues about
significant effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term
is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, and under NEPA do not
result in new significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental
concerns, or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).

B9-6

The comment provides clarification language to Mitigation Measure FF-4
(Customized Fire Protection Plan) by indicating that the final FPPs would be
approved by the commenting agencies prior to construction. This language was
already provided in the Draft EIR/EIS (Table D15-8). Therefore, no revisions
were made in the Final EIR/EIS.

B9-7

The comment provides clarification language to Mitigation Measure FF-5 (Wind
Turbine Generator Fire Suppression System) in Section D.15.3.3 of the EIR/EIS
by indicating that the modern technology (as opposed to the “latest” technology)
would be utilized, and specifies maintenance according to the manufacturer’s

October 2011
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specifications. Clarification language pertaining to the technology used does not
substantially affect the mitigation measure. Language pertaining to system
maintenance is applicable and therefore the Final EIR/EIS will reflect the
clarification to Mitigation Measure FF-5.
In response to this comment, Table D.15-8 and text in Section D.15.3.3 has been
modified in the Final EIR/EIS in accordance with 40 CFR 1502.9(b). These
changes and additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues about
significant effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term
is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, and under NEPA do not
result in new significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental
concerns, or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).
B9-8

The comment provides clarification and suggested revisions to Mitigation
Measure FF-6 (Funding for FireSafe Council). Clarifications focus on shifting the
funding from the local FireSafe Council to the San Diego County Fire Authority
(SDCFA) for staffing of a full-time inspector and four reserve/volunteer
inspectors (stipend basis) available for the life of the project. This use of Proposed
PROJECT funding would specifically result in defensible space improvements
throughout the project area, and therefore has a direct effect on reducing the
potential fire threat. Additionally, this funding and intended use have been
executed as part of a development agreement between the ESJ Gen-Tie and Tule
Wind applicants with SDCFA. Based on these facts, the Final EIR/EIS will reflect
clarifications to Mitigation Measure FF-6. Please refer to common response
FIRE6. In response to this comment, Section D.15.3.3 and Table D.15-8 have
been modified in the Final EIR/EIS in accordance with 40 CFR 1502.9(b). These
changes and additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues about
significant effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term
is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guideline, and under NEPA do not
result in new significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental
concerns, or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).

B9-9

This comment provides the language for Mitigation Measure FF-7 directly from
EIR/EIS Table D.15-8. No clarifications are indicated.

B9-10 through B9-18
The comment provides a table with additional measures as detailed in the
approved Tule Wind FPP (dated November 2010 and revised/finalized February
2011) that are requested to be part of the EIR/EIS fire mitigation package. These
measures were developed by Tule Wind, LLC, and included in the FPP that was

October 2011
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submitted after the Draft EIR/EIS was published (December 2010). The
additional measures include restrictions and requirements for work area hazard
removal, helicopter use, roads, combustible storage, visual inspections, line
clearance, de-energizing systems, site maps, and communication devices. These
measures and clarifications will be included in the Final FPP that will be
incorporated into the standard construction contracting agreements for the Tule
Wind Project as required in Mitigation Measure FF-1 as described in Section
D.15 of the Final EIR/EIS.

October 2011
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Response to Document No. B10
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research,
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit
(Scott Morgan)
Dated March 7, 2011
B10-1

This letter, acknowledging compliance with the State Clearinghouse review
requirements for draft environmental documents, is noted. The State
Clearinghouse forwarded several letters from reviewing state agencies. Most of
these letters were also sent by the agencies themselves and are included herein.
These include letters from the California Department of Fish and Game (see
comment letter B3), California Department of Parks and Recreation Colorado
Desert District (see comment letter B5), California State Lands Commission (see
comment letter B7), and the Native American Heritage Commission (see
comment letter C1).

B10-2

In addition to the letters received from agencies mentioned in response B10-1, a
letter from the California Natural Resources Agency, Colorado River Board of
California, was received, which was not sent separately. This letter does not raise
specific issues related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the
EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is provided or required.

October 2011
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Response to Document No. C1
Native American Heritage Commission (Dave Singleton)
Dated December 28, 2010
C1-1

This comment explains the role of the Native American Heritage Commission
(NAHC) in reviewing the Draft EIR/EIS and the authority of that state
commission. The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy
of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is
provided or required.

C1-2

As discussed within EIR/EIS Section D.7.1, Cultural and Paleontological
Resources, record searches and intensive pedestrian surveys were completed for
the Area of Potential Effect (APE) for each proposed project. The background
research identified previously recorded archaeological sites and surveys recorded
additional sites. Additionally, requests for searches of the Native American
Heritage Commission (NAHC) Sacred Lands File for the ECO Substation Project
were requested in 2008, and for the Tule Wind and ESJ Gen-Tie projects in 2009.
For each project, the NAHC provided a list of culturally affiliated tribes and
interested Native American individuals, who were contacted for early consultation
regarding the Proposed PROJECT and the APE. The BLM has been conducting
government-to-government consultation with federal tribes as part of the National
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) Section 106 process. That consultation is
ongoing. The cultural resources mitigation measures listed in Table D.7-13,
Mitigation Monitoring, Compliance, and Reporting–ECO Substation, Tule Wind,
and ESJ Gen-Tie Projects–Cultural and Paleontological Resources, would ensure
that impacts to significant archaeological resources are minimized, including
unanticipated discoveries during construction.

C1-3

The cultural resources section of the EIR/EIS, Section D.7.1, under Methodology and
Assumptions, describes the data collection methods used in the evaluation of impacts
to cultural resources for each project, including the ECO Substation, Tule Wind, and
ESJ Gen-Tie projects. As described in the EIR/EIS, data collection included
consultation with various Native American representatives. Information regarding
Native American consultation conducted for each project is outlined below.
ECO Substation: A request for a Sacred Lands File search was sent to the NAHC
on July 18, 2008, and subsequent consultation letters were sent to individual tribes
on July 29, 2008, seeking additional information regarding cultural resources. A
Native American consultation meeting was held on April 19, 2011, at the Highlands
Senior Center, Jacumba, CA, organized by the BLM as part of their National
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Historic Preservation Act Section 106 compliance. Concerns were identified
regarding the potential for the Proposed PROJECT to impact prehistoric
archaeological sites containing creations and burials, such as CA-SDI-6776. Native
American consultation participants requested that Native American monitors are
involved during initial archaeological surveys. The number of archaeological sites
recorded in the McCain and Jacumba Valley suggest that the area should be
designated a National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-historical district under
the NHPA. Native Americans were involved with many of the Class III intensive
field surveys, and consultation has included site visits to recorded sites that would
potentially be impacted by project development. Consultation is ongoing.
Tule Wind: A request for a Sacred Lands File search was sent to the NAHC on
September 10, 2009. The NAHC responded on September 15, 2009, indicating
that Native American cultural resources exist within a one-half-mile radius of the
project area. Consultation letters were sent to individual tribes on December 19,
2008, and December 9, 2009, seeking additional information regarding cultural
resources. A Native American consultation meeting was held on March 1, 2011,
at the Highlands Senior Center, Jacumba, CA, organized by the BLM as part of
their National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 compliance. Concerns were
expressed relative to the number of archaeological sites recorded in the McCain
and Jacumba Valley that suggest that the area should be designated a NRHPhistorical district under the NHPA. Native Americans were involved with many of
the Class III intensive field surveys, and consultation has included site visits to
recorded sites that would potentially be impacted by project development. In
addition, during the field survey the Manzanita Tribe requested that a visual
analysis be conducted of the landform known as Thumb Rock, which was
prepared by the applicant’s consultant. Follow-up phone calls to and site visits
with tribal representatives were undertaken. Consultation is ongoing.
ESJ Gen-Tie: A request for a Sacred Lands File search was sent to the NAHC on
March 19, 2009. A response was received on March 27, 2009, and immediately
forwarded to San Diego County to establish government-to-government consultation.
Individual tribes were contacted by telephone on April 2, 2009. Two tribal members
of the Kumeyaay and Quechan Indian tribes were contacted to solicit their
participation in a survey; both declined participation in the survey. Additional contact
was made with these two tribal members by telephone on February 3, 2010, to
consult regarding the testing program and findings. One member declined
participation and, as a result of the discussion with the other member, additional
information on the findings, a project description, a location map, and a response
form for any additional comments or questions was provided to that member.
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As documented in Appendix D of the Final Archaeological and Historical
Investigations for the Energia Sierra Juarez U.S. Gen-Tie Line Project found on
the CPUC project website, (http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/
dudek/ECOSUB/TechStudies/ESJ_AltAlign_ArchRpt.pdf), the groups enclosed
in the NAHC’s letter (March 27, 2009), amongst others, were contacted with
regard to the Proposed PROJECT.
In addition, the Department of Energy (DOE), the NEPA lead agency for the ESJ
Transmission Line EIS, conducted Native American consultation. Information
regarding DOE’s consultation can found on DOE’s EJS Transmission Line
project website, (http://esjprojecteis.org/consultation.htm). Based on a meeting
summary memo dated September 16, 2009, the Campo Band of Kumeyaay
(Mission) Indians was supportive of the project and considered the meeting
sufficient for closure of consultation. Further, on November 30, 2009, the
Quechan Indian Tribe notified DOE that because “the proposed project lies
outside of the traditional land area of the Quechan…the Tribe will defer all
comments on this project to the Kumeyaay and will support the Tribe as needed.”
As stated in response C1-2, BLM’s government-to-government consultation with
tribes is ongoing for the ECO Substation and Tule Wind projects and continued
meetings are taking place.
C1-4

As illustrated within EIR/EIS Section D.7, Cultural and Paleontological
Resources, in addition to multiple searches and surveys for cultural resources, the
Class III field surveys of the project APE included record searches of the
California Historic Resources Information System, South Central Coastal
Archaeological Information Center, San Diego State University. The records
searches included a review of the California Register of Historic Resources
(CRHR), the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), and all previous
investigations resulting in archaeological site records to identifying cultural
resources. Native Americans were involved with many of the Class III intensive
field surveys, and consultation has included site visits to recorded sites that would
potentially be impacted by project development.

C1-5

Please refer to responses C1-2 and C1-3. As described in response C1-3, although
contacts have been made with identified knowledgeable Native American tribes
and individuals associated with the BLM Section 106 consultation process, the
formal consultation process associated with the ECO Substation and Tule Wind
projects dictated by the NHPA Section 106 process is ongoing. Therefore, the
scope, nature, extent, and potential significance of any Traditional Cultural
Properties (TCPs) associated with the APEs for these two projects are not
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presently known. Consequently, the EIR/EIS includes Mitigation Measure CUL1H that requires the applicant for each project to provide assistance to the lead
agency, as requested, to complete required government-to-government
consultation with interested Native American tribes and individuals (Executive
Memorandum of April 29, 1994, and Section 106 of the NHPA) and other
traditional groups to assess the impact of the approved project on TCPs or other
resources of Native American concerns. As directed by the lead agency, the
applicant will undertake required treatments, studies, or other actions that result
from consultation.
C1-6

EIR/EIS Section D.7.3 evaluates all potential impacts to cultural resources as
appropriate under CEQA and NEPA. Table D.7-13 identifies detailed mitigation
measures to reduce potential impacts to the greatest extent feasible for each
project. Such mitigation includes measures such as CUL-1A, develop and
implement a historic properties-cultural resources treatment program; CUL-1B,
avoid significant resources; CUL-1C, training for contractor; CUL-1D,
construction monitoring; CUL-1E, discovery of unknown resources; CUL-1F,
control unauthorized access; CUL-1G, funding of law enforcement patrols; CUL1H, continue consultation with Native Americans and other traditional groups;
and CUL-2, human remains (Native American consultation consistent with
NAGPRA (Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act) and
California Public Resources Codes shall be undertaken if human remains are
found). Both the ECO Substation and Tule Wind project alignments have been
refined to avoid sensitive cultural resources identified during Native American
consultation. The Final EIR/EIS discloses the residual impacts on these resources.
A Memorandum of Agreement will address Native American concerns in the
treatment of all cultural resources that are not completely avoided, including
participation in monitoring construction, as considered necessary.

C1-7

As required by CEQA and NEPA, the EIR/EIS does not disclose specific
information that violates any requirements related to the confidentiality of sacred
sites or important archaeological resources.

C1-8

As discussed within EIR/EIS Section D.7, Cultural and Paleontological
Resources, extensive evaluation and review of cultural resources and potential
environmental impacts to such resources has been performed. The evaluation has
included consultation with the NAHC and appropriate Native Americans and
tribes (refer to response C1-3). Further, Mitigation Measures CUL-1H and CUL-2
are in place to ensure additional Native American consultation, including the legal
and ethical treatment consistent with NAGPRA and California Public Resources
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Codes of any human remains located within the APE, and Native American
monitoring during construction. Response C1-6 explains that the ECO Substation
and Tule Wind projects have been refined to avoid sensitive cultural resources
identified during Native American consultation.
C1-9

Pursuant to EIR/EIS Mitigation Measure CUL-2 (Table D.7-13), all locations of
known Native American human remains shall be avoided through project design
and designation as ESAs if within 100 feet of project components. During
construction, if human remains are encountered on non-federal (state, county, or
private) lands, no further disturbance shall occur until the San Diego County
Coroner has made the necessary findings as to the origin of the human remains. On
federal lands, Native American consultation consistent with NAGPRA shall be
undertaken and any remains shall be left in place and protected from disturbance
until a final decision as to the treatment and disposition has been made. On nonfederal (state, county, or private) lands, if the San Diego County Coroner
determines the remains are Native American, the NAHC shall be contacted and
shall identify the “most likely descendant.” The most likely descendant shall then
make recommendations and engage in required consultation concerning the
treatment of the remains as appropriate. Avoidance and protection of inadvertent
discoveries which contain human remains shall be the preferred protection strategy
with complete avoidance of impacts to such resources protected from direct project
impacts by project redesign. The applicant shall follow all state and federal laws,
statutes, and regulations that govern the treatment of human remains. The Applicant
shall comply with and implement all required actions and studies that result from
such consultations, as directed by the agency.

C1-10

Please refer to response C1-3. During scoping for the Draft EIR/EIS, a Notice of
Preparation (NOP) was sent to the NAHC as well as 21 Native American tribes
and interested Native American individuals. Following receipt of the NAHC
comment letter on the NOP, the notice of availability of the Draft EIR/EIS was
sent to three additional interested Native American tribes and/or individuals that
were not on the original distribution list.
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Response to Document No. C2
Ewiiaapaayp Band of Kumeyaay Indians (William Micklin)
Dated January 19, 2011
C2-1

Mitigation Measure HAZ-6 requires that the applicant establish a safety zone or
setback for wind turbines and provides an industry standard as basic guidance for
establishing that setback. Furthermore, the mitigation measure requires that the
lead agency review and approve the plan detailing proposed setbacks and safety
zones at least 30 days prior to construction, which provides flexibility for the lead
agency to approve appropriate safety zones and setbacks for the project. As a
result, Mitigation Measure HAZ-6 has not been revised in the Final EIR/EIS as
suggested by the commenter.

C2-2

Please refer to common response INT2 regarding adequacy of the EIR/EIS. As
described in Section A.5.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the Ewiiaapaayp Band of
Kumeyaay Indians may use this EIR/EIS for their permitting/approval processes.
As noted in the comment, the Ewiiaapaayp Band of Kumeyaay Indians has
discretionary authority over the Tule Wind Project on tribal lands. Therefore, the
Ewiiaapaayp Band of Kumeyaay Indians/BIA would act as the NEPA lead agency
in consideration of portions of the Tule within their jurisdiction. As a cooperating
agency the Ewiiaapaayp Band of Kumeyaay Indians could choose to either rely
on the CPUC/BLM environmental document to meet their NEPA requirements or
amend, supplement and/or prepare additional documentation to meet the
Ewiiaapaayp Band of Kumeyaay Indians environmental compliance needs.
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Response to Document No. C3
Manzanita Band of the Kumeyaay Nation (Leroy Elliott)
Dated March 2, 2011
C3-1

The comment is noted and will be included in the administrative record. This
comment indicates the Manzanita Band of the Kumeyaay Nation’s general
support for renewable projects. Further, the comment does not raise specific
issues related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS;
therefore, no additional response is provided or required.

C3-2

In response to this comment, Tables ES-1, A-1, and D.4-1, Agency Jurisdiction of
Project Components, in the Final EIR/EIS have been modified to reflect that the
Bureau of Indian Affairs has jurisdiction over the Manzanita Wind Project
proposed on tribal lands, in accordance with 40 CFR 1502.9(b). These changes
and additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues about significant
effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term is used in
Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, and under NEPA do not result in
new significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns,
or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).

C3-3

The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted and will be included in the
project record for consideration during project deliberation. Please refer to
common response CUL1 and response C3-4 for a discussion with regard to the
measures included to avoid and protect significant cultural resources. Potential
project impacts on golden eagles, including loss of potential foraging habitat,
would be fully mitigated by the restoration and preservation of comparable habitat
in the project vicinity.

C3-4

The BLM has been conducting government-to-government consultation with
federal tribes as part of the NHPA Section 106 process, including the Manzanita
Band of the Kumeyaay Nation. That consultation is ongoing. Please refer to
comment response CUL1 with regards to Native American consultation. The
cultural resources mitigation measures listed in EIR/EIS Table D.7-13 (Mitigation
Monitoring, Compliance, and Reporting–ECO Substation, Tule Wind, and ESJ
Gen-Tie Projects–Cultural and Paleontological Resources) would ensure that
impacts to significant cultural resources are minimized, including unanticipated
discoveries during construction. EIR/EIS Table D.7-13 identifies detailed
mitigation measures to reduce potential impacts to the greatest extent feasible for
each project. Such mitigation includes Mitigation Measures CUL-1A, develop
and implement a historic properties-cultural resources treatment program; CUL-
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1B, avoid significant resources; CUL-1C, training for contractor, CUL-1D;
construction monitoring; CUL-1E, discovery of unknown resources; CUL-1F,
control unauthorized access; CUL-1G, funding of law enforcement patrols; CUL1H, continue consultation with Native Americans and other traditional groups;
and CUL-2, human remains (Native American consultation consistent with
NAGPRA (Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act) shall be
undertaken if human remains are found). Both the ECO Substation and Tule Wind
project alignments have been refined to avoid sensitive cultural resources
identified during Native American consultation. The Final EIR/EIS discloses the
residual impacts on these resources. A Memorandum of Agreement will address
Native American concerns relative to the treatment of all cultural resources that
are not completely avoided, including participation in monitoring construction, as
considered necessary (see Appendix 10 of the Final EIR/EIS for copies of the
Tule Wind and ECO Substation Section 106 Memorandum of Agreements).
Please also see common response CUL1.
C3-5
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Response to Document No. C4
Campo Band of Mission Indians (Monique LaChappa)
Dated March 3, 2011
C4-1

This comment is an introduction to comments that follow and indicates the
Campo Band of the Mission Indians’ support for the approach used to address the
Campo Wind Project at a programmatic level.

C4-2

In response to this comment, EIR/EIS Figure D.2-9 in Section D.2, Biological
Resources, has been modified in the Final EIR/EIS to account for redesignation of
Quino checkerspot habitat by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) in
accordance with 40 CFR 1502.9(b). While Final EIR/EIS Figure D.2-9A depicts
USFWS proposed critical habitat for the Quino checkerspot butterfly in the
project area, Figure D.2-9B depicts final revised critical habitat as designated by
the USFWS and published in Volume 74, Number 115 of the Federal Register.
The final revised designation (which reflects new information received by
USFWS regarding subspecies description, life history, ecology, habitat, and
range) resulted in the reduction of approximately 109,479 acres (as compared to
the proposed designation) of USFWS critical habitat for the Quino checkerspot
butterfly in San Diego and Riverside counties.
These changes and additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues
about significant effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the
term is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, and under NEPA do
not result in new significant circumstances or information relevant to
environmental concerns, or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR
1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).

C4-3

The comment does not contain new information that significantly changes the
intent of the referenced discussion, namely, that the proposed Campo Wind
Energy Project would be regulated under statutes and regulations of the Campo
Band EPA as well as applicable BIA regulations, policies, and guidance.
Therefore, no revisions have been incorporated into the Final EIR/EIS as a result
of this comment.

C4-4

Please refer to response C3-2 regarding revisions to EIR/EIS Table A-1 in the
Final EIR/EIS with regard to CPUC’s jurisdiction.

C4-5

Please refer to common responses CUL1 through CUL3 regarding Native American
consultation and assessment of regional cumulative impacts on cultural sites.
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Response to Document No. C5
Ewiiaapaayp Band of Kumeyaay Indians (Robert Pinto, Sr., and William Micklin)
Dated March 3, 2011
C5-1

The comment is an introduction to the comments that follow. This comment
indicates Ewiiaapaayp Band of Kumeyaay Indian’s support for renewable
projects; however, outlines areas where they disagree with the EIR/EIS analysis.
The comment also states that the Tribe is not subject to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The comment is acknowledged and will be
included in the project record. Please refer to common response INT2 for
discussion on purpose of the EIR/EIS.

C5-2

The comment is noted and will be included in the administrative record.

C5-3

The comment is noted that the Tribe’s opinion is that the project should be
approved as proposed and that they disagree with BLMs preferred alternative as
proposed in the Draft EIR/EIS. The comment is noted and will be included in the
administrative record.

C5-4

The comment is noted that the Tribe’s opinion is that the Tule Wind Alternative
5, Reduction in Turbines should be eliminated from the EIR/EIS as it threatens
the financial viability of the Tule Wind Project. Please refer to comment C5-3
regarding comments on BLMs preferred alternative. The comment is noted and
will be included in the administrative record.
As described in the Executive Summary of the EIR/EIS under Section ES.1,
Introduction, the document has been prepared as a joint CEQA and NEPA
document. Section D.1.2, CEQA vs. NEPA Criteria, of the EIR/EIS describes that
a joint EIR/EIS must comply with both federal NEPA and state CEQA
Guidelines. Therefore, throughout the EIR/EIS, references to significant impacts
are made to fulfill the requirements of CEQA pursuant to the standards of
California law. Under NEPA, impacts, whether significant or not, were disclosed
and analyzed.
Please refer to common response INT2 regarding the adequacy of the EIR/EIS
analysis in accordance with both NEPA and CEQA. Please also refer to common
response FIRE5, which addresses receipt of the Tule Wind, LLC Fire Protection
Plan (FPP) as well as Development Agreements with San Diego Rural Fire
Protection District (SDRFPD) and San Diego County Fire Authority (SDCFA).
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C5-5

The comment is noted. Please refer to common response INT2 regarding the
adequacy of the document and significance determinations. Also, refer to
common response BIO1 regarding impacts to golden eagle. The Tribe’s opinion
regarding the change of significance determination for golden eagle is noted and
will be included in the project record.
The comment is noted that the Tribe’s opinion is that the Tule Wind Alternative
5, Reduction in Turbines should be eliminated from the EIR/EIS as it threatens
the financial viability of the Tule Wind Project. Please refer to comment C5-3
regarding comments on BLMs preferred alternative. The comment is noted and
will be included in the administrative record.

C5-6

The comment regarding the Tribe’s opinion regarding the project objectives is
noted and will be included in the administrative record. Please refer to common
response INT2 regarding the adequacy of the EIR/EIS as well as the purpose of
the EIR/EIS. CPUC, as CEQA lead agency will use the Final EIR/EIS, in
conjunction with other information developed in the CPUC’s formal record, to act
only on SDG&E’s application for a PTC to construct and operate the proposed
ECO Substation. The BLM, as NEPA lead agency, will issue a ROD, one for the
ECO Substation Project and one for the Tule Wind Project. As described in
common response INT2, the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) and the Tribe have
discretionary authority over portions of the Tule Wind Project on Tribal lands and
therefore would act as the NEPA lead agency for consideration of portions of the
Tule Wind Project within their jurisdiction. As cooperating agencies, the BIA and
Tribe could choose to either rely on the CPUC/BLM environmental document to
meet their NEPA requirements or amend, supplement and/or prepare additional
documentation to meet their environmental compliance needs.

C5-7

The comments regarding the Tribe’s opinion regarding the alternative screening
requirements, project objectives, and Tule Wind alternatives, notably the Tule
Wind Alternative 5, Reduction in Turbines, is noted and will be included in the
administrative record.
Please refer to common responses ALT1 regarding the adequacy of the
alternatives analyzed in the EIR/EIS. In accordance with NEPA (40 CFR
1502.14), Section C of the EIR/EIS rigorously explored 12 alternatives to the Tule
Wind Project, including seven alternative location/configures and five design
alternatives. Please also refer to common response INT2 and response C5-6
regarding that the Tribe may use the EIR/EIS for their permitting/approval
process or amend, supplement and/or prepare additional documentation to meet
their environmental compliance needs.
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C5-8

The comments and referenced studies indicating that the probability of golden
eagle collision avoidance with turbines is “very high” as well as the Tribe’s
disagreement with the EIR/EIS significance determination are noted and will be
included in the administrative record. However, the rationale for the conclusions
regarding potential impacts to eagles are stated in the EIR/EIS and in common
response BIO1. Given the documented disagreement among experts on golden
eagle behavior and collision risk (see also common response INT2 regarding
disagreement among experts) and the lack of more specific data on the nesting
golden eagles in the vicinity, the conclusions on potential risk to golden eagles
and the significance determination for BIO-10 for the Tule Wind Project was
based on the compilation of the information available, including species ecology,
bird use data, encounter rate index, nest survey information, and the species’
population and regulatory status. Due to disagreement among experts and lack of
specific data on the foraging behavior of the golden eagles in the nearest active
nest, the EIR/EIS determined that there was risk of collision with turbines in the
northern portion of the Tule Project area for golden eagle individuals occupying
this active nest. Based on the regulatory status of this species and the documented
population decline of the species in the region, the loss of a single bird and/or
breeding pair as a result of collision was considered significant because it would
contribute to the decline of the population in the region.

C5-9

The comments regarding the mitigation measures for impacts from collisions are
noted and will be included in the administrative record. Please refer to common
response BIO1 which provides a more detailed response regarding golden eagle.
The Tribe’s comments regarding permitting of golden eagle are noted; however,
the EIR/EIS is a CEQA and NEPA compliance document and does not permit
take of species.

C5-10

Please refer to response C2-1 regarding Mitigation Measure HAZ-6 and
setback requirements.

C5-11

The comment is noted that the Tribe’s opinion is that the approved Tule Wind,
LLC FPP and mitigation measures justify a conclusion that impacts should be
categorized as Class II, not Class I. Based on final details of the approved Tule
Wind, LLC FPP and Development Agreements with SDRFPD and SDCFA,
impact classifications are reclassified as Class II impacts in Section D.15.3.3 in
the Final EIR/EIS (see also Section D.15.5 and Tables D.15-4, D.15-6, and D.158 in the Final EIR/EIS). Please refer to common response FIRE5. The Final
EIR/EIS in accordance with 40 CFR 1502.9(b) has been modified. These changes
and additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues about significant
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effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term is used in
Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines and under NEPA, do not result in
new significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns,
or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).
C5-12

The commenter provides opinions regarding the Tule Wind Project serving
purposes of a Fire Break. Further, the comment indicates that presence of the Tule
Wind project will reduce risk to fire suppression personnel. The commenter
generalizes the term wind break, fire line, fire roads, etc., and how they are
applicable to the project, and where each would be located if implemented. The
comment indicates that if the project is approved, it will serve to reduce the fire
threat and if the project is not approved, the fire break will not be possible. The
project will provide fuel reduction within the delineated project footprint.
However, it will not be consistent with a fire break with removal of vegetation to
bare soil. Fuels will be reduced around wind turbine pads, along roads, and at
other yards and vehicle use areas. Most of the disturbed area will be revegetated
and the fuel reduction areas will not be contiguous. Therefore, it is inaccurate to
consider the Tule Wind project a fire break. Further, Santa Ana wind driven fires
have proven on numerous occasions, including the 2003 Cedar and 2007 Witch
Creek Fires that burning embers can blow miles in front of a fire and are not
affected by fire breaks.

C5-13

The comment refers to the updated Tule Wind Project FPP dated November 2010
and revised February 2011 and approved by the San Diego Rural Fire Protection
District Board of Directors. The comment requests revisions to the EIR/EIS based
on that FPP. This comment is noted and certain clarifying edits have been made to
Section D.15.3.3 of the Final EIR/EIS (also Section D.15.5 and Tables D.15-4,
D.15-6, and D.15-8) based on the updated, approved FPP and Development
Agreements with SDRFPD and San Diego County Fire Authority. The items that
are clarified in the Final EIR/EIS are addressed in the following responses to
specific requested updates (responses C5-14 to C5-39). The Final EIR/EIS in
accordance with 40 CFR 1502.9(b) has been modified. These changes and
additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues about significant
effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term is used in
Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines and under NEPA, do not result in
new significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns,
or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).

C5-14

The comment is noted but would not affect the analysis or conclusion of the EIR/EIS.
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C5-15

The comment refers to terminology related to equipment resulting in ignitions and
requests clarification of composting vs. debris piles. The language provided in the
EIR/EIS is appropriate and the suggested edit will not affect the analysis or
conclusions of Section D.15.3.3. The term “compost piles” refers to any piling of
organic materials that may result in organisms that breakdown the organic matter
and generate heat. Changing the term compost to debris does not accurately
portray the intended action that is being restricted.

C5-16

The comment requests clarifying language regarding transformers, wind turbine
heights, and capacitors. The clarifying language suggested would further define the
use of these components at the site, but does not affect the analysis or conclusions
in Section D.15.3.3. Therefore, no edits were made in the EIR/EIS.

C5-17

The comment requests insertion of General Order 95 into text in Section D.15.1 in
the EIR/EIS to suggest that it prevents vegetation ignitions. Even though GO 95
requires specific clearances between conductors and vegetation, a variety of
factors may hinder efforts to comply, as was seen in the 2007 wildfires in San
Diego County. Discussion of General Order 95 occurs in EIR/EIS Section D.15.1
and again in Section D.15.2. Inserting it where requested by the commenter would
not alter the intent, analysis, or conclusions in Section D.15.3.3; therefore, no
edits were made as a result of this comment in the Final EIR/EIS.

C5-18

The comment requests changing the section titles of “Fires Caused by Wind
Turbines” and “Fires Caused by Transformers” and insertion of language
indicating the number of wind turbine fires each year caused by wind turbines and
transformers in Section D.15.1 of the EIR/EIS. The section titles accurately
portray the intent of the sections, which is to identify that wildfires can be caused
by wind turbines and transformers that themselves catch fire from internal
malfunctions. Also, the insertion of independently verified fire statistics in this
section is not appropriate. The language is more suitable in Section D.15.3 (see
Impact FF-2 for the Tule Wind Project) of the EIR/EIS to counter International
Association of Electrical Inspectors (IAEI) provided information indicating up to
35 turbine fires per year. In response to this comment, Section D.15.3.3 has been
modified in the Final EIR/EIS in accordance with 40 CFR 1502.9(b). These
changes and additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues about
significant effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term
is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines and under NEPA, do not
result in new significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental
concerns, or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii).
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C5-19

This comment repeats information provided in comment C5-43. Please refer to
that response.

C5-20

The comment requests insertion of a discussion of the San Diego Rural Fire
Protection District as first responder. The EIR/EIS includes several discussions of
SDRFPD in Section D.15.1 and in Table D.15-8. The SDRFPD is sufficiently
covered and identified as having jurisdiction in the area. Further discussion would
not affect the analysis or conclusions presented in Section D.15.3.3.

C5-21

The comment indicates that additional information should be provided to clarify
the potential ignition sources and the additional measures that wind turbines will
be provided to reduce the potential for ignition. The requested information is
appropriately provided in Section D.15.3.3 (see Impact FF-2 for the Tule Wind
Project) of the EIR/EIS. Inserting duplicative language as requested would have
no effect on the analysis or conclusions provided in Section D.15.3.3.

C5-22

The comment requests insertion of language in Section D.15.1 specifying that
CAL FIRE contains 90% to 95% of all wildfires in its jurisdiction to 10 acres or
less in an effort to provide perspective for the risk to regional assets. CAL FIRE’s
efficiency containing wildfire to 10 acres or less is not debated. Regardless of the
efficiency containing 90% to 95% of wildfires to 10 acres, there is potential for
5% to 10% of all fires to escape containment. Historically, 90% of the acreage
burned by wildfires occurs during extreme wind events, when CAL FIRE and
other fire agencies, at best, have difficulty containing fires and more commonly,
can only wait until winds subside. For perspective, CAL FIRE responds to an
average of 5,700 wildfires per year in California burning hundreds of thousands
or millions of acres (CAL FIRE 2010). Even though they may contain 90% to
95% of those fires to 10 acres or less, wind-driven fires often result in much
larger, uncontrolled wildfires, especially in southern California, and repeatedly in
San Diego County. The Cedar Fire alone burned 273,000 acres and four years
later, the Witch Creek Fire burned nearly 200,000 acres, 40% of which had
burned in 2003. Therefore, introduction of new ignition sources into this San
Diego County designated Wildfire Corridor may have an effect on the regions’
assets and insertion of the CAL FIRE efficiency information does not lessen that
risk or have an effect on the analysis or conclusions in Section D.15.3.3.

C5-23

The comment requests clarification language indicating that the International Fire
Code (IFC) is not a federal regulation. The suggested language does clarify the
IFC and its role and has been updated as requested in the Final EIR/EIS (in
Section D.15.2.1). Additionally, this comment requests clarification to the section
on the California Fire Code indicating that wind turbines are not addressed in the
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Fire Code. Clarification has been made in Section D.15.2.2 of the Final EIR/EIS
to specify the lack of fire codes regarding wind turbines. In response to this
comment, Section D.15 has been modified in the Final EIR/EIS in accordance
with 40 CFR 1502.9(b). These changes and additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise
important new issues about significant effects on the environment. Such changes
are insignificant as the term is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA
Guidelines and under NEPA, do not result in new significant circumstances or
information relevant to environmental concerns, or require analysis of a new
alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).
C5-24

The Tule Wind Project applicant’s name change from Pacific Wind Development
to Tule Wind, LLC has been modified in Section D.15 and globally throughout
the Final EIR/EIS in accordance with 40 CFR1502.9(b). These changes and
additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues about significant
effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term is used in
Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines and under NEPA, do not result in
new significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns,
or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).

C5-25

In response to this comment, references to the County FPP content requirements
website have been updated in Section D.15 of the Final EIR/EIS in accordance
with 40 CFR 1502.9(b).
These changes and additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues about
significant effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term is
used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines and under NEPA, do not result
in new significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns,
or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).

C5-26

October 2011

The comment indicates updated information regarding the occurrence of fires in
wind turbines. Comment provides evidence that previously stated fire statistics in
the EIR/EIS are not accurate. Based on the updated information and the effect that
the data has on the analysis and conclusions provided in Section D.15.3.3, the
information has been added to Section D.15.3.3 (see Impact FF-2) of the Final
EIR/EIS under the Tule Wind Project. In response to this comment, Section
D.15.3.3 has been modified in the Final EIR/EIS in accordance with 40 CFR
1502.9(b). These changes and additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new
issues about significant effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant
as the term is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines and under
NEPA, do not result in new significant circumstances or information relevant to
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environmental concerns, or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR
1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).
C5-27

The comment requests clarification in the text that APMs and mitigation measures
would be applicable during decommissioning. As described in Section B.4.3 of
the EIR/EIS, Tule Wind, LLC is requesting a minimum 30-year ROW grant to
construct and operate the Tule Wind Project and a final decommissioning plan
would be developed in compliance with the standards and requirements for
closing the site at that time, which would include APMs and mitigation measures.

C5-28

The comment requests clarification to the wildfire risk analysis based on the postDraft EIR/EIS approved FPP submitted for Tule Wind Project. Based on the
importance of the fire detection, suppression, and notifying systems in the wind
turbine nacelles, clarifying language has been added to Section D.15.3.3 of the
Final EIR/EIS. Please refer to common response FIRE5.
In response to this comment, Section D.15.3.3 has been modified in the Final
EIR/EIS in accordance with 40 CFR 1502.9(b). These changes and additions to
the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues about significant effects on the
environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term is used in Section
15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines and under NEPA, do not result in new
significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns, or
require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).

C5-29

The suggested correction has been made to Section D.15.3.3 (under the heading
“Wildfire Risk Analysis”) in the Final EIR/EIS. These changes and additions to
the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues about significant effects on the
environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term is used in Section
15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines and under NEPA, do not result in new
significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns, or
require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).

C5-30

The comment requests clarifying language be inserted to further indicate the
readiness level of on-site employees and correctly updates number of full-time
employees to 12. Additionally, the commenter asks if the 2,000 assets at risk number
can be disputed. The clarifying language requested for insertion regarding the preplanning and personnel fire awareness will not affect the analysis and conclusions in
Section D.15.3.3 and therefore has not be included in the Final EIR/EIS. The number
of employees has been corrected to state 12 permanent employees in Section
D.15.3.3 of the Final EIR/EIS. Changes to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new
issues about significant effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as
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the term is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines and under NEPA, do
not result in new significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental
concerns, or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).
San Diego County (comment letter B-8) clarified that the assets at risk are in
excess of 16,000 assets. Disputing the number of assets at risk is highly subjective
in nature, and therefore, is not be included in the Final EIR/EIS.
C5-31

The comment requests insertion of clarifying language consistent with the
approved FPP for Tule Wind Project. The language provides updated technical
information and a concise summary of the layered fire protection system available
to provide mitigation for the fire risk presented by the project. The technical
language has been updated in Sections D.15.3.3 and D.15.5 of the Final EIR/EIS.
Impact classification updates are addressed in common response FIRE5. The
commenter further requests deletion of Draft EIR/EIS language indicating that
ignition sources can be managed but not controlled. The statement regards
presence of PROJECT transmission lines. The comment provides no evidence
contradicting the statement. The statement is a statement of fact and will remain
in the Final EIR/EIS.

C5-32

Please refer to common response FIRE1. The comment requests clarification of
discussion of potential interference of aerial firefighting by the Tule Wind
Project’s aerial infrastructure. In response to this comment and based on the postDraft EIR/EIS information provided by CAL FIRE, the primary agency tasked
with providing aerial firefighting in the area and the minimal impact CAL FIRE
anticipates from the project’s presence, Sections D.15.3.3 and D.15.5 and Tables
D.15.4, D.15.6, and D.15.8 have been modified in the Final EIR/EIS in
accordance with 40 CFR 1502.9(b). These changes and additions to the EIR/EIS
do not raise important new issues about significant effects on the environment.
Such changes are insignificant as the term is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the
CEQA Guidelines and under NEPA, do not result in new significant
circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns, or require
analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).

C5-33

The comment requests a source for deaths associated with firefighters being killed
by electrical transmission lines. The Los Angeles Fire Department Training
Bulletin Electrical Hazards (October 2010) indicates that at least 25 fire fighter
deaths have occurred over the 20 year period from 1990 to 2010 from
electrocution. Further, National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health
(NIOSH) lists Line of Duty Deaths (http://www.cdc.gov/niosh/fire/). There are
numerous documented incidences where at least a dozen firefighters were killed
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by down power lines over the last two decades. Additionally, NFPA (2001)
indicates 10 firefighter fatalities due to electrical structure contact during wildfire
fighting. The comment further requests deletion of language referenced from the
draft Boulevard Subregional Plan relating to difficulty fighting fires in wind
turbines. The reference to the draft Boulevard Subregional is relevant and
incorporates planning issues for the community and the volunteer/reserve fire
department that are indicative of firefighting challenges posed by the Tule Wind
Project. However, based on the approved FPP, Development Agreements and
CAL FIRE’s input post-Draft EIR/EIS publication and statements that funding
will provide focused training for responding firefighters, indicating the overall
risk is mitigated, Sections D.15.3.3 and D.15.5 and Tables D.15-4, D.15-6, and
D.15-8 have been modified in the Final EIR/EIS in accordance with 40 CFR
1502.9(b). These changes and additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new
issues about significant effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant
as the term is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines and under
NEPA, do not result in new significant circumstances or information relevant to
environmental concerns, or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR
1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).
C5-34

The comment includes language indicating a request for insertion of a statement
that defines the height of towers, the distance between towers, and the minimum
drop height and how air attack helicopters could navigate through or above.
However, the comment does not provide the actual heights or distances, only “xx”
so the comment is incomplete and does not provide a verifiable argument for
adding the language.

C5-35

The comment requests a source for providing a 500-foot buffer when fighting fire
near an electrical transmission line. The 500-foot buffer is an arbitrary set back
where firefighters would be less likely to contact energized components of a
transmission line or other energized structure. In response, this information occurs
in the Sunrise Powerlink EIS/EIR and indicates that most fire agencies have an
internal policy regarding working near power lines that includes setbacks.
Clarification of this issue is provided in the comment through the International
Fire Service Safety Training Association guidelines. In response to this comment,
Section D.15.3.3 (Impact FF-3/Tule Wind Project/Ground-Based Firefighting),
has been modified in the Final EIR/EIS in accordance with 40 CFR 1502.9(b).
These changes and additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues
about significant effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the
term is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines and under NEPA, do
not result in new significant circumstances or information relevant to
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environmental concerns, or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR
1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).
Additionally, the comment requests insertion of language pertaining to the heights
of project related infrastructure compared against drop heights for firefighting
helicopters and spacing of towers. In response to this comment, Section D.15.3.3
has been modified in support of the impact reduction to Class II for Impact FF-3
in the Final EIR/EIS in accordance with 40 CFR 1502.9(b). These changes and
additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues about significant
effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term is used in
Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines and under NEPA, do not result in
new significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns,
or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).
Finally, the comment refers to the local fire response agencies and requests more
credit for their abilities to respond to fires at the Tule Wind facility. The EIR/EIS
provides analysis and conclusion based on existing information. Introduction of a
facility in a remote area with tall, energized infrastructure presents a type of
firefighting that back-country, volunteer/reserve firefighters do not routinely
encounter. Even with training, accidents happen, as evidenced by electrocution
deaths that occur in areas where firefighters routinely encounter energized
structures. Therefore, no language edits were made to the Final EIR/EIS with
regards to providing credit to the local fire agencies for their ability to deal with
fires at the site.
C5-36

The comment requests clarification of text regarding establishment of non-native
plants in disturbed areas of the project. Based on numerous examples and
experience with disturbed soils in San Diego County, it is not a matter of “if” nonnative plants become established, but “when” they become established. Therefore,
the Draft EIR/EIS language will be retained as it clearly describes the issue and
the need for measures to effectively mitigate the potential impacts. The comment
further requests confirmation of the anticipated number of acres associated with
the project with the modified project layout. Please refer to responses to E1-19
through E1-43, which indicates changes made to the Final EIR/EIS based on the
Tule Wind modified project layout.

C5-37

The comment requests that language be deleted regarding the No Project
Alternative and statements that significant ignition sources and effects on
firefighting effectiveness would no longer be realized. With the reduction of
Impacts FF-2 and FF-3 from Class I to Class II for Tule Wind Project, language
regarding the impacts on firefighting effectiveness has been revised in Sections
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D.15.3.3 and D.15.5 and Tables D.15-4, D.15-6, and D.15-8 of the Final EIR/EIS to
reflect the less-than-significant status. Please also refer to common response FIRE5.
C5-38

The comment requests clarification and uniform presentation of mitigation
measure text. The Final EIR/EIS includes updates to the mitigation measure
language based on the updated FPP and development agreement with SDRFPD
and SDCFA (see revisions in Sections D.15.3.3 and D.15.5 and Tables D.15-4,
D.15-6, and D.15-8 in the Final EIR/EIS). These changes and additions in the
EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues about significant effects on the
environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term is used in Section
15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines and under NEPA, do not result in new
significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns, or
require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)). Please refer to
responses B9-10 through B9-18.
Note that the mitigation measures in the text of the EIR/EIS are written in order to
apply to all projects analyzed including ECO Substation, Tule Wind, and ESJ
Gen-Tie. The mitigation monitoring table (EIR/EIS Table D.15-8) tailors wording
so it applies to each applicant. Therefore, text is not completely uniform between
the mitigation measure in the EIR/EIS text versus the mitigation monitoring table.

C5-39

The comment requests clarifying language be added to document body text and
Table D.15-8 for Mitigation Measure FF-3. Language refers to the development
agreement and its applicability on federal land. Clarifying language is considered
unnecessary, but related text has been deleted in Section D.15.3.3 of the Final
EIR/EIS to avoid confusion of SDRFPD and other mutual aid responders not
responding on lands outside their jurisdiction. In response to this comment,
Mitigation Measure FF-3 in Table D.15-8 has been modified in the Final EIR/EIS
in accordance with 40 CFR 1502.9(b). This deletion in the EIR/EIS does not raise
important new issues about significant effects on the environment. Such changes
are insignificant as the term is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA
Guidelines and under NEPA, do not result in new significant circumstances or
information relevant to environmental concerns, or require analysis of a new
alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).
The comment also refers to Mitigation Measure FF-6, funding for FireSafe
Council, and provides an internal note to obtain additional information from the
fire agencies. No additional response is required to this comment.
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Response to Document No. C6
Viejas Tribal Government (Anthony Pico)
Dated March 3, 2011
C6-1

The Section 106 Native American consultation undertaken by the BLM is
ongoing. Please refer to common responses CUL1 and CUL2 regarding Native
American consultation and CUL3 regarding assessment of cumulative impacts on
cultural resources. The Section 106 consultation process for the ECO Substation
and Tule Wind projects is still underway. While there is not complete agreement
between the Kumeyaay Bands, some have expressed to the BLM during
government-to-government consultation the general sensitivity and sacredness of
the overall Project area, and that the McCain and the Jacumba Valleys should be
viewed as cultural landscapes. One tribe has informed the BLM that they have
direct ancestral ties to both McCain Valley and Jacumba. In addition to tribal
governments, individual Native Americans have also come forward to the BLM at
various Section 106 meetings with information about certain special areas located
within the project areas. With regards to the ECO Substation Project, the
ethnographic literature documents that there are geographic landforms or features
in or near the Jacumba Valley that are considered spiritually significant including
sacred springs, a mountain used for ritual and ceremony, and an eagle eyrie.
Archaeological sites with known cremation or funerary items are also considered
very sensitive by contemporary Native Americans, and this has been expressed
clearly to the BLM through the consultation process. Within the Tule Wind
Project area specifically, the BLM has heard through its consultations with two
tribes that the large granite boulder known as Lost Valley Rock (or its Kumeyaay
name, “wekatoekush”), is still today considered an important geological feature
that served as a guidepost for the Kumeyaay people traveling between the desert
and the coast during prehistoric or ethnographic times. Archaeological sites with
known cremation or funerary items are also considered very sensitive by
contemporary Native Americans.

C6-2

BLM is the lead agency for coordination of government-to-government Native
American consultation pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act (NHPA). The BLM encourages the Viejas Tribe to participate in
ongoing consultation and meetings. This process is separate but parallel to the
CEQA/NEPA environmental assessment effort that is responsible for preparing
the EIR/EIS. The comment regarding the Section 106 Native American
consultation process will be included in the project record for consideration
during project deliberation.
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The EIR/EIS characterizes the prehistoric use of the project area and vicinity. The
entire project Area of Potential Effect (APE) has been intensively surveyed to
identify the extent of any cultural resources, so that project planning can be
refined to avoid or minimize potential impacts to the maximum extent feasible.
The Final EIR/EIS addresses these refinements in location of transmission lines
and access roads to feasibly avoid impacts to prehistoric sites.
Maps of archaeological sites are considered sensitive and confidential to protect
their contents from the potential for improper artifact collection and vandalism;
site locations are therefore not included in the publically distributed documents.
The technical archaeological resource reports prepared in support of the Section
106 compliance process and preparation of the EIR/EIS are available to Native
Americans for their confidential review. These data have been shared with Native
American tribes during government-to-government consultation meetings. Site
visits associated with these meetings have explained the relationship of the
Proposed PROJECT to cultural resources identified in the field.
C6-3

Please refer to common responses CUL1 through CUL3 regarding BLM’s
consultation process with local Native Americans, discussion of how the entire
ECO Substation, Tule Wind, and ESJ Gen-Tie Project APEs were systematically
surveyed for the presence of any archaeological resources, and how cumulative
impacts on cultural resources have been addressed. Native American concerns for
Traditional Cultural Properties (TCPs), which are addressed under the eligibility
criteria for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), are
addressed in Impact CUL-2.
EIR/EIS Mitigation Measure CUL-1A (Develop and Implement a Historic
Properties Treatment Plan-Cultural Resources Management Plan (HPTP-CRMP))
states, “If potentially NRHP-eligible historic properties and CRHR-eligible
historic resources are not avoidable, the HPTP-CRMP shall provide a process for
evaluating NRHP and CRHR eligibility, consulting with Native Americans about
site treatment, working with engineers to avoid resources.”

C6-4

Please refer to response C6-3. Native American consultation is required when
developing the HPTP-CRTP.

C6-5

The extent of Native American construction monitoring will be dictated by the results
of Section 106 tribal consultation. These comments will be included in the project
record for integration in the Section 106 Native American consultation efforts.
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C6-6

The identification of TCPs, including consideration of the cultural landscape, is
addressed in EIR/EIS Impact CUL-3: Construction of the project would cause an
adverse change to Traditional Cultural Properties. Biological resources within the
project APE have been systematically inventoried and addressed in the EIR/EIS.
Consideration of the project landscape, including biological resources, is a subject of
ongoing Native American consultation efforts led by the BLM. Please refer to
common response CUL1 regarding BLM Native American consultation. At this time,
potential TCPs within the project area have not been identified such that impacts are
conservatively considered potentially unavoidable. The comment is noted and will be
included in the project record for consideration during project deliberation.

C6-7

Please refer to response C6-3, which describes that EIR/EIS Mitigation Measure
CUL-1A addresses potential project impacts on cultural resources.

C6-8

Please refer to common response BIO1 regarding impacts to golden eagle. In
addition, Mitigation Measures BIO-10b and 10h discuss the requirements for an
Avian and Bat Protection Plan.
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Response to Document No. C7
Kumeyaay Cultural Repatriation Committee (Steve Banegas)
Dated March 4, 2011
C7-1

October 2011

EIR/EIS Mitigation Measure CUL-2 identifies the process that the BLM, the
federal lead agency under NEPA, or CPUC, the state lead agency under CEQA,
will follow in the event that human remains are encountered within federal or
state/local lands, respectively. This comment will be included in the project
record to ensure that the Most Likely Descendant (MLD) representing the 12
Kumeyaay Bands in the project area is notified in regards to repatriation of human
remains/artifacts.
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INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK
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Response to Document No. D1
Clean Tech San Diego (Lisa Bicker)
Dated January 20, 2011
D1-1

The commenter’s support of the project is noted and will be included in the
administrative record.

D1-2

The commenter’s description of CleanTECH San Diego and its interests are
noted. This comment will be included in the administrative record. The comment
does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the environmental
analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is provided or required.

D1-3

This comment is noted and will be included in the administrative record. The
comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the
environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is
provided or required.

D1-4

The commenter’s support of the project is noted and will be included in the
administrative record.
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Response to Document No. D2
San Diego Regional Chamber of Commerce (Ruben Barrales)
Dated January 21, 2011
D2-1

The commenter’s support of the project is noted and will be included in the
administrative record.

D2-2

Refer to response D2-1.

D2-3

Refer to response D2-1.
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Response to Document No. D3
Industrial Environmental Association (Patti Krebs)
Dated January 26, 2011
D3-1

The description of the Industrial Environmental Association is noted. The
comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the
environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is
provided or required.

D3-2

The commenter’s support of the project is noted and will be included in the
administrative record.

D3-3

The comment is noted. The comment does not raise specific issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional
response is provided or required.
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Response to Document No. D4
Mountain Health (Judith Shaplin)
Dated January 27, 2011
D4-1

The commenter’s support of the project is noted and will be included in the
administrative record.

D4-2

The description of Mountain Health and Community Services is noted and will be
included in the administrative record. The comment does not raise specific issues
related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore,
no additional response is provided or required.

D4-3

The commenter’s support of the project is noted and will be included in the
administrative record.
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Response to Document No. D5
San Diego Renewable Energy Society (Rich Caputo)
Dated January 28, 2011
D5-1

The commenter’s support and opinion of the project is noted and will be included
in the administrative record.

D5-2

The comment is noted and will be included in the administrative record. The
EIR/EIS, in its evaluation of the potential impacts and environmental issues
caused by the Proposed PROJECT, provided substantial research and evaluation,
including specific project surveys and studies, to provide a conservative
evaluation of the potential environmental impacts that may be caused.

D5-3

The comment is noted and will be included in the administrative record. As
discussed under Section A, Introduction/Overview, the goals of the Proposed
PROJECT include compliance with a number of directives related to a reduction
of greenhouse gases and renewable energy and is an important element in
developing additional renewable energy resources required to meet California
Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) targets according to Senate Bill (SB) X1 2
and federal Energy Policy Act goals for developing renewable energy.

D5-4

The comment is noted and will be included in the administrative record.

D5-5

The commenter’s support of the Proposed PROJECT is noted. The commenter’s
opinion will be included in the administrative record. EIR/EIS Section D.3, Visual
Resources, includes a full evaluation of environmental impacts to aesthetics and
visual resources caused by the Proposed PROJECT.

D5-6

The comment is noted and will be included in the administrative record.
EIR/EIS Section D.2, Biological Resources, includes a full evaluation of
environmental impacts as they relate to biological and avian resources caused by
the Proposed PROJECT.

D5-7

The comment is noted and will be included in the administrative record. EIR/EIS
Section D.8, Noise and Vibration, includes a full evaluation of environmental
impacts as they relate to noise caused by the proposed wind turbines. As
discussed in Section D.8.3.3 and as outlined in Table D.8-14, Mitigation
Monitoring and Compliance Reporting–ECO Substation, Tule Wind, and ESJ
Gen-Tie Projects–Noise, Mitigation Measure NOI-3 will be in place to require,
prior to construction, a site-specific noise mitigation plan to ensure that noise
from turbines will not adversely impact surrounding residences. The noise
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mitigation plan will ensure that operation of the turbines will comply with County
General Plan Policy 4b and County Noise Ordinance Section 34.404. Mitigation
of the turbine noise may include revising the turbine layout, curtailment of
nighttime use of selected turbines, utilization of an alternate turbine manufacturer,
and implementation of noise reduction technology. The plan will also demonstrate
how the project will maintain the turbines so that they will be kept in good
running order throughout the operational life of the project and will not create
noise levels due to deterioration that would violate County standards.
D5-8

The commenter’s opinions regarding the safety of wind turbines will be included
in the administrative record. The commenter provided no data or references to
support stated opinions. Section D.15 of the EIR/EIS includes a full evaluation of
environmental impacts related to fire and fuels management. EIR/EIS Section
D.15 evaluates the potential for the Proposed PROJECT to not only cause fires,
but to also hinder firefighting capabilities. Please also refer to common responses
for FIRE in Section 2.10 of Volume 3 of the Final EIR/EIS.

D5-9

The comment is noted and will be included in the administrative record. As part
of the NEPA process, the EIR/EIS did evaluate the loss of property values under
Section D.16, impact SOC-3. Please refer to common response SOC1 regarding
property values.

D5-10

The comment is noted and will be included in the administrative record. As part of
the alternative evaluation process, the EIR/EIS Section C.5.4.1, Distributed
Generation—Rooftop Solar Panels and Other Alternative Fuel Supplies Description,
discusses distributed generation alternatives, including rooftop solar. As discussed in
the EIR/EIS, while this alternative would result in a net reduction in project impacts
as compared with the Proposed PROJECT and would contribute directly to meeting
state and federal renewable energy resource goals, the use of such alternative energy
sources alone would not feasibly meet renewable energy goals within the 2010–2020
time horizon due to the sheer number of required residential and commercial rooftop
solar systems required under such an alternative. Please also refer to common
response ALT2 regarding distributed generation.

D5-11

The comment is noted and will be included in the administrative record. Section
C.5.4, Other Energy Alternatives, of the EIR/EIS included a number of
alternative options in order to meet the goals and directives related to energy
and renewable energy development, including but not limited to residential and
commercial rooftop solar panels, biofuels, hydrogen fuel cells, and other
renewable distributed energy sources. Please also refer to common response
ALT2 regarding distributed generation.
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D5-12

The comment is noted and will be included in the administrative record.

D5-13

The comment is noted. Please refer to responses D5-10 and D5-11.

D5-14

The commenter’s support of the project is noted and will be included in the
administrative record.
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Response to Document No. D6
San Diego Renewable Energy Society (Rich Caputo)
Dated January 28, 2011
D6-1

The comment is noted and will be included in the administrative record.

D6-2

The Tule Wind newsletter is noted. The newsletter in this comment does not raise
specific issues related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the
EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is provided or required.

D6-3

This attachment is the same as comment letter D5. Please refer to responses D5-1
through D5-14.

D6-4

The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be included in the administrative
record. The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the
environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is
provided or required.

D6-5

The comment is noted and will be included in the administrative record. The
comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the
environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is
provided or required. EIR/EIS Section D.8, Noise and Vibration, includes a full
evaluation of environmental impacts as they relate to noise caused by the
proposed wind turbines.

D6-6

The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be included in the administrative
record. Please refer to EIR/EIS Section D.16, Social and Economic Conditions, as
well as common response SOC1 regarding property values.

D6-7

The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be included in the administrative
record. The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the
environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is
provided or required. EIR/EIS Section D.2, Biological Resources, includes a full
evaluation of environmental impacts of the Proposed PROJECT as they relate to
biological and avian resources.

D6-8

The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be included in the administrative
record. The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the
environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is
provided or required. EIR/EIS Section D.15, Fire and Fuels Management,
includes a full evaluation of environmental impacts related to the potential for fire
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from the Tule Wind Project and Proposed PROJECT as a whole. The EIR/EIS in
Section D.15, Fire and Fuels Management, evaluated the potential for the
Proposed PROJECT to not only cause fires, but to also hinder firefighting
capabilities. Please also refer to common responses for FIRE in Section 2.10 of
Volume 3 of the Final EIR/EIS.
D6-9

The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be included in the administrative
record. The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the
environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is
provided or required.

D6-10

The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be included in the administrative
record. The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the
environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is
provided or required. EIR/EIS Section D.3, Visual Resources, includes a full
evaluation of environmental impacts to aesthetics and visual resources caused by
the Proposed PROJECT.

D6-11

The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be included in the administrative
record. The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the
environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is
provided or required. EIR/EIS Section D.18, Climate Change, evaluates impacts
to climate change caused by the Proposed PROJECT. Please also refer to
common responses regarding climate change (CC1 through CC3).

D6-12

The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be included in the administrative
record. Please refer to common response ALT2 regarding distributed generation.

D6-13

The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be included in the administrative record.

D6-14

Please refer to common response ALT2 regarding distributed generation.

D6-15

The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be included in the administrative
record. The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the
environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is
provided or required.

D6-16

The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be included in the administrative
record. The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the
environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is
provided or required. EIR/EIS Section D.11, Air Quality, evaluates project
impacts to air quality caused by the Proposed PROJECT.
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D6-17

The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be included in the administrative
record. The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the
environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is
provided or required.

D6-18

The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be included in the administrative
record. The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the
environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is
provided or required.

D6-19

The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be included in the administrative
record. The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the
environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is
provided or required.
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Response to Document No. D7
Back Country Against Dumps (Donna Tisdale)
Dated February 2, 2011
D7-1

The comment is noted. Please refer to common response INT1 regarding the
extension of the public review period.

D7-2

Please refer to common responses PHS1 through PHS4 regarding public health
concerns related to wind turbines, as well as common response SOC1 regarding
property values. This comment will be included in the administrative record.

D7-3

The comment is noted. Please refer to common responses CUL1 through CUL3
regarding cultural resources. This comment does not raise specific issues related
to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no
additional response is provided or required.

D7-4

The comment is noted. This comment does not raise specific issues related to the
project or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no
additional response is provided or required.

D7-5

The comment is noted. Please refer to common response INT1 regarding the
extension of the public review period.
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Response to Document No. D8
Westfield (Jerry Engen)
Dated February 4, 2011
D8-1

Westfield’s support of the project is noted and will be included in the
administrative record.

D8-2

The description of Westfield is noted and will be included in the administrative
record. The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the
environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is
provided or required.

D8-3

Westfield’s support of the project is noted and will be included in the
administrative record.
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Response to Document No. D9
Rasayana (Luke Gordon)
Dated February 5, 2011
D9-1

The comment is noted and will be included in the administrative record. The
alternatives section of the EIR/EIS, Section C.3.1, describes the ECO Substation
Project transmission line alternatives analyzed in the EIR/EIS. As described in this
section, two alternatives along Old Highway 80, including the ECO Highway 80
138 kV Transmission Route Alternative and the ECO Highway 80 Underground
138 kV Transmission Route Alternative, are analyzed in the EIR/EIS. Further, the
ECO Partial Underground 138 kV Transmission Route Alternative, which
undergrounds approximately 6 miles of the proposed transmission line route from
milepost (MP) 0.3 to 2.4 (this segment would be rerouted and installed underground
along Old Highway 80 and Carrizo Gorge Road) and from MP 9 to Boulevard
Substation, is analyzed in this document. Please refer to comment letter E3 (from San
Diego Gas & Electric Company, dated March 4, 2011) in this Final EIR/EIS, which
indicates SDG&E’s support for this underground alternative.
It should be noted that the ECO 3B route (Jewel Valley Road Route Alternative),
as shown in EIR/EIS Figure C-1 and described in Section C.5.1.11, was
eliminated from further analysis in the EIR/EIS as this alternative would result in
increased impacts due to a longer route that would require additional access.

D9-2

The comment is noted and will be included in the administrative record. The
comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the
environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is
provided or required. Please refer to response D9-1. EIR/EIS Section D.6,
Agricultural Resources, evaluates impacts to agricultural resources.

D9-3

The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. The commenter’s opinion
will be included in the administrative record.

D9-4

The commenter’s opinion is noted. The commenter’s opinion will be included in
the administrative record. EIR/EIS Section D.10, Public Health and Safety,
evaluates EMF associated with the project.

D9-5

The comment is noted and will be included in the administrative record. EIR/EIS
Section D.12, Water Resources, evaluates project impacts to both surface and
groundwater quality and quantity.
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D9-6

The commenter’s opinion is noted. The commenter’s opinion will be included in
the administrative record. EIR/EIS Section D.10, Public Health and Safety,
evaluates EMF associated with the project.

D9-7

The comment is noted and will be included in the administrative record. Please
refer to response D9-1 regarding the alternatives analyzed in the EIR/EIS.

D9-8

This comment is noted. Please refer to responses D9-9 through D9-17.

D9-9

This comment is noted. This is the comment letter received during the Notice of
Preparation (NOP) for the ECO/Tule Wind/ESJ Gen-Tie Project EIR/EIS and is
included in the Scoping Report published March 23, 2010. These comments were
considered during preparation of the EIR/EIS. Responses D9-10 through D9-17
provide information on where topics are found in the EIR/EIS.

D9-10

The comment is noted and will be included in the administrative record. EIR/EIS
Section D.10, Public Health and Safety, evaluates EMF associated with the
project. Please refer to common response SOC1 regarding property values.

D9-11

This comment is noted. EIR/EIS Section D.3.3, Visual Resources, addresses
impacts of the Proposed PROJECT to visual resources in the project area.

D9-12

This comment is noted. EIR/EIS Section D.6, Agricultural Resources, evaluates
impacts of the Proposed PROJECT to agricultural resources.

D9-13

The comment is noted. EIR/EIS Section D.10, Public Health and Safety, evaluates
hazardous materials impacts and Section D.12, Water Resources, evaluates
project impacts to groundwater quality. The EIR/EIS includes mitigation
measures that will be implemented through the mitigation monitoring,
compliance, and reporting program (MMCRP), as outlined in Tables D.10-13 and
D.12-6 for Public Health and Safety and Water Resources.

D9-14

EIR/EIS Section D.12, Water Resources, evaluates project impacts to hydrology,
including impervious surfaces as well as surface and groundwater quality. With
regard to existing utility lines in the project area, Mitigation Measure PSU-1b,
Protection for Underground Utilities, is provided in Table D.14-7, Mitigation
Monitoring, Compliance, and Reporting–ECO Substation and Tule Wind
Projects–Public Services and Utilities, of the EIR/EIS.

D9-15

EIR/EIS Section D.13, Geology, Mineral Resources, and Soils, evaluates project
impacts to geology and soils, including erosion. Mitigation Measure GEO-1 in
Table D.13-9, Mitigation Monitoring, Compliance, and Reporting–ECO Substation,
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Tule Wind and ESJ Gen-Tie Projects–Geology, Mineral Resources, and Soils, of
the EIR/EIS would implement an erosion control and sediment transport control
plan that includes a revegetation plan for areas disturbed during construction.
D9-16

The comment is noted and will be included in the administrative record. Please
refer to response D9-1 regarding undergrounding alternatives analyzed in the
EIR/EIS. Section D.10, Public Health and Safety, of the EIR/EIS evaluates EMF
associated with the project.

D9-17

The comment is noted. As noted in response D9-9, these NOP comments were
considered in development of the EIR/EIS. Please refer to response D9-1
regarding the alternatives analyzed in the EIR/EIS, including two along Old
Highway 80, one of which is underground, as well as a partial underground
alternative from MP 9 to the Boulevard Substation.
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines (Section 15000 et seq.) and NEPA (40 CFR
1502.16), the EIR/EIS identifies significant effects due to construction and
operation of the Proposed PROJECT and provides applicant proposed measures
(APMs) and mitigation measures and alternatives that would substantially reduce
these effects.
In addition, as discussed in Section B.3 of the EIR/EIS, the applicants (SDG&E,
Tule Wind, LLC, and ESJ) identified best management practices (BMPs) that
have been incorporated in this EIR/EIS as APMs that would be implemented to
avoid or reduce potential impacts from the Proposed PROJECT. During the
preparation of the EIR/EIS, these measures were assumed to be part of the
Proposed PROJECT and are not considered as CPUC- or BLM-recommended
mitigation measures. However, the applicants’ APMs will be monitored by the
lead agencies as they will be compiled with the mitigation measures into the final
mitigation monitoring, compliance, and reporting program (MMCRP), which will
be completed upon adoption of the Final EIR/EIS.
The EIR/EIS includes an MMCRP for the mitigation measures proposed for the ECO
Substation, Tule Wind, and ESJ Gen-Tie projects. An MMCRP table for the
Proposed PROJECT is provided at the end of each issue area in Section D of the
EIR/EIS (Sections D.2 through D.18) that lists each mitigation measure and outlines
procedures for successful implementation. Section H of the EIR/EIS provides the
recommended framework for effective implementation of the MMCRP.
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Response to Document No. D10
San Diego Renewable Energy Society (Richard Caputo)
Dated February 10, 2011
D10-1

The comment is noted and will be included in the administrative record.

D10-2

This comment is noted. Please refer to common response ALT2 regarding
distributed generation.

D10-3

The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be included in the administrative
record. As stated in the EIR/EIS, Section C.5.4.1, Distributed Generation—
Rooftop Solar Panels and Other Alternative Fuel Supplies Description, based on
the purpose and need of the ECO/Tule Wind/ESJ Gen-Tie Project EIR/EIS, this
alternative was eliminated from further analysis as a viable alternative to the
Proposed PROJECT because it would require substantial installations and would
be prohibitively expensive. These installations would render this alternative’s
ability to meet most of the project objectives infeasible from a technical and
commercial perspective within the 2010–2020 timeframe. Please refer to common
response ALT2 regarding distributed generation.

D10-4

The commenter’s opinion is noted and will be included in the administrative
record. The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the
environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is
provided or required. Please refer to response D10-3 as well as common response
ALT2 regarding distributed generation.
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Response to Document No. D11
San Diego County Archaeological Society, Inc. (James W. Royle, Jr.)
Dated February 14, 2011
D11-1

EIR/EIS Section D.7, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, includes
information on potential National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and
California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) eligibility for all cultural
resources that would be potentially impacted by the Proposed PROJECT. In some
cases, such as the ECO Substation and Tule Wind projects, the project description
has been refined to avoid prehistoric cultural resources. The potential NRHP and
CRHR eligibility is defined for each of these resources. The comment is noted
and will be included in the administrative record. The comment does not raise
specific issues related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the
EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is provided or required.

D11-2

The Draft EIR/EIS discussion of the Southwest Powerlink (SWPL) Loop-In
included incorrect information regarding the results of the records search and
surveys for this project area. The Final EIR/EIS has been revised to state that
three previously recorded archaeological sites and one site identified during
surveys are all located outside of the SWPL area of potential effect (APE) (see
changes in Section D.7.1.2, Record Search and Survey Results, under “SWPL
Loop-In” heading). These changes and additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise
important new issues about significant effects on the environment. Such changes
are insignificant as the term is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA
Guidelines, and under NEPA do not result in new significant circumstances or
information relevant to environmental concerns, or require analysis of a new
alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).

D11-3

Final EIR/EIS Table D.7.3 has been revised to add the status of previously
recorded archaeological sites that were not relocated during the present survey.
These include CA-SDI-7027, -7030, -7037, -7040, -7069, -7072, -7080H,
-8315, 8316, -8430, -8431, -8432, -9156, -9278H, and -9279. All of these
resources were very sparse lithic scatters, one bedrock milling surface, and one
historic well and corral. The Final EIR/EIS has been augmented to clarify that:
“This inability to relocate previously recorded sites may be a function of
techniques used when the sites were originally mapped in the 1970s and 1980s,
prior to the use of systematic global positioning systems currently implemented.
None of these site records for these resources included a site map to assist in their
relocation” (Section D.7.1.2, Record Search and Survey Results, under the “138
kV Transmission Line” heading).
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These changes and additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues
about significant effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the
term is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, and under NEPA do
not result in new significant circumstances or information relevant to
environmental concerns, or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR
1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).
D11-4

Final EIR/EIS Section D.7, Cultural and Paleontological Resources, has been
revised to include the results of supplemental surveys for the Tule Wind Project.
The site totals have been adjusted accordingly.
These changes and additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues
about significant effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the
term is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, and under NEPA do
not result in new significant circumstances or information relevant to
environmental concerns, or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR
1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).

D11-5

Please refer to response D11-4.

D11-6

Final EIR/EIS Table D.7-9, Sites and Isolates within the ESJ Gen-Tie Project
Area of Potential Effect, has been revised to include CA-SDI-6119. These
changes and additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues about
significant effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term
is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, and under NEPA do not
result in new significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental
concerns, or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).

D11-7

On those portions of the proposed project on federal lands, curation of artifacts
recovered during archaeological excavations will be addressed by stipulations of
the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) established through the Section 106
compliance process under the of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA)
(see Appendix 11 to Volume 2 of the Final EIR/EIS for copies of the Tule Wind
and ECO Substation Draft Section 106 MOAs). These require that curation of
artifacts be undertaken in a federally recognized facility. Curation of all
archaeological materials that are associated with “historic resources” sites eligible
for CRHR listing is normally required by CEQA for portions of the project on
state or private lands. Mitigation, including artifact curation, for those sites that
are not eligible for CRHR listing or are considered unique archaeological
resources cannot be required under CEQA. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section
15064.5(c)(4):
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“If an archaeological resource is neither a unique archaeological nor an historical
resource, the effects of the project on those resources shall not be considered a
significant effect on the environment. It shall be sufficient that both the resource
and the effect on it are noted in the Initial Study or EIR, if one is prepared to
address impacts on other resources, but they need not be considered further in the
CEQA process.”
The comment is noted and will be included in the administrative record. The
comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the
environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is
provided or required.
D11-8

October 2011

The isolate lead ball was not collected, but only recorded. The comment is noted
and will be included in the administrative record. The comment does not raise
specific issues related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the
EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is provided or required.
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Response to Document No. D12
California Wind Energy Association (Nancy Rader)
Dated February 15, 2011
D12-1

The comment is noted and will be included in the administrative record. The
comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the
environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is
provided or required.

D12-2

The commenter’s support of the project is noted and will be included in the
administrative record.

D12-3

The comment is noted and will be included in the administrative record.
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Response to Document No. D13
HOPE of the Mountain Empire (Randy Lenac)
Dated February 17, 2011
D13-1

The comment is noted and will be included in the administrative record. The
comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the
environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is
provided or required.

D13-2

The comment is noted and will be included in the administrative record. The
comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the
environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is
provided or required.

D13-3

The commenter’s support of the project is noted and will be included in the
administrative record.

D13-4

The attachment, the HOPE Platform, is noted and will be included in the
administrative record. The comment does not raise specific issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional
response is provided or required.
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Response to Document No. D14
Mountain Empire Business Association (Rick Northcote)
Dated February 17, 2011
D14-1

The comment is noted. The commenter’s support of the project is noted and will
be included in the administrative record. The comment does not raise specific
issues related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS;
therefore, no additional response is provided or required.

D14-2

The comment is noted and will be included in the administrative record. The
comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the
environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is
provided or required.
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Response to Document No. D15
Mountain Empire Gentlemen's Club (Gene Vick)
Dated February 17, 2011
D15-1

October 2011

The commenter’s support of the project is noted and will be included in the
administrative record.
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Response to Document No. D16
Gatzke, Dillon, and Ballance LLP (David P. Hubbard) on behalf of EcoLogic
Partners, Inc.
Dated February 22, 2011
D16-1

October 2011

The commenter’s support of the project is noted and will be included in the
administrative record.
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Response to Document No. D17
Enel Green Power, North America, Inc. (Jennifer Purczynski)
Dated February 28, 2011
D17-1

This comment provides an introduction to comments that follow. The
commenter’s support of the project is noted and will be included in the
administrative record.

D17-2

This comment is noted. Approval of the Jordan Wind project will require further
evaluation under all applicable environmental regulations once sufficient projectlevel information is developed. Given that there is a potential for the Jordan Wind
project to still be refined, the CPUC and BLM have set issuance of the Notice of
Preparation and Notice of Intent for the EIR/EIS as the cutoff date for updates to
the project description for the nascent wind energy projects included as connected
actions. By including the wind energy projects as components of the Proposed
PROJECT, it allows the lead agencies and decision makers to further consider
broad impacts, mitigation, and consequences of the ECO Substation Project
specifically, and the wider Proposed PROJECT as a whole.
The information provided in the EIR/EIS was based on information provided from
the project proponent at the time of preparation of the Draft EIR/EIS. The Jordan
Wind project information was provided by Padoma Wind Power in their response
to CPUC’s data request number 1 dated January 15, 2010. Data requests to Padoma
Wind Power and their response can be found on the CPUC’s project website at:
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/dudek/ECOSUB/Other_DR.htm, under
the heading Padoma Wind Power.

D17-3

October 2011

The comment indicates that programmatic significance findings with regard to the
Jordan Wind Project cannot be made at this time considering the premature stage
of project plans and development, and that a comprehensive, project-level
environmental review will be conducted upon completion of final engineering and
design. As indicated in Section A.1 of the Final EIR/EIS, the CPUC and BLM
have determined that the Campo, Manzanita, and Jordan projects are sufficiently
developed to analyze impacts “where feasible.” Therefore, the Campo,
Manzanita, and Jordan projects are qualitatively evaluated at a programmatic
level because sufficient project-level information has yet to be developed.
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By including these nascent wind energy projects as components of the wider
Proposed PROJECT, it allows the lead agencies to further consider broad impacts,
mitigation, and consequences of the ECO Substation Project specifically, and the
wider PROJECT as a whole.
The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the
environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no changes to the EIR/EIS are
required as a result of this comment.
D17-4

October 2011

The comment is noted and will be included in the administrative record. The
comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the
environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is
provided or required.
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Response to Document No. D18
Back Country Against Dumps (Donna Tisdale)
Dated March 1, 2011
D18-1

The introduction to this comment letter is noted and will be included in the
administrative record.

D18-2

The comment consists of a recounted personal account of symptoms and healthrelated conditions purported to be related to proximity to wind turbines. Please
refer to common responses PHS1 through PHS4 regarding public health concerns
related to wind turbines, common responses PHS3 and NOI5 regarding the
relationship between low frequency noise generated by wind turbines and adverse
health effects, common response NOI10 regarding the human response to noise
generated from wind turbines, and common responses PHS3 and NOI12
regarding setbacks from wind turbines to sensitive receptors. The comment is
noted and will be included in the administrative record. The comment does not
raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the
EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is provided or required.

D18-3

The comment is noted and will be included in the administrative record. Please
refer to response D18-2.

D18-4

The comment is noted and will be included in the administrative record. Please
refer to response D18-2.
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Response to Document No. D19
Boulevard/Jacumba/La Posta Fire Safe Council (Tammy Daubach)
Dated March 2, 2011
D19-1

The comment is noted and will be included in the administrative record.

D19-2

The commenter’s description of the Boulevard/Jacumba/La Posta Fire Safe
Council board members and mission and community is noted and will be included
in the administrative record.

D19-3

The commenter’s description of the Fire Safe Council area is noted and will be
included in the administrative record. The Draft EIR/EIS included a full
evaluation the area’s fire environment, fire history, and fire threat within Section
D.15, Fire and Fuels Management, that is consistent with the comment.

D19-4

The commenter quotes from the Draft EIR/EIS, Section D.15.1.1, reiterating
details from the fire environment description regarding fireshed descriptions. The
comment is noted and will be included in the administrative record.

D19-5

The commenter describes several of the assets that may be at risk. The EIR/EIS
includes an evaluation of assets at risk in Section D.15.1.2. The commenter’s
detailed asset descriptions will be included in the administrative record.

D19-6

The commenter quotes from the EIR/EIS, Section D.15.1.1, reiterating details
from the fire environment description regarding ignition sources. The comment is
noted and will be included in the administrative record.

D19-7

The commenter’s opinion regarding fire risk increases will be included in the
administrative record. The Draft EIR/EIS included a full evaluation of
environmental impacts related to the potential for fire and fuels management.
EIR/EIS Section D.15, Fire and Fuels Management, evaluates the potential for the
Proposed PROJECT to not only cause fires, but to also hinder firefighting
capabilities. Fires originating in Mexico are not included in the project analysis as
they would not be a project-related impact.

D19-8

The commenter’s description of the local fire stations and staffing schedules will
be included in the project record for consideration during project deliberation. The
Draft EIR/EIS includes a detailed discussion of the local and regional fire
response resources as well as the potential impact the Proposed PROJECT would
have on firefighting effectiveness (see EIR/EIS Section D.15, Fire and Fuels
Management). Further, common responses FIRE1 and FIRE5 provide additional
information regarding firefighting effectiveness.
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D19-9

Access ways for existing residences are an important component of safe evacuation
within any fire hazard zone. As described in Section D.15.3.3, Direct and Indirect
Effects of the Draft EIR/EIS, on extreme fire weather days (Red Flag Warnings),
project construction, maintenance, and operation restrictions would be in place and
enforced, reducing any potential effect on the roadways residents rely on for
evacuation. Regardless of the Proposed PROJECT’s approval, residents of the area,
like any area with wildland–urban interface, should formulate personal evacuation
plans in addition to a local Fire Safe Council-coordinated community-wide
evacuation plan. Measures providing for Red Flag Warning weather and ongoing
maintenance and operations are addressed in Mitigation Measures FF-1, FF-2, and
FF-4 of the EIR/EIS (Table D.15-8, Mitigation Monitoring, Compliance, and
Reporting–ECO Substation, Tule Wind, and ESJ Gen-Tie Projects–Fire and Fuels
Management). Further, Mitigation Measure FF-6 provides project funding for
preparation of a community-wide fire protection plan and evacuation plan.

D19-10

The commenter quotes from EIR/EIS Section D.15.1.1, reiterating details from
the fire environment description regarding fire modeling, fire history, and fire
suppression responsibilities. The comment is noted and will be included in the
project record.

D19-11

The commenter expresses concern regarding availability of air attack resources and
the lack of manpower to utilize the available firefighting resources. Comments
related to the lack of availability of aerial attack apparatus on days with multiple
large fire events are noted and will be included in the administrative record. It
should be noted that CAL FIRE, U.S. Forest Service (USFS), San Diego Rural Fire
Protection District (SDRFPD), San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E), City of San
Diego, U.S. military, and others maintain aerial attack resources and it is unlikely
that all available aerial resources would be committed at distant locations at the
same time. Therefore, adequate air attack resources are expected to be available
when needed in southeast San Diego County. The firefighting manpower issue that
currently exists in southeast San Diego County due to the volunteer and reserve
status of many of the rural fire stations will be greatly enhanced with approval of
the Proposed PROJECT. Rural areas rarely have full-time, career fire stations due
to lack of funding for areas that include low populations and widespread assets.
Further, SDRFPD, San Diego County Fire Authority (SDCFA), nor CAL FIRE
have indicated the need for a new fire station in the project area, with or without
project implementation. However, they have indicated that staffing and apparatus
would need to be improved with project approval in order to provide adequate fire
protection. The primary mitigation measure that focuses on fire department staffing
is Mitigation Measure FF-3, as detailed in EIR/EIS Section D.15.3.3, Direct and
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Indirect Effects, and Table D.15-8, Mitigation Monitoring, Compliance, and
Reporting–ECO Substation, Tule Wind, and ESJ Gen-Tie Projects–Fire and Fuels
Management. This mitigation measure indicates that a development agreement
between the Tule and ESJ project applicants and the local firefighting agencies
would be in place prior to construction. Further, with implementation of Mitigation
Measure FF-3, SDG&E would provide assistance for a SDCFA fire code specialist
position(s). The cumulative funding source would provide ongoing monies
available for equipment, apparatus, and staffing in the local fire stations. The result
will be full-time staffing and improved capabilities, mitigating increased number of
calls and demand for service, an improved condition from current volunteer and
reserve staffing, which has been somewhat inconsistent and vulnerable to individual
schedule conflicts, as well as providing a SDCFA fire code specialist position(s) to
enforce existing fire code requirements.
D19-12

Please refer to response D19-9 for details regarding evacuation of residents before
and during emergency situations.

D19-13

The commenter quotes from the Draft EIR/EIS, Section D.15.1.1, reiterating details
regarding potential ignition sources during construction, operation, and
decommissioning. The comment is noted and will be included in the project record.

D19-14

The commenter expresses Fire Safe Council preference for undergrounding the
transmission line. With regard to undergrounding transmission lines, it is logical to
assume that undergrounding the lower voltage lines would reduce the potential risk
associated with these typically lower height transmission lines. The EIR/EIS
includes several alternatives to the Proposed PROJECT and some of them would
underground certain transmission lines (see EIR/EIS Section C, Alternatives, for a
description of these alternatives). Others would not be underground due to existing
lines, towers, and infrastructure that will be co-located. Fuel management activities
that are required by the project’s mitigation measures (Section D.15.3.3 and Table
D.15-8 of the EIR/EIS) will minimize the likelihood that vegetation grows near
these aboveground transmission lines. Funding provided by Mitigation Measure
FF-3 will enable SDCFA to staff a full-time inspector in the area. This inspector
will be able to enforce vegetation management throughout the communities,
including the transmission line right-of-ways. Thus, the likelihood of ignition will
be reduced and the likelihood of fire spread from an ignition will be even lower.
Based on those results, the Tule Wind and ESJ Gen-Tie Project impact level for
Impacts FF-2 and FF-3 are reduced to Class II, mitigated to below significant under
CEQA and adverse but mitigated under NEPA (refer to common response FIRE5
for additional details). Because SDG&E’s Fire Protection Plan (Mitigation
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Measure FF-4) has yet to be received and assistance to SDRFPD and SDCFA in
supporting fire code specialist positions (Mitigation Measure FF-3) has yet to be
provided by SDG&E to SDRFPD and SDCFA, mitigation effectiveness for the
ECO Substation Project is not known; therefore, Impacts FF-2 and FF-3 are
considered unavoidable (Class I) for purposes of the analysis conducted in the
EIR/EIS.
D19-15

The commenter describes the proposed power shut-down plan mentioned within
EIR/EIS Section D.15.1.1. The shut-down plan was rejected by the San Diego
County Board of Supervisors and the CPUC, and is no longer considered an
option. Planning for conditions where power is unavailable during emergency
situations continues and Mitigation Measure FF-3 provides assistance (funding)
for SDRFPD and SDCFA, which can be used for providing back-up generators
and other equipment deemed necessary by the district board of directors. Red
Cross provisions for periods where power is unavailable are beyond the scope of
this response and would be most appropriate within a community evacuation plan
that would be funded as part of Mitigation Measure FF-6.

D19-16

The commenter expresses concern over the status of wind turbine fire suppression
systems. The EIR/EIS provides a thorough evaluation of wind turbine fire
conditions and provides for wind turbine fire suppression systems in Mitigation
Measure FF-5. The applicant has committed to the fire agencies to develop or
adapt a fire suppression system for wind turbine nacelle application. The fire
agencies have accepted this as appropriate mitigation for the potential fire risk for
the Tule Wind Project. Please refer to common response FIRE5.

D19-17

The commenter quotes from EIR/EIS Section D.15.1.1, reiterating details regarding
additional potential fire impacts on wildlife, air quality, and water quality. The
comment specifies no additional concern from what is already analyzed in the
EIR/EIS, but is noted and will be included in the administrative record.

D19-18

The commenter quotes from EIR/EIS Section D.15.1.1, reiterating details
regarding additional potential fire impacts on vegetation communities and the
potential for conversion to flashy fuels that are more prone to fire ignition. The
comment specifies no additional concern from what is already analyzed in the
EIR/EIS, but is noted and will be included in the administrative record.

D19-19

The commenter quotes from EIR/EIS Section D.15.1.1, reiterating details
regarding additional potential fire impacts on coastal communities due to wind
reversal common during large wildfire events. The comment specifies no
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additional concern from what is already analyzed in the EIR/EIS, but is noted and
will be included in the administrative record.
D19-20

Concerns related to the nearest airport and unreliability of air attack, lack of fire
breaks, and community education in the McCain Valley area are addressed in
Section D.15 of the EIR/EIS. Please refer to common response FIRE1 regarding
aerial attack. If wind or other conditions limit the use of air resources and direct
fire attack, the importance for fuel modification around assets (e.g., structures,
residences, roadways) so that required defensible space is available will provide a
reduction in the number of assets lost or threatened should a wildfire spread into
the area. The EIR/EIS provides for enforcement of existing weed
abatement/defensible space laws in Mitigation Measure FF-3, Provide Assistance
to SDRFPD and SDCFA, which will have a net positive effect on overall fire risk
in the Proposed PROJECT area. Additionally, Mitigation Measure FF-6 provides
funding for completion of a community-wildfire protection plan to prioritize and
implement fire safety projects. Refer to common response FIRE6.

D19-21

The commenter quotes from EIR/EIS Section D.15.1.1 regarding firefighting near
power lines. The commenter’s opinion will be included in the administrative
record. The EIR/EIS in Section D.15, Fire and Fuels Management, evaluates the
potential for the Proposed PROJECT to not only cause fires, but to also hinder
firefighting capabilities. Please also refer to common response FIRE1.

D19-22

The commenter quotes from EIR/EIS Section D.15.1.1 regarding aerial attack
resources. Concern regarding the distance and possibility of fires starting in
months when no air resources are available is expressed. The 60-mile distance
from the Ramona Air Attack Base to the project area is reachable within 20
minutes by aircraft, meeting Cal Fire’s air attack goals. In addition, other air
attack resources are available within approximately the same timeframe, yearround, providing a robust aerial response capability. Please also refer to response
D19-11 and common response FIRE1.

D19-23

The commenter’s opinion will be included in the administrative record. However,
the commenter provides no substantiation or conclusion on the air attack resources,
responses, or constraints that have not already been analyzed in the EIR/EIS.

D19-24

The provided information regarding Cal Fire’s Interagency Command Center is
noted and further bolsters the aerial firefighting response capabilities in the area.
Please also refer to common response FIRE1 and response D19-11.
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D19-25

The commenter indicates one Fire Safe Council operates in the project area.
However, San Diego County Fire Safe Council provides support and direction
and there are numerous Fire Safe Councils throughout San Diego County,
including in the vicinity of the Proposed PROJECT that can be utilized as
resources for information and planning. In addition, the commenter indicates that
there are 15 rural fire agencies, all volunteer or part-time capacity, protecting 1.5
million acres of unincorporated area. Please refer to common response FIRE1 that
describes that the firefighting manpower issue that currently exists in southeast
San Diego County due to the volunteer and reserve status of many of the rural fire
stations will be greatly enhanced with approval of the Proposed PROJECT.

D19-26

The commenter quotes from EIR/EIS Section D.15.2, reiterating details regarding
the project area’s topography. The comment specifies no additional concern from
what is already analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS, but is noted and will be included in
the administrative record.

D19-27

The commenter expresses concern that the project will be located within
chaparral, will remove 100-year-old oaks, and will affect homeowner insurance in
the vicinity. The EIR/EIS summarizes the vegetation communities that will be
affected by the project. Fire protection measures required of the Proposed
PROJECT minimize the potential for fire escape by providing fuel modification
zones among other measures that are part of a layered system of protection,
prevention, and suppression. Regarding oak trees, the EIR/EIS analyzes the oak
impacts related to the Proposed PROJECT. The comment does not indicate a firerelated concern from the oak trees. Please refer to common response FIRE3
regarding insurance coverage.

D19-28

The commenter indicates concern in the Tule Wind Project area and Lark Canyon
road as a sole ingress/egress. Access ways for existing residences are an important
component of safe evacuation within any fire hazard zone. As described in Section
D.15.3.3, Direct and Indirect Effects, of the EIR/EIS, on extreme fire weather days
(Red Flag Warnings), project construction, maintenance, and operation restrictions
would be in place and enforced, reducing any potential effect on the roadways
residents rely on for evacuation. Regardless of the Proposed PROJECT’s approval,
residents of the area, like any area with wildland–urban interface, should formulate
personal evacuation plans in addition to a local Fire Safe Council-coordinated
community-wide evacuation plan, which is provided funding by the Proposed
PROJECT in Mitigation Measure FF-6 of the EIR/EIS. Measures providing for Red
Flag Warning weather and ongoing maintenance and operations are addressed in
Mitigation Measures FF-1 and FF-2 of the EIR/EIS (Table D.15-8, Mitigation
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Monitoring, Compliance, and Reporting–ECO Substation, Tule Wind, and ESJ
Gen-Tie Projects–Fire and Fuels Management).
D19-29

The commenter refers to EIR/EIS Table D.15-3 and the total impact area (project
footprint). The commenter states that if an emergency occurs, there are only four
firefighters to cover the 668 impacted acres. The table only summarizes potential
impact or disturbance area of the project. The firefighting and emergency
response resources provided by the local fire stations, CAL FIRE, BLM, USFS,
SDCFA, and others are available under mutual aid agreements and would respond
to fire emergencies not only in the 668-acre project footprint, but throughout the
area and would provide a combination of attack and structure protection.

D19-30

The commenter’s opinion will be included in the administrative record. Please
refer to response D19-29 for additional information. Also, EIR/EIS Section D.15,
Fire and Fuels Management, evaluates the potential for the Proposed PROJECT
to not only cause fires, but to also hinder firefighting capabilities.

D19-31

The commenter quotes nearby structure information provided in the EIR/EIS and
then inaccurately mentions that no mitigation is being offered. The comment
further indicates that property values and insurance coverage will be affected by
the Proposed PROJECT. Mitigation measures are detailed in Section D.15.3.3 of
the EIR/EIS and applicant proposed measures (APMs) are provided in applicant
Fire Protection Plans (Tule and ESJ). The mitigation measures provided for fire
protection, prevention, and suppression are multi-layered and have received fire
agency approval as mitigating the fire risk for the Tule and ESJ projects. Please
refer to common responses SOC1 regarding home values and FIRE3 regarding
insurance coverage.

D19-32

The commenter quotes from the EIR/EIS regarding land use. The EIR/EIS
provides information pertaining to the nearest structures, including that one of the
structures may be illegally on the project. The analysis and conclusions performed
in Section D.15.3.3 do not consider whether the structure is illegal or not when
determining impact levels or mitigation measures. The comment is noted and will
be included in the administrative record.

D19-33

This comment reiterates details provided in the EIR/EIS regarding regional assets
at risk. The comment will be included in the administrative record.

D19-34

This comment reiterates details provided in the EIR/EIS regarding federal
wildland fire policy and the National Fire Plan. The comment specifies an opinion
that the Proposed PROJECT adds multiple new risks with no mitigation. The
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EIR/EIS (Section D.15, Fire and Fuels Management) includes a full evaluation of
environmental impacts related to the potential for fire and fuels management.
EIR/EIS Section D.15, Fire and Fuels Management, evaluates the potential for the
Proposed PROJECT to not only cause fires, but to also hinder firefighting
capabilities. EIR/EIS Section D.15.3.3 provides mitigation measures to counter
the project-related risks.
D19-35

The commenter’s opinion regarding undergrounding of the transmission lines will
be included in the administrative record. The EIR/EIS (Section D.15, Fire and
Fuels Management) includes a full evaluation of environmental impacts related to
the Proposed PROJECT and alternatives, some of which consider undergrounding
portions of the electrical transmission lines associated with the project. Please
also refer to common response FIRE2 regarding the undergrounding alternatives.

D19-36

The commenter provides information from the National Fire Plan regarding preplanning and indicates that none of the pre-planning measures are being
implemented at any of the impacted communities. In fact, Section D.15 of the
EIR/EIS provides many of the measures as part of the impact analysis and
mitigation measure generation process. Implementation of the National Fire Plan
is not the responsibility of the Proposed PROJECT, but is a federal program to
assist rural fire agencies.

D19-37

The commenter mentions that CPUC General Order (GO) 95 is applicable and
will need to consider the goldspotted oak borer and the tree mortality it is causing.
EIR/EIS Section D.15 provides a discussion of GO 95 and its applicability to the
Proposed PROJECT, and includes vegetation clearance and removal of dead
vegetation, regardless of cause of decline/mortality.

D19-38

The comment regarding GO 95 and its considerations for disaster preparedness
are addressed in the analysis and conclusions provided in EIR/EIS Section D.15.
Mitigation measures resulting from the impact analysis of the Proposed
PROJECT are related to the level that disaster preparedness was considered in the
project design, including, but not limited to operating differently during Red Flag
Warning periods, undergrounding transmission lines, providing steel poles, and
shortening spans. Thus, the comment is noted and has been addressed in the
EIR/EIS. No change to the EIR/EIS is required as a result of this comment.

D19-39

The commenter quotes the CAL FIRE Civil Cost Recovery Program and provides
a warning that the applicants will be responsible for costs associated with any fire
caused by the project. The commenter’s opinion will be included in the
administrative record.
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D19-40

The commenter quotes several policy documents regarding fire hazard reduction
and land use planning in fire hazard severity areas. The commenter’s opinion
regarding whether the project is appropriate for the area or not and whether it has
been provided proper mitigation/hazard reduction will be included in the
administrative record. EIR/EIS Section D.15, Fire and Fuels Management,
evaluates the fire environment and the potential for the Proposed PROJECT to not
only cause fires, but to also hinder firefighting capabilities. Local and county fire
agencies have concluded that appropriate mitigation has been provided for the
Tule and ESJ projects based on approved FPP and a development agreement.
However, because SDG&E’s Fire Protection Plan (Mitigation Measure FF-4) has
yet to be received and assistance to SDRFPD and SDCFA in supporting fire code
specialist positions (Mitigation Measure FF-3) has yet to be provided by SDG&E
to SDRFPD and SDCFA, mitigation effectiveness for the ECO Substation Project
is not known; therefore, Impacts FF-2 and FF-3 are considered unavoidable
(Class I) for purposes of the analysis conducted in the EIR/EIS.

D19-41

The commenter’s statements regarding fire protection plans and analysis of impacts
on a variety of fire protection features is noted and will be included in the project
record. The EIR/EIS evaluates project Fire Protection Plans (FPPs) for the ESJ
Gen-Tie and Tule Wind projects. Both FPPs had been approved by the County Fire
Authority and SDRFPD. Both FPPs analyzed potential impacts on fire response and
capabilities. An independent analysis of the potential impacts of the projects on the
fire resources was conducted in Section D.15 of the EIR/EIS. The analyses for the
ESJ Gen-Tie and Tule Wind projects conclude (as presented in the Final EIR/EIS)
that potential impacts can be mitigated to less than significant (fire agencies have
stated that it is mitigated below significance level for the ESJ Gen-Tie and Tule
Wind projects). Regardless, the mitigation measures and APMs provided for the
projects result in a layered fire protection, prevention, and suppression system that
improves the readiness, availability, and capabilities of the responding firefighters,
as well as makes the area less prone to wildfire damage. However, because
SDG&E’s Fire Protection Plan (Mitigation Measure FF-4) has yet to be received
and assistance to SDRFPD and SDCFA in supporting fire code specialist
positions (Mitigation Measure FF-3) has yet to be provided by SDG&E to
SDRFPD and SDCFA, mitigation effectiveness for the ECO Substation Project is
not known; therefore, Impacts FF-2 and FF-3 are considered unavoidable (Class I)
for purposes of the analysis conducted in the EIR/EIS.

D19-42

The commenter states that the project cannot comply with state and local fire
codes or the California Code of Regulations, that the project in not in compliance
with the project’s FPP, and that the project exceeds emergency response
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requirements of the County General Plan. The Proposed PROJECT, when all
proposed mitigation measures are provided, meets the intent of the local and state
fire codes. There are no specific fire codes for wind energy projects, but the
general fire codes apply and the project will meet or exceed them in virtually
every instance. The Proposed PROJECT includes three components, and two of
those components (ESJ Gen-Tie and Tule Wind) have provided FPPs meeting
County requirements. These FPPs and APMs and mitigation measures within the
FPPs have been approved by the County and fire district. The project is consistent
with the General Plan for emergency response time. Rural area emergency
response goal is 20 minutes. The existing fire stations can meet this goal for a
majority of the project areas, including the areas where people will be on site
during the long-term operation of the facilities that are on County jurisdictional
lands. In addition, the Proposed PROJECT complies with the existing General
Plan Public Safety Element (Policy 1) by providing fire protection equipment,
training, and apparatus that improve the ability of the local emergency responders
to the project and to existing developed areas to reduce fire hazards.
D19-43

The commenter provides no evidence or support for the statement that helicopters
increase the fire danger risks over conventional transmission line stringing.
Therefore, the commenter’s opinion will be included in the administrative record.

D19-44

Please refer to common response FIRE2 regarding the undergrounding of
transmission lines.

D19-45

Please refer to common response FIRE1 regarding the firefighting manpower
issue that currently exists in southeast San Diego County

D19-46

This comment regarding wind turbine fires and embers and the extreme fire
danger in the area is noted and will be included in the project record. In addition,
the statistics utilized in the Draft EIR/EIS indicating up to 35 wind turbine fires
per year have been proven to be unsubstantiated. The reference to the IAEA
numbers will remain in the Final EIR/EIS, but will be countered with data from
fire agencies and independent research indicating that a lower number (up to four
fires per year) is likely a more accurate number in California.

D19-47

The commenter’s concern that wind turbine nacelle fire suppression systems may
not be available when the project is built are unfounded. The applicant has
committed to the County and fire district that it will provide fire suppression
systems in the nacelles of wind turbines erected as part of the Proposed
PROJECT. Such systems are already on the market, including products like
FireTrace® Automatic Fire Suppression Systems.
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D19-48

EIR/EIS Section D.15, Fire and Fuels Management, provides Mitigation Measure
FF-1 (develop and implement a Construction Fire Prevention/Protection Plan) that
indicates the plan shall include smoking limitations. These plans will be reviewed
and approved by local fire agencies before project construction begins.

D19-49

The commenter’s opinion regarding the impact classification for future wind and
solar projects in the areas is noted and will be included in the administrative
record. The EIR/EIS (Section D.15, Fire and Fuels Management) includes a full
evaluation of environmental impacts related to the potential for fire and fuels
management, including a cumulative impact analysis (Section F of the EIR/EIS)
that analyzed substantial future wind and solar projects.

D19-50

Please refer to common response FIRE2 and response D19-44 for information
regarding undergrounding the transmission lines and its effect on impact classification.

D19-51

The impact analysis referred to by the commenter is one component of the ECO
Substation Project. The substation itself will be built of highly noncombustible
construction materials and will include fire detection and suppression systems.
Firefighting in this type of facility is not foreign to responding firefighters and
therefore does not represent an impact on their ability to respond to fires/emergencies.
Fires in the substation would be controlled and extinguished by automatic
suppression systems, reducing the need for immediate firefighter intervention.
Therefore, the statement in the Draft EIR/EIS is accurate and will remain. No changes
to the Final EIR/EIS have been made as a result of this comment.

D19-52

Please refer to common response FIRE2 and responses D19-50 and D19-44 for
information regarding undergrounding the transmission lines and its effect on
impact classification.

D19-53

Please refer to common response FIRE2 and responses D19-50 and D19-44 for
information regarding undergrounding the transmission lines and its effect on
firefighting effectiveness and impact classification. Please also refer to response
D19-11 and common responses FIRE1 and FIRE5 regarding aerial firefighting.

D19-54

The commenter’s concerns about Mitigation Measure FF-6, Funding for Fire Safe
Council, are noted. However, based on post-Draft EIR/EIS publication approval
of FPPs and the finalization of Development Agreements (ESJ Gen-Tie and Tule
Wind projects) that include annual funding for the SDRFPD and SDCFA,
Mitigation Measure FF-6 has been clarified in the Final EIR/EIS (see Table D.158). Final approvals of SDG&E’s Fire Protection Plan (Mitigation Measure FF-4),
as well as Mitigation Measure FF-3, have yet to be received from SDRFPD and
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SDCFA and the mitigation effectiveness for the ECO Substation Project is not
known. Therefore, Impacts FF-2 and FF-3 for the ECO Substation Project are
considered unavoidable (Class I) for purposes of the analysis conducted in the
EIR/EIS. Please refer to common response FIRE6 for detailed information
regarding Fire Safe Council funding. In response to this comment, Section
D.15.3.3 has been modified in the Final EIR/EIS in accordance with 40 CFR
1502.9(b). These changes and additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise important
new issues about significant effects on the environment. Such changes are
insignificant as the term is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines,
and under NEPA do not result in new significant circumstances or information
relevant to environmental concerns, or require analysis of a new alternative (40
CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).
D19-55

Please refer to common response FIRE1 regarding the readiness level of local
firefighters currently and with Proposed PROJECT approval.

D19-56

Please refer to common response FIRE1 regarding the readiness level of local
firefighters currently and with Proposed PROJECT approval. The mitigation
measures provided in the FPPs and within the EIR/EIS have provided the level of
protection and safety necessary to receive approvals by the fire authorities having
jurisdiction for the ESJ Gen-Tie and Tule Wind projects (please see common
responses FIRE1 and FIRE5).

D19-57

The commenter expresses concerns about increased fire hazards and the potential for
road obstructions from turbine construction. The particular passage referred to by the
commenter indicates that roads will be graded on site, in some areas to gain access to
turbine pads. Where that is not necessary, helicopters may be used. Regardless, onsite road creation will not affect emergency ingress/egress as the public will not rely
on these roads for evacuation. Primary roadways that would be utilized by the public
for evacuation would remain open as construction traffic will be restricted to certain
times of day and will be managed as part of the traffic management program. Largescale equipment will be necessary to transport equipment. However, Mitigation
Measures FF-1 and FF-2 provide numerous measures that restrict and reduce the
potential for fire ignitions, provide for suppression equipment for fast response, and
include restrictions on days when large wildfires are most common. The EIR/EIS has
analyzed the project as indicated.

D19-58

Please refer to common response FIRE2 and responses D19-52, D19-50, and D1944 for information regarding undergrounding transmission lines. Section D.15 of
the EIR/EIS fully analyzes the effects of fire embers or fire brands and identifies
them as a major source for fire ignitions and spread during wind-driven events.
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Additionally, the fire environment was fully analyzed and provided accurate hazard
classification in EIR/EIS Section D.15. The comment provides no new information,
nor does it raise any additional issues that have not been analyzed.
D19-59

The commenter reiterates language from EIR/EIS Section D.15.3.3 and does not
provide new information or raise additional issues that have not been analyzed in the
EIR/EIS. The commenter’s opinion will be included in the administrative record.

D19-60

The commenter provides opinions on the restoration program (Mitigation
Measure FF-7) intended to replant disturbed areas with native species. Restoration
scientists utilize effective processes for establishing native plants in areas
throughout California and in the same vegetation types that occur within the
disturbance footprint of the Proposed PROJECT. As such, concerns over water
needs, planting depth, plant palette, and maintenance and monitoring will be
addressed in the required restoration plan.

D19-61

The commenter’s opinion will be included in the administrative record. As discussed
in Section D.2, Biological Resources, of the EIR/EIS, the Proposed PROJECT would
result in temporary and permanent direct impacts to native vegetation communities
resulting from the construction of substations, transmission lines, wind turbines,
access roads, other support facilities, and temporary construction areas. In total, the
Proposed PROJECT would result in 819.2 acres of impact to native vegetation
communities (i.e., direct removal of vegetation), including 258.9 acres of temporary
impacts and 560.3 acres of permanent impacts. Given their locations in and around
the McCain Valley, the proposed Campo, Manzanita, Jordan wind energy projects
would result in impacts to a similar suite of native vegetation communities as the
Proposed PROJECT. The extent of the temporary and permanent impacts to
vegetation communities associated with these wind projects are not known at this
time but will be evaluated under all applicable environmental regulations once
sufficient project-level information has been developed. Additionally, construction
activities have the potential to result in indirect impacts to native vegetation
communities resulting from erosion, sedimentation, increased fire risk, and type
conversion. The temporary and permanent loss of native vegetation communities,
including sensitive natural communities, would be adverse and significant; therefore,
Mitigation Measures BIO-1a through BIO-1e, which require restoration of temporary
impacts or habitat compensation for permanent impacts, have been provided to
mitigate this impact. Under CEQA, these impacts can be reduced to a level that is
considered less than significant with the implementation of Mitigation Measures
BIO-1a through BIO-1e (Class II). Indirect impacts to native vegetation communities
would also be adverse and significant; therefore, Mitigation Measures BIO-1f and
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BIO-1g have been provided to mitigate this impact. Under CEQA, indirect impacts
would be considered significant but can be mitigated to a level considered less than
significant (Class II) with implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1f and BIO1g, which requires implementation of fire prevention BMPs and a Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Plan.
D19-62

Please refer to common response FIRE2 and responses D19-52, D19-50, and
D19-44 for more information regarding undergrounding alternatives and its effect
on impact classification.

D19-63

The primary concern in the comment relates to the communities’ ability to fight a
catastrophic wildfire and indicates that additional risk associated with the
Proposed PROJECT should be prevented. The EIR/EIS analyzes the impacts and
provides mitigation measures to reduce those impacts to the levels below
significance based on Fire Authority Having Jurisdiction impact-level statements.
Please refer to common response FIRE5.

D19-64

The commenter does not provide new information or raise additional issues that
have not been analyzed. The commenter’s opinion will be included in the
administrative record.

D19-65

The commenter does not provide new information or raise additional issues that
have not been analyzed. The commenter’s opinion of support for the alternative
will be included in the administrative record.

D19-66

The commenter’s opinion regarding support of the No Project Alternative will be
included in the administrative record. The Tule Wind Project FPP has been
revised and approved by the SDCFA and SDRFPD.

D19-67

The commenter’s opinion regarding restricting construction and maintenance
activities during any period with strong winds will be included in the
administrative record. However, Red Flag Warning periods more accurately
capture days when wildfire spread is at its highest probability. Fire spreads most
efficiently when humidity is low and wind is high. Including work stoppages
based on strong winds would negate work during high humidity periods or even
during windy rain storms, when ignition and spread of wildfire would be unlikely.

D19-68

Please refer to response D19-54 and common response FIRE6 for information
about the clarification of Mitigation Measure FF-6 in the Final EIR/EIS.
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D19-69

The commenter does not provide new information or raise additional issues that
have not been analyzed. The commenter’s support for the alternative will be
included in the administrative record.

D19-70

Please refer to common response FIRE2 and responses D19-52, D19-50, and
D19-44 for more information regarding undergrounding alternatives and effect on
impact classification.

D19-71

The commenter does not provide new information or raise additional issues that
have not been analyzed. The commenter’s support for the alternative will be
included in the administrative record. The Final EIR/EIS will include development
agreement details that provide for necessary levels of staffing, training, and
apparatus/equipment to effectively respond to potential fires in the project area.

D19-72

The commenter’s opinion regarding HAM radio provisions will be included in the
administrative record. In addition, communication via telephone (land line) will not
necessarily be affected by power outages, as stated. The EIR/EIS (Section D.15,
Fire and Fuels Management) includes a full evaluation of environmental impacts
related to the potential for fire and fuels management and related to the impacts on
fire response capability. Mitigation measures were developed for each impact and
will be updated in the Final EIR/EIS to include pertinent public comment.

D19-73

The commenter’s opinion regarding provisions for generators for all local fire
stations will be included in the administrative record. The EIR/EIS (Section D.15,
Fire and Fuels Management) includes a full evaluation of environmental impacts
related to the potential for fire and fuels management and related to the impacts
on fire response capability. Mitigation measures were developed for each impact
and will be updated in the Final EIR/EIS to include pertinent public comment.
Mitigation Measure FF-3 provides for ongoing funding to the local fire protection
districts and the ability of the district to acquire equipment they deem necessary
for improving firefighting capabilities in the project area.

D19-74

The commenter’s opinion regarding water tank provisions will be included in the
administrative record. APM PDF-7, as described in Section 5.1.4 in the Tule FPP,
includes provisions for five 10,000-gallon water storage tanks at the project site
and off-site at SDRFPD preference.

D19-75

The commenter’s opinion regarding evacuation plan provisions will be included
in the administrative record. Access ways for existing residences are an important
component of safe evacuation within any fire hazard zone. As described in
Section D.15.3.3, Direct and Indirect Effects of the Draft EIR/EIS, on extreme
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fire weather days (Red Flag Warnings), project construction, maintenance, and
operation restrictions would be in place and enforced, reducing any potential
effect on the roadways residents rely on for evacuation. Regardless of the
Proposed PROJECT’s approval, residents of the area, like any area with
wildland–urban interface, should formulate personal evacuation plans in addition
to a local Fire Safe Council coordinated community wide evacuation plan that
will be provided funding in Mitigation Measure FF-6. Measures providing for
Red Flag Warning weather and ongoing maintenance and operations are
addressed in Mitigation Measures FF-1, FF-2, and FF-4 of the EIR/EIS (Table
D.15-8, Mitigation Monitoring, Compliance, and Reporting–ECO Substation,
Tule Wind, and ESJ Gen-Tie Projects–Fire and Fuels Management).
D19-76

Please refer to common response FIRE3 regarding insurance coverage. As
described in Section D.15 of the EIR/EIS, each project applicant will have an FPP
for their project that provides for additional fire protection and prevention
measures as well as increased firefighting capability in the project area.

D19-77

The commenter’s opinion regarding availability of electrical service during
construction of the Proposed PROJECT and on days with high winds will be
included in the administrative record.

D19-78

The commenter’s opinion regarding school fire and evacuation education
provisions will be included in the administrative record. Mitigation Measure FF-6
provides funding for a community wildfire protection plan (CWPP). If the Fire
Safe Council and interested public deem school age fire and evacuation education
a priority, this type of public outreach can be detailed in the CWPP.

D19-79

The commenter’s opinion regarding funding from all future projects in the area
will be included in the administrative record. It is beyond the legal scope of this
EIR/EIS to require mitigation measures for unrelated future projects.

D19-80

The Fire Safe Council’s comments, and all comments received from the public,
organizations, and public agencies will be included in the administrative record.
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Response to Document No. D20
Backcountry Against Dumps (Donna Tisdale)
Dated March 3, 2011
D20-1

The comment regarding the community meeting is noted and will be included in
the administrative record. In addition, the referenced CD will be included in the
administrative record. The comment does not raise specific issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional
response is provided or required.

D20-2

The bulk mailer and meeting flyer are noted and will be included in the
administrative record.
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Response to Document No. D21
Courtney Ann Coyle Attorney at Law, on behalf of Carmen Lucas
Dated March 3, 2011
D21-1

The comment is noted and provides an introduction to the comments that follow.
It acknowledges that the law office represents Carmen Lucas.

D21-2

The comment is noted. The EIR/EIS Impact CUL-3 analyzes impacts to
traditional cultural properties resulting from the Proposed PROJECT. The cultural
resources section of the EIR/EIS, Subsection D.7.1, Environmental
Setting/Affected Environment, explains that traditional cultural properties (TCPs)
may include places such as traditional landscapes, sacred mountains, or areas
where Native Americans collect plants for food, medicine, and basket weaving.
TCPs can include: areas where ceremonial uses occur or have occurred; or parks
neighborhoods, or community gathering areas where contemporary cultural
traditions are maintained. The BLM Section 106 Native American consultation
process has not yet been concluded for the ECO Substation or Tule Wind
Projects, such that the nature, extent, and potential significance of TCPs in the
McCain Valley area still are unknown. Please refer to common response CUL1
regarding Native American consultation. EIR/EIS Section D.7.3.3 Impact CUL-3
states that while no TCPs have been identified in the McCain Valley based on
information provided in the applicant’s environmental document for the ECO
Substation or Tule Wind Projects, potential NRHP eligibility of unknown TCPs
must be assumed and that in some cases, avoiding direct and indirect impacts to
TCPs (such as traditional landscapes, topographic elements including sacred
mountains, or use areas) may not be feasible given the geographic expanse of
some of these resources. Therefore, the EIR/EIS determines that the residual
impact on TCPs would be adverse and mitigation has been provided to reduce
impacts (see EIR/EIS Section D.7.3.3, Impact CUL-3, ECO Substation and Tule
Wind Projects for full list of mitigation measures). However, because the nature,
extent, and potential significance of TCPs in the McCain Valley area has not yet
been identified or completely documented, the impact was conservatively
determined to be significant and unavoidable (Class I), even after mitigation.
The commenter is correct in stating that tribal cultural values are not discussed in
Section D.3, Visual Resources (impacts to cultural resources are discussed in
Section D.7, Cultural and Paleontological Resources). The methodology utilized
in the KOP selection process is briefly discussed in Section D.3, Visual Resources
(subsection D.3.1 Environmental Setting/Affected Environment, methodology
and assumptions) and in greater detail in Appendix 3A, Visual Resources
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Methodologies and Assumptions. As stated in Section D.3 (subsection D.3.1,
visual quality) the Scenic Quality Ratings for BLM jurisdictional lands located
within the project area was obtained from the Visual Resource Inventory
summary prepared for the BLM’s 2008 Eastern San Diego County Resource
Management Plan and visual contrast range (Class I through Class IV) was
provided by the BLM’s visual resource management (VRM) system (specifically,
Manual 8431-Visual Resource Contrast Rating) which was used during
preparation of the EIR/EIS to determine the consistency of project components
located on BLM-jurisdictional land to BLM’s VRM policy. As stated in Appendix
7, Visual Resource Consistency Tables, the construction and operation of project
components located in the McCain Valley on BLM jurisdictional lands would be
consistent with the BLM VRM designation for area however, the EIR/EIS
determined that proposed wind turbines would result in significant and
unmitigable impacts to scenic vistas (Impact TULE-VIS-1) and to the existing
character of the site and its surroundings (Impact TULE-VIS-3). The
methodology to determine viewer sensitivity levels is discussed in Appendix 3A
which states that data was obtained from the BLM or from applicant prepared
document including SDG&E’s PEA for the East County Substation Project,
HDR’s Tule Wind Project Visual Resources Report, and ICF Jones and Stokes’
Visual Resources Report for the Energia Sierra Juarez U.S. Transmission Line
Project (Appendix 3A clarifies how each applicant prepared visual resource report
was used in the EIR/EIS). Of the 5 KOPs located in the McCain Valley area and
north of Interstate 8 (KOPs 10, 12, 13, 16, and 22), three (KOPs 10, 16, and 22)
were assessed as having high visual sensitivity and the remaining two (KOPs 12
and 13) were assessed as having medium visual sensitivity because of the viewer
types (i.e., public land recreationists) using these areas.
D21-3
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In Section D.3.9, Residual Effects, the EIR/EIS states that due to the mass and
scale of wind turbines, their striking white color, and movement of wind turbine
blades, there are no feasible alternatives available that would substantially lessen
the identified visual impacts of the Proposed PROJECT. Feasible mitigation is not
available to substantially lessen the visual impact to scenic vistas because (as
noted in Section D.3.9, TULE-VIS-1) wind turbines could not be effectively
screened from the views afforded to visitors at the Carrizo Overlook, the Carrizo
Badlands Overlook, or recreationist’s using the Ribbonwood Trail and
Ribbonwood Road Pathway and turbines would dominate the visual landscape.
Also, within the Section D.3.9, TULE-VIS-3 discussion, the EIR/EIS explains
why there are no feasible alternatives available to substantially lessen the visual
impact to the existing character of the site and its surroundings.
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In response to this comment subsection D.3.9, Residual Effects (Section D.3
Visual Resources) has been modified in the Final EIR/EIS in accordance with
CRF 1502.9 (b). The changes and additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise important
new issues about significant effects on the environment. Such changes are
insignificant as the term is used in Section 15088.5 (b) of the CEQA Guidelines
and under NEPA, do not result in new significant circumstances or information
relevant to environmental concerns, or require analysis of a new alternative (40
CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).
D21-4

Please refer to common response CUM1 and CUL3, regarding cumulative
cultural resources impact analysis. As described in EIR/EIS Section F.3.1, the
geographic extent for the analysis of cumulative impacts associated with the
project includes the vicinity of all reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects and
extends throughout southeastern San Diego County and western Imperial County,
as shown in Figure F-1 of the EIR/EIS. Table F-2, Cumulative Scenario –
Approved and Pending Projects, provides a list of 53 projects considered in the
cumulative analysis, including Sunrise Powerlink, Ocotillo Express, and Imperial
Valley Solar. The specific geographic area was evaluated and determined to be
sufficient based upon the magnitude of the Proposed PROJECT's potential to
react with other potential projects. The cumulative study area evaluated any and
all projects within a 10-mile radius of the Proposed PROJECT site boundaries. It
was determined that this was a reasonable area given the specific project impacts
and the surrounding area with little development within the area. The County of
San Diego was also consulted as to additional projects in the area that may be
applicable on a cumulative basis.
In addition, measures identified resulting from the Tribal Summit on Renewable
Energy, 2011 have been included in the Final EIR/EIS, Section F.3.6 Cultural and
Paleontological Resources, Impact CUL-3 discussion. Suggestions resulting from
the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) and National Association
of Tribal Historic Preservation Officers (NATHPO) 2011 Tribal Summit on
Renewable Energy to address cumulative impacts on Native American resource
values have been included in Section F.3.6, Cumulative Impacts, and include:
museum exhibits and other types of interpretation; Native language revitalization
programs; tribal member scholarship programs in order to create future cultural
resource professionals within tribes; restoration projects; funding of ethnographic
studies; fund larger, regional studies to address cumulative impacts; create fund
endowments (model might be what is being decided for oil spill in the Gulf); and
fund expansion of tribal cultural resource departments to enhance capacity to keep
up with projects.
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D21-5

The commenter’s opinions are noted and will be included in the administrative
record. Please refer to response D21-4 as well as common response CUM1 that
indicates the geographic extent of the cumulative project analysis.

D21-6

The EIR/EIS Mitigation Measure CUL-1A provides for avoidance of significant
archaeological resources and areas of high sensitivity for discovery of buried
NRHP- and CRHR-eligible historic properties, including burials, cremations, or
sacred features. Mitigation Measure CUL-1A states that “A Native American
monitor may be required at culturally sensitive locations specified by the lead
agency following government-to-government consultation with Native American
tribes.” This indicates that if Native American tribal consultations, including input
from Ms. Lucas, identify the need for a Native American monitor, then this
stipulation will be included in the Historic Properties Treatment Plan. The
measure provides for “consulting with Native Americans about site treatment,
working with engineers to avoid resources; suggest various options for reducing
adverse effects.” Mitigation Measure CUL-2 provides for the federal and state
mandated protocol for addressing human remains on federal and state/local lands,
respectively. Therefore all issues identified in the comment are presently
addressed in the EIR/EIS (see Sections D.7 and F.3.6). The comment is noted and
will be included in the administrative record. Section 106 compliance involves the
identification of archaeological and cultural properties that may be eligible for
listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). NRHP eligibility is
addressed during this compliance process, which is separate, yet parallel to the
NEPA process. NRHP eligibility of historic and cultural resources within the
proposed PROJECT Area of Potential Effects will be completed by the BLM and
Native American tribes as part of the project Memorandum of Agreement (MOA).
See Appendix 11 of Volume 2 to this Final EIR/EIS for copies of the Tule Wind
and ECO Substation Projects Section 106 Draft MOAs.

D21-7

EIR/EIS Section D.17, Environmental Justice, evaluates project impacts to
environmental justice caused by the Proposed PROJECT. The environmental
justice analysis takes into account both poverty and minority rates within the
project area in order to determine if either of these groups would be affected.
Importantly, the minority population analyzed in this section of the EIR/EIS
includes tribal peoples, and no impacts have been identified. The Environmental
Justice analysis, therefore, does not conflict with any of the Articles of the United
Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples, and a discussion of the
United Nations Declaration would not be pertinent to the analysis.
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D21-8

Please refer to common response CUL1 as well as responses C1-2 and C1-3
regarding BLM’s government-to-government consultation with federal tribes as
part of the NHPA Section 106 process. Please also refer to common response
INT3 regarding mitigation deferral. The comment is noted and will be included in
the administrative record.

D21-9

The commenter’s opinions regarding the project are noted and will be included in
the administrative record.

D21-10

The attachments are noted. The recommendations identified in ACHP/NATHPO
2011 Tribal Summit on Renewable Energy have been included as potential
cumulative impact measures in Final EIR/EIS Section F.3.6. These changes and
additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues about significant
effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term is used in
Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, and under NEPA do not result in
new significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns,
or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).
Other attachments provided in this comment do not raise specific issues related to
the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no
additional response is provided or required.
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Response to Document No. D22
Herum/Crabtree Attorneys (Brett Jolley), on behalf of JAM Investments, Inc.
Dated March 3, 2011
D22-1

The comment is noted. The Project Scoping Report, published March 23, 2010,
includes the Notice of Preparation/Notice of Intent scoping comments from
JAM Investments, Inc. The scoping report is available at:
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/dudek/ECOSUB/ScopingReport.html

D22-2

The comment is noted. Refer to response D22-3 regarding Mitigation Measure
WR-2a from the Sunrise Powerlink Project.

D22-3

The reason a similar mitigation measure is not included in the EIR/EIS is that the
proposed Tule Wind Project components would not cross JAM Property. The
Tule Wind Project is located east of the subject property, as depicted in Figure B2, Vicinity Overview Map, in the EIR/EIS. The Tule Wind facilities are proposed
on the eastern edge of the Ewiiaapaayp Band of Kumeyaay Indian lands, and are,
at the nearest point, approximately one-quarter mile east of the eastern edge of the
JAM Property.
It is true that Tule Wind Project components are in the vicinity of the Sunrise
Powerlink MM WR-2a route; however, Tule Wind, LLC is coordinating design of
the location of their project facilities with the location of Sunrise Powerlink
facilities and appropriate setbacks will be provided. The EIR/EIS addresses
cumulative impacts (see Section F), including those associated with the Sunrise
Powerlink. See Figure F-1, Cumulative Projects Map, in the EIR/EIS for the
location of the Sunrise Powerlink in relation to the Tule Wind facilities.

D22-4

The comment is noted about receiving notices about the project.

D22-5

Exhibits A–E provided by the commenter are noted. Refer to response D22-3.
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Response to Document No. D23
Pinney, Caldwell, and Pace (Clifford and Concepcion Caldwell)
Dated March 3, 2011
D23-1

The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted and will be included in the
administrative record. Section D.2, Biological Resources, of the EIR/EIS provides
a discussion of the wildlife in the project area and Section D.3, Visual Resources,
of the EIR/EIS provides information on nighttime skies. These comments do not
raise specific issues related to the project or adequacy of the environmental
analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is provided or required.

D23-2

The comment is noted and will be included in the administrative record.

D23-3

The comment is noted. The EIR/EIS evaluates public health and safety (see
Section D.10 of the EIR/EIS) and biological resources (see Section D.12 of the
EIR/EIS). Please also refer to common response SOC1 regarding property values,
as well as EIR/EIS Section D.16, Social and Economic Conditions. Impact SOC-3
of the EIR/EIS evaluates the impacts to property values. These comments do not
raise specific issues related to the project or adequacy of the environmental
analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is provided or required.

D23-4

The comment is noted and will be included in the administrative record. Please
see common responses FIRE1 through FIRE6 (address fire impacts and insurance
concerns), NOI1 through NOI 14 (address noise pollution), PHS1 and PHS2
(address shadow flicker and electric pollution, respectively), HYD1 (addresses
water supply), as well as SOC1 (addresses property values). The comment does
not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in
the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is provided or required.
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Response to Document No. D24
Pinney, Caldwell, and Pace (Clifford Caldwell),
on behalf of the Trustee of the Walapi Properties Retirement Plan Trust
Dated March 3, 2011
D24-1

The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted and will be included in the
administrative record. Section D.2, Biological Resources, of the EIR/EIS evaluates
the projects effects on wildlife in the project area and Section D.12, Water
Resources, of the EIR/EIS addresses potential impacts to water resources resulting
from construction and operation of the Proposed PROJECT. These comments do
not raise specific issues related to the project or adequacy of the environmental
analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is provided or required.

D24-2

The comment is noted. The EIR/EIS evaluates public health and safety (see
Section D.10 of the EIR/EIS) and biological resources (see Section D.12 of the
EIR/EIS). Please also refer to common response SOC1 regarding property values,
as well as Section D.16, Social and Economic Conditions. Impact SOC-3 of the
EIR/EIS evaluates the impacts to property values. These comments do not raise
specific issues related to the project or adequacy of the environmental analysis in
the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is provided or required.

D24-3

The comment is noted. Please see common responses FIRE1 through FIRE6
(address fire impacts and insurance concerns), NOI1 through NOI14 (address
noise pollution), PHS1 and PHS2 (address shadow flicker and electric pollution,
respectively), HYD1 (addresses water supply), as well as SOC1 (addresses
property values). The comment does not raise specific issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional
response is provided or required.
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Response to Document No. D25
Pinney, Caldwell, and Pace (Clifford Caldwell),
on behalf of Trustee of the Walapi Trust
Dated March 3, 2011
D25-1

The commenter’s opposition to the project is noted and will be included in the
administrative record. Section D.2, Biological Resources, provides a discussion of
the wildlife in the project area. These comments do not raise specific issues
related to the project or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS;
therefore, no additional response is provided or required.

D25-2

The comment is noted. The EIR/EIS evaluates public health and safety (see
Section D.10 of the EIR/EIS) and biological resources (see Section D.12 of the
EIR/EIS). Please also refer to common response SOC1 regarding property values
as well as Section D.16, Social and Economic Conditions. Impact SOC-3 of the
EIR/EIS evaluates the impacts to property values. These comments do not raise
specific issues related to the project or adequacy of the environmental analysis in
the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is provided or required.

D25-3

The comment is noted. Please see common responses FIRE1 through FIRE6
(addresses fire impacts and insurance concerns), NOI1 through NOI14 (address
noise pollution), PHS1 and PHS2 (address shadow flicker and electric pollution,
respectively), HYD1 (addresses water supply), as well as SOC1 (addresses
property values). The comment does not raise specific issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional
response is provided or required.
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Response to Document No. D26
Adams Broadwell Joseph and Cardozo (Robin Purchia),
on behalf of the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
Dated March 4, 2011
D26-1

The comment is noted. Pursuant to Section 6.9.2.1 of the BLM NEPA Handbook
H-1790-1 (Jan. 30, 2008) and CEQA Section 21091(d)(2)(A), this is not
considered a substantive comment on an environmental issue, and it does not
require a specific response.

D26-2

The comment is noted and will be included in the administrative record. The
comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the
environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is
provided or required. Please refer to responses D26-4 and D26-18 regarding
socioeconomic impacts to the region.

D26-3

Please refer to common response INT2 regarding the adequacy of the EIR/EIS.
EIR/EIS Section A, Introduction/Overview, states that because the ESJ Gen-Tie
Project would connect into the proposed ECO Substation it would be considered a
connected action. Further, for purposes of the analysis and for disclosure purposes,
the EIR/EIS evaluates potential impacts to biological resources, visual resources,
and fire to the United States from the Phase I ESJ Gen-Tie Wind Energy Project in
Mexico. The ESJ Gen-Tie Wind Phase I project is depicted in Figure B-2,
Vicinity/Overview map, of the EIR/EIS. In addition, Section F, Cumulative
Scenario and Impacts, of the EIR/EIS in Table F-1 lists the ESJ Wind Projects
proposed in northern Baja California, Mexico. Therefore, the EIR/EIS provides full
disclosure of the proposed ESJ wind facilities in Baja California, Mexico.

D26-4

Please refer to response D26-3, which discusses that the EIR/EIS provides full
disclosure of the proposed wind facility in Baja California, Mexico. EIR/EIS
Section D.16, Social and Economic Conditions, Impact SOC-2 evaluates impacts
on revenue for local businesses, tribes, and governments due to project
construction and operation. The Proposed PROJECT will have a beneficial impact
to local employment. Also refer to response D28-23, with regard to the U.S. not
having jurisdictional authority in Mexico.

D26-5

As described in common response INT2, the purpose the EIR/EIS is that CPUC
will use the Final EIR/EIS, in conjunction with other information developed in the
CPUC’s formal record, to act only on SDG&E’s application for a PTC to construct
and operate the proposed ECO Substation. The BLM will issue a ROD, one for the
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ECO Substation Project and one for the Tule Wind Project. The CPUC has no
discretionary action over the ESJ Gen-Tie Project, and therefore, is not the lead
agency under CEQA. As pointed out in this comment, the County has discretionary
authority over the ESJ Project for the gen-tie located within their jurisdiction. As
described in Section S.4, Cooperating Agencies, of the Department of Energy’s
(DOEs) Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the ESJ Project (August 2010),
the County is a responsible agency under CEQA, and expects to use the ECO
Substation, Tule Wind, and ESJ Gen-Tie EIR/EIS for its permitting process.
D26-6

Please refer to common response INT2, regarding the purpose and adequacy of
the EIR/EIS as well as recirculation of the document pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines, Section 15088.5, is not warranted.

D26-7

Please refer to responses D26-3 through D26-6.

D26-8

Please refer to response D26-3, which discusses that the EIR/EIS provides full
disclosure of the proposed wind facility in Baja California, Mexico. As described in
common responses INT2 and PD1, for purposes of this EIR/EIS, which is to allow
CPUC to permit the ECO Substation Project and BLM to issue a ROD for both the
ECO Substations and Tule Wind Project, the project description is adequate.

D26-9

The comment is noted and will be included in the administrative record. Please
refer to responses D26-3 through D26-8.

D26-10

Please refer to common responses INT2 and PD1 regarding the adequacy of the
EIR/EIS and the project description, respectively. In accordance with NEPA and
CEQA, the EIR/EIS appropriately states the potential impacts applicable to the
proposed PROJECT, objectively evaluates those potential impacts, provides
appropriate mitigation and alternatives designed to lesson those potential impacts,
and conservatively evaluate those impacts in light of the mitigation in order to make
a final impact determination (see Sections D.2 through D.18 of the EIR/EIS). All
conclusions within the EIR/EIS are based upon substantive evidence. The EIR/EIS
is a legally adequate and defensible EIR/EIS pursuant to CEQA and NEPA and has
provided sufficient detail and evidence to allow for meaningful public and agency
review. Please refer to mitigation deferral response (common response INT3) and
the alternatives response (common response ALT1).

D26-11

The comment is noted. Please refer to common response BIO2, regarding California
condor. The Final EIR/EIS has been revised to include additional information to
substantiate the low likelihood for occurrence of California condor in the project area
and the not adverse and less than significant impact determination for this species.
Also, refer CUM1 and BIO7 regarding cumulative impacts.
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D26-12

The comment is noted. Refer to common response BIO4 regarding Peninsular
bighorn sheep. The Final EIR/EIS has been revised to include additional information
pertaining to the environmental setting and impact analysis for Peninsular bighorn
sheep. Also, refer CUM1 and BIO7 regarding cumulative impacts.

D26-13

The comment is noted. As stated in the EIR/EIS Section D.2, Biological
Resources, there is limited suitable habitat for the barefoot banded gecko within
the Proposed PROJECT area, and the Proposed PROJECT is located at a higher
elevation than the highest recorded elevation for this species. The Final EIR/EIS
has been revised to provide additional clarification on this point. Please refer to
common response CUM1 and BIO7 regarding cumulative impacts.

D26-14

The comment is noted. Please refer to common response BIO1, regarding impacts
to golden eagle along with CUM1 and BIO7, regarding cumulative impacts. The
Final EIR/EIS has been revised to include additional information pertaining to the
environmental setting, impact analysis, and mitigation measures for golden eagle.

D26-15

The comment is noted. Please refer to common response BIO5, regarding
impacts to Quino checkerspot butterfly along with CUM1 and BIO7, regarding
cumulative impacts. The Final EIR/EIS has been revised to include additional
information pertaining to the environmental setting and impact analysis for
Quino checkerspot butterfly.

D26-16

The comment is noted. The land use section of the EIR/EIS (specifically Section
D.4.1.2, ECO Substation Project 138 kV Transmission Line) states that between
milepost (MP) 3.6 and MP 4.9, the proposed ECO Substation 138 kV
transmission would cross land currently owned and managed by the Nature
Conservancy. This land (the Jacumba-Eade property) would fall within the Nature
Conservancy’s cross-border project, the Las Californias Binational Conservation
Initiative, which functions as a binational partnership between the Nature
Conservancy and Mexico’s Pronatura and is intended to maintain an
interconnected conservation network and sustaining ecosystem process along the
U.S./Mexico border region. The “project” is a vision report which has not been
adopted by land use jurisdictional agencies in the project area and therefore, it
remains to be seen if the objectives for U.S. lands located in the proposed
binational conservation network are attainable. It should be noted however that
portions of the Proposed PROJECT area coincide with a designated “critical
opportunity area” defined by the vision report as “specific locations where
conservation values are imminently threatened if conservation actions are not
initiated in the short term”. Similarly, the proposed Parque to Park Binational
Corridor (which seeks to create a binational park linking the Parque Constitucion
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de 1857 in the southern Sierra Juarez region of Baja California with BLM
wilderness areas, Cleveland National Forest, and Anza-Borrego Desert State Park
wilderness areas in south eastern San Diego County) has not been adopted by land
use jurisdictional agencies in the U.S. and policies and objectives for the U.S.
lands mentioned above have not been established by the various agencies to
support the creation of a binational corridor (see EIR/EIS Section D.2.1.1,
Regional Overview, under “Special Habitat Management Areas” heading). Refer
to common response BIO6, regarding wildlife corridors.
D26-17

The commenter’s opinion that the EIR/EIS lacks wind turbine location description
and measures to reduce potential fire risks is noted and will be included in the
administrative record. The EIR/EIS includes a detailed discussion of the
PROJECT’s wind turbine locations in Section B, including distribution of turbines
across the site (See Figures B-19 through B-22). EIR/EIS Section D.15, Fire and
Fuels Management includes a detailed description of the potential fire risks
associated with the project as well as a detailed list of mitigation measures and
applicant proposed measures specifically for reducing PROJECT associated fire risk.
Please refer to common response FIRE5, which describes, clarifications made to
mitigation measures in Section D.15.3.3 of the Final EIR/EIS that provide additional
focus toward mitigating potential fire impacts.
These changes and additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues
about significant effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the
term is used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, and under NEPA do
not result in new significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental
concerns, or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).
The comment regarding wind turbine fire risk from mechanical issues and from
lightning strikes is noted and will be included in the administrative record. These
potential wind turbine ignition sources were fully analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS
and the comment provides no new information or issues that have not been
considered in the Draft EIR/EIS.
Please refer to common response INT2 regarding the adequacy of the EIR/EIS. As
stated in response D33-4, energy projects built in Mexico do not need to comply with
CEQA or NEPA. Federal, state, and local agencies do not have jurisdictional
authority in Mexico and therefore would not be able to require and/or enforce
conditions of approval for development in Mexico. As required and stated in the
EIR/EIS in Section A, Introduction/Overview, the EIR/EIS for disclosure purposes
evaluates potential impacts to biological resources, visual resources, and fire to the
United States from the Phase I ESJ Gen-Tie Wind Energy Project in Mexico.
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D26-18

Please refer to response D26-4. Also, please refer to common responses INT2 and
PD1 that discuss the purpose of this EIR/EIS as well as adequacy of the project
description. The commenter’s opinion that renewable energy development in Mexico
may supplant renewable energy development in the United States is noted and will be
included in the administrative record. The development of renewable energy
projects is anticipated to occur in both the United States and Mexico, and the market
share between the two countries is dependent on a number of factors that are outside
the scope of this analysis. There are numerous plans for future renewable projects in
Southern California, just as there are plans for these projects across the border. The
notion that all of this development will occur in northern Mexico is entirely
speculative, and is not supported by fact. Furthermore, the Proposed PROJECT will
have a beneficial impact to local employment regardless of the number of renewable
energy projects that are carried out in the United States, as any increase in local
employment is beneficial.

D26-19

This comment is noted and included in the project record. Comment does not
raise specific issues related to the project or adequacy of the environmental
analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is provided. Please refer
to response D26-18.

D26-20

Please refer to response D26-18.

D26-21

Please refer to responses D26-18 and D26-19.

D26-22

The EIR/EIS provided a full and conservative evaluation of all potential
environmental impacts caused by the Proposed PROJECT. Please refer to
common response INT2 regarding the adequacy of the EIR/EIS. Please also refer
to response D26-3 regarding addressing impacts to the United States.

D26-23

Please refer to response D26-5. Also, please refer to common response INT2
regarding the adequacy of the EIR/EIS.

D26-24

Please refer to common response INT2 regarding the adequacy and purpose of the
EIR/EIS. As described in common response INT2 the CPUC and BLM have no
discretionary authority over the ESJ Gen-Tie Project. The ESJ Gen-Tie Project is
identified in the EIR/EIS as a “connected action” under NEPA and “whole of the
action” under CEQA in order to allow the decision makers to consider the broad
impacts, mitigation, alternatives and consequences of the ECO Substation Project
specifically, and the wider project as a whole. The ESJ Gen-Tie Project will
require approval from both the DOE and the County of San Diego who will need
to meet their own CEQA/NEPA requirements in making a decision on the ESJ
Gen-Tie Project.
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With regard to the alternatives analysis conducted in the EIR/EIS, please refer to
common response ALT1. As described in Section C, Alternatives, of the EIR/EIS,
5 alternatives to the ESJ Gen-Tie Project were considered in addition to the No
Project Alternative and other energy alternatives. The following 3 alternatives to
the ESJ Gen-Tie Project in addition to the No Project Alternative were brought
forward into the EIR/EIS for full consideration: 1) ESJ 230kV Underground
Alternative; 2) Overhead Alignment Alternative and 3) Undergrounding the
230Kv along the Alternative Alignment. Both the overhead and underground
alternatives along the alternative alignment were carried forward as the alternative
alignment is required to connect into the ECO Substation Alternative site which is
shifted 700 feet east from the proposed ECO Substation site location. The DOE
Draft EIS did not consider the ECO Substation Alternative Site and corresponding
alternative alignment for the ESJ Gen-Tie in developing the alternatives analysis
in that document. As described in Section E “Comparison of Alternatives” in the
EIR/EIS, subsection E.4, both of the ESJ Gen-Tie underground alternatives were
determined not to be the environmentally preferred or environmentally superior.
As described in Section E.4 and E.5 of the EIR/EIS, the ESJ Gen-Tie overhead
alignment alternative was found to be the overall environmentally superior
alternative and agency preferred alternative for the ESJ Gen-Tie Project as this
would connect into the preferred and environmentally superior ECO Substation
Alternative Site. As described in Section E of the EIR/EIS, consideration and
adoption of this alternative to the ESJ Gen-Tie Project would be at the sole
discretion of the County of San Diego and DOE.
D26-25

Please refer to common response INT2 regarding the adequacy and purpose of the
EIR/EIS. As described in common response INT2 the CPUC and BLM have no
discretionary authority over the ESJ Gen-Tie Project. The ESJ Gen-Tie Project is
identified in the EIR/EIS as a “connected action” under NEPA and “whole of the
action” under CEQA in order to allow the decision makers to consider the broad
impacts, mitigation, alternatives and consequences of the ECO Substation Project
specifically, and the wider project as a whole. The ESJ Gen-Tie Project will
require approval from both the DOE and the County of San Diego who will need
to meet their own CEQA/NEPA requirements in making a decision on the ESJ
Gen-Tie Project.
With regard to mitigation measures presented in the EIR/EIS please refer to common
response INT3. As discussed in common response INT3 the EIR/EIS provides
mitigation as well as the recommended framework for effective implementation of
mitigation measures by the CEQA lead agency for the ECO Substation Project, the
CPUC and the NEPA lead agency for both the ECO Substation and Tule Wind
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Project, the BLM. As described in both the EIR/EIS Section H Mitigation Monitoring
and Reporting and common response INT3, the DOE and County will be responsible
for ensuring mitigation compliance for the ESJ Gen-Tie project as part of their
approval process and may choose to use the MMCRP developed in the EIR/EIS for
meeting their CEQA and NEPA requirements.
D26-26

The comment is noted and will be included in the administrative record. Please
refer to responses D26-3, D26-8, D26-10, and D26-25.

D26-27

Attachments A through G provided by the commenter are noted. These
attachments will be included in the administrative record. The comment does not
raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the
EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is provided or required.
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Response to Document No. D27
Backcountry Against Dumps (Donna Tisdale)
Dated March 4, 2011
D27-1

The comment is noted. All comments received in response to and during the
public review period for the Draft ECO/Tule Wind/ESJ Gen-Tie Project EIR/EIS,
including those raised in this letter as well as comments submitted by the Law
Offices of Stephan C Volker (please refer to comments/responses to the letter
designated D33) and the Boulevard Planning Group (please refer to
comments/responses to letter D28), will be included in the project record. Those
comments relevant to the ECO/Tule Wind/ESJ Gen-Tie Project EIR/EIS received
during the public review period will be included in the administrative record.

D27-2

The comment is noted. Please refer to response D27-1.

D27-3

The comment is noted. The referenced CD will be included in the administrative
record. Please refer to common responses to issues raised regarding the impacts of
industrial wind turbines to public health and safety (NOI1 though NOI14 and
PHS1 through PHS7), property values (SOC1), and significant cultural resources
(CUL1 through CUL3), as well as common response ALT1 regarding alternatives
addressed in the EIR/EIS.
CEQA and NEPA do not require the independent review of the merits of the
project, only that the project may not so limit the objectives of a project in such a
way as to artificially confine the range of feasible alternatives that are available.
Lead and responsible agency consideration of the project will separately and
specifically evaluate the need for the project.
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Response to Document No. D28
Boulevard Planning Group (Donna Tisdale)
Dated March 4, 2011
D28-1

The comment is noted. All comments and articles received in response to and
during the public review period for the Draft ECO/Tule Wind/ESJ Gen-Tie
Project EIR/EIS, including those raised in this letter, will be included in the
project record. Those comments relevant to the ECO/Tule Wind/ESJ Gen-Tie
Project EIR/EIS will be included in the administrative record. This comment does
not raise specific issues related to the project or adequacy of the environmental
analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is provided or required.

D28-2

The comment is noted. This comment does not raise specific issues related to the
project or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no
additional response is provided or required.

D28-3

The comment is noted. This comment does not raise specific issues related to the
project or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no
additional response is provided or required.

D28-4

Please refer to common response INT1 regarding public review extension.

D28-5

This comment, regarding support for the No Project Alternative, is noted and will
be included in the administrative record.

D28-6

This comment, regarding the Agency Preferred Alternative, is noted and will be
included in the administrative record. The Final EIR/EIS acknowledges that this
alternative would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to air quality,
noise, biological resources, visual character, and cultural resources.

D28-7

The comment is noted. This comment does not raise specific issues related to the
project or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no
additional response is provided or required.

D28-8

The comment is noted. This comment does not raise specific issues related to the
project or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no
additional response is provided or required.

D28-9

EIR/EIS Section D.10, Public Health and Safety, Section D.8, Noise, and Section
D.2, Biological Resources, address project impacts to human health and wildlife
and provide appropriate mitigation to reduce impacts.
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D28-10

Lead and responsible agency consideration of the project will separately and
specifically evaluate the need for the project. As discussed in Section A.5 of the
EIR/EIS, the CPUC will use the EIR/EIS, in conjunction with other information
developed in the CPUC’s formal record, to act only on SDG&E’s application for
a Permit to Construct (PTC) and operate the proposed ECO Substation. The BLM
will issue a record of decision (ROD), one for the ECO Substation Project and
one for the Tule Wind Project.
The CPUC has no discretionary action/authority over the Tule Wind or ESJ GenTie projects and BLM has no discretionary action/authority over the ESJ Gen-Tie
Project. These projects are identified in the Draft EIR/EIS in Section A.1 as
“connected actions” under NEPA or “whole of the action” under CEQA in order
to allow the CPUC decision makers to consider broad impacts, mitigation, and
consequences of the ECO Substation Project specifically, and the wider Proposed
PROJECT as a whole during consideration of the ECO Substation.
As described in EIR/EIS Section A.5.3, other agencies, including the County of
San Diego (County), California State Lands Commission (CSLC), Bureau of
Indian Affairs (BIA), and Ewiiaapaayp Band of Kumeyaay Indians, may also use
the EIR/EIS for their permitting/approval processes. The County has discretionary
authority over the Tule Wind and ESJ Gen-Tie projects, while BIA, Ewiiaapaayp
Band of Kumeyaay Indians, the County, and CSLC also have discretionary
authority over the Tule Wind Project. Therefore, these agencies would act, as
appropriate, in consideration of portions of the Tule Wind and ESJ Gen-Tie
projects within their jurisdiction.

D28-11

Please refer to common responses CC1 and CC2 regarding greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions and fossil fuel power plants. Section D.18 of the EIR/EIS states that while
the Proposed PROJECT would be consistent with state initiatives aimed at reducing
GHG emissions, it would generate GHG emissions both during the construction and
operation phases, which were determined to be less than significant. The EIR/EIS
does not definitively state that there would be any resulting fossil fuel shut-down and
GHG emission reduction as a result of the project.

D28-12

The comment is noted. This comment does not raise specific issues related to the
project or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no
additional response is provided or required.

D28-13

Section D.10, Public Health and Safety, of the EIR/EIS, Subsection D.10.9, Other
Related Public Concerns, addresses catastrophic effects from wind, fire, and
lightning. Lack of response from the Secretary of the Interior on issues raised on
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the Kumeyaay wind facility does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy
of the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is provided or required. Also see
EIR/EIS Sections D.8, Noise, and D.15, Fire and Fuels Management.
D28-14

Please refer to common response PHS3 and common response NOI5 regarding the
relationship between low frequency noise generated by wind turbines and adverse
health effects. Please also refer to common response NOI4 regarding the levels of
low frequency noise generated by the proposed wind turbine project; common
response NOI10 regarding the human response to noise generated from wind
turbines; common response NOI12 regarding the establishment of setbacks from
wind turbine to sensitive receptors; and common response PHS2 regarding stray
voltage. The comment is noted and will be included in the administrative record.

D28-15

The comment is noted. Five of the seven proposed wind turbines that would be
wholly under the land use jurisdiction of the County of San Diego would be
located more than 4 miles from the Boulevard Village boundary (the remaining
two would be located more than two miles from the village boundary on a
disturbed site within Rough Acres Ranch). Wind turbines and other major impact
utilities are conditionally permitted uses (subject to a Major Use Permit from the
County of San Diego) within the S92 General Rural and S80 Open Space Zone.
Tule Wind LLC is seeking a Major Use Permit from the County for the proposed
wind turbines located on County jurisdictional lands. As discussed in Section D.3
Visual Resources, implementation of Mitigation Measure VIS-1c would minimize
impacts to the community character by requiring that the Tule Wind 138 kV
transmission line be installed underground from approximately 0.5 miles north of
I-8 and into the Boulevard Substation.
As discussed in Section E, the Draft EIR/EIS determined that the environmentally
superior project would include selection of the ECO partial underground 138 kV
transmission line alternative which would minimize impacts to rural character by
installing the transmission line underground between milepost 0.3 and 2.4 (this
segment would be rerouted and installed underground along Old Highway 80 and
Carrizo Gorge Road for a distance of approximately 2.7-miles) and between milepost
9 and into the Boulevard Substation (segment of the alignment that deviates from the
alignment of the existing 500 kV Southwest Powerlink transmission line). The
Boulevard Substation rebuild component of the ECO Substation project would be
located adjacent to the existing Boulevard Substation; the new 2-acre, 138/69/12 kV
substation would replace the existing 69/12 kV substation-refer to Figure B-15, ECO
Substation Project Boulevard Substation Rebuild, for graphical representation of the
existing and proposed Boulevard Substation).
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Impacts to visual resources resulting from the Proposed PROJECT are assessed in
Section D.3, Visual Resources and as identified in Table D.3.2, Visual Resource
Impacts, the Proposed PROJECT was determined to have significant and
unmitigable impacts to scenic vistas and existing visual character. In addition, the
Proposed PROJECT’s creation of new source of lighting and inconsistency with
applicable plans and regulations were also determined to be significant and
unmitigable impacts.
Please refer to Appendix 7 for consistency analysis between the ECO Substation
Project, Tule Wind Project, and ESJ Gen-Tie Project and applicable policies and
regulations of federal and local land use planning documents.
D28-16

Please refer to Appendix 7 for consistency analysis between the ECO Substation
Project, Tule Wind Project, and ESJ Gen-Tie Project and applicable policies and
regulations of federal and local land use planning documents. Where an
inconsistency with an approved plan has been identified in Appendix 7, the
EIR/EIS discloses how the specific project would reconcile the identified
inconsistency. For example, as stated in Appendix 7, the proposed Tule Wind
Project would be inconsistent with Multiple Rural Use Policy (18) of the Existing
General Plan Land Use Element and to rectify this inconsistency, Tule Wind LLC
has indicated that they would process a General Plan Amendment with the County
of San Diego. Although the Proposed PROJECT was determined to be
inconsistent with several policies of Draft plans (see Appendix 7), these plans
including the Draft General Plan Update and the Draft Boulevard Subregional
Plan Area Community Plan are subject to change and have not been approved by
the County; therefore, impact determinations were not made in regards to these
plans. The ECO Substation Project was analyzed for consistency with local land
use plans and policies for informational purposes only; because the County of San
Diego does not have land use jurisdiction over the Project the Project is not
subject to local plans and policies.

D28-17

The EIR/EIS evaluates the project described in Section B, Project Description, of
the document. The proposed Campo, Manzanita, and Jordan wind energy projects,
including proposed gen-ties, are analyzed at the program level as project-level
information has yet to be developed. As stated in the EIR/EIS, these projects,
including the gen-ties, will require separate environmental analysis and approval
processes. Any other potential use by SDG&E of an easement in the project area
to serve the Campo and Manzanita wind projects not discussed in Section B of the
EIR/EIS would require separate environmental analysis and approval processes.
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D28-18

Section D.8, Noise, of the EIR/EIS addresses noise impacts related to both
construction and operation for all project components described in Section B,
Project Description, including the ECO Substation, Tule Wind, and ESJ Gen-Tie,
as well as programmatic-level analysis for the Campo, Manzanita, and Jordan wind
energy projects, including all turbines, transmission lines, substation, and traffic.
The EIR/EIS concludes that operational noise impacts would be significant and
provides mitigation measures to reduce operational noise impacts to less than
significant. Section F, Cumulative Scenario and Impacts, of the EIR/EIS,
Subsection F.3.7, Noise and Vibration, addresses cumulative noise impacts.

D28-19

Section D.10, Public Health and Safety, of the EIR/EIS, Subsection D.10.9, Other
Related Public Concerns, addresses catastrophic effects from wind, fire, and
lightning, as well as potential impacts related to blade throw and tower collapse.
Also see EIR/EIS Sections D.8, Noise, and D.15, Fire and Fuels Management.
Please refer to common response PHS3 and common response NOI5 regarding
the relationship between low frequency noise generated by wind turbines and
adverse health effects; common response NOI4 regarding the levels of low
frequency noise generated by the proposed wind turbine project; common
response NOI10 regarding the human response to noise generated from wind
turbines; common response NOI12 regarding setbacks from wind turbine to
sensitive receptors; common responses FIRE1 through FIRE6 related to fire; and
common response PHS1 regarding shadow flicker.

D28-20

The EIR/EIS evaluates the project described in Section B, Project Description. Any
other potential expansion of project components not described in Section B of the
EIR/EIS would require separate environmental analysis and approval processes. It
should be noted that while the ECO Substation will be designed for future
expansion, as described in Section B of the EIR/EIS, any project-level evaluation of
additional transmission lines connecting into the proposed ECO Substation and/or
Boulevard Substation not currently described in Section B would be speculative as
there is no available project-level information of such facilities.

D28-21

Please refer to responses D26-4 and D26-18 regarding energy projects and jobs
in Mexico.

D28-22

The comment is noted. This comment does not raise specific issues related to the
project or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no
additional response is provided or required.
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D28-23

Energy projects built in Mexico do not need to comply with CEQA. Federal, state,
and local agencies do not have jurisdictional authority in Mexico and therefore
would not be able to require and/or enforce conditions of approval for
development in Mexico. As required and stated in the EIR/EIS Section A,
Introduction, for disclosure purposes the environmental document evaluates
potential impacts to biological resources, visual resources, and fire to the United
States from the Phase I ESJ Gen-Tie Wind Energy project in Mexico.

D28-24

The comment is noted. This comment does not raise specific issues related to the
project or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no
additional response is provided or required.

D28-25

The comment is noted. The EIR/EIS evaluates impacts to these resources in Sections
D.2, Biological Resources, D.3, Visual Resources, D.7, Cultural Resources, D.5,
Wilderness and Recreation, and F, Cumulative Scenario and Impacts. This comment
does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in
the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is provided or required.

D28-26

Please refer to common responses CUL1 through CUL3 regarding cultural resources.

D28-27

The comment is noted. Please refer to response D28-15 regarding
community character.

D28-28

EIR/EIS Section D.12, Water Resources, evaluates project impacts to both surface
and groundwater quality and quantity, including impacts to Tule Creek and La
Posta Creek watershed. This comment does not raise specific issues related to the
project or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no
additional response is provided or required.

D28-29

Please refer to common response SOC1 regarding the effect of the Proposed
PROJECT on property values.

D28-30

EIR/EIS Section D.16, Social and Economic Conditions, Impact SOC-2 evaluates
impacts on revenue for local businesses, tribes, and governments due to project
construction and operation. This comment does not raise specific issues related to
the project or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore,
no additional response is provided or required.

D28-31

The statement raised in this comment is not taken from the EIR/EIS. EIR/EIS
Section D.17, Environmental Justice, evaluates the potential environmental justice
impacts resulting from project construction and operation. Determinations made
in Section D.17 of the EIR/EIS are based on data collected from the 2000 U.S.
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Census at the block group level, which shows medium minority and high and low
poverty for the project study area. This comment does not raise specific issues
related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore,
no additional response is provided or required.
D28-32

EIR/EIS Section D.19, Transportation and Traffic, Impact TRA-2 evaluates impacts
to emergency services and Impact TRA-8 evaluates impacts to aviation activities.
Section D.10, Public Health and Safety, Impact PS-1 evaluates project impacts and
interference with Department of Defense and Federal Aviation Administration
requirements. Section D.15, Fire and Fuels Management, evaluates impacts from
the projects to fire fighter operations and safety. This comment does not raise
specific issues related to the project or adequacy of the environmental analysis in
the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is provided or required.

D28-33

The comment is noted. This comment does not raise specific issues related to the
project or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no
additional response is provided or required.

D28-34

Please refer to common response CUM1 regarding cumulative impacts.

D28-35

The comment is noted. This comment does not raise specific issues related to the
project or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no
additional response is provided or required. With regard to project impacts to
wildlife corridors, please refer to common response BIO6.

D28-36

The comment is noted. The EIR/EIS evaluates impacts to these resources in
Sections D.2, Biological Resources, D.3, Visual Resources, D.7, Cultural
Resources, D.5, Wilderness and Recreation, D.15, Fire and Fuels Management,
and F, Cumulative Scenario and Impacts. This comment does not raise specific
issues related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS;
therefore, no additional response is provided or required.

D28-37

The comment and figure provided are noted. This comment does not raise specific
issues related to the project or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the
EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is provided or required.

D28-38

The comment is noted. Please refer to responses D19-1 through D19-80
(Boulevard/Jacumba/La Posta Fire Safe Council) and F67-1 through F67-39
(Mark Ostrander).
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D28-39

The comment is noted. This comment does not raise specific issues related to the
project or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no
additional response is provided or required.

D28-40

The comment is noted. This comment does not raise specific issues related to the
project or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no
additional response is provided or required. Please refer to common responses
FIRE1 through FIRE6 regarding fire.

D28-41

The comment is noted. This comment does not raise specific issues related to the
project or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no
additional response is provided or required.

D28-42

The comment is noted. This comment does not raise specific issues related to the
project or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no
additional response is provided or required.

D28-43

The comment is noted. However, without documentation of actual discrepancies
noted in the comment, a more detailed response cannot be provided. Please refer
to common responses CUL1 and CUL2 regarding cultural resources.

D28-44

The comment is noted. This comment does not raise specific issues related to the
project or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no
additional response is provided or required.

D28-45

Please refer to Common responses CUL1 and CUL2 regarding cultural resources.

D28-46

The comment is noted. However, without documentation of actual violation of
state laws protecting cultural resources noted in the comment, a more detailed
response cannot be provided. This comment does not raise specific issues related
to the project or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore,
no additional response is provided or required.

D28-47

The comment is noted. The EIR/EIS Section D.7, Cultural Resources, Subsection
D.7.8, Mitigation Monitoring, Compliance, and Reporting, does not require that
collected artifacts be curated at the Ocotillo Museum. The EIR/EIS states that
artifacts will be curated at an appropriate facility to be determined by the lead and
responsible agencies.

D28-48

The comment is noted. Please refer to response D28-47 as well as common
responses CUL1 through CUL3 related to cultural resources.
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D28-49

The comment is noted. Please refer to common responses CUL1 through CUL3
related to cultural resources.

D28-50

The comment is noted. This comment does not raise specific issues related to the
project or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no
additional response is provided or required.

D28-51

The comment pertaining to the redesignation of federal lands located in the
Eastern San Diego County Planning Area in the BLM’s 2008 Eastern San Diego
County Resource Management Plan is noted, however the comment does not raise
specific issues related to the project or adequacy of the environmental analysis in
the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is provided or required.

D28-52

The comment is noted. Please refer to response D28-51.

D28-53

Please refer to response A2-2 regarding the Sunrise Powerlink.

D28-54

The comment is noted. This comment does not raise specific issues related to the
project or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no
additional response is provided or required. Please refer to common responses CUL1
and CUL3 for discussion of relevant Section 106 consultation for the Proposed
PROJECT.

D28-55

Comments noted. These comments do not raise specific issues related to the
project or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no
additional response is provided or required.

D28-56

Comments noted. These comments do not raise specific issues related to the
project or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no
additional response is provided or required.

D28-57

The comment is noted. Please refer to common response VIS2 regarding
consideration of the Sunrise Powerlink Project.

D28-58

The comment is noted. Please refer to common response VIS2 regarding
consideration of the Sunrise Powerlink Project.

D28-59

The comment is noted. Impacts to visual resources resulting from construction
and operation of the ECO Substation Project are discussed in EIR/EIS Section
D.3, Visual Resources. As discussed in Section D.3 (and in SDG&E’s
Proponent’s Environmental Assessment, the selection of key observation points
(KOPs) from which to analyze the anticipated visual impacts of the ECO
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Substation Project was a collaborative effort based on methods used by the United
State Department of Transportation, the Federal Highway Administration, and the
Bureau of Land Management. Section D.3 also explains that KOPs are chosen
based on the range of sensitive viewers, distance zones, viewing conditions, and
visual changes that would result from the Proposed PROJECT or alternatives.
While a KOP from adjacent homes was not selected for analysis within the
EIR/EIS, KOP 8 was selected and intended as a representative viewpoint in the
area and as indicated in Section D.3.3.3, the visual impacts to the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its surroundings was determined to be less than
significant (Class II) with installation of SDG&E’s proposed landscape plan. In
addition to visual simulations from KOP 8, a map depicting the viewshed of the
ECO Substation Project was included in the EIR/EIS (see Figure D.3-1). The
figure depicts the extent to which the ECO Substation Project (and individually,
the Boulevard Substation Rebuild) would be visible from surrounding areas.
D28-60

The comment is noted. Refer to comment D28-59. KOP 18 provides an elevated
view from the Table Mountain ACEC towards the ECO Substation Project site
and into Mexico (scenic vista impacts at hiking trails and observation points
located within the Table Mountain ACEC are assessed in Section D.3.3.3. (Impact
VIS-1, ECO Substation Project). A KOP from the referenced off-grid custom
home at the base of Table Mountain was not selected to analyze the visual
impacts of the Proposed PROJECT. As stated in D28-59, KOPs are chosen based
on the range of sensitive viewers, distance zones, viewing conditions, and visual
changes that would result from the Proposed PROJECT or alternatives and
individual residences are typically not selected due to the limited number of
potential viewers. However, Figure D.3-1 ECO Substation Project Viewshed
Analysis, depicts the visibility of components of the ECO Substation Project to
surrounding areas and based on this figure, a residence located at the base of
Table Mountain would be provided views of the ECO Substation Project. Refer to
common response VIS1, which pertains to visual simulation limitations.

D28-61

The comment is noted. This comment does not raise specific issues related to the
project or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no
additional response is provided or required.

D28-62

Please refer to common responses PHS1 through PHS4 regarding public health
concerns related to wind turbines, as well as common responses PHS3 and NOI12
regarding setbacks from wind turbine to sensitive receptors.

D28-63

Section D.10, Public Health and Safety, of the EIR/EIS, Subsection D.10.9, Other
Related Public Concerns, addresses catastrophic effects from wind, fire, and
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lightning, as well as potential impacts related to blade throw and tower collapse.
Considering the design of the wind turbines, braking mechanisms and other safety
controls described in the EIR/EIS, and implementation of appropriate safety zones
and setbacks (Mitigation Measure HAZ-6), potential impacts related to blade
throw would be mitigated. In addition, given the large distances between the
proposed turbines and homes (2,407 feet or greater) and the Cottonwood and Lark
Canyon campgrounds (2,356 feet and 1,123 feet or greater, respectively), the
turbines are not anticipated to result in adverse effects at residences or
campgrounds as a result of blade throw or tower collapse.
D28-64

Please refer to common responses PHS3 and NOI12 regarding setbacks from
wind turbine to sensitive receptors.

D28-65

The comment is noted. This comment does not raise specific issues related to the
project or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no
additional response is provided or required.

D28-66

As noted in Section D.5, Wilderness and Recreation (see Section D.5.1.1, General
Overview), the wilderness character inventory update conducted by the BLM for
the Tule Wind Project area did consider the Sunrise Powerlink Project; therefore,
the environmental baseline for the lands with wilderness character analysis
(Impact WR-3a) considers the effects of the project on BLM lands with
wilderness characteristics. The environmental impacts of the Sunrise Powerlink
Project were analyzed in a separate EIR/EIS and the Sunrise Powerlink Project is
not a component of the Proposed PROJECT. Because the Sunrise Powerlink
Project is not considered a part of the Proposed PROJECT (and with the
exception of Impact WR-3a), the presence of the 500 kV transmission line and
structures was not considered in determining the overall wilderness and recreation
impact of the Proposed PROJECT. Refer to Section F, Cumulative Scenario and
Impacts (see Section F.3.4, Wilderness and Recreation), for analysis of impacts to
wilderness and recreation resulting from construction and operation of cumulative
projects (including the Sunrise Powerlink Project).

D28-67

These comments are noted. These comments do not raise specific issues related to
the project or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore,
no additional response is provided or required.

D28-68

The comment is noted. The visual impacts of the proposed Tule Wind Project are
analyzed in Section D.3, Visual Resources of the EIR/EIS. As identified in
Section D.3, the EIR/EIS determined that the Tule Wind Project would result in
significant and unmitigable impacts to scenic vistas and significant and
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unmitigable impacts to the existing character of the site and its surroundings. The
wilderness and recreation analysis contained in Section D.5 considered project
impacts on the functionality of wilderness and recreation areas (whether
construction would limit access to areas, whether the project would permanently
preclude recreational activities, etc.) and the visual impacts of the Proposed
PROJECT were wholly assessed in Section D.3, Visual Resources.
D28-69

Please refer to response D28-30 regarding impacts on revenue.

D28-70

The comment is noted. The posting of notices thirty days in advance of
anticipated closures would inform the public of upcoming use restrictions to
recreational facilities. Also, as discussed in Section D.5 Wilderness and
Recreation, implementation of Mitigation Measure WR-2 would ensure that
access along McCain Valley Road is maintained and that recreation areas within
the McCain Valley area (with the exception of the Lark Canyon OHV Area which
would experience sporadic and temporary closure of facilities over an
approximate 3-6 month period) remain accessible during construction. In
addition, the BLM manages other lands (the Plaster City Open Area
(approximately forty miles east of the Lark Canyon OHV Area), Jacumba
Wilderness (approximately seven miles southeast of the Carrizo Gorge
Wilderness)) in the region which would experience no use restrictions due to
construction of the Proposed Project.

D28-71

Comment noted. This comment does not raise specific issues related to the project
or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional
response is provided or required.

D28-72

Please refer to common response SOC1 regarding the Proposed PROJECT’s
impact on property values.

D28-73

Please refer to response D28-31 regarding environmental justice.

D28-74

The comment is noted. The EIR/EIS evaluates impacts to traffic in Sections D.9,
Transportation and Traffic, and F, Cumulative Scenario and Impacts. This comment
does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis
in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is provided or required.

D28-75

The comment is noted. This comment does not raise specific issues related to the
project or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no
additional response is provided or required.
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D28-76

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.) and NEPA regulations (40
CFR 1502.16), the Draft EIR/EIS identifies significant noise effects due to
construction and operation of the Proposed PROJECT and provides applicant
proposed measures (APMs) and mitigation measures, along with alternatives that
would substantially reduce these effects (see Section D.8, Noise, of the EIR/EIS).
The Proposed PROJECT implements all feasible mitigation measures and has
described the actions that will be taken to either reduce or avoid potentially
significant impacts wherever feasible.

D28-77

Please refer to common response INT3 regarding mitigation.

D28-78

Please refer to common response SOC1 regarding property values.

D28-79

Please refer to common response FIRE5 regarding fire mitigation.

D28-80

The comment is noted. This comment does not raise specific issues related to the
project or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no
additional response is provided or required.

D28-81

The comment is noted. Please refer to common response INT3 regarding mitigation.

D28-82

These comments are noted. These comments do not raise specific issues related to
the project or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore,
no additional response is provided or required. Please refer to common response
INT3 regarding mitigation.

D28-83

Articles noted. These articles do not raise specific issues related to the project or
adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional
response is provided or required.

D28-84

Please refer to response D28-20 regarding the project description.

D28-85

Please refer to common response SOC1 regarding property values.

D28-86

The comment is noted. Refer to response D28-60 regarding visual resources.
Please refer to common response SOC1 regarding property values.

D28-87

The comment is noted. The EIR/EIS identifies existing residences within
proximity of the various components of the ECO Substation Project, Tule Wind
Project, and ESJ Gen-Tie Project (see Section D.4, Land Use, subsection D.4.1.1
General Overview). Existing residences are identified in order to analyze potential
land use impacts of the Proposed PROJECT according to the significance
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thresholds listed in Section D.4.3.3 (Table D.4-12, Land Use Impacts). The
significance thresholds included whether construction would temporarily disturb
land uses at or near project components and whether the presence of a project
component would divide an established community or disrupt land uses at or near
project components. The EIR/EIS determined that because project components
would not physically displace residents or land uses, land use impacts (Impact
LU-1 and Impact LU-2) would be less than significant with mitigation. Land use
impacts were not identified for private vacant parcels however, the socioeconomic impacts resulting from the Proposed PROJECT (including impacts to
property values) are analyzed in Section D.16, Social and Economic Conditions.
D28-88

The comment is noted. This comment does not raise specific issues related to the
project or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no
additional response is provided or required.

D28-89

The comment is noted. The EIR/EIS, in Sections D.8, Noise and F, Cumulative
Scenario and Impacts, evaluates impacts from noise to nearest sensitive receptors,
including residences. This comment does not raise specific issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional
response is provided.

D28-90

Please refer to response D28-20.

D28-91

EIR/EIS Section D.10, Public Health and Safety, under Impact HAZ-5, addresses
project impacts due to accidental spill of hazardous material, including mineral oil
used for transformers. This comment does not raise specific issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional
response is provided or required.

D28-92

The EIR/EIS evaluates the project, as described in Section B, Project Description,
including a proposed communication tower at the proposed ECO Substation as
well as proposed gen-tie lines from both the Tule Wind Project into the Boulevard
Substation and the proposed 138 kV line from the ECO Substation into the
Boulevard Substation. The proposed Campo, Manzanita, and Jordan projects,
including proposed gen-ties, are analyzed at a program level as project-level
information has yet to be developed. Impacts from these transmission lines and
communication tower to fire and the ability to fight fires is addressed in EIR/EIS
Section D.15, Fire and Fuels Management, as well as Section F, Cumulative
Scenario and Impacts. This comment does not raise specific issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional
response is provided or required.

October 2011

D28-14

Responses to Comments – Final EIR/EIS

East County Substation/Tule Wind/Energia Sierra Juarez Gen-Tie Projects
COMMENTS AND REPONSES TO COMMENTS

D28-93

Comment and article noted. This comment does not raise specific issues related to
the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional
response is provided or required. Please refer to common responses FIRE1 through
FIRE6.

D28-94

These comments are noted. The EIR/EIS evaluates impacts to public health
including EMF in Section D.10; to noise in Section D.8, Noise; to land use in
Section D.4, Land Use, and to visual resources in Section D.3, Visual Resources.
These comments do not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the
environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is
provided or required. Please refer to common responses in Section 2.7, Noise, in
Volume 3 of the Final EIR/EIS regarding noise issues as well as common
response SOC1 regarding property values.

D28-95

Please refer to response D28-92. The EIR/EIS evaluates known 138 kV transmission
lines proposed from the Tule Wind Project and ECO Substation to connect into the
proposed re-build of the Boulevard Substation, as described in Section B, Project
Description, of the document. The proposed Campo, Manzanita, and Jordan projects,
including proposed gen-ties, are analyzed at a program level as project-level
information has yet to be developed. As stated in the EIR/EIS, these projects will
require separate environmental analysis and approval processes.

D28-96

These comments are noted. These comments do not raise specific issues related to
the project or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore,
no additional response is provided or required.

D28-97

EIR/EIS Section D.16, Social and Economic Conditions, Impact SOC-4, evaluates
the impacts to property tax revenues from the project. This comment does not raise
specific issues related to the project or adequacy of the environmental analysis in
the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is provided or required.

D28-98

These comments are noted. These comments do not raise specific issues related to
the project or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore,
no additional response is provided or required.

D28-99

These comments are noted. Please see Final EIR/EIS Section D.12, Water
Resources, under Impact HYD-4, regarding a discussion of groundwater supplies
and use of water during operation at the O&M facility. Please also refer to common
response WR1 regarding water use and additional studies conducted in 2011 and
included in the Final EIR/EIS. The reports document that existing groundwater
wells are capable of supplying the project with a sufficient water supply. These
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comments do not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the environmental
analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is provided or required.
D28-100

The comment is noted. Please see Section B, Project Description, of the EIR/EIS for
assumptions used regarding the proposed turbines for the Tule Wind Project. This
comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the environmental
analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is provided or required.

D28-101

Please see response D28-100. For purposes of the analysis provided in the
EIR/EIS, the larger 3 MW turbine design was assumed for worst-case analysis.

D28-102

EIR/EIS Sections D.3, Visual Resources; D.4, Land Use; D.8, Noise; and D.10,
Public Health and Safety, evaluate the impacts to sensitive receptors near the
proposed Tule Wind Project. This comment does not raise specific issues related
to the project or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore,
no additional response is provided or required. Also see common responses in
Section 2.7, Noise, in Volume 3 of the Final EIR/EIS regarding noise impacts.

D28-103

The articles are noted. These articles do not raise specific issues related to the
project or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no
additional response is provided or required.

D28-104

These comments are noted. These comments do not raise specific issues related to
the project or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore,
no additional response is provided or required.

.D28-105

These comments are noted. These comments do not raise specific issues related to
the project or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore,
no additional response is provided or required.

D28-106

Please refer to common response CUM1 regarding cumulative projects. In
addition, EIR/EIS Section F, Cumulative Scenario and Impacts, Subsection F.2,
Applicable Cumulative Projects and Projections, evaluates cumulative impacts
associated with the Proposed PROJECT in association with the 53 projects listed
in Table F-2. As shown in Table F-2, Cumulative Scenario – Approved and
Pending Projects and Figure F-1, Cumulative Projects Map, both the Boulevard
Border Patrol Station (Map ID 12) and the Wind Measurement Towers in the
Cleveland National Forest (Map ID 16), were included in the cumulative analysis.
The projects listed in Table F-2 and in Figure F-1, were known projects at the
time of issuance of the Notice of Preparation. The County of San Diego was also
consulted as to additional projects in the area that may be applicable on a
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cumulative basis. At the time of preparation of the EIR/EIS the County of San
Diego provided a map and excel file of projects in the Mountain Empire
subregional planning area, which was used in development of the cumulative
projects list. The Rough Acres Ranch Major Use permits identified by the
commenter were not known at the time of EIR/EIS preparation and therefore not
included. Given that there is a potential for continually adding possible future
projects, a lead agency possesses the authority to set a reasonable cut-off date for
such new projects. The CPUC and BLM have set issuance of the Notice of
Preparation and Notice of Intent for the EIR/EIS as the cutoff date to determine
which projects should be included in the cumulative analysis.
D28-107

These comments are noted. The EIR/EIS evaluates the proposed Campo,
Manzanita, and Jordan projects at a program level as project-level information has
yet to be developed. As stated in the EIR/EIS, these projects will require separate
environmental analysis and approval processes. Comments do not raise specific
issues related to the project or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the
EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is provided or required.

D28-108

The attached articles are noted. The articles provided in this comment do not raise
specific issues related to the project or adequacy of the environmental analysis in the
EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is provided or required. Please refer to
response D28-63 regarding blade throw. In addition, please refer to common
responses PHS1 through PHS4 regarding public health concerns related to wind
turbines; common response PHS3 and common response NOI5 regarding the
relationship between low frequency noise generated by wind turbines and adverse
health effects; and common responses PHS3 and NOI12 regarding setbacks from
wind turbine to sensitive receptors. Please also refer to common response NOI4
regarding the levels of low frequency noise generated by the proposed wind turbine
project; common response NOI10 regarding the human response to noise generated
from wind turbines; and common response SOC1 regarding property values.

D28-109

These comments are noted. Please refer to common response INT1 regarding time
allowed for public review of and comment on the Draft EIR/EIS.
EIR/EIS Section F, Cumulative Scenario and Impacts, addresses cumulative
impacts in accordance with both CEQA (14 CCR 15130) and NEPA (40 CFR
1508.7), which requires an analysis of cumulative impacts as part of the
evaluation and analysis of potential impacts.
The EIR/EIS addresses public health and safety in Section D.10, Public Health
and Safety. Also, please refer to common responses in Section 2.8 of Volume 3 of
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the Final EIR/EIS for a discussion of additional public health and safety issues
raised during public review of the Draft EIR/EIS.
Please refer to common response INT2 for a discussion on consideration of the
project and approval process.
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Response to Document No. D29
CAL FIRE San Diego Unit (Kathleen Edwards)
Dated March 4, 2011
D29-1

This comment provides an introduction to comments that follow and no additional
response is required.

D29-2

The commenter requests clarification of the reference to California Code of
Regulations Title 14, 918. Please refer to Response D29-3 for applicable codes
that have been incorporated into the Final EIR/EIS.

D29-3

The commenter requests clarification of applicable codes in Section D.15 of the
EIR/EIS. In response to this comment, the following Public Resources Code
sections that apply to construction, operation, and decommissioning have been
added to Section D.15.2.2, State Regulations, in the Final EIR/EIS in accordance
with 40 CFR 1502.9(b):
Section 4427 – Operation of Fire causing equipment
Section 4428 – Use of hydrocarbon powered engines near forest, brush or grass
covered lands without maintaining firefighting tools
Section 4431 – Gasoline powered saws, etc.; firefighting tools
Section 4442 – Spark arrestors of fire prevention measures; requirements; exemptions
These changes and additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues about
significant effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term is
used in Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines and under NEPA, do not result
in new significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns,
or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).

D29-4

October 2011

The commenter’s request to clarify the reference does not have an effect on the
analysis or conclusions in the EIR/EIS. In response to this comment, the latest
California fire plan documents listed have been added to Section D.15.2.2 in the
Final EIR/EIS in accordance with 40 CFR 1502.9(b). These changes and
additions to the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues about significant
effects on the environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term is used in
Section 15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, and under NEPA do not result in
new significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns,
or require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).
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D29-5

The commenter’s request to remove terminology due to changing form names
does not affect the analysis or conclusions in the EIR/EIS. In response to this
comment, clarification has been provided to Section D.15.2.2 in the Final
EIR/EIS in accordance with 40 CFR 1502.9(b). These changes and additions to
the EIR/EIS do not raise important new issues about significant effects on the
environment. Such changes are insignificant as the term is used in Section
15088.5(b) of the CEQA Guidelines and under NEPA, do not result in new
significant circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns, or
require analysis of a new alternative (40 CFR 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).

D29-6

The commenter’s statement regarding clarification of CAL FIRE’s Cost Recovery
Program is noted and will be included in the administrative record. The requested
clarification does not affect the analysis or conclusions regarding fire impacts and
as such, no changes were made to the Final EIR/EIS.

D29-7

The commenter expresses need for a Registered Professional Forester should the
project be re-aligned and be located on forested landscapes. The project is not
anticipated to be re-aligned such that it affects “forested landscapes.” Therefore,
the comment is noted and will become part of the project record.

D29-8

The commenter’s request to replace “Red Flag Alert” terminology with “Red Flag
Warning” is noted. However, the term “Red Flag Alert” does not occur within
Section D.15 of the EIR/EIS. Therefore, no revisions are necessary.

D29-9

Please refer to common response INT1 regarding extension of the public review
period of the Draft EIR/EIS.
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Response to Document No. D30
California State Parks Foundation (Traci Verardo-Torres)
Dated March 4, 2011
D30-1

The comment is an introductory statement that discuses (among other things) the
California State Parks Foundation’s role in protecting and enhancing California’s
state park system. The comment does not raise specific issues related to the
adequacy of the environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional
response is provided or required.

D30-2

The comment is noted. Please refer to common response VIS3, as well as response
B5-8 regarding impacts to visual resources (including viewsheds and dark skies)
anticipated to occur to Anza-Borrego Desert State Park. Also, additional analysis
regarding the visual impacts anticipated to occur to Anza-Borrego Desert State Park
(as viewed from representative key observation points (KOPs) 14a, 14b, and 14c
located within the State Park) resulting from construction and operation of the Tule
Wind Project has also been added to EIR/EIS Section D.3, Visual Resources (Section
D.3.3.3, Impact VIS-1, VIS-3, and VIS-4 for the Tule Wind Project).

D30-3

The comment is noted. Please refer to common response VIS3. Within the
EIR/EIS the visibility of project components is not discussed in Section D.5,
Wilderness and Recreation; instead, the visual impacts of the Proposed PROJECT
are wholly discussed in Section D.3, Visual Resources. As discussed in Section
D.3.3.3, the EIR/EIS determined that the Tule Wind Project would result in
significant and unmitigable impacts to scenic vistas as well as to the existing
character (or quality) of the site and its surroundings (see Section D.3.3.3, Table
D.3-2, Visual Resource Impacts). Please refer to comment D30-2 above regarding
additional analysis pertaining to Anza-Borrego Desert State Park visual resources.

D30-4

The comment is noted. EIR/EIS Section D.2, Biological Resources, analyzes
impacts to biological resources (including golden eagle, peninsular bighorn sheep,
and other federally and state-listed species that reside or have potential to occur in
the project area) resulting from construction and operation of the Proposed
PROJECT (see Impacts BIO-7 and BIO-10 in the EIR/EIS). Also, please refer to
common responses BIO1 and BIO4 regarding golden eagles and bighorn sheep.
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D30-5

October 2011

The comment is noted. EIR/EIS Section F, addresses cumulative impacts,
including those associated with the Sunrise Powerlink and other known largescale energy projects within the study area. Please refer to common response
CUM1. In addition, please refer to response B5-8 for additional analysis
pertaining to the cumulative visual impacts anticipated to occur to Anza-Borrego
Desert State Park resulting from proposed renewable energy projects in the area.
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Response to Document No. D31
E-Coustic Solutions, on behalf of Backcountry Against Dumps
(Richard Jones)
Dated March 4, 2011
D31-1

The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the
environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is
provided or required.

D31-2

The comment suggests that turbine setbacks less than 1.25 miles (6,600 feet) are
inadequate. A turbine setback distance does not guarantee a particular noise level
at property lines. The level of project-related noise varies with the turbine model,
turbine layout, number of turbines, speed of the turbine blades, meteorological
conditions, terrain, and the distance of the listener from the turbine; therefore, a
generic setback distance is inadequate to characterize the amount of projectrelated noise at a property line. The San Diego County noise ordinance requires
that operational noise comply with San Diego County Code of Regulatory
Ordinances Section 36.404. Detailed noise modeling that accounts for turbine
layout, number of total turbines, and site-specific terrain was performed for the
Tule Wind Project in order to assess the project’s noise emissions and compliance
with San Diego County Code of Regulatory Ordinances Section 36.404.
The comment that the presence of (nearby noise sources) will not mask or
otherwise offset wind turbine noise is inconsistent with local noise assessment
methods (masking occurs when noise from one source hides (or masks) the noise
from a second source. In this context, wind-induced noise at ground level often has
potential to mask or hide wind turbine noise. Current noise regulations in San
Diego County, including Significance Guideline 4.1.A and Section 36.404 of the
San Diego County Code of Regulatory Ordinances, provide guidance on existing
noise levels in relation to project-related noise. When existing noise levels are
below 60 decibels (dB) community noise equivalent level (CNEL), an increase of
10 dB over pre-existing conditions is allowed. In areas of greater noise exposure, an
increase of 3 dB is allowed. The assessment methods utilized for the Tule Wind
Project are consistent with current regulations in San Diego County. This means
that the County guidelines already address circumstances where a proposed activity
may introduce a new noise source into the acoustic environment and allowable
incremental increases are identified. Background noise does not have to mask wind
turbine noise; the existing noise limits allow some new noise to be made.

October 2011

D31-1

Responses to Comments – Final EIR/EIS

East County Substation/Tule Wind/Energia Sierra Juarez Gen-Tie Projects
COMMENTS AND REPONSES TO COMMENTS

Reports and documents submitted on behalf of the project applicant reflect
measurements of modern upwind configured turbines and literature review of
currently available scientific data. The measurement reports cited, including the
Epsilon report, compare measurements of operating wind farms to established
noise standards and metrics that are commonly accepted in the U.S. and that are
designed to protect the environment.
The reports submitted on behalf of the project applicant, including “Wind Turbine
Sound and Health Effects: An Expert Panel Review,” by the American Wind
Energy Association (AWEA) and Canadian Wind Energy Association (Colby et
al. 2009, cited in Iberdrola Renewables 2011) and “The Potential Health Impact
of Wind Turbines,” a report by the Chief Medical Officer of Health of Ontario,
Canada, (2010, as cited in Iberdrola Renewables 2011) are based on literature
reviews of scientific and medical databases. Both AWEA and the Chief Medical
Officer of Health of Ontario, Canada, cite current scientific and peer-reviewed
literature of wind turbine generated sound and low-frequency sound. The cited
reports all support the conclusion that there is no direct causal relationship
between wind turbine sound and adverse health effects, as stated in the Tule Wind
Project – Draft Noise Analysis Report (the results of which are summarized in
Section D.8, Noise, of the East County Substation/Tule Wind/Energia Sierra
Juarez Projects EIR/EIS, and is included as Appendix P to the Applicant’s
Environmental Document, available online here:
http://www.dudek.com/ECOSUB/TuleAED/Appx_P_Noise.pdf).
It should be noted that this report was updated in February 2011 and the updated
version of the Tule Wind Project – Draft Noise Analysis Report is available on the
project’s website:
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/dudek/ecosub/Tule_TS.htm
Several reviews of currently available scientific data have determined that there is
no direct causal relationship between wind turbine generated sound and health
effects. As mentioned above, the Chief Medical Officer of Health of Ontario,
Canada, recently performed a study focusing on the topic of wind turbine noise
and health (Chief Medical Officer of Health of Ontario 2010, as cited in Iberdrola
Renewables 2011). The study concluded the following:
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While some people living near wind turbines report symptoms such as
dizziness, headaches, and sleep disturbance, the scientific evidence
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available to date does not demonstrate a direct causal link between wind
turbine noise and adverse health effects.

D31-3



The sound level from wind turbines at common residential setbacks is not
sufficient to cause hearing impairment or other direct adverse health
effects. However, some people might find it annoying. It has been
suggested that annoyance may be a reaction to the characteristic
“swishing” or fluctuating nature of wind turbine sound rather than to the
intensity of sound.



Low-frequency sound and infrasound from current generation upwind model
turbines are well below the pressure sound levels at which known health
effects occur. Further, there is no scientific evidence to date that vibration
from low-frequency wind turbine noise causes adverse health effects.



Community engagement at the outset of planning for wind turbines is
important and may alleviate health concerns about wind farms.



Concerns about fairness and equity may also influence attitudes towards
wind farms and allegations about effects on health. These factors deserve
greater attention in future developments.

For clarification purposes of when it is appropriate to use a background sound
measurement and when to measure ambient sound, a discussion of when it is
appropriate to exclude certain sounds from a measurement follows.
San Diego County Code of Regulatory Ordinances Section 36.402, Clause (a)
defines ambient sound as, “…the composite of existing noise from all sources at a
given location and time” (County of San Diego 2009). This is a common
definition of ambient noise or ambient sound, such as the definitions found in
standards ANSI S1.1, ANSI S12.9, and ASTM C634. The same ordinance clause
(in Section 36.402) continues, “Ambient noise is sometimes referred to as
background noise” (County of San Diego 2009). This is sometimes a source of
great confusion because background sound, in addition to often meaning ambient
sound in casual conversation, also has its own precise meaning and use.
Specifically, background sound includes all the other sounds that may interfere
with the measurement of a particular individual sound source or group of sound
sources. Background sound is defined in the same general standards (ANSI S1.1,
ANSI S12.9, and ASTM C634), as well as numerous national and international
standards that deal with measurement of particular sound sources.
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Background sound measurements normally occur during the course of measuring
a particular sound source. It is impossible to separate the sound of the source of
interest from the rest of the sounds in the environment. Therefore, it is necessary
to perform two measurements: one of the total sound, and one of just the
background sound. Once these two measurements are accomplished, it is possible
to mathematically derive the sound level of the particular sound source on its
own, effectively eliminating the influence of environmental and extraneous
background sounds. This is a common definition of background sound, as defined
in ANSI S1.1, ANSI S12.9, and ASTM C634, as well as numerous national and
international standards that deal with measurement of particular sound sources.
This can be a tricky process in uncontrolled outdoor environments, because the
background sound must be nearly identical in both measurements. If short-term or
transient noise events occur in either the total sound measurement or the
background sound measurement, the calculation will yield incorrect results.
The comment also suggests that the measurement should exclude or suppress
certain short-term or transient sounds. While it is sometimes desirable and
appropriate to suppress transient or short-term noise events in the context of
measuring a particular sound source, measurements of the ambient noise
environment to establish the environmental baseline should be inclusive of all
sounds in the environment. In order to establish a valid baseline, the measurement
should reflect the total sound exposure from the existing ambient environment.
The noise report for the project (Tule Wind Project – Draft Noise Analysis
Report) measured the actual sound of the existing ambient environment without
artificially suppressing any sounds that occurred during the measurement period.
The measurement method conformed to several ANSI and ASTM standards in
whole or in part, as well as being consistent with many state and federal agency
measurement methods, including the San Diego County noise regulations.
D31-4

October 2011

Noise modeling methods used in the noise analysis for the Tule Wind Project are
consistent with internationally recognized and accepted methods for calculating
environmental noise levels. The Cadna-A model utilized for the Tule Wind
Project employs modeling assumptions that best reflect measurements from
operating wind farms. Post-construction studies performed by Andrew Bullmore
and Kenneth Kalinski show that wind turbine sound levels modeled with ISO
9613-2 using no ground attenuation, or reflective ground, best fit or overstated
monitored sound levels, depending on the site and wind conditions (Iberdrola
Renewables 2011).
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Please refer to response D31-22 for additional information regarding ISO 9613-2
and the modeling assumptions. Section 1.3 of the Tule Wind Project – Draft Noise
Analysis Report, updated February 2011, also includes additional details on the
modeling methodology.
D31-5

Reports and documents submitted on behalf of the project applicant reflect
measurements of modern upwind configured turbines and literature review of
currently available scientific data.
Please refer to response D31-2 for further details on the materials cited in the Tule
Wind Project – Draft Noise Analysis Report, updated February 2011.
The measurement of the existing ambient noise environment conforms to the
applicable portions of several standards and is consistent with the measurements
associated with San Diego County noise regulations. Existing ambient noise
measurement methods utilized in the noise analysis for the Tule Wind Project are
consistent with several standards and practices, including ANSI S1.13, ANSI
S12.9/Part 2, ASTM E1014, ASTM E1503, several state and federal agency
measurement methods, and good engineering practices. The study was adequate
and appropriate, and consistent with the accepted industry standards. Please refer
to response D31-3 for additional information concerning the ambient noise
measurement methods.
The noise analysis conducted for the Tule Wind Project used the best available data
from wind turbine manufacturers to estimate project-related sound levels. Several
conservative assumptions were utilized in the Tule Wind Project sound model,
including the turbine operation mode with the highest noise emission characteristic,
continuous downwind conditions, reflective ground coverage, and the use of noise
emissions representative of the hot weather package. The modeling was adequate
and appropriate, and consistent with the accepted industry standards.
The commenter’s proposed background noise study and modeling methods are
inconsistent with current County regulations and best practices in the field of
environmental acoustics. The measurement of the existing ambient noise
environment conforms to applicable portions of several noise standards and is
consistent with the measurements associated with San Diego County noise
regulations. Existing ambient noise measurement methods utilized in the noise
analysis for the Tule Wind Project are consistent with several standards and
practices, including ANSI S1.13, ANSI S12.9/Part 2, ASTM E1014, ASTM
E1503, several state and federal agency measurement methods, and good
engineering practices.
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The San Diego County Code of Regulatory Ordinances Section 36.402, Clause (a)
defines ambient sound as, “…the composite of existing noise from all sources at a
given location and time” (County of San Diego 2009). The same ordinance clause
(in Section 36.402) continues, “Ambient noise is sometimes referred to as
background noise” (County of San Diego 2009). The measurement performed for
the Tule Wind Project depicts ambient conditions including all existing sources.
The use of a background sound level to represent existing conditions, as proposed
by the commenter, is inconsistent with the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) as the background sound level excludes existing noise sources that
contribute to the ambient environment.
Furthermore, the modeling methods used in the noise analysis for the Tule Wind
Project are consistent with internationally recognized and accepted methods for
calculating environmental noise levels. The Cadna-A model utilized for the Tule
Wind Project employs modeling assumptions that reflect measurements from
operating wind farms. Please refer to Section 1.3 of the Tule Wind Project –
Draft Noise Analysis Report, updated February 2011, for further details on the
modeling methodology.
Please refer to response D31-3 for further details on the ambient noise
measurement methodology and the background measurement proposed by ECoustic Solutions, and to response D31-9 regarding ISO 9613-2.
Several reviews of currently available scientific data have determined that there is
no direct causal relationship between wind turbine generated sound and health
effects. The sources cited by the commenter that support the claim that wind
turbine noise will result in adverse health effects are not peer reviewed, do not
support their claims with measurement data, and do not qualify as valid
epidemiological studies. Furthermore, Dr. Geoff Leventhall concluded that “a
simple order of magnitude calculation, using basic physics of the level which will
be known to a 16-year-old school pupil, shows that the movement of the
diaphragm under the forces which might result from wind turbine noise is less
than 10 microns. That is less than one hundredth of a millimeter or about one
tenth of the average thickness of human hair. During normal breathing, the
diaphragm moves several centimeters” (Iberdrola Renewables 2011). Also, a
review of the medical literature databases performed by Exponent, Inc. (2009,
cited in Iberdrola Renewables 2011) found no evidence of a causal link between
exposure to wind turbine noise and adverse health effects. As of the review by
Exponent, there has not been a specific health condition documented in the peerreviewed published literature to be classified as a disease caused by exposure to
sound levels and frequencies generated by the operation of wind turbines.
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Please refer to common responses NOI2 and NOI3 regarding the characteristics of
wind turbine noise, an explanation of how the human body responds to extremely
low levels of energy (such as inaudible low-frequency sound and infrasound), and
the potential health effects of infrasound and low-frequency sound compared to
the effects of audible sound levels. Please also refer to common responses PHS1
through PHS4 regarding public health concerns related to wind turbines, common
responses PHS3 and NOI5 regarding the relationship between low-frequency
noise generated by wind turbines and adverse health effects, common response
NOI10 regarding the human response to noise generated from wind turbines, and
common response NOI11 regarding amplitude modulation (also known as blade
thumping). Please also refer to response D31-18 for further information
concerning wind turbine noise and health effects.
D31-6

These comment claims that sensitive people, especially children under six, people
with pre-existing medical conditions, particularly those with diseases of the
vestibular system and other organs of balance and proprioception, and seniors
with existing sleep problems will be likely to experience serious health risks. In
testimony during the Glacial Hills wind farm permit process, Dr. Geoff
Leventhall testified that the forces on the human body resulting from exposure to
low-frequency and infrasonic noise produce a deflection of approximately 10
microns or about one tenth of the average thickness of human hair (Iberdrola
Renewables 2011). Normal lung function (breathing) causes a deflection of more
than a centimeter. Heart beats and normal body motions cause more deflection
than 10 microns and, therefore, the forces imparted upon a human body by
exposure to wind turbine noise are small by comparison.
EIR/EIS Section D.8, Noise, and the Tule Wind Project – Draft Noise Analysis
Report, addressed all applicable noise considerations in relation to local
regulation and CEQA including:

October 2011



Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable
standards of the other agencies.



Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive ground-borne vibration
or ground-borne noise levels.



A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the project.
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A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity above levels existing without the project.

EIR/EIS Section D.8, Noise, provides Mitigation Measure NOI-3 that requires a
site-specific noise mitigation plan be prepared upon final design, approval of
project layout, and prior to construction. The noise mitigation plan will ensure
that operation of the turbines will comply with County General Plan Policy 4b
and County Noise Ordinance Section 36.404.
Important concepts to understand that are associated with the World Health
Organization’s (WHO’s) nighttime noise recommended limit are: (1) The
Proposed PROJECT is subject to the noise limits enforced by the County, the
WHO has no jurisdiction in California; (2) As noted in the WHO document, the
referenced WHO noise limit is a recommendation and not a regulatory limit; and
(3) The referenced WHO noise limit is actually expressed as an annual average of
all nighttime hours. In other words, it represents the hourly equivalent noise level
(Leq) for each of the eight nighttime hours as defined by WHO, averaged over all
365 days of the year. It is not, as implied by the commenter, a 1-hour noise limit.
Therefore, statements that the Proposed PROJECT will exceed the WHO
nighttime exterior sound level recommendation are not factual.
The commenter’s claim that project-related sound levels will be in excess of
WHO recommendations does not reflect the results of site-specific modeling or
site-specific meteorological data. The modeling results presented in the Tule Wind
Project – Draft Noise Analysis Report is representative of a single hour in which
turbines operate at maximum noise emission. Project-related sound levels would
be less than those shown in the noise analysis report during periods when wind
speeds are below the cut-in speed. The proposed turbines would not operate at
maximum noise emissions during all hours of every day and night in a year.
Annoyance is subjective and difficult to predict; therefore, it cannot be said with
any degree of certainty that the project-related sound levels will result in a “high
level of community complaints stemming from sleeping disturbance and noise
pollution.” Finding 33 of the San Diego County Noise Element discusses the topic
of annoyance and the causes of annoyance (County of San Diego 2006):
The degree of annoyance is closely related to both acoustical and
nonacoustical factors. The former include the levels and durations and
number of occurrences of identifiable noise events; the residual noise
level; the variability of the noise levels; the time of day; and special
factors related to the character of the information content of the noise.
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Non-acoustical factors include the particular activity disrupted, the attitude
of those affected, and factors specific to particular sound sources, such as
disagreements over barking dogs.
As described in Finding 33 of the San Diego County Noise Element, aural
sensitivity and attitudes toward a project or sound source will affect the level of
annoyance experienced by an individual. Therefore, although it is possible that
individuals may experience annoyance as a result of the Tule Wind Project, it is
not a predictable outcome and the setbacks used for siting will serve to minimize
the levels of noise as a source of potential annoyance.
Please also refer to responses D31-5 and D31-18 for further information
concerning wind turbine noise and health effects.
D31-7

The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the
environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is
provided or required.

D31-8

The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the
environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is
provided or required.

D31-9

ISO 9613-2 (Attenuation of Sound During Propagation Outdoors) provides the
internationally recognized and accepted methods for calculating environmental
noise levels, including noise emissions from wind turbines. The Cadna-A
software incorporates ISO 9613-2 in the propagation calculations. The ISO 96132 methods used by Cadna-A were endorsed by an independent working group of
European acoustical consultants. Additionally, post-construction studies
performed by Andrew Bullmore and Kenneth Kalinski compared measured sound
levels from wind farms with corresponding calculation models of the same wind
farms. These comparisons showed that wind turbine sound levels modeled in
Cadna-A and utilizing the ISO 9613-2 calculation methods can achieve good
correlation with the post-construction measurements, effectively validating the
calculation for wind-turbine sound sources (Iberdrola Renewables 2011). Please
see response D31-4 for information regarding the ISO 9613-2 calculation method.
The comment regarding blast waves is not applicable because blast waves are not
sound waves; they exhibit some similar behaviors but they are fundamentally
different and methods of calculating blast effects are likewise different. Wind
turbine noise emissions are not comparable to blast waves.
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Please see response D31-22 for information regarding the recent calculation
method from the Swedish Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The
comment is factually incorrect when it states that the calculation for sound
propagation considers a decay rate of 3 dB per doubling of distance. Over land,
propagation occurs at a decay rate of 6 dB per doubling of distance, just as the
ISO 9613-2 calculation does. The Swedish method does implement a different
propagation calculation for offshore wind turbines (that means wind turbine noise
propagation over open water), which includes a device to propagate at 3 dB per
doubling of distance, in addition to the standard propagation for point sources at 6
dB per doubling of distance (Iberdrola Renewables 2011). The installation of
wind turbines in open water is not proposed as part of the Tule Wind Project.
Therefore, the commenter’s reference to the Swedish EPA methods is incorrect
and not applicable to this project.
By virtue of their nature, sound power level data intentionally removed the effect
of the listening environment to allow prediction of noise from the source under
study in a variety of listening environments. The sound power data is intended to
be irrespective of a particular environment. The internationally recognized way to
establish a sound power level for a single wind turbine is through methods
contained in IEC 61400. Use of a different measurement standard to establish the
reference sound power level is inappropriate.
Use of that reference sound power level to assess wind turbine noise levels under
different stability regimes is independent of the IEC 61400 method, because that
is simply a measurement method and assessing wind turbine noise levels under
different conditions requires modeling. That modeling should be based on ISO
9613-2. On this basis, this comment is misleading.
Furthermore, temperature inversions often form during stable nighttime
conditions when ground-level wind speeds range from mild/calm to still (no
wind). Normally, the temperature of the atmosphere gets colder as the height
increases above the earth’s surface. A temperature inversion is an atmospheric
condition in which the atmospheric temperature increases with height above
ground (cool air is trapped near the ground with warmer air above it).
Temperature inversions are most commonly caused by radiative cooling of the
ground at night leading to cooling of the air in contact with the ground. Such
conditions are especially prevalent on cloudless nights with little wind. If winds
occurred at the ground level, the inversion layer would become mixed with the
layers above it and the inversion would begin to disappear.
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During episodes of stable atmosphere, temperature inversions occurring within
the lowest 50 to 100 meters of atmosphere can affect noise levels measured on the
ground. Such conditions may increase noise levels by focusing sound wave
propagation paths at a single point. Conventional approaches to assessing noise
propagation under temperature inversion conditions require knowledge of the
temperature gradient and assume that the noise source is located below the
temperature inversion, typically near the ground. In summary, when a layer of
cool air is trapped at the ground surface (with a layer of warmer air above it) and
the winds are still, the resulting temperature inversion is known to focus sound
wave propagation paths (from noise sources operating in the layer of cold air,
most often on the ground) at a single point on the ground.
When the atmosphere is stable, the effect of temperature inversions on noise
propagation from wind turbines is not typical of other sources. Wind turbines
located on top of ridges are often located at elevations that are much higher than
nearby receivers. In those circumstances it is unlikely that conventional
temperature inversions in the lower 100 meters of the atmosphere would affect
noise propagation from sources elevated as high as wind turbines on top of ridges.
A further consideration must be that temperature inversions require little to no
wind in order to minimize atmospheric mixing and hence develop. During calm
conditions, the wind turbine generators are unlikely to operate, because the cut-in
speed is approximately 3–4 meters/second.
In general, sound propagates best under stable conditions with a strong inversion,
such as during a clear night with low winds. In those situations, sound levels from
wind turbines would be at their lowest. Wind speeds under very stable
conditions—Stability Class G—generally are too low to generate electricity, and
thus, the wind turbines would produce little or no noise because they would not be
operating. As a result, worst-case conditions for wind turbines tend to be under
more moderate nighttime inversions.
Moderate nighttime inversions include periods when winds at the hub height are
above the cut-in speed and ground-level winds are still; the still ground-level
winds do not create any masking noise. These conditions are most likely to result
in the highest levels of amplitude modulation, be most favorable to noise
propagation, and wind turbine noise being the most perceivable. Post-construction
noise measurements were performed during these conditions at both the Mars Hill
and Stetson wind farms located in Maine (Iberdrola Renewables 2011). Over 300
hours of measurement data was collected under these conditions and analysis of
that data confirmed that noise levels measured under these conditions were within
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5 dBA of modeled noise levels (Iberdrola Renewables 2011). The noise analysis
performed for the Tule Wind Project modeled a moderate inversion condition.
The Tule Wind Project noise analysis also added more than 5 dB of conservatism.
In this manner, the Tule Wind Project noise analysis accounted for moderate
inversions and conditions most favorable to propagation, when ground-level
masking is at its lowest level, and turbine noise is most noticeable.
Under an inversion, there may be less wind-generated masking sound near the ground
under the boundary layer. The noise levels are not necessarily louder during these
environmental conditions, but they may be more perceivable in the absence of the
masking effects of ground-level winds. Several other measures have been enacted in
the sound propagation model to avoid under-predicting the sound levels. These are
discussed in greater detail in response D31-22 and the Tule Wind Project – Draft
Noise Analysis Report, updated February 2011 (Section 1.3 and Appendix D).
D31-10

Several measures of conservatism have been taken in the noise model to avoid
under predicting the sound levels at the receiver. A 3 dB correction to account for
uncertainty in ISO 9613-2 was accounted for through other conservative
assumptions used in the modeling. The use of conservative modeling assumptions
results in more than 3 dB increase over less conservative methods; therefore, no
additional corrections were applied.
Please refer to common response NOI8 and response D31-22 for further details on
the modeling methodology and assumptions.

D31-11

Please refer to response D31-9 regarding nighttime stable atmospheric conditions.
Please also refer to common response NOI8 and response D31-22 for additional
details on the modeling methodology and assumptions.

D31-12
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The limits stated in this comment for source heights mischaracterizes the language
that is in ISO 9613-2. Section 9 of the ISO standard discusses the accuracy of
calculations, and lists the accuracy according to certain geometric conditions in
Table 5 therein. Table 5 from ISO 9613-2 is reproduced in the E-Coustic Solutions
comment as Figure 12 on page 21. The data in Table 5 means that the standard can
provide an estimate of accuracy within those heights based upon previous study, but
that the standard does not provide an estimate of accuracy for heights and distances
greater than those listed in the table. The language in ISO 9613-2 does not prohibit
using those calculations with source and receiver heights and distances greater than
those listed in the table. The calculations are based upon physical principles and are
found in several standards and academic resources; they are not unique to this
standard and its table of estimated accuracy.
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Furthermore, the comment misinterprets the table of estimated accuracy by stating
that it is limited to “noise sources that are no more than 30 meters above the
receiving locations.” Actually, the height value is based upon a mean (average) of
the source and receiver height, so for a receiver that is 2 meters high (6 feet) the
table of accuracy values will still apply to sources that are 58 meters high (190
feet), because the mean height of the source and receiver is less than 98 feet (30
meters). A wind turbine with a hub height of 80 meters (262 feet) will be far
enough outside the parameters shown in the table to be unable to estimate the
accuracy associated with the sound propagation, apart from saying that it will
likely be greater than ±3 dB. But it is not as far outside the parameters as
characterized by the comment (the source height is about 35% higher than the
table of estimated accuracy can account for, not 167% that the commenter stated).
The limits stated by the commenter for source heights and distances do not
preclude the use of the calculations outside of these limits. The portions of the
calculations used in the noise model for the Tule Wind Project are based upon
physical principles and are found in several standards and academic resources.
These limits are merely a statement of where there is a well-studied level of
uncertainty, and these estimated levels of uncertainty may be applied when using
all portions of the ISO 9613-2 calculations.
In summary, the ISO 9613-2 standard can provide an estimate of accuracy for
certain geometric parameters of the source and receiver (heights and distances).
But it does not preclude the use of the calculations outside of these parameters.
Wind turbines are outside these parameters and so may have a level of uncertainty
greater than 3 dB, but wind turbines are not as far outside these parameters as the
comment implies. Additionally, wind turbine models have been compared to field
measurements with acceptable results, as shown in the Kenneth Kalinski postconstruction study (Iberdrola Renewables 2011).
For modeling wind turbines, the ISO 9613-2 methods used by Cadna-A were
endorsed by an independent working group of European acoustical consultants.
Additionally, post-construction studies performed by Andrew Bullmore and
Kenneth Kalinski compared measured sound levels from wind farms with
corresponding calculation models of the same wind farms. These comparisons
showed that wind turbine sound levels modeled in Cadna-A and utilizing the ISO
9613-2 calculation methods can achieve good correlation with the postconstruction measurements when the modeling parameters are chosen
appropriately (Iberdrola Renewables 2011).
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Please refer to responses D31-4 and D31-9 and for additional details on the
modeling methodology and post-construction monitoring.
D31-13

Please refer to responses D31-10, D31-11, and D31-12. The County’s interior
noise requirement is 45 dBA CNEL. The project will not generate noise levels
exceeding the County’s 45 dBA CNEL inside the adjacent homes as the daily
interior noise level would not be as high as the hypothetical calculation. In
addition, the commenter does not include the attenuation from the building shells
of the homes, which would reduce the noise.

D31-14

An example of the Proposed PROJECT’s turbine noise levels at frequencies down
to 31.5 hertz (HZ) are provided in Table 8 of the Tule Wind Project – Draft Noise
Analysis Report, updated February 2011.

D31-15

The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the
environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is required.

D31-16

Annoyance is subjective and influenced by aural sensitivity and attitudes toward a
project. Please refer to common response NOI3 and response D31-6 for additional
information concerning annoyance.
The sound power level measurement method described in IEC 61400-11 does not
address propagation in any particular environment. The purpose of a sound power
measurement is to quantify the noise emission characteristic of a sound source
irrespective of its environment. This makes the resulting sound power level useful
for predicting the effect of introducing the noise source into any environment.
Sound propagation is addressed through the Cadna-A model.
The Cadna-A model developed for the Tule Wind Project utilizes modeling
assumptions that best reflect measurements from operating wind farms. Postconstruction studies show that wind turbine sound levels modeled with ISO 96132 using no ground attenuation best fit monitored sound levels. Additionally,
conservative assumptions, such as the use of the manufacturer-guaranteed sound
levels and modeling of the hot weather package, were also used in the sound
model developed for the Tule Wind Project. These modeling assumptions are all
implemented with the goal of avoiding under-predicting sound levels.
Wind turbines emit broadband noise with a spectral peak around 500 Hz. As the
blades move closer and farther away from a stationary listener, the noise that
turbines emit becomes louder and quieter. This rhythmic increase and decrease in
noise emissions is called amplitude modulation, and the amount of modulation
varies according to proximity to the wind turbine.
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Sound from many sources exhibits amplitude modulation. Steady, low-volume
traffic pass-by events exhibit a rhythmic rise and fall in volume. Ocean waves
crashing on a beach also exhibit a rhythmic rise and fall in volume. In this
manner, noise from these events exhibit amplitude modulation, this by virtue of
its nature is not intrinsically annoying or harmful to human health. In fact, many
people consider the rhythmic noise made by ocean waves to be desirable. Please
refer to common response NOI3 for additional details on the characteristics of
wind turbine sound and amplitude modulation.
In addition, the comment does not present site-specific data and does not appear
to be based on any consideration of the Tule Wind Project’s specific conditions.
D31-17

The comment does not raise specific issues related to the adequacy of the
environmental analysis in the EIR/EIS; therefore, no additional response is
required. The comment essentially notes that wind shear is a phenomenon that can
occur under certain meteorological conditions.

D31-18

Existing requirements in San Diego County rely on A-weighting for sound
measurements and regulations. The A-weighting scale is a close approximation of
the human response to different frequencies of sound and is in broad use across
many disciplines that address noise. While there are weighting scales other than
the A-weighting scale (which simulates human response to frequencies of sound),
use of other weighting scales produces results that do not reflect how human ears
respond to different frequencies of sound. Therefore, they are not appropriate to
use in the context of an environmental acoustics analysis performed to assess
compliance with applicable noise limits.
The A-weighting scale attenuates low-frequency noises in a manner that simulates
how human ears attenuate low-frequency noise at low levels (approximately 40 dB).
The C-weighting scale does not attenuate low frequencies as much as the Aweighting scale because it simulates how humans perceive sound at higher levels
(approximately 80 dB). Use of C-weighting produces different noise analysis results
than those already reported in units of A-weighted sound level. The differences
between the A-weighted and C-weighted results are not pertinent because sound
levels at receptors will not reach levels as high as 80 dB due to the wind turbines.
The G-weighting scale emphasizes frequencies centered at 20 Hz; it begins to
heavily discount the influence of frequencies above 40 Hz and below 5 Hz. In the
context of an environmental noise assessment performed to assess compliance with
A-weighted noise limits, using G-weighting would not provide comparable results.
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The science behind the perception of infrasound and minimum audible field for
infrasound has been studied by the evaluation of pure tone and the presence of
background noise. The threshold of perception found amongst studies is not
consistent due to variability in study conditions and subjects. There is no
consensus and very little data to evaluate the exact effect of background noise on
the audibility of infrasound.
This uncertainty is discussed by Moller and Pedersen (2004, cited in Iberdrola
Renewables 2011):
Generally low-frequency and infrasonic sounds from everyday life are not
pure tones alone, but rather combinations of different random noises and
tonal components. It is however, impossible to make thresholds for all
imaginable combinations of sounds that exist, and as seen above there is
no final conclusion about possible higher or lower sensitivity to noise
bands than to pure tones. Anyway, differences seem to be relatively
modest, and the pure-tone threshold can with a reasonable approximation
be used as a guideline for the thresholds also for nonsinusoidal sounds.
As stated by E-Coustic Solution, the threshold for perception presented in the
Watanbe and Pedersen study is based on pure tones; therefore, the threshold of
audibility in the presence of other sounds will vary. The differences in the
minimum audible field will be relatively modest and pure tone thresholds serve as
a reasonable approximation.
Measurements of operating wind turbines published by Epsilon and Associates
(2009, cited in Iberdrola Renewables 2011) show that infrasonic sound emissions
from modern upwind-configured wind turbines are below audibility thresholds for
even the more sensitive people at a distance of 1,000 feet. Infrasound levels
measured at a distance of 1,000 feet from GE 1.5sle and Siemens SWT 2.3 wind
turbine generators were more than 20 dB below the median thresholds of hearing.
The infrasound levels that would be generated by the project’s turbines are not
available from manufacturers. However, post-construction measurements of typical
wind turbines show that the amount of low-frequency sound and infrasound from
wind turbines is modest and acceptable according to ANSI standards.
Please refer to common responses NOI2, NOI3, and NOI4 for additional details
on infrasound and low-frequency sound.
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As discussed in response D31-6, EIR/EIS Section D.8, Noise, and the Tule Wind
Project – Draft Noise Analysis Report, addressed all applicable noise considerations
and “significance” determinations in relation to local regulation and CEQA.
Several reviews of currently available scientific data have determined that there is
no direct causal relationship between wind turbine generated sound and health
effects. A review of the medical literature databases performed by Exponent, Inc.
(2009, cited in Iberdrola Renewables 2011) found no evidence of a causal link
between exposure to wind turbine noise and adverse health effects. As of the
review by Exponent, there has not been a specific health condition documented in
the peer-reviewed published literature to be classified as a disease caused by or
associated with exposure to sound levels and frequencies generated by the
operation of wind turbines.
As summarized in Iberdrola Renewables (2011) response to Data Request No. 14,
the Chief Medical Officer of Health of Ontario, Canada, recently performed a study
focusing on the topic of wind turbine noise and health titled The Potential Health
Impact of Wind Turbines (May 2010, as cited in Iberdrola Renewables 2011). The
study also concluded the following concerning wind turbine and health:


While some people living near wind turbines report symptoms such as
dizziness, headaches, and sleep disturbance, the scientific evidence
available to date does not demonstrate a direct causal link between wind
turbine noise and adverse health effects.



The sound level from wind turbines at common residential setbacks is not
sufficient to cause hearing impairment or other direct adverse health
effects. However, some people might find it annoying. It has been
suggested that annoyance may be a reaction to the characteristic
“swishing” or fluctuating nature of wind turbine sound rather than to the
intensity of sound.



Low-frequency sound and infrasound from current generation upwind model
turbines are well below the pressure sound levels at which known health
effects occur. Further, there is no scientific evidence to date that vibration
from low-frequency wind turbine noise causes adverse health effects.

Please refer to responses D31-5 and D31-18 for further information concerning
infrasound, low-frequency sound, and health effects.
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While the work of Dr. Nina Pierpont intends to establish a causal link between
wind turbine infrasound and low-frequency sound and health effects, she fails to
do so. Association is not equal to causation. Researchers can find an association,
also called a correlation, which is a relationship, negative or positive, between
two or more variables. Often an association is identified through statistical
inferences before a causal relationship is established. Historically, there have been
careful clinical observations (e.g., case reports and series) that have stimulated a
number of now-classic epidemiology research efforts that have identified
important associations and ultimately the determinants of causal relationships.
There have also been case reports identifying associations that did not hold up
under epidemiological scrutiny, such as those associating blunt-force trauma and
cancer. For this reason, case studies cannot be used to determine causation. A
causal association can only be established by the evaluation of well-designed and
executed epidemiologic studies (Iberdrola Renewables 2011).
A landmark discussion of the process of moving from a disease being associated
with a risk factor to a point where the scientific community is comfortable
attributing causation to a risk factor was put forth by Sir Austin Bradford Hill in
1965 (Iberdrola Renewables 2011). It was during this time that a number of
papers, including the Surgeon General Report issued in 1964, began to more
formally delineate the scientific reasoning process that justifies a conclusion that
observed associations between an exposure and a disease are the result of a causal
relationship between the exposure and the disease (Iberdrola Renewables 2011).
Key statements from scientists during that time include the following (Hill 1965,
cited in Iberdrola Renewables 2011):
Disregarding then any such problem in semantics we have this situation. Our
observations reveal an association between two variables, perfectly clear-cut
and beyond what we would care to attribute to chance. What aspects of that
association should we especially consider before deciding that the most likely
interpretation of it is causation? [italics added for emphasis].
Hill’s nine criteria for causation have been described in a number of ways. They
are commonly referred to as strength, consistency, specificity, temporality,
biological gradient, plausibility, coherence, experiment, and analogy.
The information provided by the applicant indicates that Dr. Pierpont’s research
fails to establish a causal link and that available scientific data have determined
that there is no direct causal relationship between wind turbine-generated sound
and adverse health effects.
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Please refer to responses D31-5 and D31-18 for further information concerning
infrasound, low-frequency sound, and health effects.
According to the E-Coustic letter, the commenter believes the research conducted
by Dr. Nina Pierpont meets the standards of a peer-reviewed epidemiological study:
The type of epidemiological study conducted by Dr. Pierpont is termed
acase-cross overstudy. […] Further the report was peer-reviewed by some
of the top experts in the U.S. and Britain who have experience with
vestibular disturbances and adverse health conditions.
The following components of the aforementioned comment are not true:
“epidemiological study conducted by Dr. Pierpont” and “the report was peerreviewed.” Dr. Pierpont’s work was not an epidemiological study, but a series of
case reports and it did not undergo the rigor of a peer-review process, which
generally uses anonymity and employs a double-blind process whereby the
authors and peer reviewers remain unknown to each other. Dr. Pierpont’s peerreview process appears to be among colleagues and friends and not a single- or
double-blind process. Nontraditional references such as newspaper articles and
television interviews are used to support Dr. Pierpont’s hypothesis (Iberdrola
Renewables 2011). In rebuttal testimony to the Wisconsin Public Utilities
Commission, Dr. Mark Roberts stated the following: “My assessment is that the
material (Pierpont research) describing the phenomena does not appear to have
been peer reviewed in a critical, blinded fashion in the same manner as the articles
published in the leading medical journals. In addition, some of the references that
I have seen cited are newspaper articles, TV interviews, and addresses before
legislative bodies. Those are not traditional formats to present scientific data. It
shortcuts the review process that is part of the scientific process of discovery.”
Dr. Roberts also concluded the following (Iberdrola Renewables 2011):
1. “Wind Turbine Syndrome” is not a medical diagnosis supported by peer
reviewed, published, scientific literature;
2. The materials presented to support “Wind Turbine Syndrome” are not of
sufficient scientific quality nor have they received the rigorous scientific review
and vetting that is customarily part of the peer review and publishing process;
3. The tried and true scientific method of developing a hypothesis, testing that
hypothesis, publishing the results and having others attempt to repeat the
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research has not been done to test the existence of a health condition called
“Wind Turbine Syndrome;”
4. An accumulation of anecdotal interviews with self-selected persons living near
a wind turbine does not constitute an epidemiological study and is not sufficient
to determine causation;
5. The bases for claimed adverse health effects due to wind turbines cited by Mr.
James either cannot withstand scientific scrutiny or have nothing to do with wind
turbines; and
6. Siting a wind turbine within view of a residence and the operation of that
turbine could be a source of annoyance to those living in the residence.
Scientific evidence challenges the notion that adverse health effects from wind
turbine sound is plausible. Dr. Pierpont claims that infrasound at 4–8 Hz enters
the lungs and vibrates the diaphragm and its attached liver, passing confusing
messages on to the visceral graviceptors. Dr. Pierpont uses references to whole
body vibration, applied to the feet or seat, which is a completely different
excitation to that from sound. A simple order of magnitude calculation using basic
physics shows that the movement of the diaphragm under the forces that might
result from wind turbine noise is less than 10 microns. That is less than onehundredth of a millimeter or about one-tenth of the average thickness of human
hair. During normal breathing, the diaphragm moves several centimeters.
There is not universal agreement that exposure to wind turbine sound causes
adverse human health effects. The Chief Medical Officer of Ontario, Canada,
reviewed potential human health effects of wind turbines. The review concludes
that while some people living near wind turbines report symptoms such as
dizziness, headaches, and sleep disturbance, the scientific evidence available to
date does not demonstrate a direct causal link between wind turbine noise and
adverse health effects (Iberdrola Renewables 2011). Several reviews of currently
available scientific data have determined that there is no direct causal relationship
between wind turbine generated sound and health effects.
Both Dr. Mark Roberts, MD, PhD, and former State Epidemiologist for the
Oklahoma State Department of Health, and Dr. Arlene King, the Chief Medical
Officer for Ontario, Canada, concluded there is inadequate evidence to establish a
causal link between exposure to wind turbine noise and adverse human health effects
(Iberdrola Renewables 2011). Please refer to responses D31-5 and D31-18 for
additional information concerning wind turbine generated sound and health effects.
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Furthermore, a report, “Wind Turbine Sound and Health Effects: An Expert Panel
Review,” prepared by a multidisciplinary panel of medical doctors, audiologists,
and acoustical professionals from the United States, Canada, Denmark, and the
United Kingdom, stated that, “there is no evidence that the audible or sub-audible
sounds emitted by wind turbines have any direct adverse physiological effects.” It
was also determined that “the ground-borne vibrations from wind turbines are too
weak to be detected by, or to affect, humans” (Colby et al. 2009, cited in Iberdrola
Renewables 2011). The sound level from wind turbines at common residential
setbacks is not sufficient to cause hearing impairment or other direct health
effects, although some people may find it annoying. This sentiment is echoed in
the findings of a European Union-financed study that released its final report,
“WINDFARM perception: Visual and acoustic impact of wind turbine farms on
residents” in 2008. It was stated in the WINDFARM perception report that
(University of Gothenburg 2008, cited in Iberdrola Renewables 2011):
There is no indication that the sound from wind turbines had an effect on
respondents’ health, except for the interruption of sleep. At high levels of
wind turbine sound (more than 45 dBA) interruption of sleep was more
likely than at low levels. Higher levels of background sound from road
traffic also increased the odds for interrupted sleep. Annoyance from wind
turbine sound was related to difficulties with falling asleep and to higher
stress scores. From this study it cannot be concluded whether these health
effects are caused by annoyance or vice versa or whether both are related
to another factor.
The statement by the commenter that, “The reports that claim that there is no
evidence of health effects are based on a very simplistic understanding of
epidemiology and self-serving definitions of what does not count as evidence” is
simply not true. Both Dr. Mark Roberts, MD, PhD, and former State
Epidemiologist for Oklahoma State Department of Health, and Dr. Arlene King,
the Chief Medical Officer for Ontario, Canada, concluded there is inadequate
evidence to establish a causal link between exposure to wind turbine noise and
adverse human health effects (Iberdrola Renewables 2011).
The commenter claims that infrasound from wind turbines below the threshold of
perception can affect the inner ear. Several natural functions such as the heart
beating, blood flowing, muscle vibrations and breathing cause infrasound and
low-frequency noise at low levels but do not cause adverse health effects and in
fact are necessary to sustain human life. While evidence exists that infrasound
below the threshold of perception can cause movement of the inner ear this does
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not establish a causal relationship between wind turbine sound and adverse health
effects (Iberdrola Renewables 2011).
The American Society of Heating, Refrigerating, and Air-Conditioning Engineers
(ASHRAE) is involved with noise and vibration for indoor environments,
primarily in regard to heating, ventilation and air-conditioning systems (HVAC).
The design goals that ASHRAE recommends are aimed at providing comfort,
speech privacy and speech intelligibility as appropriate to room uses (Iberdrola
Renewables 2011). Studies of office noise such as the one cited by E-Coustic
Solutions are quite prevalent and many have found that audible sounds from
poorly designed HVAC systems affect the concentration, productivity, and
attitude of office workers.
Furthermore, in his testimony to the Wisconsin Public Utilities Commission, Dr.
Geoff Leventhall had an opportunity to discuss the relevance of his research to
wind turbines (Iberdrola Renewables 2011). That particular research of lowfrequency “rumble” in HVAC noise was not applicable to wind turbines because
the spectrum was dissimilar in frequency and in levels, and the findings indicated
little effect due to low-frequency noise (Iberdrola Renewables 2011).
D31-19

Please refer to responses D31-4 and D31-9 regarding noise modeling. The
County’s 45 CNEL is an interior noise requirement for the construction of new
homes. The project would not result in noise levels that would exceed 45 dB
CNEL within the interior of the existing homes.

D31-20

A 3 dB correction to account for uncertainty in ISO 9613-2 was implemented by
applying conservative assumptions concerning sound propagation. The use of
conservative modeling assumptions results in more than 3 dB increase over less
conservative methods; therefore, no additional corrections were applied.
Please refer to responses D31-9 and D31-22 for further details on ISO 9613-2, the
modeling methodology and modeling assumptions.
Refer to Section 1.3 and Appendix D of the Tule Wind Project – Draft Noise
Analysis Report (updated February 2011) for additional details on the modeling
methodology and ISO 9613-2.

D31-21

Please refer to responses D31-9 and D31-16 regarding sound power levels. It
should be noted that repeatable measurements are desirable, not a deficiency.

D31-22

This comment provides noise modeling results based on the noise models and
assumptions used by the commenter. Sound is a physical phenomenon subject to
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the laws of physics. Therefore, the Swedish EPA calculation for wind turbine sound
levels is very similar to the calculation from ISO 9613-2. Several combined
attenuation factors account for the “decay rate” as a function of distance: geometric
divergence, atmospheric absorption, ground attenuation, and meteorological effects.
Both standards account for geometric divergence equally. Atmospheric absorption
is accounted for in slightly different ways, but they will produce the same result for
wind turbine sound sources. The difference between the two standards is how they
account for ground attenuation and meteorological effects.
Both standards, the ISO 9613-2 calculation and the Swedish calculation, are

fundamentally based upon geometric divergence from a point source exhibiting a
6 dB “decay rate” per distance doubled. For atmospheric attenuation, the Swedish
calculation makes a correction for atmospheric absorption. This correction is a
device that mimics the atmospheric absorption calculation in ISO 9613-2 when
calculating each octave-band frequency separately.
Ground attenuation and metrological effects are lumped into one calculation. This
calculation for ISO 9613-2 is derived from empirical data, specifically field
measurements of sound attenuation over soft ground. Where there is hard ground
instead of soft ground, the ISO 9613-2 calculation institutes a broadband pressure
doubling (which is approximately +3 dB). Ground attenuation and meteorological
effects for the Swedish calculation assumes reflective ground, and also provides
an adjustment for wind speed gradients using calculations from IEC 61400 Part
11. The effect of the ground attenuation and meteorological effects may increase
or decrease sound levels from ISO 9613-2 to the Swedish calculation, depending
upon the modeling parameters. Effects of different modeling parameters are far
too variable to discuss in general terms.
For propagation over water, the Swedish calculation uses another device to account
for sound “skipping” over the water. After a certain distance it institutes a 3 dB decay
rate with distance as opposed to the usual 6 dB rate. This is typically associated with
sound propagation over water, and it is similar to certain underwater effects in the
ocean due to temperature layers. This is only applicable to offshore wind-turbines,
not the type of on shore turbines proposed for the Tule Wind Project.
Both standards, the ISO 9613-2 calculation and the Swedish calculation, will
exhibit a 6 dB “decay rate” per distance doubled when calculating the geometric
divergence for a single point source, such as a wind turbine. However, a number
of point sources which span a large distance closely resemble a line source. So for
certain areas a series of point sources will naturally exhibit the 3 dB decay rate of
a line source. This will be true for any noise model that calculates the total sound
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due to all sources, including the Cadna-A model used for the noise analysis for
the Tule Wind Project.
Note that the Tule Wind Project noise model decay rate (as a function of distance)
was the result of geometric divergence, atmospheric attenuation, hard reflective
ground, and the total sound due to all sources in the analysis, according to CadnaA and the ISO 9613-2 calculations.
Furthermore, there are several conservative assumptions built into the Tule Wind
Project noise model to avoid under-predicting noise levels that are not part of the
Swedish calculation. The sound power level used in the analysis is the
manufacturer-guaranteed sound emissions. The guaranteed sound emissions are
based on IEC Standard 61400 Part 11 measurement methods. The guaranteed
sound emissions adds 2 dB to the manufacturer-stated emission and is based on
maximum operating conditions using additional fans for hot weather conditions at
10 meters per second wind speeds. The use of guaranteed sound emissions is
conservative, in that it assumes the wind turbines generate 2 dB more noise than
the manufacturer reports for the turbines.
A 3 dB correction to account for uncertainty in ISO 9613-2 was accounted for
through conservative assumptions concerning sound propagation utilized in other
portions of the analysis. The use of conservative modeling assumptions results in
more than 3 dB increase over less conservative methods; therefore, no additional
corrections were applied.
Therefore, the calculated noise levels shown in the Tule Wind Project – Draft
Noise Analysis Report are conservatively high noise levels and the referenced
Swedish standard is not relevant in the context of this analysis. Also, please refer
to responses D31-4 and D31-9 regarding noise modeling.
D31-23

This comment is a conclusion section and the comments were previously
addressed. See responses D31-1 through D31-22.

D31-24

This comment reflects enclosed attachments depicting the commenter’s noise
modeling results and assumptions. Also included are conference papers and other
papers generally providing supporting information for the comments provided by
E-Coustic.
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