TULE WIND PROJECT DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/STATEMENT

IBERDROLA RENEWABLES

COMMENTS & SUGGESTED REVISIONS

Executive Summary

Section/
No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
1. Executive Summary ES-2 “Tule Wind Project, as proposed by Pacific-\WWind | Global Comment: Tule Wind, LLC now is the Tule
Development Tule Wind, LLC” Wind Project applicant. “Pacific Wind

Development” should be replaced throughout the
document with “Tule Wind, LLC.”

2. Executive Summary ES-4-5 Please see updated table to reflect the Modified Please update table to reflect the Modified Project

Table ES-1 Project Layout. Layout as presented in Section A, Introduction.
3. Executive Summary ES-6 The Tule Wind Project’s objective is to maximize |Please include a full description of the Tule Wind

the capture and transformation of wind energy to
electricity in the project area to reduce greenhouse
gas emissions and meet federal and state renewable

energy mandates. The project area has been
determined to be part of the nation’s limited wind

energy resources.

Tule Wind, LLC Development lists the following
objectives for the Tule Wind Project (Iberdrola
Renewables, Inc. 2010a):

TULE-1 Provide energy supply to help meet the
state’s planned population growth and future
generations’ needs.

TULE-2 Provide renewable energy to contribute to
the goals of the California RPS Program and
Energy Report Update and contribute to the state’s
goal of increasing the renewable energy electricity
mix to 33% by the year 2020.

Project Objectives.
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Section/

No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
TULE-3 Assist the BLM and other agencies within
the U.S. Department of the Interior to increase the
renewable energy production on federal lands as
directed by the Energy Policy Act of 2005.
TULE-4 Assist the County of San Diego to
accomplish its renewable energy goals and
achieving the primary energy objectives of
maximizing the development of renewable
alternative sources of energy, as prescribed within
the Energy Element of the General Plan.

4. Executive Summary ES-6 The Tule Wind Project, as proposed by Tule Wind, | It is important to clarify that the generating capacity
LLC Pacific-Wind-Development, would include the |of the wind turbine is not necessarily correlated to
following major components:” its height. It is also important to clarify the range in

height to the wind turbine hub or nacelle, and to the
e  “Up to 134-128 wind turbines, ranging-in | top-most blade tip. See pgs. ES-11-12 where this
size generating capacity between 1.5- clarification is employed for the Campo Wind
megawatt (MW) {328-feetin-height}-and | Project and Jordan Wind Project. See also Figure
3.0 MW{492 feet-inheight), and ranging | B-24, Tule Wind Project Typical Turbine Tower
in height from 226 to 328 feet to the wind | Design, pg. B-101.
turbine hub (or nacelle), and 327 feet to
492 feet to the top-most blade tip, 1.5 MW * 134 turbines = 201 MW of electricity.
generating up to 201 MW of electricity... |See Letter from Dave Glenn, Iberdrola Renewables,
e Fwo-Three permanent meteorological to California I1SO, dated May 1, 2009.

towers and one sonic detecting and
ranging (SODAR) unit or one light
detecting and ranging (LIDAR) unit...

The proposed Tule Wind Project would generate up

to 20081 MW of electricity and would connect to the

proposed Boulevard Substation rebuild component

of SDG&E’s ECO Substation Project where the

electricity generated would feed into the existing

SWPL 500 kV transmission line.”

5. Executive Summary ES-9 Please update Figure ES-2 to reflect the Modified | GIS shape files have been provided to assist in
Figure ES-2 Project Layout. updating Figures in the DEIR/EIS.
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Executive Summary

ES-15 - ES16

Tule Wind Alternative 1, Gen-Tie Route 2 with
Collector Substation/Operations and
Maintenance (O&M) Facility on Rough Acres
Ranch.

Under this alternative, the proposed Tule Wind
Project would be the same as proposed with the
exception that the proposed O&M and collector
substation facilities would be co-located on Rough
Acres Ranch (T17S R7E Sec. 9), approximately 5
miles south of the originally proposed site. Moving
the O&M and collector substation facilities to this
alternative location would result in an substantial
increase in the length of the 34.5 kV overhead
collector lines to connect the wind turbines to the
substation.; The overhead collector line system
would increase by 7.7 miles from 9.3 miles
(proposed) to 17 miles and would also necessitate
the construction of 202 extra collector line poles
from 250 to 452 poles. Hewever-tThe underground
collector lines would decrease in distance by 6.2
miles from approximately 35.1 miles (proposed) to
28.9 miles. {propesed)-te27-miest The 138 kV
transmission line would decrease in distance as a
result of this alternative by approximately 5.4 miles
from 9.2 miles (proposed) to 4-3.8 miles, and the
number of transmission line poles would decrease
from 226 80 poles (proposed) to 49 44 poles. Under
this alternative, the 138 kV gen-tie transmission
line would run from the alternative collector
substation approximately 1 mile east, south along
McCain Valley Road, and then west along Old
Highway 80 until connecting to the proposed
Boulevard Substation rebuild component of the
ECO Substation Project. This alternative would
increase the land disturbance by 12 49.3 acres, from
#12 725.3 acres (proposed) to 724 774.6 acres.

Please revise language to reflect the changes to the
number of poles and increased mileage of the
overhead collector system as a result of utilizing the
Alt #2 Transmission Line configuration. Please
revise language to reflect corrected analysis per the
Modified Project Layout.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS

Iberdrola Renewables

Executive Summary
March 2011



No.

Section/
Appendix

Page

Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision

Justification

Executive Summary

ES-16
2" paragraph

Tule Wind Alternative 2, Gen-Tie Route 2
Underground with Collector Substation/O&M
Facility on Rough Acres Ranch.

This alternative would essentially be the same as
described in Tule Alternative 1 for the Tule Wind
Alternative 2, Gen-Tie Route 2 with Collector
Substation/O&M Facility on Rough Acres Ranch,
with the exception that the proposed 138 kV gen-tie
transmission line would run underground from the
alternative collector substation approximately 1
mile east, south underground along McCain Valley
Road, and then west underground along Old
Highway 80 until reaching the Boulevard
Substation rebuild component of the ECO
Substation Project. Due to the undergrounding of
the transmission line, this alternative would have
greater permanent impacts to cultural resources and
biological resources as opposed to overhead lines.
Open trenching along the alignment of the
transmission line would result in a higher risk for
discovering buried cultural deposits not indicated
on the surface and permanent impacts to cultural
resources where such known resources have been
identified. Permanent impacts to biological
resources would increase along the transmission
line corridor as a result of long-term maintenance
requirements that would limit the habitat function
provided by revegetation. Additionally, this
alternative would increase land disturbance due to
the construction of 202 extra collector lines poles
associated with the longer 34.5 collector line

system.

Consider adding language to the description of this
alternative to give the reader an understanding that
undergrounding of the transmission line will result
in greater land disturbance than the proposed
project. Increased land disturbance can equate to
potential increased impacts to sensitive biological
and cultural resources.

Executive Summary

ES-16

Tule Wind Alternative 3, Gen-Tie Route 3 with
Collector Substation/O&M Facility on Rough
Acres Ranch.

This alternative would essentially be the same as
described in Tule Wind Alternative 1,Gen-Tie

Please revise language to reflect the changes to the
number of poles and increased mileage of the
overhead collector system as a result of utilizing the
Alt #3 Transmission Line configuration. Please
revise language to reflect corrected analysis per the
Modified Project Layout.
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Route 2 with Collector Substation/O&M Facility on
Rough Acres Ranch, with the exception that the
proposed 138 kV gen-tie transmission line would
run from the alternative collector substation
approximately 3 miles west to Ribbonwood Road,
continue south along Ribbonwood Road, and then
east along Old Highway 80 until connecting to the
proposed Boulevard Substation rebuild component
of the ECO Substation Project. As a result of this
alternative, the 138 kV gen-tie transmission line
would decrease in distance by approximately 3.8
miles from 9.2 miles (proposed) to 5.4 miles.
However, the length of the overhead collector line
system would increase in distance by 7.7 miles
from 9.3 (proposed) to 17 miles. Additionally—u
Under this alternative, transmission line poles
would decrease from 426 80 poles (proposed) to
5960 poles, but would also necessitate the
construction of 202 extra collector line poles, an
increase from 250 to 452 poles. This alternative
would increase the land disturbance by 16 54.7
acres, from #12 725.3 acres (proposed) to 728 780
acres.

Executive Summary

ES-16

Tule Wind Alternative 4, Gen-Tie Route 3
Underground with Collector Substation/O&M
Facility on Rough Acres Ranch.

This alternative would essentially be the same as
described in Tule Alternative 3, Gen-Tie Route 3
with Collector Substation/O&M Facility on Rough
Acres Ranch, with the exception that the proposed
138 kV transmission line would run underground
from the alternative collector substation
approximately 3 miles west to Ribbonwood Road,
continue south along Ribbonwood Road, and then
east underground along Old Highway 80 until
reaching the Boulevard Substation. Due to the
undergrounding of the transmission line, this

Consider adding language to the description of this
alternative to give the reader an understanding that
undergrounding of the transmission line will result
in greater land disturbance than the proposed
project. Increased land disturbance can equate to
potential increased impacts to sensitive biological
and cultural resources.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS

Iberdrola Renewables

Executive Summary
March 2011



No.

Section/
Appendix

Page

Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision

Justification

alternative would have greater permanent impacts
to cultural resources and biological resources as
opposed to overhead lines. Open trenching along
the alignment of the transmission line would result
in a higher risk for discovering buried cultural
deposits not indicated on the surface and permanent
impacts to cultural resources where such known
resources have been identified. Permanent impacts
to biological resources would increase along the
transmission line corridor as a result of long-term
maintenance requirements that would limit the
habitat function provided by revegetation.
Additionally, this alternative would increase land
disturbance due to the construction of 202 extra
collector lines poles associated with the longer 34.5
collector line system.

10.

Executive Summary

ES-16
5" paragraph

Tule Wind Alternative 5, Reduction in Turbines.

Under this alternative, the proposed Tule Wind
Project would be the same as proposed with the
exception that this alternative would remove 62
turbine locations out of the 134 turbines proposed.
The proposed action would erect 41 5 turbines
adjacent to the BLM In-Ko-Pah Mountains Area of
Critical Concern (ACEC) and 5% 57 turbines
adjacent to wilderness areas on the western side of
the project site. Under this alternative, these 62
turbines would be removed, thereby greatly
reducing renewable energy generation by the
project and associate greenhouse gas emissions
reductions.”

Please consider adding the supplemental
information because this alternative is substantially
different from the proposed project design of 134
turbines and the public would benefit from a
complete explanation as to why this alternative was
developed.

11.

Executive Summary

ES-18

ES.6 Summary of Environmental Analysis

“As shown in Table ES-2, the Proposed PROJECT,
including the Campo, Manzanita, and Jordan wind
energy projects, as a whole would have adverse
impacts that cannot be mitigated and under CEQA
would be significant and unmitigable (Class I)

Please consider revising the text, as proposed, to
recognize that the failure to build the Proposed
Project would also have an environmental impact.
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impacts to biological resources, visual resources,
cultural resources, noise, air quality, water
resources, and fire and fuels management; however
the lost reduction in greenhouse gas emissions that
would result from not building the Proposed Project
would also be a significant environmental impact.

12.

Executive Summary

ES-20

ES.6.2 Tule Wind Project (third paragraph)

The proposed Tule Wind Project would have
adverse impacts that cannot be mitigated and under
CEQA would be significant and unmitigable (Class
1) impacts in the following issue areas: bielogical
resources-(bird/golden-eagle strikes-with-turbines),
visual resources (impacts to scenic vistas;-and
existing visual character-tght/glareand
inconsistency-with-pelicies/plans), eultural
resources{potentialadversechangete-traditional

cultural-properties); and short-term construction
noise-and air emissions;-and-wildland-fire-and-fuels

management. Impacts to the remaining 1% 15 issue
areas were either found to be not adverse and under
CEQA less than significant (Class I11) and/or
following implementation of applicant proposed
measures (APMs) and mitigation measures
presented in this EIR/EIS to be mitigable and under
CEQA less that than significant with mitigation
implemented (Class I1).

Please consider revisions to Section ES.6.2 Tule
Wind Project to reflect changes requested as part of
this letter. Based on the comments provided within
this letter and the corrected analysis provided in
Sections D2 through D18 of the Draft EIR/EIS,
Tule Wind, LLC does not agree that Class | impacts
to visual resources, cultural resources, short-term
construction noise and air emissions, and wildland
fire and fuels management will occur as a result of
construction and operation of the proposed project.

13.

Executive Summary

ES-20

Fourth paragraph

The Tule Wind Project and alternatives was were
determined to be consistent with the County of San
Diego Existing General Plan Land-Use-Elementand
Energy Element-Zening-Ordinance; and all
applicable federal plans and policies. With
implementation of mitigation measures identified in
Section D of this EIR/EIS, the Tule Wind Project
was determined to be consistent with the County of
San Diego Existing General Plan Land Use

Please revise language to reflect corrected analysis
per the revisions made to Section D.4, Land Use.
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Conservation, Public Facility, and Seismic
Elements, and the Mountain Empire Subregional
Plan, and the Zoning Ordinance. It should be noted

that the policies determined to be inconsistent
with the Tule Wind Project identified within the
County of San Diego General Plan Regional
Land Use Element (Policy (18) Multiple Rural
Use) and the Mountain Empire Subregional Plan
(Industrial Policy/Recommendation 11) are
proposed to be deleted in the most recent version
of the Draft General Plan Update (Recommended

Project, October 2010). Furthermore, it should
also be noted that the County’s Draft Wind
Ordinance (currently under development and
environmental review) will amend the current
and antiquated definition and height and setback
requlations for “large wind turbines” in the
County’s jurisdiction within the Zoning
Ordinance. A project feature of the Tule Wind
Project is the processing of a General Plan
Amendment to amend General Plan Policy (18)
Multiple Rural Use and the Mountain Empire
Subregional Plan (Industrial
Policy/Recommendation 11) to be consistent
with the Project. The Tule Wind Project is also
processing a Project specific change to
Ordinance 6951 that will eliminate the
inconsistency between the Ordinance and the
Project. These Amendments are integral Project
features; and therefore, the Project would be
consistent with all adopted and applicable local
land use plans and policies.
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14,

Executive Summary

ES-21

Second paragraph

As summarized in Table ES-4, the Tule Wind
Alternative 5, Reduction in Turbines, combined
with Tule Wind Alternative 2, Gen-Tie Route 2
Underground with Collector Substation/O&M
Facility on Rough Acres Ranch-would-cause-the
leastenvironmentalimpact-was selected as the
Environmentally Superior Alternative. This
alternative would reduce the overall length of the
proposed 138 kV gen-tie transmission line by
approximately 5.4 miles, from 9.62 miles to 4 3.8
miles and would develop the O&M and collector
substation on a more disturbed site. Similar to the
proposed Tule Wind Project, this alternative would
have adverse and unmitigable (Class 1) impacts in
the following issue areas: short-term construction
noise-and air emissionscultural resourees; and
long-term visual impactsfire-and-fuels

managementand-biologicalmpacts{gelden
eaglefbird-collisions-with-turbines). Class | impacts

to golden eagles would not be reduced with the
removal of turbines because the risk of collision for
golden eagle is already low based on golden eagle

use of the area within-areas-considered-highrisk-of

any-krownactivegolden-eaglenest. Altheugh-this
alternative-would-substantialy-reducet The risk of
golden eagle mortality;-the-risk-of-mertality-due to

collision with operating turbines by golden eagle
remains adverse, but can be mitigated to a less than
significant level with implementation of the

proposed mitigation measures and-unmitigable-due
to-the fact that the remaining-turbines-would

ee”t_l He-to plelsle S él alpbelt With-lowerHiskof ‘
theprejeet. Impacts in the remaining 14 15 issue
areas would be either not adverse and under CEQA
less than significant (Class I11) and/or following
implementation of mitigation measures presented in
this EIR/EIS, would be mitigable and under CEQA

Please revise language to reflect corrected analysis
per the Modified project layout. Based on the
comments provided within this letter and the
corrected analysis provided in Sections D2 through
D18 of the Draft EIR/EIS, Tule Wind, LLC does
not agree that Class | impacts to visual resources,
cultural resources, short-term construction noise and
air emissions, and wildland fire and fuels
management will occur as a result of construction
and operation of the proposed project. Furthermore,
Alternative 2 or Alternative 5 should not be
considered as part of the “BLM-Preferred
Alternative” per NEPA requirements or the
“Environmentally Superior Alternative” per CEQA
requirements within the DRAFT EIR/EIS, and
further consideration of the proposed project should
be evaluated.
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less than significant with mitigation implemented
(Class II).

Third paragraph

\While-tThis alternative would increase long term
permanent impacts to biological and cultural
resources and short-term construction-related
impacts to air, noise, water, and erosion due to
trenching and boring of the 138 kV gen-tie;s.
Short-term impacts te-these-reseurees would occur
within the same area as the Proposed Tule Wind
Project and can be mitigated to less than
significant;_however long-term permanent impacts
would remain adverse. Fhis-alternative-would
reduce-Potential impacts to golden eagles are not
guantifiable, and there is no support that a reduced
turbine alternative would substantially lessen that

unquantifiable risk. by-siting-turbinesfartheraway
from-nesting-eagles-and-This alternative would

reduce long-term visual and-fire impacts associated
with the undergrounding of the 138 kV gen-tie
project component from significant and
unavoidable (Class 1) to less than S|gn|f|cant (Class
1)) ;

pepspeeﬂve#anksas%h&enmmnma%ly—supeﬂw
alternative. However £ This alternative would also
remove the 17 18 turbines proposed on the
Ewiiaapaayp Indian Reservation; thereby affecting
the Ewiiaapaayp Band of Kumeyaay Indians’ wind
and solar energy resources policies to develop
renewable energy projects to serve economic and
social needs of the reservation. In addition, 27 32
turbines would be removed from lands
administered by the BLM, 7 turbines would be
removed from lands administered by the CSLC,
and 44 7 from lands under the jurisdiction of the
County of San Diego.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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15. Executive Summary ES-21 Fourth paragraph Please consider adding a description of the reduced
length of the transmission line associated with this
The Tule Wind Alternatives 3 and 4 (aboveground |alternative. Alternative 3 and 4 would actually
and underground Gen-Tie Route 3) would reduce |increase temporary and permanent impacts due to
the overall length of the proposed 138 kV substation being located further south of project
transmission line by approximately 3.8 miles from | facilities and the undergrounding of the
9.6-9.2 to 5.4 miles when compared to the proposed |transmission line.
Tule Wind Project and-would-potentiathyreduce
" Tl o '
described-previously. These alternatives would also
create more impacts due to the increased length of
the gen-tie required when compared to Tule Wind
Alternatives 1 and 2 (Gen-Tie Route 2); therefore,
these alternatives were not determined to be
environmentally superior or preferable.
16. Executive Summary ES-22 Under the No Project Alternative 3, No Tule Wind |Please update language to reflect 201 MW of

Project, the Tule Wind Project would not be built
and the existing conditions on the project site
would remain. However, the ECO Substation
Project and ESJ Gen-Tie Project would be
developed. Without the Tule Wind Project,
approximately 200 201 MW of proposed renewable
energy production would not be developed on lands
in the southeastern portion of San Diego County.
While the construction and operations impacts
would be reduced under this alternative, the Class |
impacts associated with the ECO Substation and
ESJ Gen-Tie projects would occur under this
alternative. Given that the No Project Alternative 3,
No Tule Wind Project, would not reduce impacts
associated with the ECO Substation and ESJ Gen-
Tie projects and would not realize the proposed 200
201 MW of renewable energy production, thereby
negatively affecting the region’s ability to meet
California’s renewable portfolio standard (RPS)
program and associated Executive Order
requirements to increase renewable energy and
reduce greenhouse emissions, it was determined not
to be environmentally superior or preferable.

energy associated with the Tule Wind Project.
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17. Executive Summary ES-25 This table was not numbered, but should be Table
Environmentally |ES-2. The CPUC is the CEQA Lead Agency. The County
Superior of San Diego is a Responsible Agency under CEQA
Alternative Table and does not have the authority for this project to
Tule Wind Alternative 5, Reduction in Turbines, “consider” a reduction of turbines or otherwise
combine with... modify the project as it relates to the CEQA
process. Although the BLM is the Lead Agency for
Jurisdiction column — CPUC Ceunty BLEM-BIA; | NEPA, NEPA does not require a determination
CSLCand-Ewiiaapaayp-Band-of Kumeyaay regarding an environmentally superior alternative.
i d ot f turbi
18. Executive Summary ES-25 This table was not numbered, but should be Table | The CPUC is the CEQA Lead Agency. The County
Environmentally |ES-2. of San Diego is a Responsible Agency under CEQA
Superior and does not have the authority for this project to
Alternative Tule Wind Alternative 2, Gen-Tie Route 2 “consider” undergrounding the transmission line or
Underground with Collector Substation/O&M moving the collector substation and O&M facility
Facility on Rough Acres Ranch to Rough Acres Ranch or otherwise modifying the
project as it relates to the CEQA process.
Jurisdiction column — CPUC Ceunty-of San-Diego
BIA
10. Executive Summary ES-25 Air Quality: Short-term construction MOE, NOx, | There is a contradiction between the level of impact

and PM, dust emissions associated with the Tule
Wind Project (although like the Proposed Project,
these short-term impacts would be offset by
reductions in criteria air pollutants from fossil fuel
generation replaced by Tule Wind Project’s
renewable generation), short-term construction
NOx and dust emissions associated with the ECO
Substation Project, and short-term construction dust
emissions associated with the ESJ Gen-Tie Project.

Noise: Short-term construction noise associated
with the ECO Substation Project and-Tule-Wind

Projeet.

Biological Resources: Direct loss of quino
checkerspot butterfly habitat associated with the

ECO Substation Project and-birdigelden-eagle

reduction provided by the combination of
Alternatives 2 and 5 on page ES-21, ES-25, and
ES-26.

Please consider revising pages ES-25 and ES-26 to
be consistent with the Summary of Environmental
Impact provided in Section ES.6.2 on page ES-21.

As is stated in the specific comment section on Fire
and Fuels, the Fire Protection Plan (FPP) that was
incorporated into the Draft EIR/EIS (September
2010) has been superseded by the November 2010
version. This version of the FPP was approved by
the San Diego Rural Fire Protection District on
November 2, 2010. It includes more detailed
existing conditions information and impact analysis.
A primary addition to the November 2010 version

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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Koo f - iRes,

Visual Character: Scenic vistas-and visual
character-and-rew-seurees-of-Hght associated with
the ECO Substation, Tule Wind, and ESJ Wind
Phase I projects.

Fire Fuels: Possibility of fire ignition from
transmission lines and interference with firefighting
associated with the ECO Substation ProjectFule

Wind-Project-and ESJ Gen-Tie Project.

Cultural Resources: Without confirmation that
that Traditional Cultural Properties are not in the
project area, impacts to cultural resources would
remain adverse and unavoidable for the ECO
Substation;Fule-Wind; and ESJ Gen-Tie projects.

of the FPP is a mitigation measure that requires
installation of a fire suppression system within each
nacelle of each wing turbine. Tule Wind LLC
agreed to incorporate this mitigation measure into
the FPP at the request of the fire agencies.

20.

Executive Summary

ES-26

First paragraph

The environmentally superior alternative would
result in greater short-term and temporary air
quality emissions and noise effects compared to the
Proposed PROJECT, but these would be during
construction and would be only short term. This
alternative’s long-term reduction in visual reseuree
impacts and-fire-and-fuels-impacts-(forthe Tule
il Proi inc 25 L oroi

would not be of any significant manner when
considering the visual effects of the Sunrise 500 kV
transmission line currently under construction in
the adjacent and overlapping Tule Wind ROW
compared-to-the-Propesed-PROJECT. This
alternative would not reduce adverse unmitigable
Class | impacts associated with bird/golden eagle
strikes from wind turbines because potential
impacts to golden eagles are not quantifiable, and
therefore a reduced turbine alternative would not

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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substantially lessen that unquantifiable risk or
reduce the risk of eagle mortality from collisions
with turbines when compared to the Proposed
PROJECT. Furthermore, andwouldreduce avian
collision and electrocution risk—and-thereforefrom

ol . | ive ranl

i i ive would be
reduced to a level of less than significant through
appropriate mitigation measures outlined in Section
D.2, Biological Resources. Hewever+tThis
alternative would remove the 187wind turbines
proposed on the Ewiiaapaayp Indian Reservation,
thereby affecting the Ewiiaapaayp Band of
Kumeyaay Indians wind and solar energy resources
policies to develop renewable energy projects to
serve economic and social needs of their
reservation. In addition, 2732 turbines would be
removed from lands administered by the BLM, 7
turbines would be removed from lands
administered by the CSLC, and 17from lands
under the jurisdiction of the County of San Diego.

21.

Executive Summary

ES-26

Third paragraph

The BLM'’s preferred alternative per NEPA
requirements and pending public comment on the
Draft EIS for the ECO Substation project
component is ECO Substation Alternative Site,
combined with ECO Partial Underground 138 kV
Transmission Route Alternative, combined with
Boulevard Substation Rebuild, and for the Tule
Wind Project component is the Tule Wind
Alternative 5, Reduction in Turbines, combined
with Tule Wind Alternative 2, Gen-Tie Route 2
Underground with Collector Substation/O&M
Facility on Rough Acres Ranch. This conclusion is
based on the analysis presented in Sections D.2
through D.18.

GENERAL COMMENT - The BLM Preferred
Alternative includes a combination of Tule Wind
Alternative #2 and Tule Wind Alternative #5. The
combination of such alternatives can not be
considered “environmentally superior” for the
following reasons.

Reasons why Alternative 2 should not be
considered as part of the “BLM-Preferred
Alternative” per NEPA requirements or the
“Environmentally Superior Alternative” per
CEQA requirements within the DRAFT
EIR/EIS.

Increased Collector Line System - The analysis
provided for Alternative #2 fails to recognize the
tradeoff of impacts associated with a longer
collector line system. The collector line system

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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would increase by 7.7 miles and would necessitate
202 extra poles than the Modified Project Layout;
thereby increasing the project footprint and the
potential for additional temporary and permanent
environmental impacts.

Undergrounding the 138 kV Transmission Line -
The analysis provided for Alternative #2 fails to
recognize the increased potential for permanent
biological and cultural impacts associated with open
trenching and boring of an underground
transmission line. Open trenching along the
alignment of the transmission line would result in a
higher risk for discovering buried cultural deposits
not indicated on the surface and permanent impacts
to cultural resources where such known resources
have been identified. The results of recent cultural
resource surveys indicate that seven (7) sites known
to have cultural resources would be permanently
impacted from open trenching associated with the
undergrounding of Transmission Line #2. Of the
seven sites that would be permanently impacted
from open trenching, one site is listed as a
“Potentially Eligible Archaeological Site” under the
National Historic Resource Preservation (NHRP)
Assessment. Three of the remaining sites are
classified as “Likely Ineligible Archeological Site,”
and the remaining three are classified as “Uncertain
Eligibility Archaeological Site.” Permanent impacts
to biological resources would increase along the
transmission line corridor as a result of long-term
maintenance requirements that would limit the
habitat function provided by revegetation.

Visual Characteristics - The analysis provided for
Alternative #2 fails to recognize that
undergrounding the 138 kV transmission line would
not reduce visual impacts to the surrounding area in
any significant manner because the 500 kV Sunrise
transmission line currently under construction in the
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adjacent and overlapping ROW would be the
predominant feature in the landscape. The most
visible portions of the 138 kV transmission line
would be from Interstate 8 at McCain Valley Road.
As shown in Attachment D.3.2, Revised Visual
Simulation with Sunrise 500 kV Line (February
2011), the proposed 138 kV transmission line would
run parallel to the 500 kV transmission line. Visual
impacts associated with the proposed 138 kV
transmission line would be minimal relative to the
500 kV Sunrise transmission line.

Non-Central Location - Air pollution, dust, truck
traffic, fossil fuel use would all increase throughout
operations because the O&M building and
substation facility would not be centrally located.

Reasons why Alternative 5 should not be
considered as part of the “BLM-Preferred
Alternative” per NEPA requirements or the
“Environmentally Superior Alternative” per
CEQA requirements within the DRAFT
EIR/EIS.

No reduced impacts to ACEC Areas - Potential
impacts to Areas of Critical Concern (ACEC) were
not identified as a result of the proposed project;
and therefore are not substantially lessened as a
result of the Reduced Turbine Alternative. On June
9, 2010, a meeting conducted with biologists from
Tule Wind LLC’s consultants (HDR) and the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) concluded that
the Tule Wind project (as proposed), including the
11 turbines adjacent to the BLM In-Ko-Pah
Mountains Area of Critical Concern (Turbines R-1
through R-10 and R-13), is located outside of
critical habitat areas and will not have any
detrimental impacts on sheep, and available
evidence indicates that detrimental impacts to
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bighorn sheep are unlikely to occur. The Biological
Assessment (August 2010) concluded that the
project may affect, but is not likely to adversely
affect Peninsular bighorn sheep. Furthermore, the
portion of the project area on private land is not
subject to ACEC restrictions and regulations set
forth by the BLM because the Project facilities are
not located within the ACEC.

No reduced impacts to Golden Eagle - Potential
impacts to golden eagles are not quantifiable, and
there is no support that a reduced turbine alternative
would substantially lessen that unquantifiable risk
or reduce the risk of eagle mortality from collisions
with turbines when compared with the Tule Wind
Project. .

Similar to the proposed project (and Modified
project Layout) Tule Wind LLC will maximize
mitigation options to avoid, minimize, and mitigate
potential impacts to the golden eagle through
implementation of various measures, as deemed
appropriate by the various agencies and/or Tule
Wind, LLC. Both the proposed project and the
reduced turbine alternative exhibit a similar low risk
of eagle collision based upon anticipated eagle
foraging patterns (i.e. over valleys and open habitat
communities) and low observation rates over the
proposed project. Alternative 5 is not necessary
because similar to the proposed Tule Wind Project,
the low risk of mortality due to collision with
operating turbines by golden eagle resulting from
the proposed project would be potentially
significant but can be mitigated to less than
significant levels (Class Il) through implementation
of Mitigation Measures BIO-10a through B1O-10h.
Specifically, BIO-10f includes requirements to
construct the Tule Wind Project in two portions
(phases). Construction of the first portion of the
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project would occur at those turbine locations
deemed to present less risk to the eagle populations
and would not include turbines on the northwest
ridgeline. Construction of turbines in the second
portion of the project will only be authorized
following detailed behavioral telemetry studies and
continued nest monitoring of known eagles in the
vicinity of the Tule Wind Project (considered to be
within approximately 10 miles of the project).
Behavior studies will be used to determine eagle
usage and forage areas, and authorization for
construction at each turbine location in the second
portion will be at the discretion of the BLM or the
appropriate land management entity. The final
criteria determining the risk each location presents
to eagles will be determined by the BLM or the
appropriate land management agency, in
consultation with the required resource agencies,
tribes and other relevant permitting entities and will
be detailed in the Avian Protection Plan.

Construction of the proposed project (per the
Modified Project Layout) with implementation of
the requirements of Mitigation Measures BIO-10a
through BIO-10h will mitigate potential impacts to
golden eagles without necessitating the elimination
of 62 turbines. Potential impacts to golden eagles
(bird strikes) would remain regardless of the
reduction in turbines as proposed by the reduced
turbine alternative. From a CEQA perspective both
alternatives still represent significant unmitigatable
risk to eagles; and therefore this alternative is not
environmentally superior.
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22. Executive Summary ES-31 Impact BIO-10 Electrocution and collision can be mitigated by
Table ES-2 Column 3 measures outlined in the APLIC Guidelines. The
(renamed Table |Class 11 applicant has committed to implement applicable
ES-3) APLIC Guidelines (APM TULE-PDF-11) and the
Column 6 preparation of a project-specific Avian and Bat
BlO-10i-Obtain-written-agency-concurrence Protection Plan as part of the design of Tule Wind
documenting-compliance-with-regulations Project; therefore, Tule Wind Project would not
governing-golden-eagle: have the potential electrocution and collision risks
outlined in the Draft EIR/EIS. Please change
classification to reflect the change in significance
determination and deletion of proposed mitigation
measure BIO 10i in Section D.2.
23. Executive Summary ES-32 Impact VIS-1 Please change classification to reflect the change in
Table ES-2 Column 3 significance determination and deletion of
(renamed Table |Class I (County) mitigation measure in Section D.3, Visual
ES-3) Class 111 (BLM) Resources. It should be noted that Class | impacts
would only occur on County lands.
Column 6
ViS-1e-Avoidpotential-visibiliby-of transmission | Please consider revising to reflect that the 138 kV
structures-and-related-facilities from-sensitive line is adjacent to the route of the Sunrise
viewing-locations: transmission line and would not be the dominant
feature. Please consider revising to reflect that the
138 kV line is adjacent to the route of the Sunrise
Transmission Project and would not be the
dominant feature if this cumulative project is
constructed.
Undergrounding the line would not provide any
appreciable minimization of impacts. To the
contrary, undergrounding would increase impacts
due to increased land disturbance causing associated
impacts to cultural resources, biological floral and
fauna, jurisdictional waters, and possible increase in
construction air impacts.
24. Executive Summary ES-32 Impact VIS-3 Please change classification to reflect the change in
Table ES-2 Column 3 significance determination in Section D.3, Visual
(renamed Table |Class I (County) Resources. It should be noted that Class | impacts
ES-3) Class 111 (BLM) would only occur on County lands.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS

Iberdrola Renewables

19

Executive Summary
March 2011




Section/

MMs VIS-1a; and 1b-and-le.
MMs VIS-3h, 3i, 3j, 3k, 3I, 3m, and 3n.
MMs VIS-4a-and-4b.

No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
25, Executive Summary ES-33 Impact VIS-4 The operation of the project would not affect the
Table ES-2 Column 3 nighttime views. The O&M/Substation facility
(renamed Table |Class+ 111 would utilize fully shielded low pressure sodium
ES-3) lamp types not to exceed 4050 lumens output.
Column 6 Please change classification to reflect the change in
\iS-4b-necorperate-Obstacle-Collision-Avoidance | significance determination and deletion of proposed
System-{OCAS)-onto-TFule-Wind-Project-wind mitigation measure in the Visual Resources Section
turbines: D.3.
26. Executive Summary ES-33 Impact VIS-5 Please consider revising to reflect these changes of
Table ES-2 Column 3 the area proposed O&M/Substation will be located
(renamed Table |Class 4111 on BLM jurisdictional land and would not be
ES-3) subject to county ordinances or guidelines.
Column 6

Moreover, even if the County of San Diego plan,
policies, or zoning guidelines would be applicable,
no inconsistency should be identified because:

e The Draft General Plan Update is currently
in draft form and has not been formally
adopted by the County of San Diego.
Therefore, no impact is identified.

e  Zoning ordinance 6324 would limit
illumination of outdoor public recreational
facilities, unless a specific recreational
activity requiring the lighting is already in
progress. Security lights are excepted.

e  The O&M/Substation will adhere to the
County standard regarding lighting. The
O&M/Substation would be classified under
the Class I, Parking Lots and Security
classification, Zone A (within 15 miles of
Laguna or Palomar Observatory) to utilize
fully shielded low pressure sodium lamp
types not to exceed 4050 lumens output.

Please change classification to reflect the change in
significance determination and deletion of proposed
mitigation measures in Section D.3, Visual
Resources.
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27. Executive Summary ES-36 Impact CUL-3 No TCPs have been identified within the APE. A
Table ES-2 Column 3 significant impact would only occur if TCPs are
(renamed Table |Class 111 identified, therefore a less than significant impact is
ES-3) Class | (if identified) identified. Please change classification to reflect the
change in significance determination in the Cultural
and Paleontological Resources Section D.7.
28. Executive Summary ES-36 Impact CUL-4 The Modified Project Layout avoids direct and
Table ES-2 Column 3 indirect impacts to the identified historical
(renamed Table |Class H-111 structures. Direct and indirect impacts would be
ES-3) considered less than significant. Please change
classification to reflect the change in significance
determination in the Cultural and Paleontological
Resources Section D.7.
29. Executive Summary ES-36 Impact NOI-1 With the implementation of BMPs, APMs Tule-
Table ES-2 Column 3 NOI-2, Tule-NOI-4, and Tule-NOI-6 through Tule-
(renamed Table |Class+ 11 NOI-16, and Mitigation Measure NOI-1
ES-3) construction noise will comply with Section 36.409
of the San Diego County Noise Ordinance. With the
incorporation of BMPs and mitigation measures, the
highest predicted construction noise level at an
adjacent property boundary is reduced from 94 dBA
to 74 dBA Leq, one decibel under the county limit.
Please change classification to reflect the change in
significance determination in the Noise Section D.8.
30. Executive Summary ES-37 Impact NOI-2 The noise technical report discusses blasting as a
Table ES-2 technical source of groundborne vibration.
(renamed Table |Column 3 However, blast events are extremely short in
ES-3) Class + 111 duration, groundborne vibration dissipates very

quickly in soil, and best-management practices will
be in place to control airborne noise effects from
blasting, which are historically much greater than
vibration effects from blasting. Considering these
factors, vibration due to blasting is not likely to
affect residences at all.

If blasting is required, scheduling constraints would
be implemented so to comply with Sections 36.409
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and 36.410 of the San Diego County Noise
Ordinance. Furthermore, blasting activities will
have to conform to San Diego County Code of
Regulatory Ordinances, Sec. 96.1.3301.2. Please
change classification to reflect the change in
significance determination in the Noise Section D.8.
31. Executive Summary ES-38 Impact TRA-3 Please consider changing the impact determination
Table ES-2 Column 3 to Class Ill. The impact discussion at pg. D.9-34
(renamed Table |Class H-111 states that the project falls below the County
ES-3) threshold of an additional 200 ADT to reduce the
LOS or meet the 2,400 ADT. Therefore, the project
would not be an impact during the construction
phase requiring mitigation. Please change
classification to reflect the change in significance
determination in the Transportation and Traffic
Section D.9.
32. Executive Summary ES-42 Impact AIR-2 Clean, renewable energy sources have a beneficial
Table ES-2 Column 3 impact (Class 1V) and would actually result in
(renamed Table |Class 4 IV negative emission numbers when compared with the
ES-3) conventional generation of 201 MW of electricity.
Please change classification to reflect the change in
significance determination in the Air Quality
Section D.11.
33. Executive Summary ES-45 Impact PSU-3 According to the groundwater investigation
Table ES-2 Column 3 conducted for the project (Geo-Logic Ass. Sept
(renamed Table |Class H 111 2010, updated December 2010), adequate
ES-3) groundwater water supply has been identified for

the construction portion of the project. Therefore,
no mitigation is required for this impact. Please
update estimated water usage throughout
construction based on the Groundwater
Investigation Report and Updated Water Memo.

Please see Attachment D.12.1, Groundwater
Investigation Report (December 2010) and
Attachment D.12.2, Modified Construction Water
Supply Evaluation (February 2011). Please change
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classification to reflect the change in significance
determination in the Public Services and Utilities
Section D.10.
34. Executive Summary ES-45 Impact PSU-4 The project will be serviced by septic for the O&M
Table ES-2 Column 3 building. Wastewater will not be connected to sewer
(renamed Table |Class HH-No Impact lines for wastewater treatment. No impact is
ES-3) identified. Please change classification to reflect the
change in significance determination in the Public
Services and Utilities Section D.10.
35. Executive Summary ES-46 Impact FF-1 Please include the appropriate mitigation measures
Table ES-2 Column 6 that would mitigate potential impacts associated
(renamed Table |FF-5: Wind Turbine Generator Fire Protection with Impact FF-1.
ES-3) Systems.
36. Executive Summary ES-46 Impact FF-2 The potential impacts associated with overhead
Table ES-2 Column 3 transmission lines will be mitigated to a level of less
(renamed Table |Class+ 11 than significant with implementation of mitigation
ES-3) measures (and additional proposed mitigation
measures included the approved Fire Protection
Plan) that include provisions for performing visual
inspections of overhead lines (see FPP-8), line
clearance in accordance with CPUC GO 95 (see
FPP-9), and de-energizing the electrical system in a
fire emergency event (see FPP-13). Based on this
analysis, a recommendation to change the
significance determination from a Class | to a Class
Il is provided. Please change classification to reflect
the change in significance determination in the Fire
and Fuels Management Section D.15.
37. Executive Summary ES-46 Impact FF-2 Please include the appropriate mitigation measure
Table ES-2 Column 6 in the Fire and Fuels Management Section D.15.
(renamed Table |FR-5-\Wind-Turbine-Generator-Fire-Protection
ES-3) Systems:
38. Executive Summary ES-46 Impact FF-3 With respect to ground-based firefighting
Table ES-2 Column 3 effectiveness, improved access roads will enable
(renamed Table |Class+ 11 ground-based firefighters to reach places that were
ES-3) previously inaccessible by vehicle and will enable

quicker ingress and egress to the project area to
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fight fires, four (4) additional water tanks to be
installed in SDRFPD-approved locations throughout
the project area (see TULE-PDF-7) will improve
both ground-based and aerial firefighting
effectiveness, Development Agreements entered
into with SDRFPD and SDCFA will provide
funding for equipment, staffing, and training that
will improve firefighting effectiveness, and lastly,
proposed mitigation measures (included within the
approved Fire Protection Plan) would further
improve access and response times, coordination,
and communication amongst the respective fire
agencies with jurisdiction over the project. Taken
together, the Tule Wind Project features will
improve ground-based firefighting effectiveness,
not diminish it.

Please change classification to reflect the change in
significance determination in the Fire and Fuels
Management Section D.15.

39. Executive Summary ES-46 Impact FF-3 Please include appropriate mitigation measures as
Table ES-2 Column 6 described in the Fire and Fuels Management
(renamed Table |See MMs FF-1 through FF-3 and FF-5. Section D.15.
ES-3) FF-6: Funding for Fire Inspection-Fire Safe
Couneil.
40. Executive Summary ES-55-62 This table should be renamed to Table D-5. Implementation of mitigation measures outlined
Table E-4 within the Draft EIR/EIS would result in less than
(Renamed D-5) |Please see changes made to impact determinations | significant impacts to Biological Resources,
for the following resource areas: Biological Cultural and Paleontological Resources, Noise, and
Resources, Visual Resources, Land Use, Cultural | Fire and Fuels Management. Please consider the
and Paleontological Resources, Noise, Fire and textual modifications and changes to impact
Fuels Management, and Air Quality. determinations associated with the Modified Project
Layout.
Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 24 Executive Summary
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TULE WIND PROJECT DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/STATEMENT

IBERDROLA RENEWABLES
COMMENTS & SUGGESTED REVISIONS

Section A: Introduction/Overview

Section/
No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
1. Introduction/ A-1 The Tule Wind Project, as proposed by Pacific-\Wind Global Comment- Project assets have been
Overview Development-Tule Wind, LLC a subsidiary of Iberdrola transferred from Pacific Wind Development,
Renewables, Inc.)... LLC to Tule Wind, LLC. Both are wholly
owned subsidiaries of Iberdrola Renewables,
Inc.
Please revise all references to Pacific Wind
Development to reflect Tule Wind, LLC.
2. Introduction/ A-4 First bullet: Up-te-134-wind-turbinesranging-in-size from-1.5 | Please consider revising to reflect the
Overview megawat-(MW)(328-feet-in-heath)-and-3-0-MW-(492 feet-in | Modified Project Layout.
height) Up to 128 wind turbines, generating capacity between
1.5-megawatt (MW) and 3.0 MW, and ranging in height from
226 to 328 feet to the wind turbine hub (or nacelle), and 327
feet to 492 feet to the top-most blade tip, generating up to 201
MW of electricity.
3. Introduction/ A-4 Fourth bullet: Fwo Three permanent meteorological towers Please update to reflect changes due to the
Overview and one sonic detecting and ranging (SODAR) unit or one Modified Layout.
light detecting and ranging (LIDAR) unit
4. Introduction/ A-12 Tule Wind Project Please update to reflect the project’s
Overview objectives.
The Tule Wind Project’s objective is to maximize the capture
and transformation of wind energy to electricity in the project
area to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and meet federal and
state renewable energy mandates. The project area has been
determined to be part of the nation’s limited wind energy
resources.
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5. Introduqtion/ A-15 Project Component Jurisdiction Please update the “Tule Wind Project” portion
Overview Table A-1 Miles/Acres under Jurisdiction of Table A-1 to reflect corrected analysis per

Wind Turbines and 34.5 kV Overhead and Underground Collector Xi_hgzelizgfir?ﬁgt Ijjxggfcsgﬁ gcttsrc:_?cetnt

Cable System Ewiiaapaayp Band of Kumeyaay Indians Components gency )

(3#18 wind turbines) 20-2-51.6 acres
BLM (9796 wind turbines)
280277.9acres
CSLC (7 wind turbines) 3#5-20.7 acres

County of San Diego

(337 wind turbines) 4919.1 acres

Meteorological Towers & Sodar/Lidar Unit BLM
0.062083 acres

138 kV Transmission Line BLM 742

5.91 miles

County of San Diego 1:963.05 miles
State of California®  0.3626 miles
New Roadways/ Improved Roadways Ewiiaapaayp

Band of Kumeyaay Indians/ Campo/Manzanita
12.3 miles

BLM 36.2 miles
CSLC 3.3 miles
County of San Diego 8.4 miles

6. Introduction/ A-18 Tule Wind Project Please include the APCD permit required for
Overview Table A-2 | State the Tule Wind Project.
Column 1 - Air Pollution Control District (APCD)
Column 2- Air Quality Permit to Construct and Operate Batch
Plant and Collector Substation.
Column 3 -

e  General Permit Application Form APP-116 for

operation of portable reciprocating engines.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 2 Introduction/Overview
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7. Introduction/ A-19 Tule Wind Project Please revise because the Tule Wind Project is
Overview Table A-2 | State located in two Regional Water Quality
Column 1- Regional\Water Quality-Control Beard,-Region7 | Control Board districts (7 and 9). The State
{Colorado-River)-State / Regional Water Quality Control Water Quality Control Board will be
Board reviewing the Tule Wind Project’s Water

Quality Certification application, as
established in a meeting held on April 22,
2010 in which the BLM and CPUC
participated.

8. Introduction/ A-19 Tule Wind Project Please insert the additional County permits.
Overview Table A-2 | Local

San Diego County

Column 3 -
e  General Plan Amendment
e  Zoning Ordinance Amendment
e Building Permit
o  Septic-Permit On-Site Wastewater Treatment System

Permit (OWTS)

9. Introduction/ A-19 Tule Wind Project Please include the San Diego County Fire
Overview Table A-2 | Local Authority as required for approval of an
San Diego County approved Fire Protection Plan.
Column1-

San Diego Rural Fire Protection District and San Diego
County Fire Authority

10. Introduction/ A-21 Paragraph 4: Iberdrola Renewables, Inc. Major Use Permit Please update MUP filing with the County of
Overview Package (Oetober8-December 7, 2010). San Diego to reflect the latest submittal.
Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 3 Introduction/Overview

Iberdrola Renewables March 2011



TULE WIND PROJECT DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/STATEMENT

IBERDROLA RENEWABLES

COMMENTS & SUGGESTED REVISIONS

Section B: Project Description

Section/
No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
1. Project Description B-1 First paragraph Global Comment- Project assets have been
transferred from Pacific Wind Development, LLC
Section B describes the East County (ECO) to Tule Wind, LLC. Both are wholly owned
Substation Project as proposed by the San Diego Gas |subsidiaries of Iberdrola Renewables, Inc.
& Electric Company (SDG&E), the Tule Wind
Project as proposed by Racific\Wind-Development Please revise all references to Pacific Wind
Tule Wind, LLC, and the Energia Sierra Juarez U.S. | development to reflect Tule Wind, LLC.
Generator-Tie (ESJ Gen-Tie) Project as proposed by
Energia Sierra Juarez U.S. Transmission, LLC.
2. Project Description B-2 Tule Wind Project The maximum number of wind turbines proposed
Table B-1 First column, First row: - 134 128 Wind Turbines has been reduced to 128. The calculation of
Third column, First row: 386:5 369.3 potential impacts for the “PROPOSED PROJECT”
and for all Tule Wind Project components should be
Permanent impacts should equate to 369.3 acres, not |updated accordingly using data and analysis for the
386.5 acres. Modified Project Layout provided.
3. Project Description B-2 Overhead & Underground 34.5 kV Collector Cable |Please reflect potential impacts for the overhead and
Table B-1 System (Row 2) underground collector system and update
(continued) calculation of impacts for all project components
Temporary impacts should equate to 127 acres, not | accordingly using the data and analysis for the
108.2 acres. Modified Project Layout provided.
4. Project Description B-2 Overhead 138 kV Transmission Line (Row 5) Please reflect the maximum potential impacts for
Table B-1 the 138 kV transmission line and update calculation

(continued)

Temporary impacts should equate to 40.3 acres, not
44.6 acres. Permanent impacts should equate to 0.09
acres, not 0.12 acres.

of impacts for all project components accordingly
using the data and analysis for the Modified Project
Layout provided.
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5. Project Description B-2 Meteorological Towers and SODAR or LIDAR Units | A permanent SODAR or LIDAR unit may be
Table B-1 (Row 6) utilized for the Tule Wind Project. Please update
(continued) calculation of impacts accordingly using data and
Total temporary impacts should equate to 0.064 analysis for the Modified Project Layout provided.
acres, not 0.048 acres.
Total permanent impacts should equate to 0.083
acres, not 0.062 acres.
6. Project Description B-2 Access Roads (Row 7) Please update calculation of impacts for access
Table B-1 roads accordingly using data and analysis for the
(continued) Total temporary impacts should equate to 83.5 acres, | Modified Project Layout provided.
not 84.2 acres.
Total permanent impacts should equate to 152.6
acres, not 166.1 acres.
7. Project Description B-2 Row 8 Please replace concrete with cement for description
Table B-1 of the batch plant
(continued) Temporary Construction Areas (parking area,
cenerete cement batch plant, and laydown areas)
8. Project Description B-2 Tule Wind Project Total (Row 9) Please update calculation of maximum potential
Table B-1 impacts (temporary and permanent) for the Tule
(continued) Total temporary impacts should equate to 303.9 Wind Project using the data and analysis for the
(212.1) acres, not 290.1 (224.4) acres. Modified Project Layout provided.
Total permanent impacts should equate to 532.1
(513.3) acres, not (562.8) 544 acres.
9. Project Description B-2 Table B-1, footnote 1: This overlap gives a higher Please consider revising the text to more accurately
Table B-1 calculation that disterts-overstates the overall project |characterize the effect of summing areas where
(continued) surface land disturbances. disturbed areas overlap.
10. Project Description B-3 Please update the Regional Map (Figure B-1) with HDR has provided GIS shape files reflecting the
Figure B-1 modified project layout, as necessary. modified layout to assist with updating the figures.
11. Project Description B-5 Please update Vicinity/Overview Map (Figure B-2) |HDR has provided GIS shape files reflecting the
Figure B-2 with modified project layout, as necessary. modified layout to assist with updating the figures.
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12.

Project Description

B-8

B.2.2 Pacific Wind-Development Tule Wind, LLC’s
Tule Wind Project

The proposed Tule Wind Project’s objective is to
maximize the capture and transformation of wind
energy to electricity in the project area to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions and meet federal and state
renewable energy mandates, by weuld produce
producing up to 2081 megawatts (MW) of wind
energy. The project area has been determined to be
part of the nation’s limited wind energy resources.
(BLM, Record of Decision, Eastern San Diego
Proposed Resource Management Plan and Final
Environmental Impact Statement, 2007, pgs. 4-5).
As proposed by Pacific- Wind-Development-Tule
Wind, LLC, the Tule Wind Project would consist of
up to 434 128 wind turbines in the 1.5 to 3.0 MW
generating capacity range. In addition to wind
turbines and associated generator step-up
transformers, the Tule Wind Project would include
the following components:

(Third and Fifth bullets)

e Twe-Three permanent meteorological
(MET) towers, and one sonic detecting and
ranging (SODAR) unit_or one light detecting

and ranging (LIDAR) unit

e 36.7638 miles of newly constructed access
roads and 27-6223.44 miles of temporarily
widened and improved existing access
roads.

Please consider fully stating the Tule Wind
project’s objective to maximize the production of
wind energy in the project area.

Global Comment- The maximum capacity of the
Tule Wind Project is 201 MW. 134 turbines x
1.5MW = 201 MW, which is equal to the
interconnection request.

Please revise language to reflect corrected analysis
per the Modified Project Layout

13.

Project Description

B-8

Last paragraph

Construction of the Tule Wind Project would require
approximately 475 19 million gallons of water...

Please revise as noted to reflect the construction
water amounts.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS

Iberdrola Renewables

Project Description
March 2011



Section/

(Row 1, Column 3 — Description)

Construction and installation of up to 334 128 wind
turbines in the 1.5 to 3.0 MW range. The specific
turbine layout would be capable of generating 200
201 MW of electricity. Each turbine would be
mounted on a concrete pedestal, supported by pad
and-a permanent concrete foundation and would be a
maximum of 492 feet tall. Each turbine tower would

include a pad-mounted-transformerat-its-base

No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
14, Project Description B-85-86 First and second paragraphs Please revise all references to Pacific Wind
development to reflect Tule Wind, LLC.
...and presents a comprehensive listing of Racific
Wind-Develepment-Tule Wind, LLC’s APMs to Please correct typo on Manzanita Indian
reduce potential impacts resulting from the Tule Reservation
Wind Project.
Pacific-Wind-Development-Tule Wind, LLC is
requesting a minimum 30-year ROW grant... The
project is located on lands administered by the BLM,
the El Centro Field Office; Ewiiaapaayp Indian
Reservation, Manzanita, and Campo Indian
Reservations (access only); the CSLC; and private
lands under County of San Diego jurisdiction.

15. Project Description B-86 ...The Tule Wind Project consists of up to 434-128 | Please update calculation of maximum potential
wind turbines in the 1.5 to 3.0 MW range capable of |impacts (temporary and permanent) for the Tule
generating up to 2081 MW of electricity. Wind Project using the data and analysis for the

Modified Project Layout provided.
16. Project Description B-86 Third, fifth, and sixth bullet: Please revise as noted to reflect corrected number of
B.4.1 e  Three Twe permanent MET towers, and one | MET Towers, length of newly proposed access
SODAR unit_or one LIDAR unit roads, and improvements to existing roads. Newly
e 36.3836.76 miles (292,074-24 194,092.8 constructed access roads should equate to 36.76
linear feet) of newly constructed access miles, and improved access roads should equate to
roads 23.44 miles.
o 2762 23.44 miles (245,834.51 123,762.2
linear feet) of widened and improved
existing access roads
17. | Project Description B-87 Wind Turbines (Row 1) Please revise language as suggested.
Table B-8

The maximum capacity of the Tule Wind Project is
201 MW. 134 turbines x 1.5MW = 201 MW, which
is equal to the interconnection request.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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transformer either located on a pad at the base of each
turbine, or within the wind turbine itself, which
would step-up electricity produced by the generator
(located in the nacelle) to 34.5 kV.

(Row 1, Column 5 — Permanent impacts)
Permanent Impacts: 369.3 acres, not 386.5 acres

18.

Project Description

B-87
Table B-8
(continued)

Overhead and Underground 34.5 kV Cable
Collection System (Row 2)

(Row 2, Column 3 - Description)

The underground and overhead 34.5 kV collector
cable system would collect and transfer electricity
generated by the wind turbines to the collector

substation. Fhe-underground-system-would-transport
electricity-from-winc turbine strings te_ & eel_nally
located e"e.'l ead system-(several-turbine-strings
would b. € du_eetly connected-to-the eelle.etel
subsltaue Haahed elleng GIH. e sylste '.'). Fhe

(Row 2, Column 4 - Temporary Impacts)
Temporary Impacts: 127 acres, not 108.2 acres

Please update the language to accurately describe
the underground collection system and avoid
redundancy in the textual description of both the
Overhead and Underground 34.5 kV Cable
Collection System

Please update calculation of maximum potential
impacts (temporary and permanent) for the Tule
Wind Project using the data and analysis for the
Modified Project Layout provided.

19.

Project Description

B-88
Table B-8
(continued)

Operations and Maintenance Facility (Row 1)

(Row 1, Column 3 - Description)

The 5,000-square-foot O&M building would store
operational-services house operations, staff,
equipment, and spare parts, and would be the base of
operations for the permanent O&M staff.

Please update the language to correctly describe
project components.

20.

Project Description

B-88
Table B-8
(continued)

MET Towers and SODAR or LIDAR Unit (Row 2)

(Row 2, Column 2 - Location)

On BLM-administered land. One MET tower would
be located in the vicinity of the collector substation,
and the ether-second would be within the Lark
Canyon OHV Area, north of Rough Acres Ranch,

Three MET towers are proposed for the Tule Wind
Project. Please update calculation of maximum
potential impacts (temporary and permanent) for the
Tule Wind Project using the data and analysis for
the Modified Project Layout provided.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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and the third would be located on the ridge in the
northern portion of the project area. The SODAR or
LIDAR unit would be located within the Lark
Canyon OHV Area.

(Row 2, Columns 4 & 5 - Temp/Permanent Impacts)
Temporary Impacts: 0.064 acres, not 0.048 acres
Permanent Impacts: 0.083 acres, not 0.062 acres

21.

Project Description

B-88
Table B-8
(continued)

Overhead 138 kV Transmission Line (Row 3)

(Row 3, Column 2 - Location)

The transmission line would run south from the
collector substation;aleng-and on either side of
McCain Valley Road, traversing BLM, state, and
County of San Diego land north of 1-8, and would
cross 1-8 prior to interconnecting with the rebuilt
Boulevard Substation.

(Row 3, Column 3, Description)

The new 9-7-mile-9.2-mile 138 kV transmission line
connecting the Tule Wind Project collector substation
and the rebuilt Boulevard Substation would include
approximately 80 a-maximum-0f108-steel
transmission poles.

(Row 3, Columns 4 & 5, Temp/Permanent Impacts)
Temporary Impacts : 40.3 acres, not 44.6 acres
Permanent Impacts: 0.09 acres, not 0.12 acres

Please update the language to correctly describe the
route of the transmission line and maximum number
of poles required for the transmission line

22.

Project Description

B-89
Table B-8
(continued)

Access Roads (Row 1)

(Row 1, Column 3, Description)

In order to access proposed turbine locations and
facilitate delivery of wind turbine components,
approximately 276 23.4 miles of existing roadways
in the project area would be improved and
approximately 36-4 36.8 miles of new access roads
would be constructed. All roads to and between
turbine strings would temporarily be 36 feet wide to
allow the large crane (required to hoist and mount

Please revise this statement to reflect corrected
analysis per the Modified Project Layout.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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turbine components) to move between turbines. After
construction, access roads would be reduced to
between 18 and 24 feet wide depending on the
applicable jurisdiction.

(Row 1, Columns 4 & 5, Temp/Permanent Impacts)
Temporary Impacts : 83.5 acres, not 84.2 acres
Permanent Impacts: 152.6 acres, not 166.1 acres

23.

Project Description

B-90

First paragraph - Location

... The current project site layout identifies 128 134
turbines in the 1.5 to 3.0 MW range, including 97 96
on BLM lands, £7 18 on the Ewiiaapaayp Indian
Reservation, 7 on CSLC land, and 43 7 on privately
owned lands (Rough Acres Ranch, within the
permitting jurisdiction of San Diego County).

Second paragraph - Location (cont.)

A 200-foot radius (approximately 2.88-acre) area
around each turbine would be cleared (Figure

B-23, Tule Wind Project Typical Turbine Site),
depending on site topography. Upon completion of
construction, with the exception of an area 60 feet in
diameter (gravel up to a 10-foot radius to provide
surface stabilization), the 200-foot cleared area would

be revegetated with fire safe noncombustible, low
fuel vegetation, in a spacing and height configuration
consistent with fire agency standard practices for a
distance necessary to provide a minimum of 100 feet
of fuel management from the turbine base and/or
transformer. This area is assumed to be permanently
impacted. Total permanent impacts of the 434 128
wind turbines would be 386-5-369.3 acres and would
include the wind turbine base and foundation, pad-
mounted-transformer, and a gravel driveway from the
turbine string access road to the individual turbine. In
the construction area of the pad sites for the wind
turbines and gravel driveways, slope areas would
require grading of rock and dirt.

Please revise this statement to reflect corrected
analysis per the Modified Project Layout.

See pg. 5, November 3, 2010 Fire Protection Plan
approved by San Diego Rural Fire Protection
District.
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24,

Project Description

B-90

Third paragraph — Description

Wind turbines would consist of three main parts: the
turbine tower, turbine rotor, and the nacelle (Figure
B-24, Tule Wind Project Typical Turbine Tower
Design). Measured from the ground to the turbine
blade tip, the typical turbine would be a maximum of
492 feet tall and would be mounted on a concrete
pedestal, supported by pad-and-a permanent concrete
foundation, which would be located below ground
surface...

...As a standard safety precaution, turbines would
automatically shut down if sustained winds_or gusts
exceed predetermined set points established by the
turbine manufacturer to prevent equipment failure, as
confirmed in the plan contained in Mitigation

Measure HAZ-6.-in-the-project-areareach-50-mph-or
gustsreach-about 56-mph- Each turbine would also be
equipped with a transformer that A-pad-meunted
transformer-would-also-belocated-at the base-of each
turbine-and-would step-up the electricity received
from the generator at 575600 to 690 volts to 34.5 kV.
Depending on the turbine type selected, the
transformer would either be located on a pad at the
base of each turbine, or within the wind turbine itself.

Please consider making the text modifications
provided. Design standards vary from manufacturer
to manufacturer, both for maximizing safe operating
conditions for winds and wind gusts, and for
transformer locations.

25.

Project Description

B-91 - B-97
Figures B-19
through B-22

Please update the Tule Wind Project Figures B-19
through B-22 with the modified project layout.

In addition, in the legend for “Tule Wind Project
Components” in Figures B-20 through B-22, please
indicate that the following project features are
temporary:

* 2-acre Temporary Laydown Areas

* 5-acre Temporary Concrete Batch Plant

*10-acre Temporary Parking Area

Please revise Figures based on GES shape files
provided to show the Modified Project Layout

Please consider making the textual changes
suggested to the legend to accurately reflect the
extent of permanent and temporary project impacts.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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26. Project Description B-99 — B-101 | Figure B-23 (Road Widths) Please revise Figures to reflect corrected analysis
Figure B-23 and | Please include the revised Figure B-23 which reflects | relative to temporary and permanent widths of
Figure B-24 [ minor changes to roads standards, and the revised turbine access roads, and potential for shorter
Figure B-24 which reflects minor changes to the towers being constructed.
standard turbine design.
Revised versions of both Figure B-23 and Figure
Figure B-23 has been revised to indicate a width of | B-24 are provided as attachments (please see
16-24 feet of Permanent Road Gravel Surface and 36 | Attachment B.1, Revised Turbine Site (February
feet for Temporary Disturbance Crane Access. 2011) and B.2, Revised Tower Design (February
2011).
Figure B-24 has been revised to reflect shorter towers )
under consideration — change 69 meter tower hub
height to 67 meter tower hub height (219 feet).
217. Project Description B-103 First paragraph Please update the language to correctly describe the

Turbines in the same geographical location would be
grouped in rows or strings and connected by an
underground and overhead collector cable system.
The amount of turbines per string varies. For
example, 19 17 turbines are proposed in the G-turbine
string while only 2 turbines are proposed in the Q-
turbine string. All turbines have been assigned an
alphanumeric identification for tracking and design
purposes (Figures B-19 through B-22).

Fourth paragraph - Location
Pad-mounted-tTransformers within the wind turbine
or at the base of the proposed turbines would be
connected to an underground and overhead electrical
system shown on Figures B-19, Tule Wind Project
Overview, and B-20 through B-22, Tule Wind
Project.

Fifth paragraph — Location (cont)

The overhead collector cable system would be
supported by a-maximum-of 232 approximately 250
wood or steel poles. Poles would be between 60 and
80 feet in height and would be approximately 2 feet
in diameter. Therefore, the overhead collector cable
system would result in permanent impacts to 0.02
acres (approximately 871 square feet).

project, as modified.
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28.

Project Description

B-104

First paragraph

The underground collector cable system would
primarily be located underground and placed within a
442- to 50-inch-deep and 12-inch-wide cable trench
generally located along the length of the proposed
turbine access roads. . . .With the exception of riser
poles, no conduits would be used for power cables.

Second paragraph

Concrete or fiberglass vaults and splice boxes would
be placed along the underground cable system where
necessary. Vaults would be approximately 5 feet
wide by 5 feet tall by 5 feet long and spaced
approximately 2,500 feet apart. Boxes would have
locked lids to control access.

Third paragraph

Where site-specific conditions dictate (such as at
steep canyon crossings and soil conditions not
conducive to underground collector construction), the
collector cable system would be placed aboveground.
The aboveground collector system would utilize a
maximum-of-232 approximately 250 wood or steel
poles approximately 60 to 80 feet in height, with
single and double circuit collectors. . . . A typical
34.5 kV line design is shown on Figures B-26a, Tule
Wind Project Typical 34.5 kV Overhead Collector
Cable System Transmission Pole — Single-Double
Circuit, and B-26h, Tule Wind Project Typical 34.5
kV Overhead Collector Cable System Transmission
Pole — Beuble-Single Circuit.

Please update the language to accurately reflect the
trenching schematic provided in Figure B-25.

Please update the language to correctly describe the
number of poles that may be required for the
overhead collector system; and to accurately
describe the double and single circuit transmission
pole schematics.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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Operational equipment and spare parts for the Tule
Wind Project would be located within an approximate
5,000-square-foot, pre-engineered, one-story metal
O&M building, which will be located on a maximum
5-acre area. A-4-acre-cleared-The

area weuld-surrounding the O&M building would be
cleared. A eentral-computer system that would
facilitate remote operations of the proposed turbines
would is-anticipated-to be accessible lecated-in at the
O&M building. In addition, an electrical, heating,
ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) system, a
septic system, fire suppression system, and
groundwater well would also be installed within the
O&M building, as the permanent O&M staff would
operate from this facility.

No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
29. Project Description B-107, B-109 |Figure 26a — the title should read: Please consider updating the titles of Figures 26a
Figures 26a, 26b and 26b. It appears that the titles accidentally were
Tule Wind Project Preliminary 34.5 kV Overhead switched between the single and double circuit
Collector Cable System Transmission Pole — Single | schematics.
Double Circuit
Figure 26b — the title should read:
Tule Wind Project Preliminary 34.5 kV Overhead
Collector Cable System Transmission Pole — Single
Deuble Circuit
30. Project Description B-111 First paragraph Please consider textual revisions provided. Tule
... The substation fence would be a minimum of 7 feet | Wind, LLC does not anticipate building the fence
tall, made-of-fabric-topped by 3 strands of barbed out of fabric. Please update the language to
wire. correctly describe substation equipment.
Second paragraph
Substation equipment would include two (338-and
34.5 kV to 138 kV) 100-megavolt ampere power
transformers that would be connected through 138 kV
circuit breakers to a eemmen 138 kV transmission
line located within the fenced boundary of the
substation.
31. Project Description B-112 Second paragraph Please update language to correctly describe all the

components in the O&M facility.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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32. Project Description B-113 Far-left label for transmission line: Please update the figure to correctly describe the
Figure B-27 {138 KV TRANSMISSION LINE TO SDG & E 138 kV transmission line.
BOULEVARD SUBSTATION
33. Project Description B-117 Tule Wind Project Typical Operations and Please update the figure to correctly describe the
Figure B-29 | Maintenance Facility Site O&M facility square footage.
Please revise O&M Building dimensions from 40 feet
to 75 feet, to 50 feet by 100 feet, to accurately reflect
maximum square footage.
34. Project Description B-121 B.4.1.5 Meteorological Towers and SODAR/LIDAR |Please revise these statements to reflect corrected

Unit
First paragraph — Location

Three twe permanent MET towers would be installed
within the McCain Valley National Cooperative Land
and Wildlife Management Area to monitor wind
speed and direction. Although only threewe-MET
towers would be installed, the Tule Wind Project
includes threewo proposed and two alternate tower
locations (Figures B-19, Tule Wind Project
Overview, and B-20 and B-21, Tule Wind

Project; proposed MET towers are depicted as PM-
El;and PM-W2, and PM-X1 while alternate MET
towers are depicted as PM-E2, ardPM-W1, and PM-
X21). Proposed towers PM-E1, ard-PM-W2, and
PM-X1 would be freestanding lattice structures
(approximately 497219 to 328 feet tall) supported by
concrete foundations. Proposed tower PM-E1 would
be located approximately 0.5 mile northeast of the
collector substation and O&M facility site;-while
PM-W2 would be located within the Lark Canyon
Off-Highway Vehicle (OHV) Area, approximately
500 feet west of the proposed wind turbine G-11; and
proposed tower PM-X1 would be located on the ridge
near proposed wind turbine L-6 (Figures B-19, Tule
Wind Project Overview, and B-20 and B-21, Tule
Wind Project).

analysis per the Modified Project Layout.
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Second paragraph — Location (cont.)

A permanent SODAR unit (approximately 9 feet tall,

6 feet wide, and 10 feet long) or a permanent LIDAR

unit (approximately 3 feet tall, 3 feet wide, and 3 feet

long) would also be installed on site. The SODAR or
LIDAR unit would be located approximately 328 feet
west of proposed MET tower PM-W2 within the Lark
Canyon OHV Area.

Third paragraph — Location (cont.)

The permanent concrete foundations associated with
the proposed MET towers would result in
approximately 900 square feet of permanent impacts
per tower. Installation of the SODAR unit or LIDAR
unit would also result in approximately 900 square
feet of permanent impacts.

Fourth paragraph — Description

As proposed, the MET towers would be
approximately 200-219 to 328 feet tall, free standing
(no guy wires), and would consist of three steel tube
sections supported by a concrete foundation.

After SODAR paragraph, please add following
LIDAR paragraph:

The permanent LIDAR unit, if installed instead of the
SODAR unit, would be capable of measuring the
wind profile at heights of from about 30 feet to more
than 650 feet in 50-foot increments using pulses of
infrared light. The LIDAR unit is cubic in shape,
measures approximately 3 feet per side, and is about
45 kg in weight. The LIDAR is similar to RADAR
except that infrared waves (rather than radio waves)
are used to analyze the wind. The LIDAR would be
housed on a small platform approximately 3 to 5 feet

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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off the ground and would be located about 20 to 30
feet from the base of the permanent meteorology
tower. The LIDAR unit typically transmits data from
a cell modem as well as a local area network
connection.

35.

Project Description

B-122

First paragraph

Access roads would be constructed off McCain
Valley Road and the G-turbine string access

road to facilitate installation and maintenance of the
proposed MET towers and SODAR or LIDAR unit
(Figures B-19, Tule Wind Project Overview, and B-
21, Tule Wind Project). Access+oadsto

Global Comment - Please remove reference to gated
areas on BLM lands. Roadways on BLM will not be
gated.

36.

Project Description

B-122

B.4.1.6 Overhead 138 kV Transmission Line
Second paragraph — Location

An approximate 9:79.2-mile-long 138 kV
transmission line is proposed to be constructed from
the collector substation to provide an interconnect to
the rebuilt Boulevard Substation being proposed as
part of SDG&E’s ECO Substation Project (Figures
B-2, Vicinity/Overview Map, B-19, Tule Wind
Project Overview, and B-21 and B-22, Tule Wind
Project).

...Along this segment, the transmission line would
span cross I-8. South of 1-8 the transmission line
would turn west, travelling parallel with Old
Highway 80 and would then enter the rebuilt
Boulevard Substation where the line would terminate.
Along the alignment, the proposed 138 kV
transmission line would primarily traverse
undeveloped land administered by the BLM and
private land under the jurisdiction of the County of
San Diego, with the exception of approximately

Please edit text to reflect connection with the rebuilt
Boulevard Substation.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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Asrequired-by SDG&EtThe proposed transmission

line and steel poles would be located within a
125100-foot ROW easement.

Fourth Paragraph — Location

...Additional access roads would be required to
provide access to Rough Acres Ranch from

No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
0.2636-linear miles of lands under the jurisdiction of
the State of California (Conservation Camp and
Caltrans lands).
7. Project Description B-122 Third paragraph Please update the language to correctly describe the
maximum temporary disturbed area relative to the
The new 9.29-7-mile, 138 kV overhead transmission | construction of the transmission line.
line would require a 24-foot-wide temporary area of
disturbance. Therefore, assuming a 24-foot-wide
temporary area of disturbance, the transmission line
would have a maximum temporary disturbance of
448 26.8 acres of land. In addition, each-ofthe 108
approximately 80 transmission line poles supporting
the proposed 138 kV line would require a 50-foot by
150-foot temporary area of disturbance, totaling 18-6
13.5 acres. Each pole would have an 8-foot-diameter
permanent impact resulting in 8-32-0.09 acres of
permanent impacts.
38. Project Description B-122 Fourth paragraph (Description) Please update the language to describe the
approximate number of poles and land disturbance
The new 9.27-mile-long Tule Wind Project 138 k\VV | that may be required to construct the transmission
transmission line would be supported by line. Not all poles will be tangent poles.
approximately 80108 steel galvanized or weather
steel finished tangent-poles. Figure B-31, Tule Wind | By providing for the proposed project to utilize a
Project Typical 138 kV Steel Tangent Pole, shows the | double circuit transmission line, the proposed
138 kV poles, which would be approximately 75 feet |project may be able to reduce environmental
high and would be constructed as either a single or impacts by avoiding the need to tear down and
double circuit pole facking-any-underbuild rebuild the transmission line to accommodate future
attachments. potential renewable energy in the area.
39. Project Description B-123 First paragraph Please update the language to correctly describe the

width of the proposed corridor and the correct
length of new access roads that would be
constructed.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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Ribbonwood Road and Racific-\Wind-Development

Tule Wind, LLC is seeking additional project access
through the Manzanita and Campo Indian
Reservations.

Fifth Paragraph — Description

...Approximately 276 23.4 miles of existing
roadway would be improved and widened to 20 to 36
feet. In addition, approximately 36-4 36.8 miles of
new access roads would be constructed. In order to
allow large cranes to move between turbines and
turbine strings, temporary roads between turbine
strings would be 36 feet wide. Remaining access
roads would be 20-18 to 24 feet wide, depending
upon jurisdiction. Total land requirements for new
and improved access roads would be approximately
250:3 236.1 acres (83.5 acres of temporary impacts
and 152.6 acres of permanent impacts.

40.

Project Description

B-124

First Paragraph, last sentence

... AHkaNew permanent spur-access roads would

be gated off the-main-aceess+rMcCain Valley Road,
where required by the BLM, in order to prevent
exeessive-unauthorized meter-vehicle access
intrusions. Proposed new access roads and existing
access roads to be improved are shown on Figures B-
20 through B-22 (Tule Wind Project).

Please consider the textual modifications suggested.
Where required by the BLM, Tule Wind, LLC will
gate the turbine spur roads. As previously phrased,
the gating will not be effective at preventing
unauthorized vehicle access. However, strategically
placed gates at the access roads running from
McCain Valley Road would reduce unauthorized
vehicle access.

41,

Project Description

B-124

Third paragraph

Table B-9, Proposed Tule Wind Project Construction

Schedule, provides Pacific-Wind-Development-Tule
Wind, LLC’s proposed schedule for the Tule Wind

Project,

Global update for Tule Wind, LLC

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS

Iberdrola Renewables

16

Project Description
March 2011



No.

Section/
Appendix

Page

Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision

Justification

42,

Project Description

B-124
Table B-9

Project Activity — Completion Dates
ROD: December2010-June 2011

Acquisition of additional required permits:

December-2010-through-March-2041November 2011

ROW/property acquisition: Becember2010April
2011

Construction begins: December 20162011
Completion of construction: June-20120ctober 2012
Project operational®: November 2012

Punch List/Clean up - January 2013

Include footnote to “Project Operational”:

“Continuous full-load operation cannot occur until
the ECO Substation Project is complete.”

Please revise construction schedule accordingly.

43.

Project Description

B-127

First paragraph

Pacific-\Wind-Development-Tule Wind, LLC

anticipates that construction activities would occur
between 7 a.m. and 7 p.m., Monday through Saturday

Global update for Tule Wind, LLC

44,

Project Description

B-127

Second paragraph

 Inadditi identified_inTable-B-8.
The 10-acre temporary parking area and the 5-acre
temporary eenerete cement batch plant would be

regured-during-construction—Fhese facthtiesare
located on BLM land. lecated to-the south-of the
proposed-turbine-strings-on-private-lands-Figures B-
19, Tule Wind Project Overview, B-20, B-21, and B-
22 (Tule Wind Project) illustrate the anticipated
laydown areas for the Tule Wind Project (Figures B-
19 and B-22 identify the location of the temporary
parking area and eenerete cement batch plant). As

Construction of the overhead transmission line and
access roads will result in temporary impacts and
necessitate workspace requirements.

The parking area and batch plant is proposed on
BLM land; however an alternate batch plant
location has also been identified on Rough Acres
Ranch. Construction activities would be similar at
either location (see Comment #49).

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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Hustrated-inTable-B-8-tTemporary workspace
would not be required for construction of the
collector substation, O&M facility, MET Towers and
the SODAR or LIDAR Unit-138k\-everhead

ission line. N

Third paragraph

During construction, temporary security fencing (6-
foot-tall chain-link fencing with-security-wiring-at-the
tep) may would be located around all staging and
laydown areas, storage yards, and excavation areas to
limit public access.

Site Preparation
... These areas would be cleared and during

construction, laydown areas would-may be fenced
and gated to control access and to minimize theft.

45,

Project Description

B-128

First paragraph - Foundation Construction

... Construction of the eement-concrete turbine
foundations (334128) would require between 7,500
and 15,000 gallons of water each per foundation, with
up to two foundations constructed per day, totaling
between_ 960,000 4,005,000 and_1,005,000 2,016,000
gallons_to construct foundations for all 128 turbines.

Please revise language to reflect corrected analysis

per Modified Project Layout

46.

Project Description

B-129

Second paragraph

Permanent wind tower foundations would be
approximately 60-40 to 80 feet in diameter, and 7 to
10 feet deep (exact dimensions would depend on
specific site needs). Once the soil has been excavated
and compacted, turbine tower foundations would be
constructed of structural concrete and appropriate
steel reinforcement would be applied as directed by
the tower manufacturer. Each-turbine-foundation
would-also-include-a-5-foot by 9-foot-concretepad-for
the-pad-mounted-transformer: Each concrete

Please revise language to reflect corrected analysis

per Modified Project Layout
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foundation pad-would incorporate approximately
25075 to 500767 CY of concrete. Each turbine may
also include a 5-foot by 9-foot concrete pad if the
turbine utilizes a pad-mounted transformer.

Third paragraph — Aboveground Equipment
Installation

... Along with underlying soils, the crane pad would
be compacted to provide a-minimum the soil-bearing

capacity of-6,000-pounds-per-square-footin-order

necessary to provide a stable foundation for the crane.

Last paragraph - Overhead and Underground 34.5
kV Collector Cable System

The underground portion (approximately 29 35.1
miles) of the collector cable system would require a
24-foot temporary ROW and would be placed in a
42-te-50-inch44- to 50-inch deep and 12-inch-wide
trench that would be constructed generally along the
length of the proposed turbine access roads.

47.

Project Description

B-130

Second sentence

Installation of the underground 34.5 kV collector
cable system would temporarily impact 84-2 99.8
acres of land.

Aboveground Equipment Installation

Once the substation pad has been established,
installation of aboveground equipment including
electric transformers, breakers, switches, and other
electrical components would begin.-Censtruction

would-generally-consist-of-instaling-of electric
transformers: Equipment installation would be
accomplished by delivering equipment to the site on
trucks and lifting it into place using cranes.

Please consider revising text to reflect updated

analysis and clarified language.
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Last paragraph - Operations and Maintenance
Facility - Site Preparation

The 5-acre O&M facility site would be cleared.
During construction the site would-may be fenced
and gated to control access and to limit theft of
stockpiled material and equipment. The O&M facility
site access road would be graded in order to facilitate
access to the O&M building. In addition, the on-site
staging area would be graveled.

48.

Project Description

B-131

Third paragraph - Meteorological Towers

... Once the tower foundation has been established,
the tower sections would be assembled and the tower

would be lifted into place. by-a-gaseline-powered
wineh,

Fourth paragraph - Overhead 138 kV Transmission
Line - Site Preparation

The new 138 kV transmission line would require a
100125-foot ROW. All temporary and permanent
impacts would occur within this ROW. Access to
each steel pole location would be constructed prior to
clearing activities. Once access has been established,
a temporary work area measuring 50 feet by 150 feet
around each steel pole location would be cleared of
vegetation. Construction activities associated with the
overhead 138 kV transmission are anticipated to
result in temporary impacts to 44-6 40.3 acres of land.

Fifth paragraph - Feundatien-Transmission Line
Pole Construction

Each transmission line pole feundatien-would be
direct buried, with maximum hole dimensions of 8
feet wide by 25 feet deep. Pole holes feundations
would be excavated using a truck-mounted drill rig
and poles would then be delivered on a flatbed trailer
and hoisted into place by a crane. The annular space

It is uncertain as to which machinery will be
utilized for assembling the MET towers.

Please revise to reflect corrected analysis relative to
the 138 kV transmission line.
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between poles and holes would then be backfilled
with soil or concrete. Any remaining excavated
material would be placed around the holes or spread
onto access roads and adjacent areas.

49,

Project Description

B-132

Conerete Cement Batch Plant (fourth paragraph)

During construction, a temporary 5-acre cement batch
plant would be located approximately 5 miles
southeast of the collector substation, near the
southern extent of the proposed G-turbine string, near
Rough Acres Ranch (Figures B-19, Tule Wind
Project Overview, and B-22, Tule Wind Project). An
alternate batch plant location has been identified on
private land, and batch plant activities would be
similar at this location. The batch plant is necessary
to mix concrete for the foundations of the turbine
towers, collector substation, and the O&M facility.
Sand, aggregate, and concrete would-could be
sourced from existing local and permitted quarries.
After being delivered to the batch plant wvia-truck, the
aggregate and sand would be placed into stockpiles.
Cement, obtained from nearby offsite vendors, could
also be delivered by truck and stored in silos.
Approximate quantities for raw materials necessary
for each proposed turbine foundation weuld could
include range from 375,960-350,000-700,000 pounds
of sand; 572,200 475,000-950,000 pounds of
aggregate; and 468;360-200,000-400,000 pounds of

cement (Pacific- Wind-Development-Tule Wind, LLC
20092011).

Please revise
clarification.

language as suggested for

50.

Project Description

B-133

First paragraph

In addition to the workspaces associated with the
main project components discussed previously, the
project is proposing a temporary 10-acre parking area
on BLM Reugh-Acres-Ranch (Figures B-19, Tule
Wind Project Overview, and B-22, Tule Wind
Project). . ..

Please consider revising the text to be consistent
with the location of the temporary 10-acre parking
area on BLM land as shown in the figures.
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Sl

Project Description

B-133

B.4.2.3 Construction Personnel and Equipment

Construction of the Tule Wind Project would employ
up to 325 workers per day during the peak
construction period. Depending on the specific stage
of construction, an average daily peak workforce of
125 workers would be present at the construction site
and up to 200 delivery trucks are anticipated.

... Construction activities would may be supplied
power by generators provided by the construction
contractor.

Please consider revising to make clear that the
average daily workforce on site would be 125
workers on-site, with 200 delivery truck drivers.

52.

Project Description

B-134

Second paragraph

Pacific- Wind-Development-Tule Wind, LLC has

identified three existing groundwater wells located on
Rough Acres Ranch as potential sources of water for
use during construction (Iberdrola Renewables,

Inc. 2010).

Third paragraph

Construction of the Tule Wind Project is estimated to
require approximately +#512,600 19 million gallons
of water to support the water needs of the project for
road construction, dust suppression, and concrete
mixing, and an initial fill of the four fire protection
tanks. Project water needs are currently expected to
be supplied by a combination of on-site wells and
nearby water districts. The project has received
written confirmation from the Jacumba Community
Service District (Lindenmeyer 2010) and Live Oak
Spring Water Company (Najor 2010) of water
supplies available to provide construction water to the
project. The project may also receive water from
McCain Valley Conservation Camp. Wells located on
Rough Acres Ranch would also supply water for
construction of the Tule Wind Project (tberdrola

Please revise to reflect the correct water usage for
road construction, dust suppression and concrete

mixing.

See Attachment D.12.1, Groundwater Investigation
Report (December 2010) and Attachment D.12.2,
Modified Construction Water Supply Evaluation
(February 2011) describing water usage, based on
the Modified Project Layout. Attachment D.18.4,
Calculations of California Water Savings by Tule
Wind Project Operations (February 2011).
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Renewablestae-Tule Wind, LLC 2010).
Approximatehy250.000-gallons et water perday over
would-be-conducted-simultanesuslhy-Up to 120,000
gallons per day (gpd) will be required over an
approximate 72-day construction period for road
construction. Dust suppression activities during
turbine foundation construction (approximately 64
days) is estimated to require 100,000 gpd, and would
reduce to 50,000 gpd for dust control on project roads
for the subsequent 58 days during the period of
turbine erection. Turbine foundation construction is
estimated to require 7,500 to 15,000 gallons per
foundation. Tule Wind, LLC anticipates being able to
complete construction of up to two (2) turbine
foundations per day; assuming construction of two
foundations per day, water demand will be
approximately 15,000 to 30,000 gpd. This would
require approximately 60 truck trips per day to supply
water assuming a truck capacity of 4,000 gallons.
When turbine and road construction activities would
not be occurring simultaneously, the project is
expected to require a maximum of 30 truck trips per
day to supply water. Where on-site wells can supply
water, truck trips would be reduced.

Please add supplemental text after third paragraph:

Implementation of the Tule Wind project would
result in a significant reduction of water use by
offsetting the annual water use requirements of older,
less-efficient gas fired power plants that utilize water
cooling. An assessment of SDG&E’s Palomar Power
Project, a gas-fired power plant was conducted by the
California Energy Commission (CEC) in 2003,
indicated that the power plant would consume
approximately 3.6 million gallons per day (mgd) or
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approximately 2,500 gallons per minute (gpm) of
reclaimed water. Given the Palomar Power Project is
a 546 MW combined cycle power plant, this equates
to an estimated 274.73 gallons per megawatt hour
(gal/MWh). The Tule Wind Project, with a planned
capacity of 200 MW, is estimated to generate
543,120 MWh of energy annually. Using the figures
provided as an example, the operation of the Tule
Wind Project would offset annual water use of
SDG&E's Palomar gas-fired power plant or similar
plants by approximately 149,000,000 gallons.

The electricity produced by the Tule Wind Project
would result in the “backing down” of older less-
efficient gas-fired power plants that utilize water
cooling. The older less efficient plants would be
backed down, or taken off line first, because of their
higher variable cost as compared to the newer more
efficient plants. Therefore, in the CA I1SO system
where power plants that do not operate efficiently are
“backed down”, the wind energy from the Tule Wind
Project would primarily displace generation from the
older combined-cycle water-cooled gas-fired power
plants, reducing overall water demand.

53.

Project Description

B-135

First paragraph

The SCADA system would also allow for remote
operation of the wind turbines from the O&M
facility, or from wherever an authorized user could
access the Internet.

Third paragraph- Wind Turbines

As a safety precaution, turbines would automatically
shut down if sustained winds or gusts exceed
predetermined set points established by the turbine
manufacturer to prevent equipment failure, as
confirmed in the plan contained in MM HAZ-6.reach

50-mph-or-gustsreachabout 56-mph.

Please revise to reflect corrected analysis.

The turbine manufacturer determines set points to

prevent equipment failure.

Inspections of the 34.5 kV collector cable system

would occur as required.
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Fourth paragraph - Overhead and Underground 34.5
kV Collector Cable System

The overhead and underground 34.5 kV collector
cable system would be regularly inspected,
maintained, and repaired following construction.
Overhead components would be inspected-annuatly,
at a minimum, for corrosion, equipment
misalignment, loose fittings, and other mechanical
problems. The underground portion of the cable
system would be inspected as required annually-from
inside-the-concrete-vaults. Pacific Wind-Development
Tule Wind, LLC would maintain a working space
around all overhead structures, which would be
cleared of shrubs and other obstructions for
inspection and maintenance purposes.

54.

Project Description

B-136

Second paragraph — Decommissioning

Prior to the termination of the ROW authorization
(Pacific-Wind-DevelopmentTule Wind, LLC is
requesting a minimum 30-year ROW grant to
construct and operate the Tule Wind Project), a final
decommissioning plan would be developed in
compliance with the standards and requirements for
closing a site and would be circulated for approval by
interested agencies. The ROW grant could potentially

be renewed by Pacific-Wind-BevelopmentTule Wind
LLC;

Fifth paragraph
Pacific-Wind-Development-Tule Wind, LLC would

implement a habitat restoration plan once project
facilities have been removed and the project site is
returned to pre-construction and operation conditions.

Please revise all references to Pacific Wind
Development to reflect Tule Wind, LLC.

55.

Project Description

B-137
Table B-11

Third paragraph

B.4.4. Tule Wind Applicant Proposed Measures

Please revise all references to Pacific Wind
Development to reflect Tule Wind, LLC.
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APMs provided by Pacific-Wind-DevelopmentTule
Wind, LLC are listed by subject in Table B-11, Tule

Wind Project Applicant Proposed Measures for Each
Issue Area. Table B-12, Tule Wind Project
Applicant Proposed Measures, lists the APMs as
proposed by Pacific-\Wind-Development-Tule Wind
LLC.

Table B-11 Eighth Row:

The Noise “Applicable APMs” line should read
“TULE-NOI-1 through TULE-NOI-616"

See B-151 describing APMs TULE-NOI-1 through
TULE-NOI-16.

56.

Project Description

B-140
Table B-12

TULE-AES-12: The public shall be involved and
informed about the visual site design elements of the
proposed wind enerqy facilities. Possible approaches
include conducting public forums for disseminating
information, offering organized tours of operating
wind developments, and using computer simulation
and visualization techniques in public presentations.

TULE-AES-13: Turbine arrays and turbine design
shall be integrated with the surrounding landscape.
Design elements to be addressed include visual
uniformity, use of tubular towers, proportion and
color of turbines, non-reflective paints, and
prohibition of commercial messages on turbines.

TULE-AES-14: Other site design elements shall be
integrated with the surrounding landscape. Elements
to address include minimizing the profile of the
ancillary structures, burial of cables, prohibition of
commercial symbols, and lighting. Regarding
lighting, efforts shall be made to minimize the need
for and amount of lighting on ancillary structures.

Please consider adding the identified PDF as
presented in the Applicants Environmental
Document as part of the project design features.

57.

Project Description

B-140
Table B-12

TULE-BIO-8

Work Cessation during Heavy Rains. All
earthwork/disruptive heavy equipment will cease
during heavy rains, and will not resume until

Although earthwork and heavy equipment will
cease during heavy rains, work within the tower and
nacelle may be done during these times.
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conditions are suitable for the movement of
equipment and materials. However, work inside
towers, nacelles, etc. should be able to continue.

58.

Project Description

B-145
Table B-12

TULE-PDF-11

The design of the power lines will comply with
APLIC “Suggested Practices for Avian Protection on
Power Lines” which is the industry standard
developed to minimize avian contact with power
lines. Bird caused flashovers are very unlikely for the
project because the energized 434-138 kV conductors
will have minimum distances of 30 vertical feet to the
ground and 12 horizontal feet apart, and the 34.5 kV
overhead collector lines will have a minimum
distance of 18.5 feet vertical feet and 5 feet horizontal
feet apart.

Please revise this statement to accurately reflect
voltage of conductors.

59.

Project Description

B-145-146
Table B-12

TULE-PDF-16 (First through third paragraphs and
fifth through seventh paragraphs)

1. Up-Tower - Turbines with electrical (medium-
voltage) equipment in the nacelle have a number of
safety devices to detect electrical arc and smoke. For
example, the turbine design being considered for the
project include the following fire detection
components are-included-and that will be mounted on
key power cables within the nacelle:

Smoke detectors;

Arc-flash sensors; and

Over-current sensing transducers:; and
Portable fire extinguishers.

e o o o

Should any of these devices register an out-of-range
condition, the device immediately commands a
shutdown of the turbine and will disengage it from
the electrical collection system_and send a notice
through the SCADA system to the ECC in Portland,
Oregon. The entire turbine is electrically protected by
current-limiting switchgear that is installed inside the
base of the tower.

Please revise these statements to reflect corrected
analysis in the Fire Protection Plan, dated
November 3, 2010, and approved by the San Diego
Rural Fire Protection District.
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2. Down-Tower - This type of turbine being
considered for the project has the electrical
components installed in metal cabinets inside the base
of the tower, and a low-voltage-to-medium-voltage
transformer installed adjacent to the_tower
transformer. In this configuration, the probability of
an uncontained electrical fire in the nacelle is
extremely remote, as there are no combustible
materials inside the tower. However, this turbine style
still has the same risk of a fire associated with
electrical components as the Up-Tower style does.
compenents-exists—As with the other turbine type, a
tower-based circuit breaker electrically protects the
entire machine. This location will also have
supervised smoke detectors. The potential for fire
ignition in the nacelle due to blade over speed, wind
or vibration is limited due to the design of the turbine
blades, which are equipped with a pitch system that
allows the blades to be rotated in order to control and
stop the turbine in high wind conditions. As back-up
to the three independent blade pitch systems, the
turbines are equipped with a mechanical breaking
system. In addition, turbines are equipped with
vibrations sensors that automatically shut the turbines
down if vibrations exceed the normal operating
conditions. Fhe-dewn-towerturbine-type-witkinelude
enilar i ion. fi ion. and saf
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... In addition, signage will be posted at the NCC to
call a 10 digit 24/7 landline phone number to
emergency dispatch center in San Diego County in
tedh-the case of an emergency.

60.

Project Description

B-146
Table B-12

TULE-PDF-17

due-to-lighting—All wind turbine models being

considered for this project will incorporate blade
lightning protection systems. In general, these
systems consist of air-receptors on various locations
along the length of the blade, ground-conducting
straps in the hub, nacelle, and tower, lightning
detection tell-tale circuit cards, and tower grounding
to earth. As mentioned earlier, Iberdrola Renewables
has nearly 50 million operating hours on its U.S.
fleet, and over that time lightning-induced fire has not
occurred.

Please consider striking unnecessary sentences

61.

Project Description

B-146
Table B-12

TULE-PDF-18

e No off-road vehicle use would be necessary
because all wind turbine and associated
project components (e.g., substation and
O&M building) will be located in cleared
areas. As part of the project design, existing

Please revise this statement to reflect project
conformance with the County of San Diego
Consolidated Fire Code (2009) and PDF -23.
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access roads will be improved and new
access roads are proposed that meet the
requirements of the County of San Diego
Consolidated Fire Code (2009) where they
occur on County lands with the exception of
spurs that serve turbines only.

e Hot Work Procedure (PDF-1).

e  Construction, Operations, and Maintenance
Fire Prevention / Protection Plan (PDF-2).

e Road maintenance activities requiring the
use of grading equipment will be suspended
during red flag events.

e Permanently assigned project vehicles will
carry, as a minimum, a fire extinguisher,
shovel, and two-way-radio.

62.

Project Description

B-148
Table B-12

TULE-PDF 25 (First paragraph)

Transformers contain cooling oil, which can be
ignited by an electrical arc. NFPA 850, including
Section 10.5.2.6, provides recommendations for
transformer protection. These recommendations will
be followed. Transformers associated with the
substation will be located approximately 50 feet from
the O&M building and will be surrounded by a
minimum of 100 feet of fuel management. The
substation is proposed to be located adjacent to the
O&M building on a 5-acre parcel and will be
surrounded by a 3-acre graveled parcel providing a
minimum of 100 feet of fuel management around the
substation.

Please revise as suggested.

63.

Project Description

B-149
Table B-12

TULE-HYD-1

The project applicant will consult the Department of
California Fish and Game guidelines and
recommendations for culvert design so that culverts
are appropriately sized and protected to prevent scour
and sedimentation te and ultimately minimize the
long-term maintenanee impacts to the natural

Please consider clarifying TULE-HYD-1 to indicate
that CDFG guidelines would be used to minimize
long-term impacts to the natural streambed, as
opposed to maintenance purposes.
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streambed. The project design will meet a 10-year
rain event to minimize the trapping of sediment.
64. Project Description B-151 TULE-NOI-11 Please consider deleting as APM because TULE-
Table B-12 NOI-11 is a duplicate of APM TULE-NOI-9.
Augrmented-backupalarmscoupled-withcontractor
65. Project Description B-152 TULE-PHS-6 Please consider revising text to be consistent with
Table B-12 changes noted above.
Temporary fencing shalk-may be installed around
staging areas and storage yards during construction to
limit public access. Excavation areas will be provided
with barriers surrounding them.
66. Project Description B-152-153 TULE-TRAF-3 Please consider clarifying existing text
Table B-12

The following has been requested by Caltrans as part
of the project design:

e All Caltrans standards for utility
encroachments shall be met.

e  Clearances of overhead crossings shall
conform to regulations of the California PUC,
and the number of crossings to be minimized.

e New installations under an existing paved
roadbed shall be made by the boring and
jacking method. Trenching under the traveled
paved way will not be allowed.

e For freeways and expressways, the placement
of longitudinal encroachments is prohibited
within controlled access rights-or-way.

e  Utilities shall not be located in median areas.

e  Transverse crossings should be normal (90
degrees) to the highway alignment where
practical. If impractical, skews of up to 30
degrees form from normal may be allowed.

e Supports for overhead lines crossing freeways
shall be located outside the controlled access
right-of-way and not on cut or fill slopes and
shall not impair sight distances. All
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installations shall be placed as close to the
right-of —way line as possible. Above-ground
utilities shall be outside of the clear recovery
zone (20 feet from edge-or-travel way for
conventional highways and 30 feet for
freeways and expressways). Allowance
should be made for future widening of the
highways.

e New installations shall not impair sight
distances.

Attachments

B.1 - Revised Turbine Site Figure (February 2011)
B.2 - Revised Tower Design Figure (February 2011)
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TULE WIND PROJECT DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/STATEMENT
IBERDROLA RENEWABLES
COMMENTS & SUGGESTED REVISIONS

Section C: Alternatives

Section/
No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
1. Alternatives C-2 Third paragraph Is it unfair to consider these projects for purposes of

evaluating the proposed project, but not for

... these projects are not included in the analysis of the |purposes of the alternatives because they are
environmentally superior alternative and will be assumed to be built in both cases. This statement
considered in detail in future environmental analysis ... | seems unnecessary, or even misleading. Please
consider revising the language to include the textual
revisions to provide clarification.

2. Alternatives C-10 First paragraph Iberdrola Renewables has changed the limited
liability company (LLC) name from Pacific Wind
Having taken into consideration the project objectives | Development to Tule Wind. We recommend

set forth by San Diego Gas and Electric (SDG&E) for | making this change throughout all sections of the
the ECO Substation Project, Pacific- Wind Draft EIR/EIS.

Development Tule Wind, LLC for the Tule Wind
Project, and Energia Sierra Juarez U.S. Transmission,
LLC, for the ESJ Gen-Tie Project (Section A of this
EIR/EIS), the CPUC has identified the following basic
project objectives used to screen alternatives:

3. Alternatives C-20 Feasibility Criteria Please consider modifying feasibility conclusion
Table C-1 Does not meet-Meets-feasibility criteria. under the basis that this alternative would not be
(Row 2, Column 3) feasible and does not meet environmental criteria as

discussed below.

Since the environmental analysis began, a portion of
the Rough Acres Ranch property where the alternate
substation would be located, and access thereto, has
been leased to and occupied by SDG&E.

According to the screening criteria, this alternative
location is no longer feasible.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 1 Alternatives
Iberdrola Renewables March 2011



Section/

(Row 2, Column 5)
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4. Alternatives C-20 Environmental Criteria Please consider revising language to clarify the
Table C-1 Meets Does not meet environmental criteria. Has tradeoff of impacts associated with a longer
(Row 2, Column 4) |potential to reduce visual impacts due to siting and overhead collector system versus a shorter 138 kV
reduced 138 kV ROW. The aAlternative site for O&M | transmission line. Reducing the length of the
and substation facilities_co-located on Rough Acres transmission line results in increasing the number of
Ranch is not available at this location; thereby limiting |collector line poles required and has a larger
the feasibility of this location. in-mere-ofa-disturbed footprint, resulting in potentially greater impacts to
state-as-compared-with-proposed-sites-and-would biological resources and cultural resources.
reduce-acecessregquirements: The 138 kV route is 5.4:6
miles shorter when compared with the proposed route. | Due to the construction of the northern portion of
However, the length of the overhead collector line the Tule Wind Project (including the F-string of
system would increase by 7.7 miles necessitating 202 | turbines), access to the proposed O&M/Substation
extra poles than the proposed project. site (on BLM land) would already be required;
thereby providing access to the proposed
Additionally, because the O&M building and O&M/Substation site (on BLM land). The proposed
substation facility would not be centrally located, air O&M/Substation site has adequate access off of
pollution, dust, truck traffic, and fossil fuel use would [ McCain Valley Road.
all increase throughout operations.
The area of temporary and permanent impact for
both the O&M facility and the Substation would
equate to the same acreage, regardless of the
location selected.
5. Alternatives C-20 Conclusion Please consider modifying conclusion under the
Table C-1 Yes-No. Weuld-Does not meet project-ebjectives; basis that this alternative would not be feasible and

feasibility or-and environmental screening criteria.

does not meet environmental criteria because
reducing the length of the transmission line results
in a substantial increase in the length of the
overhead collector line system, increasing the
number of collector line poles required, and has a
larger footprint, resulting in potentially greater
impacts to biological resources and cultural
resources.

Since the environmental analysis began, a portion of
the Rough Acres Ranch property where the alternate
substation would be located, and access thereto, has
been leased to and occupied by SDG&E.

According to the screening criteria, this alternative
location is no longer feasible.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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6. Alternatives C-20 Feasibility Criteria Please consider modifying feasibility conclusion
Table C-1 under the basis that this alternative would not be
(Row 3, Column 3) |Does not meet-Meets-feasibility criteria. feasible and does not meet environmental criteria.
Since the environmental analysis began, a portion of
the Rough Acres Ranch property where the alternate
substation would be located, and access thereto, has
been leased to and occupied by SDG&E.
According to the screening criteria, this alternative
location is no longer feasible.
7. Alternatives C-20 Environmental Criteria Please see justification provided for Comment #4
Table C-1 noted above.
(Row 3, Column 4) |Meets Does not meet environmental criteria. Has
potential to reduce visual impacts due to siting and
reduced 138 kV ROW. A-The alternative site for O&M
and substation facilities co-located on Rough Acres
Ranch is not available at this location; thereby limiting
the feasibility of this location in-mere-ofa-disturbed
state-ascompared-with-proposed-stes-and-would
reduce-accessrequirements. Thel38 kV route is 42 3.8
miles shorter when compared with the proposed route.
However, the length of the overhead collector line
system would increase by 7.7 miles necessitating 202
extra poles than the proposed project.
Additionally, because the O&M building and
substation facility would not be centrally located, air
pollution, dust, truck traffic, and fossil fuel use would
all increase throughout operations.
8. Alternatives C-20 Conclusion Please see justification provided for Comment #5
Table C-1 noted above.
(Row 3, Column 5) |¥esNo. Weuld Does not meet project-ebjectives;
feasibility;-and-or environmental screening criteria.
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9. Alternatives

C-21
Table C-1
(Row 4, Column 2)

Project Objectives Criteria

A reduction in the number of turbines proposed would
not meet project objectives criteria.

This alternative does not meet the key CEQA
Project objective of creating 201 MW of wind
energy because the elimination of the area where 62
of the turbines were proposed results in a loss of a
minimum of approximately 93 MW. See Draft
EIR/EIS at ES-6. For example, 3.0 MW turbines
cannot replace 1.5 MW turbines in the same
locations to generate more energy. A larger turbine
in the remaining area of the Project cannot be used
to replace the megawatts lost from the area
eliminated because the larger turbines must be
spaced further apart to meet manufacturers’ spacing
criteria.

10. Alternatives

C-21
Table C-1
(Row 4, Column 4)

Environmental Criteria

Does not meet Meets-environmental criteria. Has
potential-toreduce Potential impacts to Areas of
Critical Concern (ACEC) were not identified as a result
of the proposed project; and therefore are not
substantially lessened as a result of the Reduced
Turbine Alternative. Potential impacts to and-golden
eagles are not quantifiable, and there is no support that
a reduced turbine alternative would substantially lessen
that unquantifiable risk. by-Although increasing
setbacks of project facilities would occur, potential
impacts to golden eagles would remain regardless of
the reduction in turbines as proposed by this
alternative. From a CEQA perspective both alternatives
still represent significant unmitigatable risk to eagles;
and therefore this alternative does not meet
environmental criteria. —area-as-compared-with

On June 9, 2010, a meeting conducted with
biologists from Tule Wind LLC’s consultants
(HDR) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) concluded that the Tule Wind project (as
proposed), including the 11 turbines adjacent to the
BLM In-Ko-Pah Mountains Area of Critical
Concern (Turbines R-1 through R-10 and R-13), is
located outside of critical habitat areas and will not
have any detrimental impacts on sheep, and
available evidence indicates that detrimental
impacts to bighorn sheep are unlikely to occur. The
Biological Assessment (August 2010) concluded
that the project may affect, but is not likely to
adversely affect Peninsular bighorn sheep.
Furthermore, the portion of the project area on
private land is not subject to ACEC restrictions and
regulations set forth by the BLM because the
Project facilities are not located within the ACEC.

Tule Wind LLC will maximize mitigation options
to avoid, minimize, and mitigate potential impacts
to the golden eagle through implementation of
various measures, as deemed appropriate by the
various agencies and/or Tule Wind, LLC.
Alternative 5 does not necessarily reduce the risk of
eagle mortality from collisions with turbines when

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS

Iberdrola Renewables

Alternatives
March 2011



No.

Section/
Appendix

Page

Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision

Justification

compared with the Tule Wind Project. Rather, both
alternatives exhibit a similar low risk of eagle
collision based upon anticipated eagle foraging
patterns (i.e. over valleys and open habitat
communities) and low observation rates over the
proposed project. Alternative 5 is not necessary
because similar to the proposed Tule Wind Project,
the low risk of mortality due to collision with
operating turbines by golden eagle resulting from
the proposed project would be potentially
significant but can be mitigated to less than
significant levels (Class Il) through implementation
of Mitigation Measures BIO-10a through BI10O-10h.
Specifically, BIO-10f includes requirements to
construct the Tule Wind Project in two portions
(phases). Construction of the first portion of the
project would occur at those turbine locations
deemed to present less risk to the eagle populations
and would not include turbines on the northwest
ridgeline. Construction of turbines in the second
portion of the project will only be authorized
following detailed behavioral telemetry studies and
continued nest monitoring of known eagles in the
vicinity of the Tule Wind Project (considered to be
within approximately 10 miles of the project).
Behavior studies will be used to determine eagle
usage and forage areas, and authorization for
construction at each turbine location in the second
portion will be at the discretion of the BLM or the
appropriate land management entity. The final
criteria determining the risk each location presents
to eagles will be determined by the BLM or the
appropriate land management agency, in
consultation with the required resource agencies,
tribes and other relevant permitting entities and will
be detailed in the Avian Protection Plan.

Construction of the proposed project (per the
Modified Project Layout) with implementation of
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the requirements of Mitigation Measures BIO-10a
through BIO-10h will mitigate potential impacts to
golden eagles without necessitating the elimination
of 62 turbines. Therefore, for the reasons stated
above, the Reduced Turbine Alternative should not
be considered as part of the “BLM-Preferred
Alternative” per NEPA requirements or the
“Environmentally Superior Alternative” per CEQA
requirements within the Draft EIR/EIS. Further
consideration of the proposed project (as modified)
should be provided to meet the alternative screening
criteria outlined within Section C.2 of the Draft
EIR/EIS.

11.

Alternatives

C-21
Table C-1
(Row 4, Column 5)

Conclusion

¥Yes-No. Weuld Does not meet project objectives;
feasibility;-and environmental screening criteria.

Please revise conclusion for the Reduced Turbine
Alternative, as this alternative does not provide
potential overall environmental advantages over the
proposed project, nor will it meet project objectives.
See Comments 9 and 10 above.

12.

Alternatives

C-22
Table C-1
(Row 2, Column 3)

Feasibility Criteria

Meets Does not meet feasibility criteria.

Since the environmental analysis began, a portion of
the Rough Acres Ranch property where the alternate
substation would be located, and access thereto, has
been leased to and occupied by SDG&E.

According to the screening criteria, this alternative
location is no longer feasible. See Comment 3
above.

13.

Alternatives

C-22
Table C-1
(Row 2, Column 4)

Environmental Criteria

Meets Does not meet environmental criteria. Has-Does
not have the potential to reduce visual impacts due to
siting and reduced 138 kV ROW, because the 500 kV
Sunrise transmission line currently under construction
is in the adjacent and overlapping ROW. The
alternative Alternative site for the O&M and substation
facilities co-located on Rough Acres Ranch is not
available at this location; thereby limiting the
feasibility of this location. in-mere-ofa-disturbed-state

as-compared-with-proposed-sites-and-would-reduce
accessreguirements—The 138 kV route is 56 5.4 miles

The analysis fails to recognize that if the 138 kV
line is reduced, the overhead collector lines would
be longer, and numerous more poles (202 extra)
would be required.

Because of the 500 kV Sunrise transmission line
currently under construction in the adjacent and
overlapping ROW, placing the line underground
will not reduce impacts in any significant manner,
as shown in Attachment D.3.1, Revised Visual
Simulation with Sunrise 500 kV Line (February
2011)
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shorter when compared with proposed route. However
the length of the overhead collector line system would
increase by 7.7 miles necessitating 202 extra poles than

the proposed project; thereby increasing the potential
for environmental impacts. Undergrounding of 138 kV
from alternative substation site to the rebuilt Boulevard
Substation would reduce project visual impacts, but
would also increase permanent impacts to cultural
resources and biological resources compared to the
proposed project due to open trenching required for the
underground lines along the alignment. —without

| il ——— —
Fugged:

Additionally, because the O&M building and
substation facility would not be centrally located, air
pollution, dust, truck traffic, and fossil fuel use would
all increase throughout operations.

Additionally, due to the construction of the northern
portion of the Tule Wind Project (including the F-
string of turbines), access to the proposed
O&M/Substation site (on BLM land) would already
be required; thereby providing access to the
proposed O&M/Substation site (on BLM land). The
proposed O&M)/Substation site has adequate access
off of McCain Valley Road.

The area of temporary and permanent impact for
both the O&M facility and the Substation would
equate to the same acreage, regardless of the
location selected.

The undergrounding of Transmission Line #2 would
result in increased soil disturbance and increased
permanent impacts to cultural resources as opposed
to overhead lines due to open trenching required for
the underground lines along the alignment. Open
trenching along the alignment of the transmission
line would result in a higher risk for discovering
buried cultural deposits not indicated on the surface
and permanent impacts to cultural resources where
such known resources have been identified.

The results of recent cultural resource surveys
indicate that seven (7) sites known to have cultural
resources would be permanently impacted as a
result of open trenching associated with the
undergrounding of Transmission Line #2. Of the
seven sites that would be permanently impacted as a
result of open trenching, one site is listed as a
“Potentially Eligible Archaeological Site” under the
National Historic Resource Preservation (NHRP)
Assessment. Three of the remaining sites are
classified as “Likely Ineligible Archeological Site”,
and the remaining three are classified as “Uncertain
Eligibility Archaeological Site.”
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It is assumed that undergrounding the transmission
line would also result in an increase in permanent
impacts to biological resources that were previously
classified as temporary impacts. If the overhead
transmission line were constructed, the only areas of
permanent impact were associated with the
overhead poles. Consequently, undergrounding the
transmission line would result in permanent impacts
along the entire length of the transmission line
corridor as opposed to just the pole locations.
Permanent impacts to biological resources would
increase along the transmission line corridor as a
result of long-term maintenance requirements that
would limit the habitat function provided by
revegetation.

14,

Alternatives

C-22
Table C-1
(Row 2, Column 5)

Conclusion

¥Yes No. Weuld Does not meet project-ebjectives;

feasibility;-and environmental screening criteria.

Please revise conclusion for the Tule Alternative
Project Configuration 2 - Alternative 138 kV
Transmission line Route 2 Underground and
Collector Substation and O&M Facility. This
alternative does not meet the feasibility or
environmental screening criteria as noted in
Comment #12 and 13 above.

15.

Alternatives

C-22
Table C-1
(Row 3, Column 3)

Feasibility Criteria

Meets Does not meet feasibility criteria.

Since the environmental analysis began, a portion of
the Rough Acres Ranch property where the alternate
substation would be located, and access thereto, has
been leased to and occupied by SDG&E.

According to the screening criteria, this alternative
location is no longer feasible. See Comment 3
above.

16.

Alternatives

C-22
Table C-1
(Row 3, Column 4)

Environmental Criteria

Meets Does not meet environmental criteria. Does not
have the Has potential to reduce visual impacts due to
siting and reduced 138 kV ROW, because the 500 kV
Sunrise transmission line currently under construction
is in the adjacent and overlapping ROW. The
alternative Alternative site for the O&M and substation
facility co-located on Rough Acres Ranch is not

The analysis fails to recognize that if the 138 kV
line is reduced, the overhead collector lines would
be longer, and numerous more poles (202 extra)
would be required.

Because of the 500 kV Sunrise transmission line
currently under construction in the adjacent and
overlapping ROW, placing the line underground
will not reduce impacts in any significant manner,
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available at this location; thereby limiting the
feasibility of this location. facHities-in-moreofa

ehsturbed-state-as-compared-with-propesed-site-and
would-reduce-accessrequirements—The 138 kV route is

4.3 3.8 miles shorter when compared with proposed
route. However, the length of the overhead collector
line system would increase by 7.7 miles necessitating
202 extra poles than the proposed project; thereby
increasing the potential for environmental impacts.
Undergrounding of 138 kV from alternative substation
site to Boulevard Substation would reduce project
visual impacts, but would also increase permanent
impacts to cultural resources and biological resources
compared to the proposed project due to open trenching
required for the underground lines along the alignment.

withoutsubstantialy-rereastngimpactsbecauseterrain
is-netrugged.

Additionally, because the O&M building and
substation facility would not be centrally located, air

pollution, dust, truck traffic, and fossil fuel use would
all increase throughout operations.

as shown in Attachment D.3.1, Revised Visual
Simulation with Sunrise 500 kV Line (February
2011)

Additionally, due to the construction of the northern
portion of the Tule Wind Project (including the F-
string of turbines), access to the proposed
O&M/Substation site (on BLM land) would already
be required; thereby providing access to the
proposed O&M/Substation site (on BLM land). The
proposed O&M/Substation site has adequate access
off of McCain Valley Road.

The area of temporary and permanent impact for
both the O&M facility and the Substation would
equate to the same acreage, regardless of the
location selected.

The undergrounding of Transmission Line #3 would
result in increased soil disturbance and increased
permanent impacts to cultural resources as opposed
to overhead lines due to open trenching required for
the underground lines along the alignment. Open
trenching along the alignment of the transmission
line would result in a higher risk for discovering
buried cultural deposits not indicated on the surface
and permanent impacts to cultural resources where
such known resources have been identified. The
results of recent cultural resource surveys indicate
that ten (10) sites known to have cultural resources
would be permanently impacted as a result of open
trenching associated with the undergrounding of
Transmission Line #3. Of the ten sites that would be
permanently impacted as a result of open trenching,
four sites are listed as a “Potentially Eligible
Archaeological Sites” under the National Historic
Resource Preservation (NHRP) Assessment, and six
sites are classified as “Likely Ineligible
Archeological Site.”
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It is assumed that undergrounding the transmission
line would also result in an increase in permanent
impacts to biological resources that were previously
classified as temporary impacts. If the overhead
transmission line were constructed, the only areas of
permanent impact were associated with the
overhead poles. Consequently, undergrounding the
transmission line would result in permanent impacts
along the entire length of the transmission line
corridor as opposed to just the pole locations.
Permanent impacts to biological resources would
increase along the transmission line corridor as a
result of long-term maintenance requirements that
would limit the habitat function provided by
revegetation.

17.

Alternatives

C-22
Table C-1
(Row 3, Column 5)

Conclusion

¥Yes No. Weuld Does not meet project-ebjectives;

feasibility;-and environmental screening criteria.

Please revise conclusion for the Tule Alternative
Project Configuration 3 - Alternative 138 kV
transmission line Route 3 Underground and
Collector Substation and O&M Facility. This
alternative does not meet the feasibility or
environmental screening criteria as noted in
Comment #15 and 16 above.

18.

Alternatives

C-28

Tule Alternative Collector Substation and O&M
Facility 3

Typo/correction to name to make consistent with
map C-2.

19.

Alternatives

C-38
Table C-3
(Column 2, Rows, 1,
2,5,6and 7)

Proposed Tule Wind Project (Impact acreages)
Wind Turbines

0 acres temporary impacts/386:5369.3 acres permanent
impacts

Overhead and Underground 34.5 kV Cable Collection
System

108-2 127 acres temporary impacts/0.02 acre
permanent impacts

Meteorological Towers and SODAR/LIDAR unit

0.848-064 acre temporary impacts
0.862-083 acre permanent impacts

Please update corrected analysis to reflect the
Modified Project Layout.
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138 kV Transmission Line
44-6-40.3 acres temporary impacts/6:-12 0.09 acre
permanent impacts
Access Roads
84.2-83.5 acres temporary impacts/266-1-152.6 acres
permanent impacts

20. Alternatives C-36 Please include a description of the length and number | It is important to recognize that the temporary and

Table C-3 of poles associated with the collector line system and | permanent impacts (associated with the longer
(Rows 2 and 6) |transmission line for each alternative as noted in the collector line system for Alternatives 2 through 4)
Draft EIR/EIS track changes revisions. would increase if the substation/O&M were located
on Rough Acres Ranch.
21. Alternatives C-37 Tule Alternative 1: Description (First paragraph) Please revise language to reflect the changes to the

Under this alternative, the proposed Tule Wind Project
would be the same as described in Section B of this
EIR/EIS with the exception that the proposed O&M
and collector substation facilities would be co-located
on Rough Acres Ranch (T17S R7E Sec9),
approximately 5 miles south of the originally proposed
site (Figure C-2). Moving the O&M and collector
substation facilities to this alternative location would
result in an a substantial increase in the length of the
34.5 kV overhead collector lines and number of
collector line poles to connect the wind turbines to the
substation.; The overhead collector line system would
increase by 7.7 miles from 9-4 9.3 miles (proposed) to
17 miles and would also necessitate the construction of
202 extra increase-the-amount-of collector line poles
from 250 (proposed) to 452 poles. However-the The
underground collector lines would decrease in distance
approximately 6.2 miles from 29:3 35.1 miles
(proposed) to 28.9 miles.; and-the The138 kV
transmission line would decrease in distance as a result
of this alternative by approximately 5.4 miles from 9%
9.2 miles (proposed) to 3.8 miles and would decrease
the amount of transmission line poles from 116 80

number of poles and increased mileage of the
overhead collector system as a result of utilizing the

Alt #2 Transmission Line configuration.
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poles (proposed) to 44 poles. Under this alternative, the
138 kV transmission line would run from the alternate
collector substation approximately 1 mile east, south
along McCain Valley Road, and then west along Old
Highway 80 until connecting to the proposed
Boulevard Substation Rebuild component of the ECO
Substation Project. This alternative would increase the
total land disturbance by 9:3 49.3 acres, from #65:3
725.3 acres (proposed) to 774.6 acres.

22.

Alternatives

C-37

Tule Alternative 1: Rationale for Full Analysis (Second
paragraph)

This alternative meets project objectives eriteria,-is
considered-feasible; and is consistent with the purpose
and need set forth in Section A;and-therefore-is
considered-areasonable-alternative-in-this EIR/EIS.
Fhis-project-However, this project alternative is_not
considered feasible and does not meet environmental
screening criteria; and therefore is not considered a
reasonable alternative in this EIR/EIS. also-expected-to
meet-environmentalcriteria—A portion of the Rough
Acres Ranch property where the alternate substation
would be located, and access thereto, has been leased to
and occupied by SDG&E; and therefore, according to
the screening criteria, this alternative location is no
longer feasible. This project alternative is also not
expected to meet environmental criteria because the
increased length of the overhead collector line system
would necessitate 202 extra poles to be constructed,
resulting in increased land disturbances. +has This
alternative would have a similar amount of the
potential-to-reduce-permanent impacts because the
alternate site for the O&M and collector substation
facilities on Rough Acres Ranch would be the same
size requiring a similar area as is-inr-more-ofadisturbed
state-than the proposed site..-would-havereduced
accessreguirements;-and This alternative has the

potential to reduce visual impacts due to a reduced
length of the 138 kV transmission line requirements

This Alternative should not be considered as part of
the “BLM-Preferred Alternative” per NEPA
requirements or the “Environmentally Superior
Alternative” per CEQA requirements within the
DRAFT EIR/EIS.

The site where the alternate substation was
proposed on Rough Acres Ranch, and access
thereto, has been leased to and occupied by
SDG&E. According to the screening criteria, this
alternative location is no longer feasible.

Additionally, due to the construction of the northern
portion of the Tule Wind Project (including the F-
string of turbines), access to the proposed
O&M/Substation site (on BLM land) would already
be required; thereby providing access to the
proposed O&M/Substation site (on BLM land). The
proposed O&M/Substation site has adequate access
off of McCain Valley Road.

The area of temporary and permanent impact for
both the O&M facility and the Substation would
equate to the same acreage, regardless of the
location selected.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS

Iberdrola Renewables

12

Alternatives
March 2011



Section/
No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification

(including an overall reduced ROW requirement)-;

however would potentially increase air pollution, dust,

truck traffic, and fossil fuel use throughout operations

because the O&M building and substation facility

would not be centrally located. Fhereforeit-has-been

[Recommend eliminating this alternative from further

consideration as a reasonable alternative in this Final

EIR/EIS].

23. Alternatives C-38 Alternative 2: Rationale for Full Analysis (third This alternative should not be considered as part of

paragraph) the “BLM-Preferred Alternative” per NEPA
requirements or the “Environmentally Superior

This alternative meets project objectives eriteria;is Alternative” per CEQA requirements within the

considered-feasibler-and is consistent with the purpose | DRAFT EIR/EIS.

and need set forth in Section A.;-However, this

alternative is not considered feasible and does not meet | The site where the alternate substation was

environmental screening criteria; and therefore isnot | proposed on Rough Acres Ranch, and access

considered a reasonable alternative in this EIR/EIS. A |thereto, has been leased to and occupied by

portion of the Rough Acres Ranch property where the |SDG&E. According to the screening criteria, this

alternate substation would be located, and access alternative location is no longer feasible.

thereto, has been leased to and occupied by SDG&E;

and therefore, according to the screening criteria, this | The analysis fails to recognize that if the 138 kV

alternative location is no longer feasible. This project | line is reduced, the overhead collector lines would

alternative is alse not expected to meet environmental | be longer, and numerous more poles (202 extra)

criteria_as a result of the increased length of the would be required.

overhead collector line system that would necessitate

202 extra poles to be constructed. ;it-has-the-petential-te | The analysis also fails to recognize the increased

reduece Additionally, this alternative would have a potential for permanent impacts to cultural

greater amount of permanent impacts because_under resources and biological resources as a result of

grounding of Transmission Line #2 would result in undergrounding the Alternative #2 transmission

increased soil disturbance and increased permanent line.

impacts to cultural resources and biological resources

as opposed to overhead lines due to open trenching

required for the underground lines along the alignment.

Open trenching along the alignment of the transmission

line would result in a higher risk for discovering buried

cultural deposits not indicated on the surface and

permanent impacts to cultural resources where such

known resources have been identified. The results of
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recent cultural resource surveys indicate that seven (7)
sites known to have cultural resources would be
permanently impacted as a result of open trenching
associated with the undergrounding of Transmission
Line #2. Of the seven (7) sites that would be
permanently impacted as a result of open trenching,
one site is listed as a “Potentially Eligible
Archaeological Site” under the National Historic
Resource Preservation (NHRP) Assessment. Three (3)
of the remaining sites are classified as “Likely
Ineligible Archeological Site,” and the remaining three
are classified as “Uncertain Eligibility Archaeological
Site.” Permanent impacts to biological resources would
increase along the transmission line corridor as a result
of long-term maintenance requirements that would
limit the habitat function provided by revegetation.

the al%ema%e%ﬁeier—th&@&M—aneteeHeeated

reduced-access-reguirementsand-This alternative
would not has-the-petential-te reduce visual impacts
due to a reduced length of the 138 kV transmission line
regquirements (including an overall reduced ROW
requirement), and would increase the amount of
permanent impacts to cultural and biological resources.
While-tThis alternative would-increase-short-term
constructionimpactsit-also-has-the-potentiak-to would
not reduce long-term visual ard-tanrd-use-impacts
because the 500 kV Sunrise transmission line currently
under construction in the adjacent and overlapping
ROW would be the predominant feature in the
landscape. An increase in short-term construction
impacts would also occur, as well as an increase in
permanent impacts to cultural and biological resources

1 fore._has | | for detail Wi i
this-EIR/EIS.

[Recommend eliminating this alternative from further
consideration as a reasonable alternative in this Final

EIR/EIS].
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24. Alternatives C-38 Alternative 3: Description (Fourth and Fifth This Alternative should not be considered as part of

paragraph) the “BLM-Preferred Alternative” per NEPA
requirements or the “Environmentally Superior

...As a result of this alternative, the 138 kV Alternative” per CEQA requirements within the
transmission line would decrease in distance by 3.8 DRAFT EIR/EIS.
miles from 97 9.2 miles (proposed) to 5.4 miles.
However, the length of the overhead collector line Tule Wind Alternative #3 would increase the length
system would increase in distance by 7.7 miles from of overhead collector lines by 7.7 miles, but only
9.3 miles (proposed) to 17 miles. Additionally, under | reduces the length of the 138 kV transmission line
this alternative, transmission line poles would decrease |by 3.8 miles (creating the highest total mileage of
by 20 poles from £46-80 poles (proposed) to 60 poles, |electrical lines of all proposed configurations).
but collector line poles would increase by 202 poles Please consider revising the language as shown.
from 250 poles to 452 poles.
This alternative would increase the total land
disturbance by 14-7 54.7 acres, from 765:3 725.3 acres
(proposed) to 780.0 acres.

25. Alternatives C-39 Tule Alternative 3: Rationale for Full Analysis (first This Alternative should not be considered as part of

paragraph)

This alternative meets project objectives eriteria,is
considered-feasibler-and is consistent with the purpose
and need set forth in Section A..-However, this
alternative is not considered feasible and does not meet
environmental screening criteria; and therefore is not
considered a reasonable alternative in this EIR/EIS. A
portion of the Rough Acres Ranch property where the
alternate substation would be located, and access
thereto, has been leased to and occupied by SDG&E;
and therefore, according to the screening criteria, this
alternative location is no longer feasible. This project
alternative is alse not expected to meet environmental
criteria_as a result of the increased length of the
overhead collector line system that would necessitate
202 extra poles to be constructed. ;ithas-the-potential-te
reduce This alternative would have a similar amount of
permanent impacts because the alternate site for the
O&M and collector substation facilities on Rough
Acres Ranch would be the same size requiring a similar

the “BLM-Preferred Alternative” per NEPA
requirements or the “Environmentally Superior
Alternative” per CEQA requirements within the
DRAFT EIR/EIS.

The site where the alternate substation was
proposed on Rough Acres Ranch, and access
thereto, has been leased to and occupied by
SDG&E. According to the screening criteria, this
alternative location is no longer feasible.

The analysis fails to recognize that if the 138 kV
line is reduced, the overhead collector lines would
be longer, and numerous more poles (202 extra)
would be required.

Additionally, due to the construction of the northern
portion of the Tule Wind Project (including the F-
string of turbines), access to the proposed
O&M/Substation site (on BLM land) would already
be required; thereby providing access to the
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area as is--mere-of a-disturbed-state-than-the proposed
site..-would-have reduced-accessrequirements—and
This alternative has the potential to reduce_visual
impacts due to a reduced length of the 138 kV
transmission line regquirements (including an overall
reduced ROW requirement); however would
potentially increase air pollution, dust, truck traffic, and

fossil fuel use throughout operations because the O&M
building and substation facility would not be centrally
located. This alternative would also increase the
amount of residences and businesses along
Ribbonwood Road and Old Highway 80 to be subject
to short-term construction impacts, and as a result of a
longer collector line system, would result in increased
temporary and permanent impacts associated with the
construction of up to 202 extra collector line poles.

fore_it] | F T hsis |
this-EIR/ELS:

[Recommend eliminating this alternative from further
consideration as a reasonable alternative in this Final

EIR/EIS].

proposed O&M/Substation site (on BLM land). The
proposed O&M/Substation site has adequate access
off of McCain Valley Road.

The area of temporary and permanent impact for
both the O&M facility and the Substation would
equate to the same acreage, regardless of the
location selected.

26.

Alternatives

C-39

Tule Alternative 4: Description (second paragraph)

.. described in Section C.4.2.34-....

Corrects circular reference. It is assumed that
C.4.2.3 is the intended reference.

27.

Alternatives

C-39

Tule Alternative 4: Rationale for Full Analysis (fourth
paragraph)

This alternative meets project objectives eriteria,-is
considered-feasible; and is consistent with the purpose
and need set forth in Section A. However, this
alternative is not considered feasible and does not meet
environmental screening criteria;; and therefore is not
considered a reasonable alternative in this EIR/EIS. A
portion of the Rough Acres Ranch property where the
alternate substation would be located, and access
thereto, has been leased to and occupied by SDG&E;
and therefore, according to the screening criteria, this
alternative location is no longer feasible. This project

This Alternative should not be considered as part of
the “BLM-Preferred Alternative” per NEPA
requirements or the “Environmentally Superior
Alternative” per CEQA requirements within the
DRAFT EIR/EIS.

The analysis fails to recognize that if the 138 kV
line is reduced, the overhead collector lines would
be longer, and numerous more poles (202 extra)
would be required.

Because of the 500 kV Sunrise transmission line
currently under construction in the adjacent and
overlapping ROW, placing the line underground
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No.

Section/
Appendix

Page

Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision

Justification

alternative is not alse expected to meet environmental
criteriar-it-has-the-petential- to-reduce due to the
increase in potential impacts as a result of the increased
length of the overhead collector line system that would
necessitate 202 extra poles to be constructed.
Additionally, this alternative would have a greater
amount of permanent impacts because_under grounding
of Transmission Line #3 would result in increased soil
disturbance and increased permanent impacts to
cultural and biological resources as opposed to
overhead lines due to open trenching required for the
underground lines along the alignment. Open trenching
along the alignment of the transmission line would
result in a higher risk for discovering buried cultural
deposits not indicated on the surface and permanent
impacts to cultural resources where such known
resources have been identified. The results of recent
cultural resource surveys indicate that ten (10) sites
known to have cultural resources would be
permanently impacted as a result of open trenching
associated with the under grounding of Transmission
Line #3. Of the ten (10) sites that would be
permanently impacted as a result of open trenching,
four (4) sites are listed as a “Potentially Eligible
Archaeological Sites” under the National Historic
Resource Preservation (NHRP) Assessment, and six
sites are classified as “Likely Ineligible Archeological
Site.” Permanent impacts to biological resources would
increase along the transmission line corridor as a result
of long-term maintenance requirements that would
limit the habitat function provided by revegetation.
the-alternate site forthe O&M-and-collocated

requirement). Whie-tThis alternative would increase
short-term construction impactsit-has-the-petential-to

will not reduce impacts in any significant manner,
as shown in Attachment D.3.1, Revised Visual
Simulation with Sunrise 500 kV Line (February
2011)

Additionally, due to the construction of the northern
portion of the Tule Wind Project (including the F-
string of turbines), access to the proposed
O&M/Substation site (on BLM land) would already
be required; thereby providing access to the
proposed O&M/Substation site (on BLM land). The
proposed O&M/Substation site has adequate access
off of McCain Valley Road.

The area of temporary and permanent impact for
both the O&M facility and the Substation would
equate to the same acreage, regardless of the
location selected.

The undergrounding of Transmission Line #3 would
result in increased soil disturbance and increased
permanent impacts to cultural resources as opposed
to overhead lines due to open trenching required for
the underground lines along the alignment. Open
trenching along the alignment of the transmission
line would result in a higher risk for discovering
buried cultural deposits not indicated on the surface
and permanent impacts to cultural resources where
such known resources have been identified.

The results of recent cultural resource surveys
indicate that ten (10) sites known to have cultural
resources would be permanently impacted as a
result of open trenching associated with the
undergrounding of Transmission Line #3. Of the ten
sites that would be permanently impacted as a result
of open trenching, four sites are listed as a
“Potentially Eligible Archaeological Sites” under
the National Historic Resource Preservation
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Section/

No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
and would not reduce long-term visual and-tand-use (NHRP) Assessment, and six sites are classified as
impacts_because the 500 kV Sunrise transmission line | “Likely Ineligible Archeological Site.”
currently under construction in the adjacent and
overlapping ROW would be the predominant feature in | It is assumed that undergrounding the transmission
the landscape. This alternative would also increase the |line would also result in an increase in permanent
potential for impacts resulting from a longer 34.5 impacts to biological resources that were previously
overhead collector line system and 202 extra collector | classified as temporary impacts. If the overhead
lines poles required for the overhead collector lines, as |transmission line were constructed, the only areas of
well as increase the amount of permanent impacts to permanent impact were associated with the
cultural and biological resources and;-therefore-has overhead poles. Consequently, undergrounding the
been-selected-for-detatled-analysis-in-this EIR/EIS: transmission line would result in permanent impacts
along the entire length of the transmission line
[Recommend eliminating this alternative from further [ corridor as opposed to just the pole locations.
consideration as a reasonable alternative in this Final Permanent impacts to biological resources would
EIR/EIS]. increase along the transmission line corridor as a
result of long-term maintenance requirements that
would limit the habitat function provided by
revegetation.
28. Alternatives C-40 Tule Alternative 5: Reduction in Turbines Please update discussion to reflect the reduction of
turbines per the Modified Project layout. As
.. Under this alternative, 6265 turbines would be discussed in Attachment D.18.3, Tule Wind
removed including H1 through H5, 11 through 17, J1 Alternative 5 would affect 65 turbines in the
through J8345; K1 through K6K22; L1 through L11; Modified Project Layout.
M1 through M11and-M2; N1 and N2through-N8; P1
through P5; Q1 and Q2; and R7R% through R11R16;
29. Alternatives C-40 Tule Alternative 5: Rationale for Full Analysis See Attachment D.18.3, , Iberdrola Renewables,

A reduction in turbines as proposed weuld-meetproject
objectives—criteria-is considered feasible, but would not

meet project objectives criteria, or be and-s-consistent
with the purpose and need as set forth in Section A;
alternative-inthis EIR/EIS. This alternative does not
meet the key CEQA Project objective of creating 201
MW of wind energy because the elimination of the area
where 62 of the turbines are proposed results in a loss
of a minimum of approximately 52% to 56.9% of the

Inc., Letter from Edmund V. Clark, Gennaro H.
Crescenti, to Dr. Fisher and Mr. Thomsen (March
2011), which documents the Tule Wind Project’s
ability to offset greenhouse gas emissions, criteria
air pollutant emissions, and water use associated
with fossil fuel-fired electricity generation, and the
reduction in that capability that Alternative 5 would
cause.

On June 9, 2010, a meeting conducted with
biologists from Tule Wind, LLC’s consultants
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No.

Section/
Appendix

Page

Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision

Justification

wind energy potential of the Tule Wind Project.
(Iberdrola Renewables 2011 ). Tule Wind Alternative
5 would eliminate all of the ridge turbine locations,
where the average wind speeds are higher, thereby
disproportionately reducing the Tule Wind Project’s
ability to capture wind energy. It is not possible to
simply install 3.0 MW turbines instead of 1.5 MW
turbines in the same locations to generate more energy.
A larger turbine in the remaining area of the Project
cannot be used to replace the megawatts lost from the
area eliminated because the larger turbines must be
spaced further apart to meet manufacturers’ spacing
criteria. Due to this loss in wind energy potential, Tule
Wind Alternative 5 also would reduce the Tule Wind
Project’s ability to offset greenhouse gas emissions,
criteria air pollutant emissions, and water use
associated with fossil fuel-fired electricity generation
by a proportional amount. (Iberdrola Renewables
2011 ). This project alternative is alse not expected
to meet environmental screening criteria because it-has
the potential to-reduee impacts to the BLM ACEC and
golden eagles as are not substantially lessened as
compared with the proposed Tule Wind Project.
Potential impacts to Areas of Critical Concern (ACEC)
were not identified as a result of the proposed project;
and therefore are not substantially lessened as a result
of the Reduced Turbine Alternative. Potential impacts
to golden eagles are not quantifiable; and therefore,
there is no support that a reduced turbine alternative
would substantially lessen that unquantifiable risk.
Although increasing setbacks of project facilities would

occur, as stated within the Draft EIR/EIS, potential
impacts to golden eagles would remain regardless of
the reduction in turbines as proposed by this
alternative. From a CEQA perspective both alternatives
still represent significant unmitigatable risk to eagles;
and therefore this alternative does not meet
environmental criteria. Ferthesereasons—this

.

(HDR) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) concluded that the Tule Wind Project (as
proposed), including the 11 turbines adjacent to the
BLM In-Ko-Pah Mountains Area of Critical
Concern (Turbines R-1 through R-10 and R-13), is
located outside of critical habitat areas and will not
have any detrimental impacts on sheep, and
available evidence indicates that detrimental
impacts to bighorn sheep are unlikely to occur. The
Biological Assessment (August 2010) concluded
that the project may affect, but is not likely to
adversely affect Peninsular bighorn sheep.
Furthermore, the portion of the project area located
within an ACEC is on private land and thus not
subject to ACEC restrictions and regulations set

forth by the BLM.

Tule Wind, LLC will maximize mitigation options
to avoid, minimize, and mitigate potential impacts
to the golden eagle through implementation of
various measures, as deemed appropriate by the
various agencies and/or Tule Wind, LLC.
Alternative 5 does not necessarily reduce the risk of
eagle mortality from collisions with turbines when
compared with the Tule Wind Project. Rather, both
alternatives exhibit a similar low risk of eagle
collision based upon anticipated eagle foraging
patterns (i.e. over valleys and open habitat
communities) and low observation rates over the
proposed project. Alternative 5 is not necessary
because similar to the proposed Tule Wind Project,
the low risk of mortality due to collision with
operating turbines by golden eagle resulting from
the proposed project would be potentially
significant but can be mitigated to less than
significant levels (Class Il) through implementation
of Mitigation Measures BIO-10a through B1O-10h.
Specifically, BIO-10f includes requirements to
construct the Tule Wind Project in two portions
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Justification

this-EIR/EIS:

[Recommend eliminating this alternative from further
consideration as a reasonable alternative in this Final

EIR/EIS].

(phases). Construction of the first portion of the
project would occur at those turbine locations
deemed to present less risk to the eagle populations
and would not include turbines on the northwest
ridgeline. Construction of turbines in the second
portion of the project will only be authorized
following detailed behavioral telemetry studies and
continued nest monitoring of known eagles in the
vicinity of the Tule Wind Project (considered to be
within approximately 10 miles of the project).
Behavior studies will be used to determine eagle
usage and forage areas, and authorization for
construction at each turbine location in the second
portion will be at the discretion of the BLM or the
appropriate land management entity. The final
criteria determining the risk each location presents
to eagles will be determined by the BLM or the
appropriate land management agency, in
consultation with the required resource agencies,
tribes and other relevant permitting entities and will
be detailed in the Avian Protection Plan.

Construction of the proposed project (per the
Modified Project Layout) with implementation of
the requirements of Mitigation Measures B1O-10a
through BIO-10h will mitigate potential impacts to
golden eagles without necessitating the elimination
of turbines. Therefore, for the reasons stated above,
the Reduced Turbine Alternative should not be
considered as part of the “BLM-Preferred
Alternative” per NEPA requirements or the
“Environmentally Superior Alternative” per CEQA
requirements within the Draft EIR/EIS. Further
consideration of the proposed project (as modified)
should be provided to meet the alternative screening
criteria outlined within Section C.2 of the Draft
EIR/EIS.

30.

Alternatives

C-49

ECO Alternative Boulevard Substation Site (Rationale
for Elimination)

General Comment: The alternative site for the
SDG&E Boulevard Substation Rebuild is located on
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Justification

This alternative would transfer project impacts to the
alternate site on public/BLM lands north of 1-8 as
opposed to the proposed project, which would expand
an existing use on private lands. Reduction in impacts
from reducing the length of the Tule 138 kV
transmission line would be offset by increasing the
length of the ECO Substation Project 138 kV
transmission line component. This alternative may also
require rearrangement of existing distribution system
and/or upgrade of the existing Boulevard Substation to
meet the local reliability criteria, which could result in
additional impacts compared with the proposed rebuild
of the existing Boulevard Substation. In addition, this
alternative may conflict with management and
conservation of natural resources as managed by BLM.
Therefore, due to the potential need to rearrange
portions of the existing distribution system and
potential conflicts with the management and
conservation of natural resources, the ECO Boulevard
Substation Alternative was determined not to meet the
alternatives screening criteria described in Section C.2
and was eliminated from further consideration as a
reasonable alternative in this EIR/EIS.

BLM land in the general vicinity of the proposed
Batch Plant south of Turbine G-18. The alternative
site for the SDG&E Boulevard Substation Rebuild
was eliminated from analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS.
We recommend the CPUC and BLM consider and
evaluate this alternative site in the Final EIR/EIS.
This alternative would result in a shorter 138 kV
transmission line associated with the Tule Wind
Project; thereby reducing potential visual impacts
and land disturbance impacts relative to biological
and cultural resources.

Utilizing this alternative site would not result in
impacts to cultural resources. The nearest cultural
site is SDI-20075 to the southwest of this location;
however, this site is recommended as ineligible for
listing on the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP). Implementing this alternative would
result in impacts to four types of vegetation
communities including: Open Coast Live Oak
Woodland; Redshank Chaparral; Semi Desert
Chaparral; and Upper Sonoran Subshrub Scrub,
which are all common vegetation types in the
general area. Rare plants to be potentially affected
include payson’s jewel flower, sticky geraea, and
desert beauty. All habitat in this area is potential
Quino Checkerspot Butterfly habitat. No impacts to
jurisdictional waters would occur under this
alternative.

The impacts associated with construction of the
SDG&E Boulevard Substation Rebuild at this
location will not result in new or different impacts
to biological resources or cultural resources that
were disclosed in the Draft EIR/EIS. Mitigation
measures identified in the Draft EIR/EIS for similar
types of impacts to biological resources are
applicable to this alternative site. Evaluation of this
alternative site for the Boulevard Substation
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No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
Rebuild will not result in new or substantially
different impacts that require recirculation of the
Draft EIR/EIS.
3L Alternatives C-59 TFhe-birds-generatly just do-not-see-them-coming- Birds have been shown to avoid wind parks and

wind turbines, providing evidence they can see the
wind turbines. For example, Whitfield (2009)
estimate a collision avoidance rate of 99% or
greater for golden eagles suggesting very high
probability that eagles are able to see turbines and
avoid collision. Based on studies of collision risk
with wind turbines, empirical data collected suggest
a high level of avoidance (Desholm and Kahlert
2005), Petersen et al. (2006), and Everaert, J.
(2002).

Sources of Information:

Desholm, M. and J. Kahlert. 2005. Avian collision
risk at an offshore wind farm. Biology Letters
1:296-298.

Everaert, J. 2002. Wind turbines and birds in
Flanders: Preliminary study results and
recommendations. Natuur. Oriolus 69: 145-155.

Kabhlert, J., Petersen, |.K., Fox, A.D., Desholm, M.
and Clausager, 1. 2004a. Investigations of Birds
During Construction and Operation of Nysted
Offshore Wind Farm at Rodsand. Annual status
report 2003. Report Commissioned by Energi E2
A/S 2004. Rgnde, Denmark: National
Environmental Research Institute.

Petersen, I.B., T.K. Christensen, J. Kahlert, M.
Desholm, and A.D. Fox. 2006. Final results of bird
studies at the offshore wind farms at Nysted and
Horns Rev, Denmark. National Environmental
Research Institute, Denmark.

Whitfield (2009). Collision Avoidance of Golden
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Section/

Therefore, the distributed generation alternative was
eliminated from further consideration as a viable
alternative to the Proposed PROJECT because it would
require substantial installations and would be
prohibitively expensive. These installations would

No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
Eagles at Wind Farms under the
‘Band’ Collision Risk Model. Report to Scottish
Natural Heritage. March 2009. Natural Research
Ltd, Banchory, UK.
32. Alternatives C-59 ... energy-producing capacity is less efficient than Capacity and efficiency are different measures.
those ... VAWT are less economic, and have less capacity
per unit than modern horizontal axis turbines.
VAWT also require guy wires.
33. Alternatives C-60-61 California’s RPS requires retail sellers of electricity to |Please provide updated energy policy promulgated
increase their procurement of eligible renewable since 2005, including EO 13514.
resources by at least 1% per year so that 20% of their
retail sales are procured from eligible renewable energy
resources by 2010. Executive Order S-3-05 (June 2005)
identified greenhouse gas emission reduction targets
for the state, providing the impetus for a potential
expansion of the RPS program to include a goal of 33%
renewable energy by 2020. Executive Order 13514:
Federal Leadership in Environmental, Energy and
Economic Performance Executive Order 13514 was
issued by President Obama on October 5, 2009,
establishing requirements for sustainability in federal
government and directing agencies to make greenhouse
gas emission reductions a priority. This order
establishes requirements for the management of federal
facilities and vehicles, strategic planning, and
integration of sustainability goals in agency missions.
34. Alternatives C-62 First paragraph Please revise language as provided.
... Fhere-also-exist-a-As yet undefined technical hurdles
associated with high levels of PV development exist
that ...
35. Alternatives C-62 Last paragraph Please change to reflect that the distributed

generation alternative would endanger progress
towards federal and state renewable energy goals.
For instance, to meet a 33% by 2020 goal, the
Renewable Energy Transmission Initiative (RETI)
Phase IB Final Report Update has identified a
shortfall RPS requirement in California of 59,710
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Justification

render this alternative’s ability to meet most of the
project objectives infeasible from a technical and
commercial perspective within the 2010-2020 time
frame, and therefore would endanger progress towards
state and federal renewable energy goals. Secondly,
this alternative would not improve the reliability of
power delivery to the communities of Boulevard,
Jacumba, and surrounding communities.

gigawatt-hours (GWh) while the California Public
Utility Commission’s 33% RPS Implementation
Analysis has identified the shortfall to be 75,000
GWh. See RETI Phase 1B Final Report Update:
Net Short Recalculation and New PV Assumptions
with Revisions Adopted February 24, 2009,
available at
http://www.energy.ca.gov/reti/documents/phase1B/
PHASE_1B_UPDATE_NET_SHORT_RECALC_
ADOPTED_02-24-2009.PDF; 33% Renewables
Portfolio Standard Implementation Analysis
Preliminary Results at 7, available at
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/NR/rdonlyres/1865C207-
FEB5-43CF-99EBA212B78467F6/
0/33PercentRPSImplementationAnalysisinterimRep
ort.pdf.

In light of this large shortfall, the technical and
commercial difficulties in developing the
distributed generation needed to generate 201 MW
of renewable energy (that would otherwise be
produced by Tule Wind Project) may endanger
progress towards California’s aggressive renewable
energy goals.

In addition, the no project alternative would hinder
progress towards federal renewable energy goals.
For instance, the Tule Wind Project would
contribute towards the 10,000 MW of non-
hydropower renewables on public lands by 2015
goal set in the Federal Energy Policy Act of 2005.
See also Executive Orders 13212 and 13514.

36.

Alternatives

C-64

Under the No Project Alternative 1, the ECO
Substation, Tule Wind, and ESJ Gen-Tie projects, as
well as the Campo, Manzanita, and Jordan wind energy
projects, would not be built, and the existing conditions
at these sites would remain. The southeastern energy
transmission system servicing the Boulevard, Jacumba,
and other surrounding communities would remain
unstable and progress towards state and federal

GLOBAL CHANGE: Throughout document, please
reference both state and federal renewable energy
goals.

Please also note that the Renewable Energy
Transmission Initiative (RETI) Phase IB Final
Report Update has identified a shortfall RPS
requirement in California of 59,710 gigawatt-hours
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Justification

renewable energy goals would be at risk.

(GWh) while the California Public Utility
Commission’s 33% RPS Implementation Analysis
has identified the shortfall to be 75,000 GWh. See
RETI Phase 1B Final Report Update: Net Short
Recalculation and New PV Assumptions with
Revisions Adopted February 24, 2009, available at
http://www.energy.ca.gov/reti/documents/phase1B/
PHASE_1B_UPDATE_NET_SHORT_RECALC_
ADOPTED_02-24-2009.PDF; 33% Renewables
Portfolio Standard Implementation Analysis
Preliminary Results at 7, available at
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/NR/rdonlyres/1865C207-
FEB5-43CF-99EBA212B78467F6/
0/33PercentRPSImplementationAnalysisinterimRep
ort.pdf. In light of this large shortfall, the up to 201
MW of new renewable energy that would be
provided by the Tule Wind Project would be a
critical contribution towards these goals. Adoption
of the no project alternative would therefore
endanger California’s ability to meet its ambitious
renewable energy goals.

In addition, the no project alternative would hinder
progress towards federal renewable energy goals.
For instance, the Tule Wind Project would
contribute towards the 10,000 MW of non-
hydropower renewables on public lands by 2015
goal set in the Federal Energy Policy Act of 2005.
See also Executive Orders 13212 and 13514.
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TULE WIND PROJECT DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/STATEMENT
IBERDROLA RENEWABLES
COMMENTS & SUGGESTED REVISIONS

D.1 Introduction to Environmental Analysis (Intro to EA)

Section/
No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification

1. Intro to EA D.1-4 First paragraph Please update language to reflect corrected analysis per
the Modified project Layout.

... Moving the O&M and collector substation
facilities to this alternative location would resultin | Please revise language to reflect the changes to the

an a substantial increase in the length of the 34.5 kV | number of poles and increased mileage of the overhead
overhead collector lines and number of collector line |collector system associated with the Alt #2 and Alt #3
poles to connect the wind turbines to the substation. | Transmission Line configurations. The modifications
The overhead collector line system would increase | made to the text will clarify the tradeoff of impacts if
by 7.7 miles, from 9.3 miles (proposed) to 17 miles | an Alternate transmission line route is utilized.
necessitating the construction of 202 extra collector
line poles, an increase from 250 (proposed) to 452
poles. Hewever-the The underground collector lines
would decrease in distance approximately 6.2 miles
from 35.1 28 miles (proposed) to 28.9 27 miles, and
the 138 kV transmission line would decrease in
distance as a result of this alternative by
approximately 5.4 miles from 9.2 miles (proposed) to
4-3.8 miles, and the number of transmission line
poles would decrease from 126 80 poles (proposed)
to 4944 poles. Under this alternative the 138 kV gen-
tie transmission line would run from the alternate
collector substation approximately 1 mile east, south
along McCain Valley Road, and then west along Old
Highway 80 until connecting to the proposed
Boulevard Substation rebuild component of the ECO
Substation Project. This alternative would increase
the land disturbance by 49.3 12 acres, from 725.3
12 acres (proposed) to 774.6 724 acres.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 1 Intro to EA
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Justification

Third paragraph

...As aresult of this alternative, the 138 kV gen-tie
transmission line would decrease in distance by 3.8
miles from 9.2 miles (proposed) to 5.4 miles—;
however, the length of the overhead collector line
system would increase in distance by 7.7 miles from
9.3 miles (proposed) to 17 miles. Additionally, under
this alternative, transmission line poles would
decrease by 20 poles from 426 80 poles (proposed) to
59 60 poles, but collector line poles would increase
by 202 poles from 250 poles to 452 poles. This
alternative would increase the land disturbance by
54.7 16 acres, from 725.3 742 acres (proposed) to
780 428 acres.
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TULE WIND PROJECT DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/STATEMENT

IBERDROLA RENEWABLES

COMMENTS & SUGGESTED REVISIONS

Section D.10: Public Health and Safety

Section/
No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
1. Public Healthand | Entire Section | Please replace “Pacific Wind Development” with “Tule | Tule Wind, LLC is now the Tule Wind Project
Safety Wind, LLC.” applicant. “Pacific Wind Development” should be
replaced throughout the document with “Tule
Wind, LLC.”
2. Public Health and D.10-7 Fifth bulleted item Please consider striking sentence because it has no
Safety relevance to a contaminated site at or near the
Rough-Acres Ranch-is-located-north-ef-nterstate-8-(1-8} | project area.
. ~ai ?
3. Public Health and D.10-20 County of San Diego Draft General Plan Update — | Please consider clarifying the applicability of the
Safety Safety Element Draft General Plan.
The following goals and policies of the San Diego
County Draft General Plan Update, Safety Element
(County of San Diego 2010a), are associated with
public health and safety and are presented or
informational purposes; however the following goals
and policies are not applicable to the Proposed
PROJECT because the Draft General Plan has not yet
been adopted:
4. Public Health and | D.10-25, Table Although Table D.10-1 lists impact determinations
Safety D.10-1 for Impacts HAZ-7 and HAZ-8 under the Proposed

Project, the text of the Draft EIR/EIR does not
discuss those impacts under the Proposed Project
(only under the Tule Project). Please consider
adding a discussion to the text, to be consistent
with the table.
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Section/

Safety

plans and as part of the Health and Safety Program for
the project as described in Mitigation Measure HAZ-
1b, the applicant shall establish a safety zone or setback
for wind turbine generators from residencests and
occupied buildings, public roads, ROWSs, transmission
lines, and other public access areas sufficient to prevent
accidents from the operation of wind turbine
generators. A plan detailing the proposed setbacks and
safety zone shall be submitted to the lead jurisdictional
agencies (as described in the Mitigation Monitoring
and Reporting Program) for review and approval
according to the following standards outlined in this
mitigation measure at least 30 days prior to
construction_of any turbine foundation. The plan shall
include a graphic depicting each turbine and the
associated buffer safety zone as follows:-

e 125% of turbine tip height from frequently
traveled public roads

e 125% of turbine tip height from the edge of
the existing transmission line easement

No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
5. Public Health and D.10-33 The proposed Tule Wind Project includes the Please consider revising to reflect the Modified
Safety construction and operation of up to £34-128 wind Project Layout.
turbines, two three meteorological towers, a sonic
detecting and ranging (SODAR) unit or a light
detecting and ranging (LIDAR) unit, an operations and
maintenance (O&M) facility... The project also
includes the construction of access roadways,
temporary staging areas for the construction of the
wind turbines, and a temporary batch plant for
construction activities.
6. Public Health and D.10-66 As a standard safety precaution, turbines would Please revise this statement to reflect corrected
Safety automatically shut down if sustained winds or gusts analysis. Predetermined set points are established
Second paragraph, | exceed predetermined set points established by the by the manufacturer (and vary slightly from
fifth sentence  |turbine manufacturer to prevent equipment failure, as | manufacturer to manufacturer and from turbine
confirmed in the plan contained in MM HAZ-6. model to model) and would be utilized for shutting
sustained-winds-in-the-project-areareach-50-milesper [ down turbines due to windy conditions.
houror-gustsreach-above 56-miesper-hour.
7. Public Health and D.10-66 MM HAZ-6 Prior to approval of final construction Please consider revising this mitigation measure.

The Tule Wind Project has been designed to
comply with, or in most circumstances, exceed this
requirement, however, it should not be applied to
the property lines of parcels owned by landowners
that are participating in the project.
Implementation would impose a hardship on the
Ewiiaapaayp Tribal lands because in certain
locations the topography of its land only allows
placement of certain turbines near the property
line. The adjacent owner is the BLM. If the
setback is deemed to apply to all parcel
boundaries, it should be applied with discretion by
the agency with jurisdiction over the particular
turbine. Similarly, failure to provide a setback
waiver would also harm private property owners
leasing land for the Tule Wind Project. Private
land owners with multiple parcels where
topographic features require placement near the
parcel boundary of a single owner, or adjacent to
BLM land, would be precluded from lease
revenues associated with several turbines.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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These setbacks shall not apply to lot or parcel
boundaries if written consent signed by the owner(s) of
each lot or parcel affected by the proposed setback
reduction is obtained, or the lot or parcel affected by
the proposed setback is owned by the Bureau of Land
Management or other state or federal agency that
participated in the preparation of the EIR/EIS.

8. Public Health and D.10-66-67 The industry standard safety setback is 1.25 times the | See previous comment.
Safety total height for wind turbines and 1.0 times the total
height for towers that do not contain moving parts. The
safety setback shall be measured from the center of the
wind turbine or tower to the edge of the ROW or
easement, or if no ROW or easement is established, to
the line or structure in question. Setbacks shall not
apply to the ROW or easement, if the adjacent property
owner is a participant in the wind project. The
applicant shall ensure that all towers and structures
comply with appropriate safety zones and setbacks.
The applicant or applicant’s contractor shall designate
an environmental field representative who shall be on
site to observe, enforce, and document adherence to
approved setbacks and safety zones.

0. Public Health and D.10-67 Operation of the Campo, Manzanita, and Jordan wind | Please revise for clarity.
Safety energy projects would also pose a potential risk for
blade throw impacts. Hhowever, similar to the Tule
Wind Project, applicants are expected to implement the
latest in modern wind turbine technology to minimize

these risks.
10. Public Health and D.10-106 A 9.62-mile-long, single-circuit, 138 kV transmission | Please update to reflect the Modified Project
Safety line carrying up to 2081 megawatts of power from the | Layout.

Tule Wind Project to Boulevard Substation (This 138
kV line would originate at a 34.5 kV/138 kV substation
to carry power from a 34.5 kV overhead and
underground collector system associated with the Tule
Wind Project turbine generators.)

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 3 Public Health and Safety
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11. D.10-109 A number of private residences and camps are located | Please update to reflect the Modified Project
in the general vicinity of the Tule Wind Project, Layout.

including residences within 1,000 feet of the proposed
138 kV transmission line. Mapping of receptors
indicates eleven residences within 1,000 feet of the
Tule Wind Project transmission line.

12. Public Health and D.10-113 Attempts to reduce the length of the 138 kV Please update the language to reflect corrected
Safety transmission line do not provide a reduction in EMFs | analysis.

Third paragraph |because longer collection system powerlines must be
built, and those lines would create EMFs that would
offset any reductions in the length of the 138 kV
w EMFs—fFem—the—]%%e\Ltransmbsyen

13. D.10-115 Route 3 has the same effects related to relocation of the |Please update to reflect the Modified Project
34.5/138 kV substation onto Rough Acres Ranch as Layout.

described previously for Route 2. Placement of the 138
kV transmission line along an alternative route along
Ribbonwood Road reduces line length by 4- 3.8 miles.

14. Public Health and D.10-142 HAZ-6. Wind Turbine Safety Zone and Setbacks Please revise Mitigation Measure HAZ-6 as
Safety suggested in Comment #7 above.

Prior to approval of final construction plans and as part
of the Health and Safety Program for the project
described in Mitigation Measure HAZ-1b, Pacific
Wind-Develepment-Tule Wind LLC, shall establish a
safety zone or setback for wind turbine generators from
residents residences and occupied buildings, public
roads, ROWs, transmission lines, and other public
access areas sufficient to prevent accidents from the
operation of wind turbine generators. A plan detailing
the proposed setbacks and safety zone shall be
submitted to the lead jurisdictional agencies (as

described in MMRP)BLM;-San-Diego-County-CSEC;

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 4 Public Health and Safety
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BI’I.‘ a']d’g' t el_Ewuaapl aa_yp_Bal_ |d_el IEHI meyady
construction-activities-are-completed; for review and
approval according to the following standards outlined
in this mitigation measure at least 30 days prior to
construction_of any turbine foundation. The plan shall
include a graphic depicting each turbine and the
associated buffer safety zone_as follows:

o 125% of turbine tip height from frequently
traveled public roads

e 125% of turbine tip height from the edge of the
existing transmission line easement

These setbacks shall not apply to lot or parcel
boundaries if written consent signed by the owner(s) of
each lot or parcel affected by the proposed setback
reduction is obtained, or the lot or parcel affected by
the proposed setback is owned by the Bureau of Land
Management or other state or federal agency that
participated in the preparation of the EIR/EIS.

The industry standard safety setback is 1.25 times the
total height for wind turbines and 1.0 times the total
height for towers that do not contain moving parts. The
safety setback shall be measured from the center of the
wind turbine or tower to the edge of the ROW or
easement, or if no ROW or easement is established, to
the line or structure in question. Setbacks shall not
apply to the ROW or easement, if the adjacent property
owner is a participant in the wind project. The
applicant shall ensure that all towers and structures
comply with appropriate safety zones and setbacks.
Pacific-Wind-Development-Tule Wind LLC, or its
contractor shall designate an environmental field
representative who shall be on site to observe, enforce,
and document adherence to approved setbacks and
safety zones.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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15. Public Health and D.10-145 Table D.10-13 Please consider adding APM TULE-PHS-5 and
Safety TULE-PHS-8 to the Project. These APMs were

proposed by the Applicant but have not been
addressed in the Draft EIR/EIS.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 6 Public Health and Safety
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TULE WIND PROJECT DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/STATEMENT
IBERDROLA RENEWABLES
COMMENTS & SUGGESTED REVISIONS

Section D.11: Air Quality

Section/
No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification

1. Air Quality D.11-6 Ambient Air Quality Please consider adding this text to identify the
monitoring stations in greater detail.

The SDAPCD operates numerous air quality
monitoring stations in western San Diego County.
The monitoring station nearest to the Proposed
PROJECT area is the Alpine monitoring station,
located approximately 35 miles northwest of the ECO
Substation and ESJ Gen-Tie Project areas and
approximately 25 miles west of the Tule Wind
Project area._ Ambient air quality data collected at the
Alpine monitoring station are the most representative
of the project site, because Alpine is located at higher
altitudes than other monitoring stations within San
Diego County, similar to the project. As the Alpine
monitoring station does not measure CO or PM;j,
data from the El Cajon-Redwood Avenue monitoring
station and the Otay Mesa-Paseo International
monitoring station provide estimates of background
air quality data that are likely conservative. The El
Centro monitoring station, which is located in
Imperial County, is not considered representative of
air quality in the project vicinity due to differences in
terrain, climate conditions, and air emissions sources

in the vicinity.

2. Air Quality Entire Section | Please replace “Pacific Wind Development” with Tule Wind, LLC is now the Tule Wind Project
“Tule Wind, LLC.” applicant. “Pacific Wind Development” should be
replaced throughout the document with “Tule Wind,
LLC.”

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 1 Air Quality
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Air Quality

D.11-7
Table D.11-2

National 38-Hour Ozone (Column 4)
Alpine

2005 - 0-23
2006 - 0-37
2007 - +23
2008-2 31
2009 - 9-22
El Cajon -
2006 - 04
2007 -6-3
2008 -85
2009 -06-2
Otay Mesa
2008 —6-2

Source: CARB 200911b

Air Quality Standard Violations is inconsistent with
what is presented in the AED. Please consider
changing and updating with basin specific findings.
Please update the violation numbers to reflect current
data and the current source.

Air Quality

D-11-7
Table D.11-1
(footnote)

! Source: CARB 200911a
2Source: CARB 200911b

Please update to reflect the correct year for the CARB.

Air Quality

D.11-11
Table D.11-4

Ozone (8-hour); Nonattainment {Subpart-1)
(moderate)?

2 The San Diego Air Basin is currently designated as
a moderate nonattainment area for the federal 8-hour
standard. The EPA is in the process of redesignating
the air basin as a serious nonattainment area for the 8-

hour ozone standard.

Please update Table D.11-4 to reflect the correct
nonattainment for federal 8-hour standard.

Air Quality

D.11-14

The SDAB was initially designated a “basic”
nonattainment area for the federal 8-hour ozone
standard; however, the EPA has redesignated the
SDAB as a moderate nonattainment area. Because
the SDAB did not attain the federal 8-hour ozone
standard in 2009, the EPA is in the process of
redesignating the SDAB as a serious nonattainment
area. The SDAPCD has developed a plan to attain
and maintain the NAAQS for Os in its Eight-Hour
Ozone Attainment Plan for San Diego County
(SDAPCD 2007b), which presents emission
inventories, emission control measures, and an

Please update language to reflect the federal 8-hour
ozone standard.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
Iberdrola Renewables

Air Quality
March 2011



Section/
No. Appendix

Page

Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision

Justification

attainment demonstration conducted for the SDAB.
That plan will be updated as part of the redesignation
of the air basin as a serious nonattainment area. The
SDAB is in attainment for the NAAQS for all other
criteria pollutants. The SDAB is currently classified
as a nonattainment area under the CAAQS for O3,
PMy, and PM,s; however, no air quality plans are
required for PMy, or PM, 5 under the California CAA.

7. Air Quality

D.11-15

Air Quality Management Plans, Os. The Eight-
Hour Ozone Attainment Plan for San Diego County
indicates that local controls and state programs will
allow the region to reach attainment of the federal 8-
hour Oz standard by 2009 (SDAPCD 2007b). Because
the SDAB did not attain the federal 8-hour O
standard in 2009, the EPA is in the process of
redesignating the SDAB as a serious nonattainment
area. The redesignation will trigger the requirement
for the SDAPCD to update the attainment plan. The
SDAPCD is also responsible for implementing the
Regional Air Quality Strategy (RAQS). ta-thisplan,
SDAPCD relies on the RAQS to demonstrate how the
region will comply with the federal state O standard.
The RAQS details how the region will manage and
reduce O; precursors (NO, and VOCs) by identifying
measures and regulations intended to reduce these
contaminants. The control measures identified in the
RAQS generally focus on stationary sources;
however, the emissions inventories and projections in
the RAQS address all potential sources, including
those under the authority of CARB and the EPA.
Incentive programs for reduction of emissions from
heavy-duty diesel vehicles, off-road equipment, and
school buses are also established in the RAQS.

Please update language to reflect the federal 8-hour

ozone standard.

8. Air Quality

D.11-18

A conformity determination is required for each
criteria pollutant or precursor where the total of direct
and indirect emissions of the criteria pollutant or
precursor in a federal nonattainment or maintenance
area would equal or exceed specified annual emission
rates, referred to as “de minimis” thresholds. For O

Please update language to reflect this language.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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precursors and PM,, the de minimis thresholds
depend on the severity of the nonattainment
classification; for other pollutants, the threshold is set
at 100 tons per year.

As indicated in Table D.11-4, the SDAB is currently
designated as Subpart-1- moderate nonattainment for
Os. The SDAB is in attainment with all remaining
NAAQS. The relevant de minimis thresholds for the
SDAB are 100 tons per year for VOCs (O3 precursor)
and NOy (O3 precursor).

0. Air Quality D.11-24 The following measures shall be incorporated to Please update to include language regarding
reduce fugitive dust and other criteria pollutant decommissioning.
emissions during construction and decommissioning
activities:
10. Air Quality D.11-26 The project is anticipated to be constructed over the | Please update language to reflect the correct
Paragraph 1 | course of 48-te 24 months. construction period.

11. Air Quality D.11-26 TFable-D-11-9-shows-the-expected-emissionratesfor | Please update to provide the correct project phasing for
eriteria-poHutants—TFhe-maximum-daily-emissions-are | construction activities.

expected-to-oceur-auring the-under grou d Ht_'l't'_e_l__she
project will be constructed in three main phases. The
first phase involves rough grading and tower base
work. During this phase of construction, site
disturbance activities will occur. It was assumed that
the worker trips would be lower during this phase
(assumed to be 50 percent of the maximum daily
trips) and that truck trips would not be required to
transport materials to the site. The second phase of
construction involves underground utilities and tower
work. During this phase of construction, utilities will
be installed, and truck trips will be required. The
final phase of construction involves tower
construction and finish work. It was assumed that the
workforce and truck trips would be at their average
peak daily values during this phase.

Table D.11-9 shows the expected emission rates for

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 4 Air Quality
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criteria pollutants. The maximum daily emissions are
expected to occur during the underground utilities
and tower work phase of the Tule Wind Project.

i -To
account for fugitive dust control measures in the
calculations, it was assumed that the active sites
would be watered at least three times daily to comply
with SDAPCD Rule 55.

12.

Air Quality

D.11-26
Table D.11-9

Estimated Daily construction Emission Sources are
incorrect. Off-Road Equipment was not presented in
AED air quality report.

Please update Table D.11-9 to with the correct
breakdown of construction equipment construction
emissions for the project.

13.

Air Quality

D.11-26-27

As shown in Table D.11-9, the Tule Wind Project is
expected to remain below the daily significance
thresholds for criteria air pollutants for VOC, CO,
and SOy, and PM, 5. However, construction-related
emissions would exceed the MOGC; NO, and PM;, and
PM, s thresholds, and the Tule Wind Project would
result in an adverse impact to air quality; therefore,
mitigation has been provided. Implementation of
Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2 would reduce
criteria pollutant emissions; however, the identified
impact for NOx and PM,, ard cannot be mitigated
below a level of significance. Under CEQA, impacts
would be significant and cannot be mitigated to a
level that is considered less than significant (Class I).

Please update the language to reflect the findings and
determinations in Table D.11-9.

14.

Air Quality

D.11-27
Paragraph 2

Sensitive receptors would be located as close as: 18
feet from roadway construction areas, 787 feet from
underground utility construction, 705 feet from tower
base construction, and 63 feet from 138 kV
transmission line construction, and 318 feet away
from batch plant operation. Mereover-sensitive

receptors-are-not-generally located-nearthe project

Please update language to reflect the distance to
sensitive receptors. Impacts are measured on the basis
of emissions rather than distance to receptors for
criteria pollutant impacts.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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Accordingly, identified impacts would not be
adverse. Under CEQA, impacts would be considered
less than significant (Class I11).

15.

Air Quality

D.11-27

The expected lifespan of the Tule Wind Project is 30
years. Decommissioning activities would be expected
to result in substantially lower equipment- and
vehicle-related emissions due to more stringent
engine and motor vehicle standards (e.g., all off-road
diesel engines in 30 years will meet Tier 4
requirements at a minimum). Fugitive dust emissions;
however; would likely be similar to those
experienced during construction activities-therefore;

Prior to termination of the ROW authorization, a
decommissioning plan would be developed and
approved by BLM and San Diego County. The
decommissioning plan would require similar dust
control measures as described under Mitigation
Measure AQ-1. The condition of the site and
surrounding areas in 30 years is unknown; therefore,
emissions associated with fugitive dust are unknown.
However, since there is the potential for fugitive dust
emissions to occur in excess of current thresholds,
decommissioning activities would have the potential
to result in an adverse impact. Under CEQA,
unmitigated impacts would be significant.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1 would
reduce this impact; ~thed

mitigated-to a level less than significant with
mitigation under CEQA (Class I1).

Please update language to reflect the fugitive dust
emissions as a significant impact resulting from a Class
| to a Class Il significant impact.

16.

Air Quality

D.11-30
First paragraph

While it is possible that the three PROJECT
components (ECO Substation, Tule Wind, and ESJ
Gen-Tie) will not be developed simultaneously, it is
possible that construction activities could overlap.
For conservative purposes, it was assumed that the
maximum activity could occur for all of the
PROJECT components simultaneously. Criteria
pollutant emissions generated from the Proposed
PROJECT are shown in Table D.11-11.

Please update language to clarify simultaneous
construction work.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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17. Air Quality D.11-32 Proposed Project Estimated Daily Construction As discussed previously, this table overstates the
Table D.11-11 | Emissions expected project impacts by aggregating non-
overlapping construction phases. If these activities
Tule Wind Project (Row 2). occur simultaneously, they must be disclosed.
VOC - 16.9 807 Otherwise the project will be restricted from
NO,. 257.3 5484 simultaneous construction. Please update table to
CO - 169.4 4057 reflect the corrected estimated daily construction
SO,-0.464 emissions.
PMyo - 157.5 6132
PM_ s - 34.9 106:5
Total Daily Emissions (Row 4
VOC - 90.49 15429
NO,_ 721.04 1,612.14
CO - 169.4 4057
SO, — 6.46 12:46
PMy, — 550.48 1,0606-18
PM,s —109.97 18157
18. Air Quality D.11-33 Tule Wind Project Estimated Daily Operation and Please update the table to reflect the correct amount of
Table D.11-14 | Maintenance Emissions Table daily operation and maintenance emissions. The
project description includes 12 workers, and should be
NOx CO SOx disclosed to the public.
0.51 45 3.283 0.0190
0.51 45 3.283 0.0190
250 550 250
No No No
19. Air Quality D.11-33 Additionally, wind turbines are considered a clean, Clean, renewable energy sources have a beneficial

renewable energy source and would not impact air
quality standards by their operation. As such,
pollutant emissions associated with operation of the
Tule Wind Project would be negligible. Therefore,
the project operations would not violate air quality
standards or contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation. Identified impacts
would not be adverse. Clean, renewable energy
sources have a beneficial impact (Class 1V) and
would actually result in negative emission numbers
when compared with the conventional, fossil-fuel
fired generation of 200 MW of electricity. Ynder

impact (Class 1V) and would actually result in negative
emission numbers when compared with the
conventional generation of 201 MW of electricity.
Please consider changing the class impact to reflect
this language.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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“EOA I d loss 1
ng-ﬁ-l-f—l-e&nt—(e—lﬁ-ss—”—l)—- ifi O
20. Air Quality D.11-35 Combined Project Estimated Daily Operations and Please update the table to reflect the correct amount of
Table D.11-15 | Maintenance Emissions daily operation and maintenance emissions. The
project description includes 12 workers, and should be
NOX CO SOx disclosed to the public.
43.68 110.65 1.06
0.51 845 3.283 0.010
Negligible Negligible Negligible
44.19 113.9388 1.076
250 550 250
No No No
21. Air Quality D.11-36 Estimated Annual Construction Emissions Please see edits made to Table D.11-17 in Section
Table D.11-17 D.11, Air Quality and update annual construction
emission numbers to reflect the correct construction
emissions. Please see updated construction emission
numbers provided in Attachment D.11.1, Scientific
Resources Associated. Air Quality Technical
Memorandum (February 2011)
22. Air Quality D.11-39 Sensitive receptors would be located as close as: 18 | Please update language to reflect the distance to
44 feet from roadway construction areas, 787 feet from | sensitive receptors.
Paragraph 4 | underground utility construction, 705 feet from tower
base construction, 63 feet from 138 kV transmission
line construction, and 318 feet away from batch plant
operation.
23. Air Quality D.11-51 Decommissioning activities would be expected to Please update to change these significance criteria for

result in substantially lower equipment- and vehicle-
related emissions due to more stringent off-road
engine and motor vehicle standards (e.g., all off-road
diesel engines in 30 years will meet Tier 4 standards
at a minimum). Fugitive dust emissions would likely
be similar to those experienced during construction
activities. Fugitive-dust-emissions-howeverwould
likel el I . ! i

an-adverse-impact-Under CEQA, unmitigated
impacts would be significant._Implementation of
Mitigation Measure AQ-1 would reduce this impact;

this project alternative.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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reduction in the amount of surface area that would be
disturbed could reduce this impact to less than
significant under CEQA (Class I1). however-the
HApaGts cant e_t .be' Higated-Under Q.E.Q“ HApacts
Iweullellbe Stgf |I|e_a| Eal dl cannot Iae_ |||_|Ft_|gatee| tel a )

24,

Air Quality

D.11-51

Additionally, wind turbines are considered a clean,
renewable energy source and would not impact air
guality standards by their operation. As such,
pollutant emissions associated with operation of the
Tule Wind Project would be negligible. Therefore,
the project operations would not violate air quality
standards or contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation. Identified impacts
would not be adverse. Clean, renewable energy
sources have a beneficial impact (Class V) and
would actually result in negative emission numbers
when compared with the conventional, fossil-fuel
fired generation of 201 MW of electricity. - therefore
i Impacts would be considered beneficial less-than

significant-under CEQA (Class HIV).

Please consider changing the impact determination to a
Class IV impact for the reasons stated.

25.

Air Quality

D.11-53

Fugitive dust emissions would likely be similar to
those experienced during construction activities.
Fugitive dustemissions;-howeverwould-likely be
similar-to-those-experienced-during-construction

activities;-therefore, they-would-resultin-an-adverse
#mpact-Implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1
would reduce this impact; reduction in the amount of
surface area that would be disturbed could reduce this
impact to less than significant under CEQA (Class

_)_UHdeFGEQA—un#uﬂgated—rmpaetstuld-be

Please update to change these significance criteria for
this project alternative.
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26.

Air Quality

D.11-53

Additionally, wind turbines are considered a clean,
renewable energy source and would not impact air
quality standards by their operation. As such,
pollutant emissions associated with operation of the
Tule Wind Project would be negligible. Therefore,
the project operations would not violate air quality
standards or contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation. Identified impacts
would not be adverse. Clean, renewable energy
sources have a beneficial impact (Class 1V) and
would actually result in negative emission numbers
when compared with the conventional, fossil-fuel
fired generation of 201 MW of electricity. Under
CEQA, impacts would be considered beneficial less

than-significant-(Class IVHY).

Please update to change these significance criteria for
this project alternative.

217.

Air Quality

D.11-54

Decommissioning activities would be expected to
result in substantially lower equipment- and vehicle-
related emissions due to more stringent off-road
engine and motor vehicle standards (e.g., all off-road
diesel engines in 30 years will meet Tier 4 standards
at a minimum). Fugitive dust emissions, would likely
be similar to those experienced during construction

activities. Fugitive-dust-emissions-however-would
likely-be-similar-to-those-experienced-during
an-adverse-bmpact: Implementation of Mitigation
Measure AQ-1 would reduce this impact; reduction
in the amount of surface area that would be disturbed
could reduce this impact to less than significant under

CEQA (Class II) UHder—GEQA—umqqmgated—mamaets

Please update to change these significance criteria for
this project alternative.

the-Hmpacts ca st_be |_n_|t|gatee| Uhder GEQ/ o

H palets ulueulel_be Sig iiea llt & ellea Aot b.eﬁ.' iigated

(Class-b:
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28.

Air Quality

D.11.55

Additionally, wind turbines are considered a clean,
renewable energy source and would not impact air
quality standards by their operation. As such,
pollutant emissions associated with operation of the
Tule Wind Project would be negligible. Therefore,
the project operations would not violate air quality
standards or contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation. Identified impacts
would not be adverse. Clean, renewable energy
sources have a beneficial impact (Class 1V) and
would actually result in negative emission numbers
when compared with the conventional, fossil-fuel
fired generation of 201 MW of electricity. Under
CEQA, impacts would be considered beneficial ess

than-significant (Class IVH).

Please update to change these significance criteria for
this project alternative.

29.

Air Quality

D.11-57

Fugitive dust emissions, would likely be similar to
those experienced during construction activities.
ugitive dust SRUSSIONS, ROWEVE! would I'ke.b be
5|||_||I_a|_ te; tlleseﬁe;ep,eum ced dIHII 9 ele striction
#mpact-Implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-1
would reduce this impact; reduction in the amount of
surface area that would be disturbed could reduce this
impact to less than significant under CEQA (Class
anificant_lmol . ¢ Mitiaation M

Please update to change these significance criteria for
this project alternative.

30.

Air Quality

D.11-57

Additionally, wind turbines are considered a clean,
renewable energy source and would not impact air
guality standards by their operation. As such,
pollutant emissions associated with operation of the
Tule Wind Project would be negligible. Therefore,
the project operations would not violate air quality
standards or contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation. Identified impacts
would not be adverse. Clean, renewable energy

Please update to change these significance criteria for
this project alternative

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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sources have a beneficial impact (Class V) and
would actually result in negative emission numbers
when compared with the conventional, fossil-fuel
fired generation of 201 MW of electricity. Under
CEQA, operational impacts would be eonsidered-less

than-significant beneficial (Class IVH).

31. Air Quality D.11-58 Decommissioning activities would be expected to Please update to change these significance criteria for
result in substantially lower equipment- and vehicle- | this project alternative

related emissions due to more stringent off-road
engine and motor vehicle standards (e.g., all off-road
diesel engines in 30 years will meet Tier 4 standards
at a minimum). Fugitive-dust-emissions-hewever;
would-Hikely-be-similar-to-these-experienced-during

construction-activities;-therefore,-they-would-resultin
an-adverse-bmpact-Implementation of Mitigation

Measure AQ-1 would reduce this impact; reduction
in the amount of surface area that would be disturbed
could reduce this impact to less than significant under

CEQA (Class 11).

32. Air Quality D.11-59 Additionally, wind turbines are considered a clean, Please update to change these significance criteria for
renewable energy source and would not impact air this project alternative

quality standards by their operation. As such,
pollutant emissions associated with operation of the
Tule Wind Project would be negligible. Therefore,
the project operations would not violate air quality
standards or contribute substantially to an existing or
projected air quality violation. Identified impacts
would not be adverse. Clean, renewable energy
sources have a beneficial impact (Class IV) and
would actually result in negative emission numbers
when compared with the conventional, fossil-fuel
fired generation of 201 MW of electricity. Under
CEQA, impacts would be eonsidered-less-than

signhificant-beneficial (Class IVHY).

33. Air Quality D.11-68-71 Table D.11-21 Please consider applying APMs TULE-AIR-1 through
TULE-AIR-15 to the Project. The Applicant proposed
these measures, but they are not addressed in this
section of the Draft EIR/EIS.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 12 Air Quality
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34. Air Quality D.11-71 TULE-AIR-1. The proposed mitigation measures for | Please update to reflect the pollutant emissions impacts
dust and exhaust emissions would not reduce the due to the project.

impacts to less than significant. While

Table D.11-22 | implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and
AQ-2 would reduce criteria pollutant emissions,

and discussion | because the effectiveness of measures cannot be
below D.11-72 |calculated, the identified impact cannot be mitigated.
Despite modifications to project design that could
reduce the construction schedule associated with the
proposed Tule Wind Project, project alternatives are
anticipated to result in similar air quality impacts
associated with ~O&; NO,, and PMy, and-PM, 5
emissions generated during construction activities
and because the effectiveness of dust and exhaust
emission reducing measures cannot be calculated,
there is no feasible mitigation to reduce this
anticipated impact to a level that is below a level of
significance under CEQA.

Attachments

D.11.1 - Scientific Resources Associated. Air Quality Technical Memorandum (February 2011)

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 13 Air Quality
Iberdrola Renewables March 2011
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COMMENTS & SUGGESTED REVISIONS

Section D.12: Water Resources

Section/
No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
1. Water Resources D.12.1 Third paragraph GLOBAL COMMENT: Please include new

Baseline hydrologic conditions in the Proposed
PROJECT area were obtained from a review of
reference documents listed in Section D.12.8, including
documents from the United States Geological Survey
(USGS), California Department of Water Resources
(DWR), State Water Resources Control Board
(SWRCB), Colorado River Basin Regional Water
Quality Control Board (RWQCB), and San Diego
RWQCB. Other documents reviewed include
Groundwater Resources, Tule Wind Project, East
County San Diego (Geo-Logic Associates 2010);
Groundwater Investigation Report, Tule Wind Farm,
East San Diego County (Geo-Logic Associates,
December 2010); Modified Construction Water Supply
Evaluation, Tule Wind Project, East San Diego County,

California (Geo-Logic Associates, February 15, 2011);
Tule Wind Project Preliminary Drainage Summary
(HDR 2009a); Draft Tule Wind Project Major Use
Permit Stormwater Management Plan, County of San
Diego (HDR 2009b); Tule Wind Project Preliminary
Drainage Report Tule Wind Project Stormwater
Management Plan (HDR 2010a, ); Tule Wind Project:
Preliminary Drainage Report (HDR 2010b); Tule Wind
Project Stormwater Management Plan (HDR 2011);
Tule Wind Project: Preliminary Drainage Report (HDR
2011); Hydrology Study ESJ Gen-Tie Line 230 kV and
500 kV Alternatives, San Diego County, California

studies references to reflect the Modified

Project Layout.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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(Burns & McDonnell 2009); a groundwater supply
options memorandum for the ESJ Gen-Tie Project
(Bennett pers. comm. 2010); Major Stormwater
Management Plan (SWMP) for the Construction
Activities Associated with the Energia Sierra Juarez
U.S. Transmission Gen-Tie Project (Burns &
McDonnell 2010); as well as aerial photographs and
topographic maps.

Water Resources

D.12-7

Update Figure D.12-1 with the provided GIS shape files

Please update Figure D-12-1 to reflect the
Modified Project Layout.

Water Resources

D.12.11

Second Paragraph

... Approximately one sixth of the project drains runoff
to the west, ultimately discharging into the Pacific
Ocean at the Tijuana Estuary (HDR 2040a2011). A
northeastern ridgeline crosses the easterly draining
portions of the Tule Wind Project, dividing Salton Sea
bound flows southwest into Tule Creek and northeast
into Carrizo Wash, Bow Willow Creek, and Canebrake
Wash. Tule Creek drains the majority of the southern
portion of the project site to the southeast into Tule
Lake. Tule Lake drains into Carrizo Wash, and
ultimately discharges into the Salton Sea (HDR
2010a2011).

Please revise reference documents.

Water Resources

D.12.11

Implementation of the Tule Wind project would result
in a significant reduction of water use by offsetting the
annual water use requirements of older, less-efficient
gas fired power plants that utilize water cooling. An
assessment of SDG&E’s Palomar Power Project, a gas-
fired power plant was conducted by the California
Energy Commission (CEC) in 2003, indicated that the
power plant would consume approximately 3.6 million
gallons per day (mgd) or approximately 2,500 gallons
per minute (gpm) of reclaimed water. Given the
Palomar Power Project is a 546 MW combined cycle
power plant, this equates to an estimated 274.73 gallons
per megawatt hour (gal/MWh). The Tule Wind Project,
with a planned capacity of 201 MW, is estimated to

Please consider including this information
regarding the offset in water saving by energy
produced by a clean renewable energy source.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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generate 543,120 MWh of energy annually. Using the
figures provided as an example, the operation of the
Tule Wind Project would offset annual water use of
SDG&E's Palomar gas-fired power plant or similar
plants by approximately 149,000,000 gallons.

The electricity produced by the Tule Wind Project
would result in the “backing down” of older less-
efficient gas-fired power plants that utilize water
cooling. The older less efficient plants would be backed
down, or taken off line first, because of their higher
variable cost as compared to the newer more efficient
plants. Therefore, in the CA 1SO system where power
plants that do not operate efficiently are “backed down”,
the wind energy from the Tule Wind Project would
primarily displace generation from the older combined-
cycle water-cooled gas-fired power plants, reducing
overall water demand.

Water Resources

D.12.22

Construction and decommissioning of the Tule Wind
Project would be largely constructed on relatively
gradual slopes with good ground cover; still,
implementation of the Propose PROJECT could expose
small areas of severely erodible soils on steep slopes
due to ground surface disturbance, heavy equipment
traffic, and alteration of surface runoff patterns.
Additionally, weathering of freshly exposed soils from
trenching, foundation excavation, or access road
construction can release various chemicals through
oxidation and leaching processes. These activities can
then affect the surface water and groundwater quality
for down-gradient locations. The Tule Wind Project
would directly impact a total of approximately 768 725
acres (224 222 temporary acres during construction only
and 544-513 acres of permanent impacts), which would
result in adverse impacts on water quality on site and
indirectly off site due to increased erosion and
sedimentation.

A large portion of the project will be
constructed on relatively gradual slopes with
good ground cover and abundant large rock
formations. It may be misleading to classify
the whole project as being constructed on
highly erodible steep slopes. Please consider

revising the text accordingly.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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Water Resources

D.12-26

Third paragraph

Excavation activities could contaminate groundwater
through accidental material spills. Groundwater in the
Tule Wind project area occurs in shallow alluvium or at
depth within fractures in the crystalline bedrock.
Construction and decommissioning activities of the
Tule Wind Project are expected to necessitate
excavation to a depth of no more than 25 feet (With the
exception of rock anchor foundations, if needed in
rocky areas which require anchor up to 50 feet).

Please consider revising to reflect the correct
excavation depth required for turbine
foundations.

Water Resources

D.12-27

“Impact HYD-4: The Project could substantially
deplete-tecal-ground water supplies_or interfere
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficit in aguifer volume or a lowering
of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production

rate of preexisting nearby wells would drop to a level
that would not support existing land uses or planned
uses for which permits have been granted). According
to the County of San Diego’s Guidelines for
Determining Significance and Report Format and
Content Requirements — Groundwater Resources,
“groundwater impacts will be considered significant if a
soil moisture balance or equivalent analysis, conducted
using a minimum 30 years of precipitation data
including drought periods, concludes that at any given
time groundwater in storage is reduced to a level of 50
percent or less as a result of groundwater extraction.

To clarify the significance threshold utilized,
please consider including the text from the
significance question presented on pg. D.12-17.

Water Resources

D.12-29

A Groundwater Investigation Report (Geo-Logic,
December 2010) and supplemental modified
construction water supply evaluation (Geo-Logic,
February 2011) were prepared for the Tule Wind
project. Construction of the Tule Wind Project is
estimated to require approximately 47,512,000 19
million gallons of water to support the water needs of
the project for dust suppression and concrete mixing.
Turbine foundation construction is estimated to require
7,500 to 15,000 gallons of water per foundation,

Subsequent to preparation of the Draft EIR/EIS
by the CPUC, Tule Wind, LLC prepared a
Groundwater Investigation Report (December
2010) and an updated with the Modified
Construction Water Supply Evaluation Memo
(Feb, 2011). Given the location of the
groundwater wells proposed for use on land
under the jurisdiction of the County of San
Diego, the report is prepared to meet the
requirements of the County of San Diego
Groundwater Ordinance No. 9826, and the

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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depending on the size of the wind turbine selected
(larger turbines require more water for their
foundations). Assuming construction of two
foundations per day, water demand will be
approximately 15,000 to 30,000 gpd. Up to 120,000
gallons per day (gpd) will be required over an
approximate 72-day construction period for road
construction. Dust suppression activities during turbine
foundation construction (approximately 64 days) is
estimated to require 100,000 gpd, and would reduce to
50,000 gpd for dust control on project roads for the
subsequent 58 days during the period of turbine
erection. Over a period of 72 days, maximum road
watering and foundation construction would occur
simultaneously, the project would require the use of up
to 256235,000 gallons of water per day, requiring
continuous pumping of 124 gallons per minute (24-
hours per day, seven days per week) to support the
water needs of the project for dust suppression and
concrete mixing.

The project is planning to obtain water from_wells
within the Thing Valley Water Production Area (WPA)
on the Ewiiaapaayp Reservation and the Rough Acres
Ranch WPA. Two groundwater production wells are
located within the Thing Valley WPA. Two wells (6
and 6a) are located within the Rough Acres Ranch
WPA; however, seven wells surrounding the project
area were evaluated during the groundwater
investigation. Four of the wells are currently equipped
with pumps and are actively used for municipal water
supply or to provide water to livestock. The remaining
three wells are either equipped with pumps and are not
currently used or have not been equipped with pumps.

Based on aquifer testing conducted as part of the
groundwater investigation and well testing, Well No. 6
and No. 6a are capable of producing groundwater at 50
to 60 gpm each. The well test conducted on well No. 6a

County’s Guidelines for Determining
Significance and Report Format and Content
Requirements — Groundwater Resources, which
stipulates that development and utilization of
groundwater will not affect those who are
dependent upon groundwater unless it can be
demonstrated that there is an adequate supply
to provide both the project and existing users.
The report was also prepared based on the
County approved Groundwater Investigation
Workplan and Well Test Plan developed for the
Tule Wind project.

As identified in Section 3.7, Conclusions of the
report, “The potential for depletion of
groundwater in storage within the McCain
Valley is not anticipated. Results of the
groundwater demand during a drought period
indicate that eight times the anticipated
groundwater pumping would be required to
draw groundwater to the 50% depletion level.”

The CPUC should consider incorporating the
analysis and conclusions of the Groundwater
Investigation Report (December 2010) and
findings contained within Attachment D.12.1,
Modified Construction Water Supply
Evaluation Memo into the Final EIR. Based on
the conclusions of the report, the impact
determination provided on Page D.12-29 of the
Draft EIR should be revised. The impact
determination should be less than significant
because groundwater resources in McCain
Valley will not be depleted to a level less than
50% of available groundwater resources.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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indicates a specific yield of 60 gpm. A-Major Use
Permit for water extraction will be required for
groundwater pumping at Well No. 6a or other wells
located on land under the jurisdiction of the County of

San Diego.

There is no requirement for an MUP for groundwater
extraction for use of the well on the Ewiiaapaayp
Reservation. Results of the testing indicate that the
Reservation well can pump rate of 80 gallons per
minute (gpm) is possible, but a reduced pumping rate is
recommended. In addition, pumping from other
reservation wells is possible to provide a supplemental
water supply. 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.
However, based on the results of the Groundwater
Investigation Report (Geo-Logic Associates, December
2010), water from these sources is not required to meet
the 124 gpm pump rate.

Based on the lower pumping rate of 50 gpm at Well No.
6a and an 80 gpm pumping rate at the one well tested on
the Reservation, the required pumping rate of 124 gpm
is achieved. Based on the results of the aquifer
pumping test at Well No. 6a, the significance criteria for
well interference and 50 percent depletion of
groundwater in storage associated with project
construction requirements will not be exceeded.
Actually, at the gpm rates identified in the Groundwater
Investigation Report, a gpm pumping rate of 130 is
achieved, which exceeds the project’s maximum daily
water requirements during construction. Additionally,
if the pumping rate at Well No.6a is doubled to 100
gpm, the project would exceed the required gpm
pumping rate by 56 gpm/day. Also, it should be taken
into consideration that additional wells on the

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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Ewiiaapaayp Reservation may be available for use.

An agreement was reached between Tule Wind, LLC
and SDRFPD for the provision and one-time fill of the
four 10,000 gallon water tanks for fire fighting support
to be placed throughout the project area prior to
construction. The one-time demand of 40,000 gallons
of water was not included in the Water Investigation
Report, but addressed in the is included in this
memorandum to account for the water usage (Geo-
Logic, 2011). This one-time additional water need is not
anticipated to impact the groundwater supply.

The potential for depletion of groundwater in storage
within the McCain Valley is not anticipated. Results of
the groundwater demand during a drought period
indicate that eight times the anticipated groundwater
pumping proposed by the project would be required to
draw groundwater to the 50 percent depletion level.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure HY D-3 would
ensure that impacts to the local groundwater during
construction would not be adverse because these
measures would ensure verification that sufficient
groundwater existed prior to use of the three wells and
that groundwater availability would not be affected
throughout project construction._ Under CEQA, impacts
would be significant but would be mitigated to a less-
than-significant level (Class II).

Water Resources

D.12.29

During the decommissioning phase of the project,
impacts would be less than the construction phase of the
project, as no water will be required for concrete
mixing. However, water may be required for dust
suppression throughout the decommissioning phase.
Prior to termination of the ROW authorization, a
decommissioning plan will be developed and approved
by BLM and San Diego County. Based on the results of
the aquifer pumping test at Well No. 6a, the significance

criteria for well interference and 50 percent depletion of
groundwater in storage associated with project

Please consider revising to include the correct
groundwater impacts due to the
decommissioning phase of the project.
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construction requirements will not be exceeded. As
state above, water demand associated with the
decommissioning phase of the project are less than the
construction phase; therefore, the significance criteria of
50 percent depletion of groundwater in storage would
not be exceeded.

10.

Water Resources

D.12-31

Construction of the Proposed PROJECT would require

the use of up to approximately 45 58 million gallons of
water during construction for dust suppression, grading,
and concrete mixing.

Please consider revising total water needs for
the Proposed PROJECT with the updated Tule
Wind Modified Project Layout water needs.

11.

Water Resources

D.12-35

Construction of the Tule Wind Project O&M/Substation
facility would be on a 10-acre site and would include
concrete pads for the facility foundations and electrical
transformers. Areas not covered by concrete pads, such
as the parking area, would be surfaced with gravel to
minimize changes in runoff and erosion. Concrete
foundations for turbines and transmission towers would
also be impervious surfaces that would alter existing
drainage patterns that could potentially result in an
increase in erosion and siltation. The turbines
associated meteorological towers and sonic detecting
and ranging (SODAR) unit, collector substation, and
O&M facility combined would create approximately 4%
1.3acres of impervious surface. The project would also
include approximately 166-513.3 acres of permanent
impacts associated with access roads, staging area, and
parking that would not be paved but would be
maintained as semipermeable surfaces. Due to overall
small impervious surface area created by the proposed
Tule Wind Project, the existing drainage patterns would
not be adversely affected (HDR 2040a2011). The
Preliminary Drainage Report prepared for the Tule
Wind Project was completed per the June 2003 San
Diego County Hydrology Manual. Implementation of
Mitigation Measure HYD-4, which provides further
clarification and supersedes APMs TULE-HYD-1,
TULE-HYD-2, TULE-HYD-3, and TULE-HYD-4,
would ensure that any increased runoff and impacts due
to drainage pattern alteration or increased erosion or

Impervious areas created by Project
development are not as large as stated, and total
permanent impacts are larger than stated.
Please see the HDR Stormwater Management
Plan, dated February 2011 and Preliminary
Drainage Report, dated February 2011.
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siltation would not be adverse. Under CEQA, impacts
would be significant but would be mitigated to level that
is considered less than significant (Class II).

12.

Water Resources

D.12-37

Trenches would be dug across these drainages during
construction to install the collector transmission lines.
Impacts to approximately 6-761.13 acre (0.5475 acre
temporary and 0.2238 acre permanent) of CDFG
jurisdictional resources from installation of the
transmission lines would be considered adverse without
implementation of avoidance and mitigation measures.

Please update to reflect the impacts due to the
Modified Project Layout.

13.

Water Resources

D.12-53

Impact HYD-5

Under this alternative, the project would not result in an
increase in impervious areas. By moving the
aboveground transmission lines underground, the
project would result in a slightly reduced amount of
impervious areas that would otherwise be associated
with concrete pads used for the transmission towers.
Trenching and recompacting soils along the
transmission line where undergrounding would occur
may shghthy-increase these soils™ Hmperviousness reduce
infiltration rates for the soil. However, with
implementation of Mitigation Measure HYD-4, which
would include measures such as re-tilling compacted
soils and replanting with native vegetation, impacts
associated with this alternative would be adverse but
mitigated. Under CEQA, impacts would be less than
significant with mitigation implemented (Class I1).

Please update language to reflect corrected
analysis.

14.

Water Resources

D.12-60

Under this alternative, the project would disturb a
greater amount of land and would, therefore, require a
larger volume of water to support construction
activities, such as dust suppression and grading. The
applicant is planning to obtain water from two wells,
one on Rough Acres Ranch (Well No. 6a), and the other
on the Ewiiaapaayp Reservation. A&desenbed—m

wates see dl"l _|"_g eeﬁ 'SE'HGIEI'B.' s e;apee_teel o b_e_ .

See justification for Comment 8, above.
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Water use would be temporary and is not expected to
deplete the groundwater storage of the Rough Acres
Ranch Water Production Area, within McCain Valley
and Jacumba Valley Groundwater Basin aquifer (where
recharge is estimated to be greater than usage).
Construction water usage associated with this
alternative will be similar to the proposed project and
based on the results of Groundwater Investigation Repot
(December 2010), there is adequate water from the two
wells to meet the water demand. Also, similar to the
proposed project, the potential for depletion of
groundwater in storage within the McCain Valley is not
anticipated. Results of the groundwater demand during
a drought period indicate that eight times the anticipated
groundwater pumping proposed by the project would be
required to draw groundwater to the 50% depletion
level. Mitigation Measure HYD-3 would ensure that
use of local groundwater during construction would not
impact the production rates of groundwater wells within
a 1-mile radius. Therefore, with mitigation, impacts
associated with use of the local groundwater would not
deplete local water supplies and would be less than
significant. For this alternative, under CEQA, impacts
would be significant and would be mitigated to a level
that is considered less than significant (Class I1).

15.

Water Resources

D.12.60-61

Impact HYD-5: Under this alternative, the project
would not result in an increase in impervious areas. By
moving the aboveground transmission lines
underground, the project would result in a slightly
reduced amount of impervious areas that would
otherwise be associated with concrete pads used for the
transmission towers. Trenching and recompacting soils
along the transmission line, where undergrounding
would occur, may shighthy-increase-these sois®
imperviousness reduce infiltration rates for the soil.
However, with implementation of Mitigation Measure
HYD-4, which would include measures such as re-
tilling compacted soils and replanting with native
vegetation, impacts associated with this alternative

Please consider revising the statement of soil
compaction adding imperviousness. Per San
Diego County Hydrology Manual criteria,
compacted soil above trenching does not
require special consideration during runoff
calculations.
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Section/

greater amount of land and would, therefore, require a
larger volume of water to support construction
activities, such as dust suppression and grading. The
project is planning to obtain water from two wells, one
on Rough Acres Ranch (Well No. 6a), and the other on
the Ewiiaapaayp Reservation. As-described-in-Section
used-during-construction-is-expected-to-be-obtained-by

ih i j icinity-Water use
would be temporary and is not expected to deplete the
groundwater storage of the Rough Acres Ranch Water
Production Area, within McCain Valley and Jacumba
Valley Groundwater Basin aquifer (where recharge is
estimated to be greater than usage). Construction water
usage associated with this alternative will be similar to
the proposed project and based on the results of
Groundwater Investigation Repot (December 2010),
there is adequate water from the two wells to meet the
water demand. Also, similar to the proposed project,
the potential for depletion of groundwater in storage
within the McCain Valley is not anticipated. Results of
the groundwater demand during a drought period
indicate that eight times the anticipated groundwater
pumping proposed by the project would be required to
draw groundwater to the 50% depletion level.
Mitigation Measure HYD-3 would ensure that use of
local groundwater during construction would not impact
the production rates of groundwater wells within a 1-
mile radius. Therefore, with mitigation, impacts
associated with use of the local groundwater would not
deplete local water supplies and would be less than
significant. For this alternative, under CEQA, impacts
would be significant and would be mitigated to a level
that is considered less than significant (Class I1).

No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
would be adverse but mitigated, and under CEQA
would be less than significant with mitigation
implemented (Class I1).
16. Water Resources D.12-66 Under this alternative, the project would disturb a See justification for Comment 8, above.
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17. Water Resources D.12-80 Mitigation Measures HYD-5, HYD-6, and HYD-7 are | Propose clarifying in Table D.12-6 that
Table D.12-6 only applicable to Tule Alternative 2 and Tule Mitigation Measures HYD-5, HYD-6, and
Alternative 4. HYD-7 are not applicable to the Proposed
Project, and would only apply if either Tule
Alternative 2 or Tule Alternative 4 was selected
as the preferred project.

18. Water Resources D.12-85 Table D.12-6 Please consider applying APM TULE-HYD-5
to the project. This APM has been proposed by
the Applicant but is not addressed in this
section of the Draft EIR/EIS.

19. Water Resources D.12-89 HYD-5: Implementation of creek-crossing Please consider incorporating the revised

procedures. Where creek crossings can be completed
during dry season, with no flows present in the creek,
seasonally timed restorative open trenching will be
completed. This procedure will use minimum trench
widths. Trench cut material will not be placed outside
of the creek bed and outside of 100-year inundated
areas. Trench fill will be compacted and replaced to
existing conditions, including matching existing creek
bed gradations, and restoring vegetation. Open
trenching restoration will be completed prior to any wet
season flows, and will include anti erosion action plans
for any unplanned rainfall during construction. The
applicant shall obtain all required permits prior to
completing open trenching through drainages. In any
case, flows will be isolated from open trenching by best
management practices mandated by the General
Construction Permit. Areas of trenching would be
restored and/or revegetated at completion of work.Creek

erossing-shalhusefack-and-bore procedurestoavold

mitigation measure HYD-5 text to allow for
open trenching at creek crossings where flows
will either not be present during trenching and
restoration of the channel, or can be routed
around trenching activities using best
management practices. As with all temporary
impacts associated with the project, areas of
trenching would be restored and/or revegetated
at completion of work.
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{5) The applicant shall obtain the required permits prior
to conducting work associated with herizental
directional-drilling-activitiesdrainage crossing. Required
permits may include ACOE CWA Section

404, Regional Water Quality Control Board Clean
Water Act 401, and CDFG Streambed Alteration
Agreement 1602. The applicant shall implement all pre-
and post-construction conditions identified in the
permits issued for the horizontal directional drilling.
The plan shall be submitted to CRUC-BLM, and-ACOE
San Diego County, CSLC, BIA, and/or the Ewiiaapaayp
Band of Kumeyaay Indians depending on the
jurisdiction where the construction activities are being
completed, 60 days prior to construction.

20.

Water Resources

D.12-89

HYD-6: Horizontal Directional Drill Contingency
Plan*.

Please add asterisk.

21.

Water Resources

D.12-90

HYD-7: Bury power line below 100-year scour
depth*.

Please add asterisk.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS

Iberdrola Renewables
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No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification

22 Water Resources D.12-93 *Note: Mitigation Measures HYD-5, HYD-6, and Please see Comment 16.
HYD-7 are only applicable to Tule Alternative 2 and
Tule Alternative 4; these mitigation measures are not
applicable to the proposed project.

Attachments
D.12.1 - Modified Construction Water Supply Evaluation Tule Wind Project (February 2011)
Technical Reports

GeoLogic Associates. Groundwater Investigation Report for the Tule Wind Farm (December 2010)
HDR Engineering, Inc. Tule Wind Project Draft Preliminary Drainage Report (February 2011)
HDR Engineering, Inc. Tule Wind Project Storm Water Management Plan (February 2011)

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 14
Iberdrola Renewables
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TULE WIND PROJECT DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/STATEMENT

COMMENTS & SUGGESTED REVISIONS

IBERDROLA RENEWABLES

Section D.13: Geology, Mineral Resources, and Soils

Section/
No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
1. Geology, Mineral Entire Section | Please replace “Pacific Wind Development” with | Tule Wind, LLC is now the Tule Wind Project
Resources, and “Tule Wind, LLC.” applicant. “Pacific Wind Development” should be
Soils replaced throughout the document with “Tule Wind,
LLC.”
2. Geology, Mineral D.13-3 Figure D.13-1 Geologic Hazards Please update figure to reflect the Modified Project
Resources, and Layout.
Soils
3. Geology, Mineral D.13-5 Figure D.13-2 Soils Overview Map Please update figure to reflect the Modified Project
Resources, and Layout.
Soils
4. Geology, Mineral D.13-12 Subsidence Please update to reflect the Modified Project
Resources, and Paragraph 2 Layout.
Soils Identifies three mine tunnels and one mine shaft
adjacent to turbines -N#-N8&,-M-10, -M-11, P4, and
P5.
5. Geology, Mineral D.13-13 Figure D.13-3 Mineral Resources within Project Please update figure to reflect the Modified Project
Resources, and Vicinity Layout. Mapping is unclear as to the exact location
Soils of the mines. AED identifies three mines adjacent to
the project area. Please clarify the mine name and
locations.
6. Geology, Mineral D.13-16 One potentially active fault located in the area of GLOBAL COMMENT: Please update identified
Resources, and Paragraph 4 the Tule Wind Project is located near-between turbine numbers adjacent to identified fault to
Soils Turbines Q1 and Q2 and the P turbine string reflect the Modified Turbine Layout.
(Iberdrola 2010b).
7. Geology, Mineral D.13-16 The County has identified loamy alluvial land as a |Please consider updating to reflect the correct
Resources, and Paragraph 5 hydric soil subject to liquefaction risk (County of |acreage of loamy alluvial land located within the
Soils San Diego 2007). As indicated in Figure D.13-2 project area.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
Iberdrola Renewables

Geology, Mineral Resources, and Soils
March 2011



No.

Section/
Appendix

Page

Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision

Justification

(Soils Overview Map) and listed in Table D.13-2,
approximately 66 31 acres of the Tule Wind Project
site near Old Highway 80 is underlain by loamy
alluvial land. If these soils were to become
saturated, they would have liquefaction potential,
although the potential for available water is low.

Geology, Mineral
Resources, and
Soils

D.13-17
Paragraph 1

There are two active tungsten ore mines located
along the eastern Tule Wind Project site boundary,
near proposed turbine sites N-7 M-10, N-8 M-11,
and P-5 (Iberdrola 2010a). The Metal Mountain
Mine is located adjacent to turbines N-# M-10 and
N-8 M-11, and the Buckthorn Deposit is located
southwest of turbine P-5.

GLOBAL COMMENT: Please update turbine
identification numbers based on the Modified
Project Layout.

Geology, Mineral
Resources, and
Soils

D.13-23
Paragraph 1

Tule Wind, LLC does not propose APMs to reduce
potential impacts related to geology and mineral
resources.

Please remove reference to proposed APMs. Tule
Wind, LLC did not propose any applicant proposed
measures (project design features) for geology.
APMs for geology are not listed in Section B
Project Description.

10.

Geology, Mineral
Resources, and
Soils

D.13-30

MM GEO-4 Facilities inspections conducted
following major seismic event: If large levels of
ground shaking are experienced or a major
earthquake occurs along the Elsinore Fault;-a

professional-licensed-geologist,-geotechnical

ineer_and | enai hi I
project-apphicant-the project applicant shall perform
visual inspections shaH-perform at all facilities

Please update mitigation measures as proposed.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS

Iberdrola Renewables

Geology, Mineral Resources, and Soils
March 2011



Section/

Resources, and
Soils

Paragraph 3

No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
inspections-as quickly as possible. Careful
examination shall be conducted of all project
facilities. Any required repair or needed
improvements shall be implemented as soon as
feasible to ensure that the integrity of project
facilities has not been compromised.
11. Geology, Mineral D.13-31 One potentially active fault transects the project Please update to reflect the modified layout.
Resources, and area near between turbines Q1 and Q2 and the P
Soils turbine string (Iberdrola 2010b).
12. Geology, Mineral D.13-32 However, the proposed 138 kV transmission line |Please update to reflect the correct amount of
Resources, and adjacent to Old Highway 80 is located on alluvial acreage found within the project area.
Soils approximately 66 31 acres of loamy alluvial land.
Within this area, groundwater may occur in
shallow alluvium at depth within fractures in the
area’s crystalline bedrock (Geo-Logic Associates
2010).
13. Geology, Mineral D.13-32 Under CEQA, impacts would be significant but can | Please update to reflect the significance
Resources, and be mitigated to a level that is considered less than | classification.
Soils significant (Class 11).
14. Geology, Mineral D.13-33 Please update to reflect the revised Modified Project
Resources, and Paragraph 3 One potentially active fault transects the project Layout.
Soils area near-between turbines Q1 and Q2 and P
turbine string P (Iberdrola 2010b).
15. Geology, Mineral D.13-33 Impact GEO-4: Project would expose people or Clarification needed on the additional mine tunnel
Resources, and Paragraph 2 structures to potential substantial adverse effects as | and one mine shaft identified in ECOs, AED
Soils a result of landslides, earthflows, rockfall, and/or identified two mines adjacent to turbines M-5, M-
subsidence. 10, and M-11.
The risk of landslides or rock slope failures is
adverse. Three mine tunnels and one mine shaft
have been identified adjacent to turbines—N7#-M-
10, -N8-M-11, P4, and P5 along the southwest
boundary of the project area.
16. Geology, Mineral D.13-33 The project proposes to utilize approximately 17 19 | Please consider updating correct water useage

million gallons of water during construction that
may come from water wells in the project area
(refer to Section D.12, Water Resources, of this

required for the Tule Wind Project.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS

Iberdrola Renewables

Geology, Mineral Resources, and Soils
March 2011
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Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision

Justification

EIR/EIS). Turbine foundation construction is
estimated to require 7,500 to 15,000 gallons of
water per foundation, depending on the size of the
wind turbine selected (larger turbines require more
water for their foundations). Assuming
construction of two foundations per day, water
demand will be approximately 15,000 to 30,000
gpd. Up to 120,000 gallons per day (gpd) will be
required over an approximate 72-day construction
period for road construction. Dust suppression
activities during turbine foundation construction
(approximately 64 days) is estimated to require
100,000 gpd, and would reduce to 50,000 gpd for
dust control on project roads for the subsequent 58
days during the period of turbine erection.

17.

Geology, Mineral
Resources, and
Soils

D.13-33
Paragraph 1

The risk of landslides or rock slope failures is
therefore adverse. Three mine tunnels and one mine
shaft have been identified adjacent to turbines N7
M-10-N8-M-11, P4, and P5 along the southwest
boundary of the project area.

Please update language to reflect the Modified
Project Layout.

18.

Geology, Mineral
Resources, and
Soils

D.13-36 & 56
Paragraph 1 &
Paragraph 3,
respectively

Mineral deposits have been found in the vicinity of
the Tule Wind Project, and two active tungsten ore
mines are located near proposed turbines N--M-

10, N-8-M-11, and P-5-(tberdrola2010a).

Please update to reflect this language.

19.

Geology, Mineral
Resources, and
Soils

D.13-47

This alternative would result in an increase in the
length of the 34.5 kV overhead collector lines to
connect the wind turbines to the substation, from
9.43 miles (proposed) to 17 miles, and would
increase the amount of collector line poles from
250 to 452 poles. However, as a result of this
alternative, the underground collector lines would
decrease in distance from 293 35.1 miles
(proposed) to 28.9 miles, the 138 kV transmission
line would decrease in distance from 97 9.2 miles
(proposed) to 3.8 miles, and the amount of
transmission line poles would decrease from 416 80
poles (proposed) to 44 poles.

GLOBAL COMMENT:
Please update changes to proposed roadways as
discussed in alternatives one through five.

20.

Geology, Mineral

D.13-50

The relocation of the collector substation and O&M

Please revise as suggested.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS

Iberdrola Renewables

Geology, Mineral Resources, and Soils
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Section/

No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
Resources, and facility to Rough Acres Ranch would result in a
Soils shorter proposed 138 kV transmission line route

(approximately 5.4 miles vs. the proposed 9.27
miles) and a longer overhead cable collector system
as described in Section C.4.2.4, Tule Alternative
Gen-Tie Route 3 Underground with Collector
Substation/O&M Facility on Rough Acres Ranch.

21. Geology, Mineral D.13-51 As a result of this alternative, the 138 kV Please revise as suggested.
Resources, and transmission line would decrease in distance from
Soils 9.7 9.2 miles (proposed) to 5.4 miles. Additionally,

under this alternative, transmission line poles would
decrease from 416 80 poles (proposed) to 60 poles.
However, moving the O&M and collector
substation facilities to this alternative location
would result in an increase in the length of the 34.5
kV overhead collector lines that connect the wind
turbines to the substation, from 94 9.3 miles
(proposed) to 17 miles, and would increase the
amount of collector line poles from 250 to 452

poles.
22. Geology, Mineral D.13-56 Impact GEO-5 Please correct turbine references per the Modified
Resources, and Project Layout.
Soils ... Two active tungsten ore mines are located near

proposed turbines N-ZM-10, N-8M-11, and P5
(Iberdrola 2010a).

23. Geology, Mineral D.13-66 Location (Row 2) Please revise to correct typo.
Resources, and
Soils Along entire proposed project site a
24. Geology, Mineral D.13-67 MM GEO-4: Facilities inspections conducted Please update to include project specific mitigation
Resources, and following major seismic event. measure.
Soils

If large levels of ground shaking are experienced or
a major earthquake occurs along the Elsinore Fault,
a-professional-licensed-geologist-geotechnical
engineer-and-structural-engineer-hired-by the

applicant shall perform visual inspections at all
facilities inspeetions-as quickly as possible. Careful
examination shall be conducted of all project

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 5 Geology, Mineral Resources, and Soils
Iberdrola Renewables March 2011
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facilities. Any required repair or needed
improvements shall be implemented as soon as
feasible to ensure that the integrity of project
facilities has not been compromised.

25.

Geology, Mineral
Resources, and
Soils

D.13-70

MM GEO-5

Location: Results-ef geotechnical-investigations-are
: | :
implemented-during-construction-All project

components where structures are proposed.

Monitoring/Reporting Action: BLM/-San-Diego
: ICSLC/BIA/Ewi c ‘
Kumeyaay-thdians Results of geotechnical

investigations are reviewed to ensure that
recommendations are implemented during
construction.

Please revise to reflect corrections.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS

Iberdrola Renewables

Geology, Mineral Resources, and Soils

March 2011




TULE WIND PROJECT DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/STATEMENT

IBERDROLA RENEWABLES

COMMENTS & SUGGESTED REVISIONS

Section D.14: Public Services and Utilities

Utilities

Section/
No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
1. Public Services and Entire Section [Please replace “Pacific Wind Development” with “Tule Tule Wind, LLC is now the Tule Wind
Utilities Wind, LLC.” Project applicant. “Pacific Wind
Development” should be replaced
throughout the document with “Tule Wind,
LLC.”
2. Public Services and D.14-5 Figure D.14-2 Please update figure to reflect the Modified
Utilities Project Layout.
3. Public Services and D.14-7 San Diego Loecal-Agency-Formation-Commission{LEARCO) | Please revise language to reflect correct fire
Utilities Community County Service Area No. 111. jurisdiction name. Service area 111 is a fire
district area listed under the County of San
Diego.
4. Public Services and D.14-14 County of San Diego Draft General Plan Update- The project is consistent with these plans
Utilities Conservation and Open Space Element and polices, although the draft general plan
has not been adopted to date; therefore, the
The following goals and policies identified in the project would not be required to adhere to
Conservation and Open Space Element of the County of these policies. Please consider revising to
San Diego Draft General Plan Update would-be are reflect this change.
presented for informational purposes; however the
following goals and policies are not applicable to the
Proposed PROJECT components under the jurisdiction of
the County of San Diego (County of San Diego 2010b,
Chapter 5) because the Draft General Plan has not yet been
adopted:
5. Public Services and | D.14-14 — D.14-15 | County of San Diego Draft General Plan Update- Please consider clarifying the applicability

Boulevard Subregional Planning Area Community Plan

The following goal and policy of the County of San Diego
Draft General Plan Update Boulevard Subregional Planning

of the Draft policies and regulations
included within the Draft General Plan.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS

Iberdrola Renewables

Public Services and Utilities
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Section/

No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
Area Community Plan are presented for informational
purposes; however the following goals and policies are not
would-be applicable to the Proposed PROJECT
components located within the community of Boulevard
and under County of San Diego land use jurisdiction
because the Draft General Plan has not yet been adopted:
County of San Diego Draft General Plan Update—Part
XX Mountain Empire Subregional Plan
The following goal and policies of the Public Facilities and
Services Element (Chapter 5) of the Mountain Empire
Subregional Plan are presented for informational purposes;
however the following goals and policies are not applicable
to the Proposed PROJECT components under County of
San Diego land use jurisdiction (County of San Diego
2010d) because the Draft General Plan has not yet been
adopted:
6. Public Services and D.14-17 Public Services and Utilities Impacts Please change determination to a Class Il1.
Utilities Table D.14-3
Tule PSU-3 The Draft EIR/EIS states potential impacts
during construction and mitigation to water
Sufficient water supplies are not available to serve the resources. Mitigation Measure HYD-3
project from existing entitlements, and resources and new | would mitigate impact regarding water
or expanded entitlements would be needed. availability. AED has provided groundwater
study stating adequate water supply for the
Class H 111. construction portion of the project. Impact
determination should be listed as a Class IllI.
7. Public Services and D.14-17 Public Services and Utilities Impacts The project will be serviced by septic for
Utilities Table D.14-3 the O&M building. Wastewater will not be

Tule PSU-4

The applicable wastewater treatment provider that serves or
may serve the project determines that adequate capacity to
serve the project’s projected demand (in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments) is not available.

Class-H-No Impact.

connected to sewer lines for wastewater
treatment. No impact is identified. Please
change determination to Class IV.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS

Iberdrola Renewables
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Section/

Utilities

Paragraph 2

No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
8. Public Services and D.14-20 Construction of the proposed 138 kV transmission line Please update language to reflect corrected
Utilities would occur in close proximity to existing residences analysis per the Modified Project Layout
adjacent to Old Highway 80. As identified in Section D.8, |and revised Noise Report.
Noise B-4,Land-Use, approximately six eleven residences
would be located within 1,000 feet of the transmission line
construction buffer gen-tie-tine-alignment, and rural
residences in the area are typically provided electricity by
individual service lines constructed off nearby distribution
poles (existing distribution lines are located adjacent to
McCain Valley Road and Old Highway 80).
0. Public Services and D.14-23 Fire protection services responding to a fire at a Tule Wind | The project area is identified to be located
Utilities Paragraph 2 Project component under the land use in both the County of San Diego Fire
jurisdiction of the County (the response-time goal District and the San Diego County Rural
established in the Existing General Plan would Fire District. Please update to reflect this
only be applicable to project components under County language.
jurisdiction) would likely be responded
to by either the Boulevard Volunteer Fire and Rescue
Department, San Diego Rural Fire District (Jacumba Fire
Station) or the CAL FIRE McCain Valley Camp Station.
10. Public Services and D.14-23 The northernmost segment of the 138 kV transmission line | Distance measured to the entrance to the

under County land use jurisdiction would be located
approximately 45 2.9 miles northeast of the Boulevard
Volunteer Fire and Rescue Department (this distance was
measured from Boulevard Volunteer Fire and Rescue
Department to the termination of the paved portion of
McCain Valley Road just south of the entrance to the
McCain Valley National Cooperative Land and Wildlife
Management Area and was measured along McCain Valley
Road). Wind turbines R1 through R38-and-R13-R11 would
be located approximately 7 miles northeast of the
Boulevard Volunteer Fire and Rescue Department. The
CAL FIRE McCain Valley Campo Station would be
located considerably closer to project components (0.2 mile
west of the nearest segment of the 138 kV transmission line
and approximately 4 miles southwest of turbines R1
through R10-and-R13R11).

BLM lands is less than indicated, according
to the Updated Fire Protection Plan. Please
update numbers to reflect the correct
mileage and components per the Modified
Project Layout.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS

Iberdrola Renewables
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11.

Public Services and
Utilities

D.14-26
Paragraph 2

It is assumed that turbine foundation construction is
estimated to require 7,500 to 15,000 gallons of water per
foundation, depending on the size of the wind turbine
selected (larger turbines require more water for their
foundations). Assuming construction of two foundations
per day, water demand will be approximately 15,000 to
30,000 gpd. Up to 120,000 gallons per day (gpd) will be
required over an approximate 72-day construction period
for road construction. Dust suppression activities during
turbine foundation construction (approximately 64 days) is
estimated to require 100,000 gpd, and would reduce to
50,000 gpd for dust control on project roads for the
subsequent 58 days during the period of turbine erection. In
total, construction water demand is estimated to be
approximately 37,532,600 19 million gallons, or 235,000
gallons per day. As discussed in Section D.12, Water
Resources, Pacific-\Wind-Development Tule Wind, LLC
has indicated that it would obtain water from three existing
wells on Rough Acres Ranch and would submit a Major
Use Permit for water extraction with the County. Impacts
and mitigation measures associated with the use of existing
wells or the drilling of new wells to groundwater resources
are discussed in Section D.12, Water Resources, of this
EIR/EIS.

As discussed in Section D.12, Water Resources, Racific
Wind-Develepment-Tule Wind, LLC has indicated that it
would obtain water from three existing wells on Rough
Acres Ranch and would submit a Major Use Permit for
water extraction with the County. Impacts and mitigation
measures associated with the use of existing wells or the
drilling of new wells to groundwater resources are
discussed in Section D.12, Water Resources, of this
EIR/EIS._Groundwater source has been identified for
construction of the Tule Wind Project in the Groundwater
Investigation Report (Geo-Logic Dec. 2010) #

According to the groundwater investigation
conducted for the project (Geo-Logic Ass.
Sept 2010, updated December 2010),
adequate groundwater water supply has
been identified for the construction portion
of the project. Therefore, no mitigation is
required for this impact. Please update
estimated water usage throughout
construction based on the Groundwater
Investigation Report and Updated Water
Memo. A recommendation to change the
impact determination to Class I11 is also
provided based on this information.

Please see the Groundwater Investigation
Report (December 2010) and Attachment
D.12.1, Modified Construction Water
Supply Evaluation (February 2011).

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS

Iberdrola Renewables
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Rese&rees)—Paem&\Mlﬂd—Develepmem In addltlon to the

identified groundwater, Tule Wind LLC has received

written confirmation from the Jacumba Community Service
District (Lindenmeyer 2010c) and Live Oak Spring Water
Company (Najor 2010) of water supplies available to
provide construction water to the project. Therefore, with
implementation of mitigation_is not required. identified-in

Under CEQA, impacts would be considered less than

less-than-significant-(Class I11).

12.

Public Services and
Utilities

D.14-26
Paragraph 3

A septic system would be installed at the O&M facility to
be used by employees during operations. The septic system
would be self-contained, and use of the system would be
limited to O&M staff. This system would be self-contained,
and would be serviced by a local septic service on an as-
needed basis. Because use of the system would be limited,
wastewater generated at the O&M facility would not be
substantial such that a treatment provider would determine
that they could not serve the project. Therefore, identified
impacts would not be adverse, and under CEQA, impacts
woud-be-less-than-significant no impact (Class HH No

Impact) is identified.

The project will be serviced by septic for
the O&M building. Wastewater will not be
connected to sewer lines for wastewater
treatment. No impact is identified. Please
change determination to Class IV.

13.

Public Services and
Utilities

D.14-40; Table

D.14-5

Tule-PSU-3 (Alternative 1)

Sufficient water supplies are not available to serve the
project from existing entitlements, and resources and new
or expanded entitlements would be needed.

Class 111

Please see Comment #11 above.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS

Iberdrola Renewables
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14. Public Services and | D.14-40; Table Tule-PSU-3 (Alternative 2) Please see Comment #11 above.
Utilities D.14-5 Sufficient water supplies are not available to serve the
project from existing entitlements, and resources and new
or expanded entitlements would be needed.
Class 111
15. Public Services and | D.14-40; Table Tule-PSU-3 (Alternative 3) Please see Comment #11 above.
Utilities D.14-5 Sufficient water supplies are not available to serve the
project from existing entitlements, and resources and new
or expanded entitlements would be needed.
Class 111
16. Public Services and | D.14-41; Table Tule-PSU-3 (Alternative 4) Please see Comment #11 above.
Utilities D.14-5 Sufficient water supplies are not available to serve the
project from existing entitlements, and resources and new
or expanded entitlements would be needed.
Class 111
17. Public Services and | D.14-41; Table Tule-PSU-3 (Alternative 5) Please see Comment #11 above.
Utilities D.14-5 Sufficient water supplies are not available to serve the
project from existing entitlements, and resources and new
or expanded entitlements would be needed.
Class 111
18. Public Services and | D.14- 43,45,48,50, |Impact PSU-3 To be updated pending information from the

Utilities

and 53

Therefore, approximately +#512,000 19 million gallons

{46-to-55-acre-feet) of water would be required during
construction, and approximately 2,500 gallons per day {2-8

acre-feet-year) would be required during operations at the
O&M facility (water would also be required for insulator
washing on transmission line structures). Groundwater
sources have been identified for the construction of the
Tule Wind Project in the Groundwater Investigation (Geo-
Logic Dec 2010) and are deemed to be adequate. Since
similar volumes of water would be required for
construction and operations, overall PSU-3 impacts under
this alternative would be similar to those previously
identified in Section D.14.3.3 for the proposed Tule Wind
Project. {dentified ilmpacts would not be adverse, and,
therefore, no mitigation is required. Mitigation-Measure

HYDB-3{see SectionD-12-Water Resoureeshas-been
i it isi - Under CEQA, impacts

water consultant.
Please change determination to a Class Il1.

The Draft EIR/EIS states potential impacts
during construction and mitigation to water
resources. Mitigation Measure HYD-3
would mitigate impact regarding water
availability. AED has provided groundwater
study stating adequate water supply for the
construction portion of the project. Impact
determination should be listed as a Class I1lI.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
Iberdrola Renewables
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would be_considered less than significant but-can-be
o I level > . | nifi
(Class H-111).
19. Public Services and | D.14-67; Geo-Logic. December 2010. Groundwater Investigation Please add these references.
Utilities References Report.
Geo-Logic. February 2010. Modified Construction Water
Supply Evaluation.
Attachments

D.12.1 - Modified Construction Water Supply Evaluation Tule Wind Project (February 2011)

Technical Reports

Geo-Logic Associates Groundwater Investigation Report for the Tule Wind Farm (December 2010)

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS

Iberdrola Renewables
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TULE WIND PROJECT DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/STATEMENT
IBERDROLA RENEWABLES
COMMENTS & SUGGESTED REVISIONS

Section D.15: Fire and Fuels Management

Section/
No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
1. Fire and Fuels Subsequent to submittal of the September 2010 Fire Protection Plan (FPP) to the CPUC, based on comments from the fire

Management agencies, Tule Wind, LLC revised its FPP to identify a substantial number of project design features (PDFs) that reduced
the potential for fire ignition and mitigation measures that reduce the potential for fire ignition associated with the project
to cause a wildland fire. The revised FPP was approved by the San Diego Rural Fire District (SDRFPD) Board of
Directors on November 2, 2010. The SDRFPD also issued an approval letter for the FPP (See Attachment D.15.1, San
Diego Rural Fire Protection District Approval Letter).

In addition, Tule Wind, LLC recently submitted a Fire Protection Plan for the San Diego County Fire Authority (SDCFA),
which was accepted on February 28, 2011(Attachment D.15.2, San Diego County Fire Authority Acceptance Letter ).

Mitigation measures provided in this EIR/EIS which have been accepted by SDCFA have been incorporated into the
revised Tule Wind, LLC FPP, February 2011 (Attachment D.15.3, Tule Wind Fire Protection Plan). Mitigation Measures
proposed in the SDCFA-approved FPP have been presented as mitigation to reduce significance criteria for the Tule Wind
Project. The Tule Wind Project will comply with the mitigation measures incorporated into the Final EIR/EIS, as well as
any extra mitigation measures specified in is approved Fire Protection Plans with SDRFPD and SDCFA, however, to the
extent that any mitigation measures conflict, the Tule Wind Project will comply with and implement the mitigation
measure(s) found in the Final EIR/EIS.

Tule Wind, LLC requests that the CPUC update the Fire and Fuels Management section to reflect the content, analysis,
and conclusions presented in its SDCFA-approved FPP (February 2011) (Attachment D.15.2). For your convenience, the
Tule Win,d LLC project team has revised the Draft EIR/EIS Fire and Fuels Management section to reflect the content,
analysis, and conclusions of the SDCFA-accepted FPP.

2. Fire and Fuels D.15-1 e Iberdrola Renewables (Tule Wind, LLC) Fire | Please update list to include an additional bulleted
Management Protection Plan for the Tule Wind Project item that reflects the updated Fire Protection Plan for
(November 2010). Submitted to the San the Tule Wind Project.

Diego Rural Fire Protection District,
approved November 3, 2010.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 1 Fire and Fuels Management
Iberdrola Renewables March 2011
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Additional information was provided-by-the-Paeifie

Wind-DevelopmentTule-Wind-ProjfeetEnvironmental
Document-(IberdrolaResources, Ine2010a)and from

Energia Sierra Juarez U.S. Transmission, LLC’s,
Major Use Permit Package and Initial Study (March
2010), including its Fire Protection Plan (Hunt
Research Corporation 2009).

Fire and Fuels
Management

D.15-3
Figure D.15-1

Please update Figure D.15-1 to reflect the Modified
Project Layout, in addition to the following figure
changes:
e A definition in the legend to describe
numbering along the transmission line routes.
e  Make the Substation and O&M facility a
contrasting color so it is visible on the map.

Please update figure to reflect these proposed
changes and to reflect the Modified Project Layout.

Please also consider adding a notation to the legend
to explain the significance of the numbers along the
transmission line routes.

Fire and Fuels
Management

D.15-6

Between these agencies, there are significant
firefighting resources to serve the area’s wildfire
potential, especially with CAL FIRE’s and USFS air
attack capabilities that can reach the area within 20
minutes.

Please update to reflect the United States Forest
Service as an additional fire agency in the area.

Fire and Fuels
Management

D.15-6

The Proposed PROJECT occurs in varying
classification areas, but generally occurs within areas
ranked high, very high, or extreme (CAL FIRE
200510).

Please update to reflect the correct reference.

Fire and Fuels
Management

D.15-7

Supporting this conclusion is CAL FIRE’s Fire Threat
ranking, which indicates the level of fire threat based
on the potential fire behavior (fuel rank) and expected
fire frequency (fire rotation). Fire Threat
classifications vary over the project extent and include
rankings of high, very high, or extreme (CAL FIRE
20057a).

Please update to reflect the correct reference.

Fire and Fuels
Management

D.15-7

Consider adding a Table similar to Table 5, at pg. 42,
from the San Diego Rural Fire Protection District
(SDRFPD) approved Fire Protection Plan, dated

Table 5 documents and supports the Draft EIR/EIS’s
statement that, “These agencies include significant
firefighting resources to serve the area’s wildfire

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS

Iberdrola Renewables
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November 3, 2010, which describes the fire potential, especially with the combined CAL FIRE
suppression resources available to respond to the area. | and USFS air attack capabilities that can reach the
area within 20 minutes or less.”

8. Fire and Fuels D.15-9 Fires-Caused-by-Potential Ignition Sources From | Use of equipment types listed will not necessarily
Management Equipment Use result in a fire. Please consider revising the text
Equipment that may cause a fire hazard includes: accordingly.
9. Fire and Fuels D.15-9 Compest-Debris piles—large piles that are allowed to | Composting is not anticipated as part of the
Management dry and are left on-site for extended periods Proposed Project. Please consider removing.

may pose a risk of ignition resultin-combustionand
AL % bers landine inad: .

10. Fire and Fuels D.15-9 e  Transformers—in turbines with a down- Please consider adding additional information about
Management tower transformer design, where the the fire risk posed by transformers and capacitors,
transformer is pad-mounted outside the which are constructed with containment.

turbine housing, the transformer is atthe-base
of eachtowerand filled with flammable oils | See Figure B-24, pg. B-101, which shows that the
and are is subject to occasional failure and maximum hub height for the nacelle is between 201
explosion, sending sparks, hot materials out |and 328 feet.

in all directions. Transformers are
constructed with a metal containment
housing. Transformer failure would only
create a risk of ignition if the explosion
breaches the metal containment housing of
the transformer and ignitable vegetation is

within range.

e Capacitors—may overheat, fail, and cause a
spark, which may result in combustion of
flammable materials, such as vegetation, if
nearby. Capacitors are normally contained
within a substation that separates them from
flammable materials.

11. Fire and Fuels D.15-9 - D.15-10 e Wind turbines—include various components | Please consider adding additional information about
Management inside the nacelle as well as transformers that | the fire risk posed by transformers and capacitors,
may ignite and cause heated or flaming which are constructed with containment.

debris/embers from as high as 460328 feet
above ground

e Use of chemicals such as lubricating oils and
cleaners for wind turbines

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 3 Fire and Fuels Management
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e  Vehicles—heated exhausts in contact with
vegetation may result in ignition

e Lightning strikes to wind turbines

12.

Fire and Fuels
Management

D.15-10

Potential Ignition Sources From Fires-Caused-by

Power Lines

Use of equipment types listed will not necessarily
result in a fire. Please consider revising the text
accordingly.

13.

Fire and Fuels
Management

D.15-11

voltage line, and, on average, annual low-voltage and
high-voltage line ignitions, on a per-mile basis, are
similar within SDG&E’s territory._ Per CPUC GO 95
“Rules For Overhead Electric Line Construction” and
the current edition of the NESC, the Proposed Project
is required to ensure sufficient clearance between
conductors and vegetation to prevent contact.

CPUC GO 95 is a requirement. Please consider
including it and revising the text according.

14.

Fire and Fuels
Management

D.15-13

Potential Ignition Sources From Fires-Caused-by
Wind Turbines

Tule Wind, LLC independently analyzed data from
the California State Fire Marshal’s Office, and was
only able to identify four (4) confirmed wind turbine-
related fire incidents in the period between January 1,
2008 and Fall 2010 — a rate of approximately 1.3
turbine fires per year. To place this number in
context, the California Wind Energy Association
calculates that there are approximately 11,000 wind
turbines currently in operation in California. See
http://www.calwea.org/bigPicture.html. However,
most modern turbines are equipped with lightning
arresters and automatic fire detection-and-suppression
systems (CPUC and BLM 2007a). Fire suppression
systems installed in the wind turbine nacelle are in the
early adoption phase, and are not widely utilized in
the wind industry. (RC Biological, Inc. 2010.

See Attachment D.15.4, Letter from Harley
McDonald to James Pine, dated October 25, 2010.
pgs. 6-7.

The wind industry is at the nascent stages of
adopting fire suppression technology in the wind
turbine nacelle. See the SDCFA-approved Fire
Protection Plan (Attachment D.15.3).

15.

Fire and Fuels
Management

D.15-13

Potential Ignition Sources From Fires-Caused-By

Transformers.

Transformers located at the base of each wind turbine
tower may cause fires through arcing that

Use of equipment types listed will not necessarily
result in a fire. Please consider revising the text
accordingly.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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occurs following failure of insulation within the
transformer. Transformers are constructed with a
metal containment housing. Industry statistics
indicate that one in five transformer failures result in a
fire (USDI 2005). The extremely hot arc may cause
oils to combust, metals to be vaporized, and molten
copper to be thrown into the air (USDI 2005).
Explosions sometimes occur from the vaporization of
mineral oils and release of carbon

monoxide.

16.

Fire and Fuels
Management

D.15-18

D. 15-6

Consider adding a Table similar to Table 5, at pg. 42,
from the San Diego Rural Fire Protection District
(SDRFPD)-approved Fire Protection Plan, dated
November 3, 2010, which describes the fire
suppression resources available to respond to the area.

“Between these agencies, there are significant
firefighting resources to serve the area’s wildfire
potential, especially with CAL FIREs and USFS’ air
attack capabilities that can reach the area within 20
minutes.”

Table 5 documents and supports the Draft EIR/EIS’s
statement that, “Between these agencies, there are
significant firefighting resources to serve the area’s
wildfire potential, especially with CAL FIRE’s air
attack capabilities that can reach the area within 20
minutes.”

Add USFS air attack capabilities for consistency
with statement at pg. D.15-7.

17.

Fire and Fuels
Management

D.15-18

California Department of Forestry and Fire
Protection-Whitestar Unit

In addition, to the San Diego Unit, the Whitestar
(Campo) Unit is located 1684 Tierra Del Sol Road,
Boulevard. This unit has the following equipment and
personnel available:

e Five engines
One bulldozer
Two air tankers
Two helicopters
Staff: Four firefighters, one battalion chief,
two hand crews.

Please update with current staffing for the CALFIRE
Whitestar Unit.

18.

Fire and Fuels
Management

D.15-18

As-a-state-park-(and-thus-an SRA)-wildland-fire
ot withi L I 3 Pasl

The project area is not located within Anza-Borrego.
Please consider removing language.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS

Iberdrola Renewables
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19. Fire and Fuels D.15-18 San Diego Rural Fire Protection District (SDRFPD) | The San Diego Rural Fire Protection District is an
Management agency with jurisdiction over a substantial portion of
San Diego Rural Fire Protection District the Proposed Project, and will be a first responder.
(SDRFPD) Please update to include specific SDRFPD staffing

and equipment.
The San Diego Rural Fire Protection District was
formed on May 18. 1983 through the consolidation of
13 East County volunteer fire departments. SDFPD,
under a cooperative fire protection agreement with
CAL FIRE, protects an area of approximately 720
square miles and provides emergency medical
services, structural fire protection and rescue services.
SDRFPD

also responds to wildland fires; although wildland fire
protection within this area is primarily the
responsibility of CAL FIRE and the United States
Forest Service (USFS). The SDRFPD has a
substantial portion of the Proposed Project and would
be considered the first responder. The Jacumba area is

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 6 Fire and Fuels Management
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serviced by Station 43 of the San Diego Rural Fire
Protection District (staff consists of volunteer
firefighters) and is equipped with the following:

e One engine

e  One 1,500-gallon tender

e  Staff: Two stipend firefighters

The Lake Morena Fire Station (Station #42) located to
the west is also equipped with one engine or water
tender and is staffed by two firefighters.

20.

Fire and Fuels
Management

D.15-18

San Diego County Fire Authority (SDCFA)

...The Boulevard area is also serviced by a Boulevard
Fire Department, Station 87, which is located at 39223

Highway 94 in Boulevard and is equipped with the
following equipment:

e  One Type I engine

e Two Type II engines

e  One Type III engine

e One 1,000 gallon water tender

Please update with current staffing for the SDCFA.

21.

Fire and Fuels
Management

D.15-18

Tribal Lands

Additionally, the area has a mutual-aid agreement
with the Campo and Manzanita Indian tribes for fire
protection services. The Campo Reservation Fire
Station is located at 36190 Highway 94, which is
equipped with one type III engine and the Manzanita
Indian Tribe’s fire services are located adjacent to the
Tule Wind area.

Please update with current staffing for the area tribal

lands.

22.

Fire and Fuels
Management

D.15-20
Table D.15-2

Please update “Tule” and “Proposed Project” columns
of Table D.15-2 for vegetation fuel types to reflect the
Modified Project Layout.

Please revise Table D.15-2 to reflect corrected
analysis per the Modified Project Layout.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS

Iberdrola Renewables
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Table D.15-2
Project Area Vegetation Fuel Types
Study Area Acreage
Propo
Native ESJ sed
Vegetation ECO Gen- | PROJ
Community 1 TULEZ | Tied ECT
Big sagebrush — — 9.74
scrub 9.74 T
Chamise
chaparral — 36.00 — 36.00
Chamise 303
chaparral/redshan 0 ' — 303.0
k chaparral
Closed coast live . .
oak woodland 0.47 0.47
Developed — 7.64 — 7.64
Disturbed Habitat — 56.42 — 56.42
Emergent wetland | 5.0 — 5.0
Field Pasture - 150 - 150
Montane
buckwheat scrub - 9.56 o 2.6
Non-native
grassland o 3.87 o 381
Non-vegetated _ _
channel 0.59 0.59
Northern mixed . .
chaparral 123.88 123.88
Open coast live 65 .
oak woodland ‘ 2.23 8.73
Peninsular juniper
woodland and 98.0 149 | 1129
scrub
Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 8 Fire and Fuels Management
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Redshank _ _
chaparral 10.42 10.42
Scrub oak . .
chaparral 89.20 89.20
Semi-desert
chaparral — 220.48 — | 22048
Shadscale scrub 16.5 — 16.5
Sonoran mixed 287
woody succulent 5 ' 46.4 | 3339
scrub
Southern north . .
slope chaparral 8.23 8.23
Southern willow . .
scrub 0.14 0.14
Southern willow
scrub/mulefat 7.0 — 7.0
scrub
Upper Sonoran
manzanita — —
chaparral 62.32 §2.32
Upper Sonoran _ .
subshrub scrub 82.61 82.61
723. 7
Total | 5 | 12231 | 813 ) 15109
23. Fire and Fuels D.15-20 *Includes a construction corridor stady-area Please update footnotes for Table D.15-2.
Management Table D.15-2 encompassing temporary and permanent impacts
footnotes due to all Tule Project components, including the
turbines, and meteorological towers, collector
system, propesed-and-alternate transmission lines,
collector lines, access roads, batch plants, parking
areas, staging areas, substation, and operation and
maintenance areas.
*Includes a study area encompassing the ESJ
Gen-Tie two alternate transmission line
alignments and the two public access routes.
4 . .
Unsurveyed-arcarefers-to-portions-ol the-projeet
. .
.E.E.E seesstoieduetot Srane
Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 9 Fire and Fuels Management
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24.

Fire and Fuels
Management

D.15-20 - D.15-21

The Tule Wind Project would be located in the In-Ko-
Pah Mountains and in the McCain Valley areas, which

have moderate slopes and elevations between roughly
3,600 and 6;400-5,600 feet amsl.

Please update to reflect the elevation listed in the
AED.

25.

Fire and Fuels
Management

D.15-21

Tule Wind Project

The Tule Wind Project includes 434128 wind
turbines, overhead and underground collector cable,
substation, operations facility, overhead transmission
line, access roads, and temporary construction areas.
These components would occur in steeper terrain and
within a variety of potentially flammable vegetation
types, including chaparral, scrub, oak woodland, and
non-native grassland, in addition to agriculture,
disturbed, landscaped and developed lands. Given the
steep terrain and fuel bed throughout this project area
combined with the potential ignition sources
associated with wind turbines, the potential for
wildfire ignition-and spread is higher than associated
with the ECO Substation Project.

All ignition sources have been reasonably mitigated.
Please update language to reflect the ignition sources
and the correct turbine numbers based on the
Modified Project Layout.

26.

Fire and Fuels
Management

D.15-22
Table D.15-3

Please update “Tule Wind Project” portions of Table
D.15-3 to reflect the Modified Project Layout. Please
also revise footnotes accordingly.

Permanent
Impacts
369.3386:50

Project Temporary
Component Impacts
128 34-Wind | 0

Turbines (1.5
to 3.0
megawatt
(MW))
Overhead and
Underground
345kV
Collector
Cable System
Collector 0 5.00
Substation

12710820 0.02

Please revise Table D.15-3 to reflect corrected
analysis per the Modified Project Layout and update
language in footnote one.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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Operations 0 5.00
and
Maintenance
Facility
Overhead 138 | 40.344-60 0.09-0-12
kV
Transmission
Line
Meteorologica | 0.064-0-048 0.083 0062
1 Towers and
SODAR or
LIDAR Unit
Access Roads | 83.5 8420 152.6 16610
Temporary 53 0
Construction
Areas (parking
area, concrete
batch plant,
and laydown
areas)
Tule Wind 296-1-303.9 562.80-532.1
Project Total
(224:40212.1)" | (54400
513.3)"
Footnote: This overlap gives a higher calculation that
distorts overstates the overall project surface land
disturbances.
27. Fire and Fuels D.15-23 Existing land uses in the study area can be Please update language to properly describe existing
Management characterized as predominately rural, large-lot ranches | setting of the project area.
and single-family homes with a mixture of small-scale
agriculture, recreational, and open space. with-the
exeeption-of tThe Ewiiaapaayp Band of Kumeyaay
Indians Reservation has land uses zoned for
commercial economic development and specifically
renewable wind and solar energy development in
accordance with its Land Use Code (Title 102), Land

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 11
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Planning Code (Title 107), Community Economic
Development Strategy Plan, and Integrated Resources
Management Plan.

28. Fire and Fuels D.15-23 Land uses in the vicinity of the Tule Wind Project are | Please update language to reflect the Modified
Management consistent with the area, although Rough Acres Ranch | Project Layout. No residences are located within
residential structures occur to the southeast of the 2,000 feet of proposed turbines.

proposed Tule Wind facility. A total of three
properties which contain 24 44-residences/structures
are located within approximately 2,000 feet of

proposed turbines. Fo-the-northeastasingleresidence
s withi hly2.000 5 : il
propesed-wind-turbines-It should be noted that

distances were measured from the property line; and
although properties are within 2,000 feet of proposed
turbines, no residences/structures would be within
2.000 feet of proposed turbines. However, tFhere are a
total-of sixresidenees/struetares eleven properties
within roughly 1,000 feet (range-frem with the nearest
located 100 63 t6-950 feet from the 200-foot
construction buffer) of the 138 kV transmission line,
occurring primarily to the south and west of the
proposed alignment.

29. Fire and Fuels D.15-24 Regional Assets at Risk Please revise to include CALFIRE call information.
Management

From a regional wildfire perspective, the Proposed
PROJECT is located in an area designated by

the County of San Diego as a wildfire corridor based
on fuel ages, topography, and climate.

Based on this designation, it is feasible that
communities and individual structures beyond the
arbitrary 0.5-mile distance from the Proposed
PROJECT may be impacted should a wildfire

ignite from a Proposed PROJECT-related source. As
such, County fire estimates that over 2,000
residences (not including other structures) may be at
risk of loss during a wind driven wildfire

(Miller et al. 2009)._According to the CALFIRE San
Diego Unit, CALFIRE can contain 90-95% of all
wildland fires in its jurisdiction, should they occur, to

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 12 Fire and Fuels Management
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10 acres or less in size. (Hunt Research Corp.,
personal communication with Chief Nick Schuler,
January 10, 2011.)

30.

Fire and Fuels
Management

D.15-25

This section provides a description of the regulations
and guidance pertinent to the project. As described in
the following sections, a wide range of standards are

used throughout the industry.

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

The Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC)
requires utilities to adopt and maintain minimum
clearance standards between vegetation and
transmission voltage power lines. These clearances
vary depending on voltage. In most cases, the
minimum clearances required in state regulations are
greater than the federal requirement. In California for
example, the state has adopted General Order 95
rather than the North American Electric Reliability
Corporation (NERC) Standards as the electric safety
standard for the state (CPUC and BLM 2008a). EERC

Please update language to provide an introduction to
the federal regulatory setting and to strike language
regarding FERC.

31.

Fire and Fuels
Management

D.15-25

National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) Codes,

Standards, Practices and Guides
NFPA® codes, standards, recommended practices,
and guides (“NFPA Documents”), are developed
through a consensus standards development process
approved by ANSI. This process brings together
professionals representing varied viewpoints and
interests to achieve consensus on fire and other safety
issues. NFPA standards are recommended guidelines
and nationally accepted good practices in fire
protection but are not law or “codes” unless adopted
as such or referenced as such by the California Fire
Code or the Local Fire Agency.
e NFPA 850, Fire Protection for Electric
Generating Plants and High Voltage Direct
Current Converter Stations, 2010: NFPA

Please consider adding the NFPA Codes, Standards,
Practices and Guides as proposed.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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850 was prepared for the guidance of those
charged with the design, construction,
operation, and protection of electric
generating plants and high voltage direct
current converter stations that are covered by
the scope of this document. This document
provides fire hazard control
recommendations for the safety of
construction and operating personnel, the
physical integrity of plant components, fire
protection systems and equipment, and the
continuity of plant operations.

e NFPA 10, Fire Extinguishers: A long-
standing standard, which specifies the types,
sizes, rating and locations for portable fire
extinguishers. It also provides information on
how to calculate the number and size of
portable fire extinguishers needed.

e NFPA 11, Fire Fighting Foam (Low,
Medium, and High Expansion Foam): NFPA
11 is a longstanding standard, which provides
recommendations for design and installation
of firefighting foam systems and portable
equipment. It also provides recommendations
regarding calculating the amount of foam
concentrate and solution needed on a
flammable or combustible liquid fire.

e NFPA 13, Standard for Installation of
Sprinkler systems: NFPA 13 is the standard
for design and installation of fire sprinkler
systems in a building. It provides the
requirements for the type of system needed in
a particular occupancy, water supply,
sprinkler head flow and pressures, the
locations of sprinkler heads, and installation
of the system. This standard is referenced by
the California Fire Code.

e NFPA 22, Standard for Water Tanks for
Private Fire Protection: Provides

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 14 Fire and Fuels Management
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recommendations for the design, construction
and installation of water storage tanks for
private fire protection systems.

e NFPA 30, Flammable and Combustible
Liquids Code: This standard provides
recommendations for storage, use and
handling of flammable and combustible
liquids. It provides detailed information
regarding tank storage, spacing, dispensing
of liquids, portable containers and other
related operations. NFPA 30 is referenced by
the California Fire Code.

e NFPA 70, National Electrical Code: NFPA
70 is the standard for the design and
installation of electrical systems. It includes
recommendations for various types of
occupancies and also provides
recommendations and criteria for the location
and installation of “explosion proof”
electrical systems.

e NFPA 72, National Fire Alarm and Signaling
Code: NFPA 72 is the standard for the
design, installation and operation of fire
alarm systems in various occupancies. This
standard is used by fire alarm system
designers when designing and installing a
system. It is utilized also by Fire Agencies
when reviewing plans for new systems.

e NFPA 497, Classification of Flammable
Liquids, Gases and Vapors, and for Electrical
Area Installations in Chemical Process
Areas: NFPA 497 is the standard, which is
utilized along with NFPA 70 to determine
flammable gas, flammable liquid and
combustible liquid hazards and recommend
the areas which require explosion proof
electrical systems. It also sets forth the extent
of the classified areas. Although the title
says chemical process areas, it is used as a

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 15 Fire and Fuels Management
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standard for explosion proof electrical as it
defines various risks and contains numerous
diagrams to help the electrical system

designer.

32.

Fire and Fuels
Management

D.15-26

International Fire Code

Created by the International Code Council, the
International Fire Code addresses a wide array of
conditions hazardous to life and property including
fire, explosions, and hazardous materials handling or
usage_(although it is not a federal regulation, but
rather the product of the International Code Council).

The International Fire Code is not a Federal
Regulation. Please consider revising the text
accordingly.

33.

Fire and Fuels
Management

D.15-26

International Wildland-Urban Interface Code

The International Wildland-Urban Interface Code is
published by the IFC, and is a model code addressing
wildfire issues.

Please update to include this language.

34.

Fire and Fuels
Management

D.15-27-D.15-28

California Fire Code

Similar to the International Fire Code, the California
Fire Code and the California Building Code use a
hazards classification system to determine the
appropriate measures to incorporate to

protect life and property._There is not a Hazard
Classification System in the Fire Code that includes
Wind Turbines, in fact the Fire Code does not address
Wind Turbines.

Please update to include clarification regarding
California Fire Code.

35.

Fire and Fuels
Management

D.15-29

California Public Utilities Commission General
Order 95: Rules for Overhead Transmission Line
Construction

Rule 35 of General Order 95 (Tree Trimming)
requires tree-trimming-to-occur-when-overheadutility
ST PasSHHOUBh tees oraertc S
E;E EIEEEI 55;]5. E.EEE”.EE. ’E | ; E

Please include this language regarding transmission
line construction and line clearances.
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Iberdrola Renewables

16

Fire and Fuels Management
March 2011




Section/
No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification

- hat doadordi I ] ]
leantoward-and-may-fall-inte-aspan-beremoved:
the following:

e 4 feet radial clearances are required for any
conductor of a line operating at 2.400 volts or
more, but less than 72,000 volts;

e 6 feet radial clearances are required for any
conductor of a line operating at 72,000 volts
or more, but less than 110,000 volts;

e 10 feet radial clearances are required for any
conductor of a line operating at 110,000 volts
or more, but less than 300,000 volts (this
would apply to the project);

e 15 feet radial clearances are required for any
conductor of a line operating at 300,000 volts

or more.
36. Fire and Fuels D.15-30 Fire break clearances are established by Public Please update language to reflect all Public Resource
Management Resources Code 4292 and 4293. In the section of Codes.

Southern California where the project is proposed, the
power line hazard reduction standards are applicable
year round due to the scope of the fire season. More
detailed descriptions of the applicable codes and
regulations and images of exempt and non-exempt
power line structures may be found in CAL FIRE
Power Line Fire Prevention Field Guide (CAL FIRE

2008).

These regulations are discussed in further detail as
follows:

e Public Resource Code 4291 requires a
reduction of Fire Hazards Around Buildings,
requiring 100 feet of vegetation management
around all buildings, and is the primary
mechanism for conducting fire prevention
activities on private property within CAL
FIRE jurisdiction.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 17 Fire and Fuels Management
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37. Fire and Fuels D.15-31 California Code of Requlations - California Please consider adding the California Building and
Management Building and Fire Codes Fire Codes as proposed.
California Code of Regulations, Title 24 parts 2 & 9,
(http://osfm.fire.ca.gov/). Title 24 contains several
International Codes that address fire safety including
the International Fire Code, International Building
Code. Additional safety regulations adopted by the
California Building Standards Commission include
the Uniform Mechanical Code, and Uniform
Plumbing Code, which are also part of the California
Code of Regulations.
38. Fire and Fuels D.15-32 CAL FIRE San Diego Unit “Pre-Fire Management | Please update to reflect the correct year reference.
Management Plan 2009”
39, Fire and Fuels D.15-39 APMs TULE-Project Design Feature (PDF)-1 through | Global Change: Tule Wind, LLC owns the project
Management Table D.15-4 TULE-PDF-26 are proposed by Paeific- Wind assets, and is a wholly owned subsidiary of Iberdrola
Development-Tule Wind, LLC to reduce impacts Renewables. Please change all references to Pacific
related to fire safety. Wind Development to reflect Tule Wind, LLC.
Table D.15-4 — change title to “Paeifie Wind
DevelopmentTule Wind, LL.C Tule Wind — Fire and
Fuels Management Impacts”
40. Fire and Fuels D.15-40 TULE-FF-2 Presence of project facilities including The potential impacts associated with overhead
Management Table D.15-4 overhead transmission line would increase the transmission lines will be mitigated to a level of less
probability of a wildfire. than significant with implementation of mitigation
measures (and additional proposed mitigation
Class 111 measures included the SDCFA-approved Fire
Protection Plan, Attachment D.15.3) that include
provisions for performing visual inspections of
overhead lines (see FPP-8), line clearance in
accordance with CPUC GO 95 (see FPP-9), and de-
energizing the electrical system in a fire emergency
event (see FPP-11). Furthermore, the SDCFA has
identified additional mitigation measures that in its
opinion will reduce this impact to below a level of
significance. Based on this analysis, a
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recommendation to change the significance
determination from a Class I to a Class Il is
provided.

41. Fire and Fuels D.15-40 TULE-FF-3 Presence of the overhead transmission It is unsubstantiated that the presence of overhead
Management Table D.15-4 line/facilities would reduce the effectiveness of transmission lines and turbines will reduce the
firefighting. effectiveness of fire fighting within the area. See
comment 40 above and 59 and 60 regarding ground
Class 110 and aerial fire fighting. Please change significance
determination from a Class I to a Class II.
42. Fire and Fuels D. 15-44 MM FF-1 Develop and implement a Please update mitigation to include the proposed

Construction Fire Prevention/Protection Plan. A
complete description of MM FF-1 is presented in
Table D.15-8. A multiagency Construction Fire
Prevention/Protection Plan shall be developed in
consultation with and to the satisfaction of CAL FIRE,

Rural Fire Protection District, and SDCFA. The final
plan will be approved by the commenting agencies
prior to the initiation of construction activities and
shall be implemented during all construction
activities. At minimum, the plan will include the
following:

e Procedures for minimizing potential ignition
O vegetation clearing

fuel modification establishment

parking requirements

smoking restrictions

hot work restrictions

O O0O0oOo

e Red Flag Warning restrictions

e Fire coordinator role and responsibility

e  Fire suppression equipment on site at all
times work is occurring

e Requirements of Title 14 of the California
Code of Regulations, Article 8 #918 “Fire
Protection” for the private land portions

e  Access Road widening (28-foot County
roads, 18-foot-wide spur roads)

provisions that reflect the mitigation measures
contained in the SDCFA-approved FPP (Attachment
D.15.3).
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e Applicable components of the SDG&E
Wildland Fire Prevention and Fire Safety
Electric Standard Practice (2009)

e Emergency response and reporting
procedures

e Emergency contact information

e  Worker education materials; kick-off and
tailgate meeting schedules

e  Other information as provided by CAL FIRE
Rural Fire Protection District, SDCFA,
BLM, California State Land Commission
(CSLC),and Tribal Governments respensible
fire-agenetes-for the Proposed PROJECT.

Additional restrictions will include the following:

e During the construction phase of the project,
the applicant shall implement ongoing fire
patrols. The applicant shall maintain fire
patrols during construction hours and for one
(1) hour after end of daily construction, and
hotwork.

e  Fire Suppression Resource Inventory — In
addition to CCR Title 14, 918.1(a), (b), and
(c). the applicant shall update in writing the
24-hour contact information and on-site fire
suppression equipment, tools, and personnel
list on quarterly basis and provide it to the
Rural Fire Protection District, SDCFA, and
CAL FIRE.

e During Red Flag Warning events, as issued
daily by the National Weather Service in
SRAs and LRAs, and when the USFS PAL is
Very High on CNF (as appropriate), all non-
essential, non-emergency construction and
maintenance activities shall cease or be
required to operate under a Hot Work

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 20 Fire and Fuels Management
Iberdrola Renewables March 2011



Section/
No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification

Procedure (see TULE-PDF-1).

e The applicant and contractor personnel shall
be informed of changes to the Red Flag event
status and PAL as stipulated by CAL FIRE
and CNF.

e All construction crews and inspectors shall
be provided with radio and/or cellular
telephone access that is operational
throughout the project area to allow for

immediate reporting of fires.

° Communication pathways and equipment
shall be tested and confirmed operational
each day prior to initiating construction
activities at each construction site. All fires
shall be reported to the fire agencies with
jurisdiction in the project area immediately

upon ignition.

e  Each crew member shall be trained in fire
prevention, initial attack firefighting, and fire
reporting. Each member shall carry at all

times a laminated card listing pertinent
telephone numbers for reporting fires and

defining immediate steps to take if a fire
starts. Information on contact cards shall be
updated and redistributed to all crew
members as needed, and outdated cards
destroyed, prior to the initiation of
construction activities on the day the
information change goes into effect.

e Each member of the construction crew shall
be trained and equipped to extinguish small
fires with hand-held fire extinguishers in
order to prevent them from growing into
more serious threats. Each crew member
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shall at all times be within 100 yards of a
vehicle containing equipment necessary for
fire suppression as outlined in the final
Construction Fire Prevention/Protection Plan.

e For the Tule Wind Project, water storage
tanks (TULE-PDF-7) shall be installed and
operational at the time of start of
construction, except where construction of
new access roads is necessary to reach the
SDRFPD’s preferred location for the water
tank, in which case the water tank will be
installed along with access road construction.

The project applicant will provide a draft copy of the
Construction Fire Prevention/Protection Plan to the
responsible fire agencies for comment a minimum of
90 days prior to the start of any construction activities.
The comments will be provided back to the applicant
and revisions to the plan will address each comment to
the satisfaction of the commenting agency. The final
plan will be approved by the responsible fire agencies
with input from other permitting agencies, as desired,
prior to the initiation of construction activities and
provided to the project applicant for implementation
during all construction and maintenance activities. All
construction work on the Proposed PROJECT shall
follow the Construction Fire Prevention/Protection
Plan guidelines and commitments.

43. Fire and Fuels D.15-45-D.15-46 | MM FF-2 Revise the Wildland Fire Please update mitigation to reflect the mitigation
Management Prevention and Fire Safety Electric Standard measures contained in the FPP approved by the
Practice (2009) to Create the Wildland Fire SDRFPD and accepted by SDCFA.

Prevention and Fire Safety Electric Standard
Practice Operation and Maintenance Plan

The revised plan will address the Proposed PROJECT
and will be implemented during all operation and
maintenance work associated with the project for the
life of the project. Important fire safety concepts that
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are included in this document and make it an
important overall mitigation measure are the
following:

e Focused Fire Protection Plan content
applicable to the applicant’s ongoing

operation.

¢ Guidance on where maintenance activities
may occur (non-vegetated areas, cleared
access roads, and work pads that are
approved as part of the project design plans).

o Fuel modification buffers required by the
Fire Protection Plans (EPP).

e  When vegetation work will occur (prior to
any other work activity).

e Timing of vegetation clearance work to
reduce likelihood of ignition and/or fire
spread,

e Coordination procedures with fire authority.

e Integration of the project’s Construction Fire
Prevention/Protection Plan content.

e Personnel training and fire suppression
equipment. Prior to energizing the Tule Wind
Project, Tule Wind, LLC will install a skid-
mounted Type VI firefighting unit with at
least 100 gallons water capacity and a pump
rate of approximately 25-30 gallons per
minute into two (2) of its operations and

maintenance pick-up trucks. In addition, also
prior to energizing the Tule Wind Project,
Tule Wind, LLC personnel will undergo

training by San Diego Rural Fire Protection
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District personnel, or another entity certified

to conduct such training, on the proper use of
Type VI firefighting equipment to fight

incipient fires.

e Red Flag Warning restrictions for operation
and maintenance work.

e Fire safety coordinator role as manager of
fire prevention and protection procedures,
coordinator with fire authority and educator.

e Communication protocols.

e Incorporation of CAL FIRE. San Diego
Rural Fire Protection District, and SDCFA
responsiblefire-ageneies reviewed and
approved Response Plan mapping and
assessment.

e  Other information as provided by CAL FIRE,
San Diego Rural Fire Protection District, San
Diego County Fire Authority (SDCFA),
BLM, CSLC, Tribal Governments, and U.S.
Forest Service (USFS), as applicable.

The project applicant will provide a draft copy of the
Wildland Fire Prevention and Fire Safety Electric
Standard Practice Operation and Maintenance Plan to
the responsible fire agencies for comment a minimum
of 90 days prior to the start of any construction
activities. The comments will be provided back to the
applicant and plan revisions will address each
comment to the satisfaction of the commenting
agency. The final plan will be approved by the

responsible fire agencies with-input-frompermitting

ageneies;as-desired;-prior to energizing the project
and provided to the project applicant for

implementation during all eenstraetion operation and
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maintenance activities.
44, Fire and Fuels D.15-46 MM FF-3 Development Agreement with Please update mitigation to reflect the mitigation
Management Rural Fire Protection District and San Diego measures contained in the SDCFA-approved FPP
County Fire Authority. Provide funding for the (Attachment D.15.3).

training and acquisition of necessary firefighting
equipment and services to Rural Fire Protection
District/SDCFA theloecalfire-autherity to improve the
response and firefighting effectiveness near wind
turbines, electrical transmission lines, and aerial
infrastructure based on fire protection needs and each
agency’s professional judgment. Although not
implementable on BLM or other federal land, the local
fire authority will respond through mutual aid to
wildfires within its jurisdiction, regardless of land
ownership designation, and, therefore, the
Development Agreement is applicable to the Proposed
PROJECT on a project-wide basis. Funding would be
provided through a Development Agreement between
the applicant and the w4th Rural Fire Protection
District and San Diego County Fire Authority which
shall be executed prior to construction. Fhe

Pevelopment-Apreementwonldincludebutnotbe

45, Fire and Fuels D.15-46 — D.15-47 | MM FF-4 Customized Fire Protection Plan | Please revise webpage citation accordingly. Please
Management for Project. A Fire Protection Plan will be submitted |also update mitigation to reflect the mitigation
as part of the Proposed PROJECT EIR/EIS (pre- measures contained in the SDCFA-approved FPP
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project) and will include, at minimum, the following: |(Attachment D.15.3).
e San Diego County FPP Content
Requirements (http/www-eco-san-

diego-ca-usidphatdeesError! Hyperlink
reference not valid./Eire-Report-

http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/docs/Fire-
Report-Format.pdf)
e Rural Fire Protection District Content
Requirements:
0 Provisions for fire safety and prevention
0 Water supply
0 Fire suppression/detection systems — built-
in detection system with notification
Secondary containment
Site security and access
Emergency shut-down provisions
Fuel modification plan
Access road widths and surfacing
Emergency drill participation.
e Emergency evacuation plan-
e Integration into Plans created to satisfy
Mitigation Measures FF-1 and FF-2

OO0OO0OO0OO0O0

The FPP will be submitted as part of the project
EIR/EIS and will be incorporated into MM FF-1,
the Construction Fire Prevention/Protection Plan,
and MM FF-2, the Wildland Fire Prevention and
Fire Safety Electric Standard Practice (2009)"
Operation and Maintenance Plan. The Customized
Fire Protection Plan will incorporate clarifications
and additional applicant proposed measures
(APMs) detailed-in-thisseetion-described in
Section B, Project Description of this EIR/EIS.
The Final FPP is to be approved by the
commenting agencies prior to construction.

thttp:/lwww.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/dudek/ECOSUB/Attach%204 07-B%20Wildland%20Fire%20Prevention%20and%20Safety%20Practice.pdf
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46. Fire and Fuels D.15-47 The construction period for the Tule Wind Project is | Please update to reflect the correct construction
Management proposed to be +8-te 24 months and will include up to |period.
125 workers per day at peak.
47. Fire and Fuels D.15-48 The presence of up to 434128 wind turbines, up to 400 | Please consider removing the word “unique.” There

feet tall presents a unique-potential ignition source for
burning embers/materials in an_high wildland fire

hazard area-with-receptivefuel beds. Wind-turbinesin
California does not track annual wind turbine fire,
although Tule Wind, LLC independently analyzed
data from the California State Fire Marshal’s Office,
and was only able to identify four (4) confirmed wind
turbine-related fire incidents in the period between
January 1, 2008 and Fall 2010 — a rate of
approximately 1.3 turbine fires per year (Iberdrola
2010 ). To place this number in context, the
California Wind Energy Association calculates that
there are approximately 11,000 wind turbines
currently in operation in California. See
http://www.calwea.org/bigPicture.html. An IAEI
article previously claimed that wind turbines in
California annually results in 35 turbine generator
related fires (IAEI 2010). The article cited an anti-
wind power website maintained by the Keepers of the
Blue Ridge to document this assertion. The Keepers
of the Blue Ridge website did not provide attribution
for the figure, and the figure was removed when
challenged by the California State Fire Marshal’s

Officc-annualty-resultin35-turbinegeneratorrelated

fire (FAEF2040). Fire causes are related to short-
circuits and lightning. Fhe-A fire in the elevated

nacelleswhere-most-wind-tarbine fires-occurresults
irhas the potential for burning, heated or flaming
material to be liberated from the turbine. Under worst-
case wind conditions, with wind gusts in excess of 50
mph, burning material (embers) may travel a mile or
more, held aloft by the wind (Dudek 2010). However,
most debris from a failed turbine drops within 500 feet
of the turbine (Iberdrola Renewables, Inc. 2010b).

are over 11,000 operating wind turbines in
California, and the wind industry has been operating
in California for decades.

The TAEI article’s claims are based on an
information source that has been shown to be faulty.
See Attachment D.15.4, Letter from Harley
McDonald, Iberdrola Renewables, to James Pine,
San Diego County Fire Marshal (dated October 25,
2010), pgs. 1-3. The SDCFA concurs and agrees
that the IAEI reference should be removed from the
EIR/EIS. See Attachment D.15.2, SDCFA
acceptance letter for the Tule Wind Project FPP,

pe. S.

There is no evidence to support the Draft EIR/EIS
claim that most wind turbine fires occur in the
nacelle.
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48.

Fire and Fuels
Management

D.15-48

Decommissioning (6™ paragraph)

When the facility is retired or decommissioned, the
turbine towers will be removed from the site

and the materials will be reused or sold for scrap.
Decommissioning activities are anticipated to

have similar types of construction-related activities,
and, therefore, all procedures, management

plans, mitigation measures, and BMPs-APMs
developed for the construction phase of the project
would be applied to the decommissioning phase of the
project.

Please consider clarifying the decommissioning
phase to indicate what MMs and APMs will be
applied to the project.

49.

Fire and Fuels
Management

D.15-49

Wildfire Risk Analysis (5 paragraph)

s . .
he i be limitedd | i |
firefighting strategies—In-the-absenee-ef Tule Wind

LLC, will install built in fire suppression systems,_in
the wind turbine nacelle. In the event of an ignition in
the wind turbine nacelle, the fire suppression system
would be activated and the fire agencies would be
immediately notified. In addition, each wind turbine
nacelle will be equipped with smoke detectors, arc
flash sensors, and over-current sensing transducers
that can detect conditions that could lead to a fire prior
to ignition. Should any of these devices register an
out-of-range condition, the device immediately
commands a shutdown of the turbine and will
disengage it from the electrical collection system. The
entire turbine is electrically protected by current-
limiting switchgear that is installed inside

the base of the tower. The fire agencies would provide
ground-based fire suppression, in the event that fire
ol | dikelv £ orine ] f
firc-and-focusingground-suppression-cfforts-on cmber

or debris created spot fires.

The original text incorrectly implied that fire
suppression systems were not a part of the Tule
Wind Project Design. See the SDCFA-approved
FPP (Attachment D.15.3).

50.

Fire and Fuels
Management

D.15-50

APMs TULE-PDF-1 through TULE-PDF-26 would
reduce the likelihood of ignition during construction,
operation and maintenance, and decommissioning.

Please update language and mitigation measures to
reflect the updated FPP and correct misspelling.
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These measures include pre-planning and design
features intended to minimize ignition potential of
equipment components, minimize equipment failure,
which may result in ignition, and provide a non-
flammable buffer between equipment and combustible
vegetation. In-addition;-the projeet’s-Coneeptual Draft
Fire-Protection-Plans-identifics-additional-buili-in
features-and-processes-that-would-reducc-and-manage

146 nted risk (RC Biolosical € lting Ine.
2610y Implementation of Mitigation Measures FF-1

and FF-2, which augment and clarify APMs TULE-
PDFE-1 through TULE-PDF-26, along with
incorporation of Mitigation Measures FF-3
(development agreement) and FF-4 (customized fire
protection plan incorporating APMs), would mitigate
the increased probability of a wildfire during
construction operation and maintenance and
decommissioning of the Tule Wind Project. Under
CEQA, this impact with implementation of mitigation
would be less than significant (Class II).

In addition to the APMs and mitigation measures
described above, the approved Fire Protection Plan for
the Tule Wind Project identifies additional mitigation
measures that would further reduce and manage
wildfire-related risk (RC Biological Consulting, Inc.
2011). The following mitigation measures contained
within the approved Fire Protection Plan are described
as follows:

FPP-4 Remove Hazards From the Work Area.
Tule Wind, LLC shall comply with Public
Resources Code 4291, Reduction of Fire
Hazards Around Building, to provide 100

feet fuel modification around all buildings,
and the County Code Title 9 regarding brush

management. Tule Wind, LLC and/or its
contractor shall clear brush and dead and
decaying vegetation from the work area
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prior to starting construction and/or
maintenance work. The work area includes
only those areas where personnel are active
or where equipment is in use or stored, and
may include portions of the transmission
ROW, construction laydown areas, pull
sites, access roads, parking pads, turbine
pads, O&M building, substation and any
other sites adjacent to the ROW where
personnel are active or where equipment is
in use or stored.

FPP-5 Helicopter Use. Tule Wind, LLC shall
contact CAL FIRE and the SDRFPD
dispatch centers two days prior to helicopter
use and will provide dispatch centers with
radio frequencies being used by the aircraft,
aircraft identifiers, the number of helicopters
that will be used while working on or near
SRA lands at any given time, and the flight
pattern of helicopters to be used. Should a
wildfire occur within one (1) mile of the
work area, upon contact from a CAL FIRE
Incident Commander and/or Forest Aviation
Officer, helicopters in use by Tule Wind,
LLC will immediately cease construction
activities and not restart aerial operations
until authorized by the appropriate fire

agency.

FPP-6 Roads. Any BLM roads or turbine roads that
are proposed to be gated shall be provided
with an approved Knox Box prior to
energizing the project.

FPP-7 _Combustible Storage (CFC Chapter 3).
Combustible storage and trash on site during
construction and operation phases shall be
properly stored in a clear area with fuel
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modification around it, and be away from
turbines and the substation. Such storage
shall be orderly and be removed from the
site as soon as possible.

51. Fire and Fuels D.15-52 Last paragraph Please include a reference to additional proposed
Management mitigation measures from the Fire Protection Plan
The presence of habitable structures in the vicinity of | that will further mitigate fire risk and safety impacts.
the project, and to the east and south, where wind
driven wildfire could threaten more than 2,000
residential structures, presents a considerable potential
risk. However, with implementation of Mitigation
Measures FF-1, FF-2, FF-3;-and FF-4, FPP-4, FPP-5,
FPP-6, and FPP-7, construction, operation and
maintenance, and decommissioning (of the four wind
projects) related fire safety impacts associated with
the project increasing the risk of wildfire would
mitigate adverse effects. Under CEQA, this impact
with implementation of mitigation would be less than

significant (Class II).
52. Fire and Fuels D.15-54 Tule Wind Project Please update the number of turbines and the number
Management of personnel anticipated for the Modified Project
The presence of over +80-128 wind turbines and Layout. Please also clarify the potential sources of
related electrical transmission lines would result in ignition for wildfires and probability of fire control

potential ignition sources adjacent to wildland fuels in | based on the revised analysis.
an area with a history of wildfires and over 2,000
inhabited structures in the vicinity, especially “down
wind” to the east and west during a Santa Ana wind-
driven fire. Pre-planning and personnel fire awareness
and suppression training not only results in lower
probability of ignition, but also in higher probability
of fire control and extinguishment in its incipient
stages. Data indicates that 95% of all

wildfire ignitions are controlled during initial attack
(Smalley 2008). Turbines and electrical transmission
lines include potential for sparks, heat, and flammable
liquids, and they require ongoing maintenance
procedures for the life of the project. Ongoing
maintenance activities and the inclusion of five-12
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permanent and-five-part-time-employees at the facility

will also increase the possibility of a vegetation

ignition.
53, Fire and Fuels D.15-55 Third paragraph Please consider revising language to include
Management reference to APM PDF-17 that would reduce
Wind turbines do have the potential for lightning impacts due to lightning strikes.

strikes, of which the turbine engineering is designed to
withstand the atmospheric discharge and dissipate the
strike into the ground via the ground grid, assuming
the lightning protection is installed correctly and
functioning at intended levels. APM TULE PDF-17
includes provisions such that each turbine will have
turbine lightning protection systems to reduce risk of
fire ignition caused by lightning strikes. Given the fuel
modification buffers that will occur around each
turbine base, it is unlikely that this type of ignition

will occur.
54, Fire and Fuels D.15-56 Although these systems are not available in a tested, | Please update mitigation language and provisions as
Management state or nationally approved package for wind contained in the SDCFA-approved FPP (Attachment

turbines, the applicant will implement this technology |D.15.3).
through the wind turbine manufacturer or an
aftermarket supplier to the satisfaction of the
appropriate fire authority as part-efthe project-design
described in Mitigation Measure FF-5 below. 1n
Idition_APMs for f rotyreferred Proi

' B

I g’l Lind E.]‘ 2 . ..,g'lll
pora I . el oot g

MM FF-5 Wind Turbine Generator Fire
Protection Systems. Fire detection, warning, and
suppression systems for each wind turbine generator
will include thelatest modern technology and will
address, at minimum, the following:

e Use of non-combustible or difficult to ignite
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materials,
e  Early fire detection and warning systems.

e Maintenance according to manufacturer

specifications. Erequent-maintenanece

e Auto switch-off and complete disconnection
from the power supply system.

e  Ongoing hazard/fire safety training for staff.

e Automatic fire extinguishing systems in the
nacelle of each wind turbine (stationary, inert
gas, or similar). Paeifie—Wind Development
Tule Wind, LLC will implement this
technology through the wind turbine
manufacturer or an aftermarket supplier.

e Non-combustible or high flash point lubricant
oils.

55.

Fire and Fuels
Management

D.15-56

In addition, APMs for fire safety, referred to as
Project Design Features (PDF) PDF-1 through PDF-
26. described in detail in Section B.4.4, will be
incorporated to further reduce overall fire risk during
construction and operation of the project. The
identified PDFs and mitigation measures that have
been proposed to minimize the potential for an
ignition include: automatic fire suppression systems in
the wind turbine nacelle(s) (see MM FF-5), various
design features such as arc flash relays (see TULE-

PDF-16), fuel management around project features

(i.e., 100’ clearance around turbines with fire-safe
vegetation and annual fuel management) (see TULE-
PDF-10 and TULE-PDF-17). four (4) 10.000 gallon
water storage tanks installed throughout the project
area that can be utilized for regional fire suppression
support (see TULE-PDF-7), training of both
construction and operational personnel by San Diego
Rural Fire Protection District personnel, or another
entity certified to conduct such training, on the proper

With implementation of all PDFs and mitigation
measures included in the DEIR/EIS and the SDCFA-
approved Fire Protection Plan, the Tule Wind Project
will result in a less than significant impact. See
Attachment D.15-1 San Diego Rural Fire District
Approval Letter (November 3, 2010); Attachment
D.15.2, San Diego County Fire Authority
Acceptance Letter (February 28, 2011); Attachment
D.15.3, Tule Wind Fire Protection Plan (February
2011); Attachment D.15.5, Jim Hunt Comment
Letter (March 3, 2011), and Attachment D.15.6
Letter from Robin Church to Patrick Brown (January
10, 2011).

Although Tule Wind, LLC maintains that the
mitigation measures and APMs included in its FPP
approved by the SDRFPD (Nov. 2010) fully mitigate
all fire-related impacts associated with the Tule
Wind Project, Tule Wind, LLC agrees with the
SDCFA and SDRFPD that the DEIR/DEIS misses a
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use of Type VI firefighting equipment to fight
incipient fires (see MM FF-2), and funding for both
the SDCFA and the SDRFPD (as further described in
MM FF-6). Not only has the project minimized the
risk of potential ignition sources resulting from the
project, but it will also improve access and response
times throughout the project area, and provide water
for wildland firefighting within the large expanse of
BLM lands that do not currently have access or water.

AdtheughiImplementation of APMs PDF-1 through
PDF-26, and Mitigation Measures FF-1 through FE-4
aleng-with FF-65; would reduce the fire risk and
probability of a wildfire to a level considered less than
significant. Implementation of additional mitigation
measures included within the Fire Protection Plan
(Mitigation Measures FPP-4 through FPP-7) would

further reduce fire risk which-prevides-ignition

and the probability of wildfire from the Tule Wind

Project previde-a-proactive-plan-forongeingoperation
E E EEE’ e Srroec

cacili F L . fi' . o

probabiity-efa-widfire. Under CEQA, impacts would

be considered be less than significant with mitigation

less-than-significant (Class II).

key opportunity to apply mitigation measures that
would reduce the existing baseline risk of damage
and destruction by wildfire to the structures in the
high and very high fire risk areas to the west of the
Proposed Project. By reducing this baseline risk,
which exists today and will continue to exist even if
the Proposed Project is never constructed, any risk of
wildfire ignition added by the ECO Substation, ESJ
Gen-Tie, and Tule Wind Projects could be offset,
thereby resulting in a Class II less than significant
impact after mitigation for Impact FF-2.

Based on the fire agencies’ experience, the most
effective way to reduce baseline fire risk to
structures in the very high and high fire risk areas to
the west of the Proposed Project is to increase fire
code compliance inspections on structures in that
area. In the fire agencies’ experience, fire code
inspections result in very high compliance rates,
which translates into significant improvement in
structure survivability in a wildfire. SDCFA has
assessed the Proposed Project’s risk of increasing the
likelihood of wildfire ignition after application of
APMs and Mitigation Measures, and has concluded
that with sufficient funding, it could offset any
remaining risk by adding one (1) full-time Fire Code
Specialist II, and four (4) part-time, stipend reserve
and/or volunteer firefighters that perform fire code
inspections up to ninety (90) days per year. It is the
SDCFA’s opinion that this reduction of baseline fire
risk, which exists regardless of whether the Proposed
Project is built, would offset any additional
unavoidable risk of wildfire ignition posed by the
Proposed Project, and consequently, that Impact FF-
2 should be changed to a Class II less-than-
significant impact. SDCFA’s proposed mitigation
measure revises and replaces MM FF-6 in the
DEIR/EIS.
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Finally, Dr. Richard Thompson, PhD, has conducted
a statistical analysis of the probability of an
unsuppressed nacelle fire escaping the nacelle and
the fire agencies’ initial response and attack to create
an uncontrolled wildland fire (Attachment D.15.7).
Dr. Thompson concluded that the probability of such
a fire occurring from the Tule Wind Project is
approximately 0.0036% per year, which equates to
less than 1 uncontained wind-turbine caused wildfire

every 27,000 years.
56. Fire and Fuels D.15-58 First paragraph Please consider revising impact conclusion for the
Management Proposed PROJECT based on the rationale and

Adtheugh-Mitigation Measures FF-1 through FF-65 evidence presented in Comment 55, above.
and Mitigation Measures FPP-4 through FPP-9 will
reduce the potential for wildfire ignitions or fire
spread by requiring intensive pre-planning, fire safety
procedures, customized operation and maintenance
restrictions and requirements, and customized fire
detection warning and suppression systems (wind
turbines), among other fire safety features;-the
immitigable. Under CEQA, impacts would be
significant and canret be mitigated to a level that is
considered less than significant (Class II).

57. Fire and Fuels D.15-60 MM FF-6 Funding for Eire InspectionFireSafe | Although Tule Wind, LLC maintains that the
Management GCouneit. The applicants are to Pprovide funding for | mitigation measures and APMs included in its FPP
lecally-based-one (1) SDCFA Fire Code Specialist II | approved by the SDRFPD (Nov. 2010) fully mitigate
position to enforce existing fire code requirements all fire-related impacts associated with the Tule
including but not limited to implementing required Wind Project, Tule Wind, LLC agrees with the
fuel management requirements (e.g., defensible SDCFA and SDRFPD that the DEIR/DEIS misses a

space), in priority areas to be identified by the SDCFA | key opportunity to apply mitigation measures that
for the life of the project. In addition, the applicants | would reduce the existing baseline risk of damage
are to provide funding to allow SDCFA to employ up |and destruction by wildfire to the structures in the
to four (4) volunteer/reserve firefighters as part-time | high and very high fire risk areas to the west of the
code inspectors on a stipend basis for up to 90 days Proposed Project. By reducing this baseline risk,
per year for the life of the project. FireSafe-Couneil which exists today and will continue to exist even if

feo—Campoidake MorenoFireSafe Comnetbto the Proposed Project is never constructed, any risk of
prepure-ortmplementa- Communtt-Wildiire wildfire ignition added by the ECO Substation, ESJ
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ProtectionPlan—The funding for the SDCFA Fire Gen-Tie, and Tule Wind Projects could be offset,
Code Specialist II position and the four (4) thereby resulting in a Class II less than significant
volunteer/reserve firefighters as part-time code impact after mitigation for Impact FF-2.
inspectors will be provided through proportional
contributions from each applicant to the SDCFA Based on the fire agencies’ experience, the most
through their respective Development Agreements effective way to reduce baseline fire risk to
(see MM FF-3), which shall be executed prior to structures in the very high and high fire risk areas to

construction. will-be-determined-in-conjunction-with | the west of the Proposed Project is to increase fire
the-loecal-fire-authority’s-input-the speeifiedfuel code compliance inspections on structures in that
reduetion-project prioritiesidentified by-the FireSafe | area. In the fire agencies’ experience, fire code
Couneil-and-in-consideration-of the funding-ameunt inspections result in very high compliance rates,
provided-underMitieation-Measure FF-3- which translates into significant improvement in
structure survivability in a wildfire. SDCFA has
TFhis-measure-is-irrespective-of projectlocationon assessed the Proposed Project’s risk of increasing the
BEMand-as-the-funding-will be-to-alocal KireSafe likelihood of wildfire ignition after application of
Couneil-foranalysis-and-implementation-of fuel APMs and Mitigation Measures, and has concluded
reductionprojeets-onprivately-owned,Cityor-County | that with sufficient funding, it could offset any
fndsadiacenttoassetsatriskThe- Commrnity remaining risk by adding one (1) full-time Fire Code
Wildfire Protection Plan (CWPP)-aHows-the local Specialist 11, and four (4) part-time, stipend reserve
community-to-identify-strategic-fuel reduetionprojeets | and/or volunteer firefighters that perform fire code
to-minimize firerisk-and become-eligible for inspections up to ninety (90) days per year. It is the
additional-grant-fundingProject related-funding SDCFA'’s opinion that this reduction of baseline fire
amotnts-wil-be-determined-with-inputfromleecal fire |risk, which exists regardless of whether the Proposed
ageneies—Environmental review-oceursaspartefthe |Project is built, would offset any additional
SWPPprecess-and-wonld-nottherefore; berequired | unavoidable risk of wildfire ignition posed by the

within-the Proposed PROJECT EIR/ELS: Proposed Project, and consequently, that Impact FF-
2 should be changed to a Class II less-than-

significant impact. SDCFA’s proposed mitigation
measure revises and replaces MM FF-6 in the

DEIR/EIS.
58. Fire and Fuels D.15-60 — D.15-61 | Construction and long-term operation of a wind The Draft Boulevard Subregional Plan has not
Management facility and electrical transmission line and overhead |adopted, and therefore, it is inappropriate to quote it
collectors in an area that currently does not include as a statement of risk.
this type of facility in an area with a history of fires
would present challenges to firefighting operations. Tule Wind, LLC has committed to working closely

Challenges related to responding to fires related to the | with relevant fire agencies to make sure they are
electrical generating or transmission systems would be | appraised on the Tule Wind Project’s features. As
difficult for the firefighting forces that have noted in MM FF-5, each wind turbine nacelle will be
jurisdiction. CAL FIRE responders are familiar with | equipped with a fire suppression system that will
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Wildland firefighters working around energized
transmission lines may be exposed to electrical shock
hazards including the following: direct contact with
downed power lines, contact with electrically charged
materials and equipment due to broken lines, contact
with smoke that can conduct electricity between lines,
and the use of solid-stream water applications around
energized lines. Between 1980 and 1999 in the U.S.,
there were 10 firefighter fatalities due to electrical
structure contact during wildfire suppression (NFPA
2001). Maintaining a minimum 500-foot safety buffer
greatly reduces the risk of electrical structure contact,
and it reduces the effectiveness of ground-based
frontal attacks. Most, if not all, firefighting
organizations employ a similar safety buffer around
electrical structures. Depending on the fire
circumstances, the presence of the electrical
transmission line may result in the decision to let a
fire burn through the area before attacking with
ground and aerial firefighting resources; however,

No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
the requirements of firefighting around electrical provide immediate fire suppression in the event of an
facilities. Volunteer firefighters in the area may not ignition in the wind turbine nacelle.
have the latest training for this type of condition.
Regardless, even trained firefighters have accidents as | Furthermore, there is no confusion as to whether
indicated by the number of deaths related to electrical | firefighters responding to a nacelle fire would
transmission lines over the last 40 years. Indieative-of |attempt to fight the fire because they will not enter
the-diffienlty-of fighting fires related-to-thesefaetlities | the turbine, but develop a perimeter and verify that
the DraftBowlevard Subreotonat Planthat statess no ground fires are started. Also, the wind turbines
—There-is-uncertainty-in-how Boulevard’svolunteer | contemplated by the Tule Wind Project are at
fire-and rescue-department-will be-able-to-handle-afire | maximum 328 feet tall at the nacelle, not the 400 to
or-other- emergeney-event-at-the-top-ofnew-industrial | 600 feet tall claimed in the draft plan. Please
tarbines-which-now-stand-between400-and-600-feet | consider removing the identified text.
taH"TFheplan-goecs-onto-state-that—fires-atan
L &3 yref

?g” | I add 5],, - F San Di
2010b)-

59. Fire and Fuels D.15-61 Ground Based Firefighting Please provide a source for the use of a minimum

500-foot safety buffer around electrical transmission
lines. The International Fire Service Training
Association (IFSTA) Fire Department Training
manual “Fundamentals of Wildland Fire fighting” 3™
edition, states on page 304 that Firefighters should
stay a distance away from downed power lines a
distance equal to one span between poles (the reason
is that this distance is typically the longest distance
that a wire would fall, and then they typically only
fall at one end) until they are sure the power is off.
And then, use fine spray fog streams for any
firefighting.

The modern highly trained, well equipped,
Firefighter and Fire Agency needs to be given credit
in the EIR for their ability to evaluate the risks
intelligently and properly handle a fire at the
property. Public Fire Protection has vastly improved
in San Diego County, to the point that a fire at this
facility should be a fairly routine fire, rather than a
catastrophic event.
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firefighters are typically trained to operate and fight
fires around electrical transmission lines.

With respect to ground-based firefighting
effectiveness, improved access roads will enable
ground-based firefighters to reach places that were
previously inaccessible by vehicle and will enable
quicker ingress and egress to the project area to fight
fires, four (4) additional water tanks to be installed in
SDRFPD-approved locations throughout the project
area (see TULE-PDF-7) will improve both ground-
based and aerial firefighting effectiveness,
Development Agreements entered into with SDRFPD
and SDCFA will provide funding for equipment,
staffing, and training that will improve firefighting
effectiveness, and lastly, proposed mitigation
measures (as described below, and included within the
approved Fire Protection Plan) would further improve
coordination/communication amongst the respective
fire agencies, access and response times, and
enhanced fire inspection capabilities. Taken together,
the Tule Wind Project features will improve ground-

based firefighting effectiveness, not diminish it.

The Tule Wind Fire Protection Plan (RC Biological,
2011) includes mitigation measures to de-energize the
electric system during fire emergencies at the
direction of SDG&E, and immediately notifying
appropriate fire agencies of the de-energizing.
Additional proposed mitigation measures will provide
for site maps to the fire agencies, communication
devices to operations staff, and funding to increase
SDCFA'’s fire inspection capabilities. These proposed
mitigation measures will further reduce ground-based
firefighting impacts.

FPP-11 De-Energize Electrical System. Tule Wind,

LLC shall immediately de-energize the
electrical collector and transmission systems

With respect to ground-based firefighting, Tule
Wind, LLC has proposed numerous mitigation
measures that will mitigate the potentially significant
impacts to a level less than significant, as contained
in the SDCFA-approved FPP (Attachment D.15.3).
Please consider including the proposed language to
describe the steps taken to reduce significant impacts
relative to firefighting effectiveness.
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during fire emergencies at the direction of
SDG&E. The fire agency liaison will
coordinate with the SDG&E liaison during a
fire incident to identify which, if any,
particular electrical lines need to be de-
energized. Appropriate fire agencies
responding to the incident shall be
immediately notified of the line de-
energizing. Additionally, Tule Wind, LLC
shall provide all appropriate local, state, and
federal fire dispatching agencies with an on-
call contact person (Fire Coordinator) who
has the authority to shut down the line in
areas affected by a fire. If the transmission
line is de-energized, prior to re-energizing
Tule Wind, LLC shall notify and receive
approval from the SDG&E liaison and fire
agency liaison representing the responsible

fire agencies.

FPP-12 Site Maps. All responsible agencies shall be
provided with maps indicating the location of
the water tanks, turbines, access roads, and
project layout prior to construction, as well as
“as-built” maps after completion of
construction. Tule Wind, LLC will
coordinate with the SDCFA to ensure that its
construction plans and “as-built” plans are
incorporated into the SANGIS public safety
layer for GIS mapping purposes prior to

energizing the project.

FPP-13 Communication Devices. In order to easily
communicate immediate fire incidence during
operation or maintenance of the project, all
crews and inspectors shall be equipped with
radio and/or cellular telephone access that is
operational throughout the project area to

allow for immediate reporting of fires and

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 39 Fire and Fuels Management
Iberdrola Renewables March 2011



Section/
No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification

open communication pathways shall be
established prior to energizing the project.

60. Fire and Fuels D.15-61 —D.15-62 | Aerial Firefighting
Management See updated Fire Protection Plan (February 2011)
The presence of the-rearly400-foet wind turbines and | which includes additional proposed mitigation.
the 138 kV Transmission Line in-an-area Please update language to reflect these mitigation

measures approved by the SDRFPD and accepted by
would have the potential of significantly impacting the SDCFA. See Attachments D.15.1; D.15.3.

aerial firefighting efforts_in the project area. Implementation of additional proposed mitigation
Firefighters are trained, equipped, and able to work measures will reduce aerial fire fighting

around facilities such as tall buildings and deal with | effectiveness related to overhead transmission lines.
these types of obstacles. Introducing these vertical
features to the area could affect firefighting operations | Furthermore, firefighters are trained, equipped, and
and endanger the safety of firefighters responding to a | able to work around facilities and deal with this type
wildfire in the area (CAL FIRE 2010a). Furthermore, |ofissue frequently. Any development has

the turbines and towers will be equipped with safety | “facilities” and may have “aerial features” such as a
lighting as required by the FAA. The proposed tall building would have, for example. This should
electrical transmission lines are spaced far enough not affect aerial and ground firefighting effectiveness
apart to not restrict aircraft maneuverability, however, |and it is unclear why this is raised as an issue. The

or to significantly increase the risk of contact by modern fire service and firefighter should be given

aircraft or water buckets. Water drops are performed | more credit in the EIR for their knowledge and

at 150 feet above the ground, otherwise known as the |skills, towards being able to respond to, and

“150 foot drop zone.” The 138 kV transmission mitigate, incidents at this facility. Please revise text
towers are proposed to be 75 feet in height, less than | accordingly.

half the height of the “150 foot drop” zone. Due to
the rugged nature of the terrain and existing Campo
Wind Project turbines, aerial firefighting professionals
will be focused on aerial impediments during the
course of firefighting in the project area. Chief Nissen
(SDRFPD) spoke with Ray Chaney (CAL Fire
Battalion Chief, Special Ops Battalion), who stated
that the determination to perform aerial operations
would be made on a case by case basis and would not
be prohibited just by the presence of the Tule Wind
project (Robin Church personal conversation with
Chief Nissen). Furthermore, the Tule project’s 138
kV transmission line will be adjacent to and overlap
with the approved Sunrise Powerlink, which will be

approximately 130 to 160 feet in height. Accordingly,
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the Tule Wind Project will not add to any additional
aerial firefighting risk to what is already in
construction in the project area would-create-a

S::ub“aﬂﬁ.al Rummber lefﬁe“h Ss]‘*hi trending ae]“a]l s

pet,im*;‘l bf.‘“]*f* forse g*]al mﬂes.te the-eastand-is

The implementation of Mitigation Measure FF-2 will
result in reduction in the likelihood of ignitions
occurring due to the project’s ongoing presence on the
landscape, but it does not reduce the effect that the
project would have on firefighting activities.
Implementation of Mitigation Measures FF-2, FF-3,
FF-5, and FF-6 will further reduce the potential
impacts eenflietby providing funding for Rural Fire
Protection District, the and San Diego County Fire
Authority, and one fire code enforcement position,
tratning and-equipment-equipping maintenance trucks
with fire fighting apparatus and training operations
staff on proper use of firefighting equipment,
providing for additional water tanks on site, including
fire detection, warning, and suppression systems in
wind turbines, and additional proposed mitigation
includes provisions for de-energizing the electrical
system during fire emergencies, providing site maps
to appropriate fire agencies, and equipping operations
staff with communication devices for immediate

reporting of fires.as-wel-as-fundingforlocal
EireSafo C L Tanni | fuel
reduectionproject-implementation. Even-w-With
implementation of these mitigation measures ,
including FPP-11 through FPP-13 the-seurce-of

tallwind-turbines-and-overhead-transmissiontine)
wotd-remain;-and-the potential for reduced aerial and
ground firefighter effectiveness would be-adverse-and
eannetbe reliably mitigated. Under CEQA, impacts

would be significant-and-cannetbe-mitigated-to-alevel
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thatis-considered less than significant (Class II).
61. D.15-65 MM FF-7 Preparation of Disturbed Area Please revise Mitigation Measure MM-FF-7 to

Revegetation Plan. All areas disturbed
during construction activities that will not
be continuously included in the long-term
maintenance access ROW will be provided
native plant restoration in order to prevent
non-native, weedy plants from establishing.
Disturbed areas that will be included in the
long-term maintenance program will not be
revegetated as any plants that establish in
these areas will be removed on an ongoing
(at least annual) basis.

Mitigation Measure FF-7 directs that the
temporary disturbance areas will be
revegetated with native plants common to
the area through direction detailed in a
habitat restoration plan. The habitat
restoration plan will be prepared to restore
native habitat and to reduce the potential
for non-native plant establishment. The
restoration plan will incorporate a Noxious
Weeds and Invasive Species Control Plan
to assist in restoring the construction area
to the prior vegetated state and lessen the
possibility of establishment of non-native,
flammable plant species. The A copy of the
Revegetation Plan will be provided to the

approvingageneiesforreview-and-approval
BLM and San Diego County.

In addition, prior to the termination of the
ROW authorization, a decommissioning
plan will be developed and approved by the
BLM and other agencies having
jurisdiction. The decommissioning plan
will include a site reclamation plan and
monitoring program. Topsoil from all

include specific agencies the Revegetation Plan will
be provided to and provisions for decommissioning
and reclamation.
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decommissioning activities will be
salvaged and reapplied during final

reclamation. All areas of disturbed soil will
be reclaimed to native habitat conditions
found naturally in the area.

62. Fire and Fuels D.15-66 The project is anticipated to disturb a total of 7625 Please update language to reflect corrected analysis
Management 725.3 acres, with approximately 230 212 acres of per the correct Modified Project Layout land
temporary disturbance during construction. disturbance calculations.
63. Fire and Fuels D.15-66 Second paragraph Existing phrasing makes it appear that the Tule Wind
Management project will be establishing invasive plant species,
If invasive plants become established and which is not the case. Please consider revising the

Establishment-and-corresponding-spread efinvasive | text to clarify.
plants within the proposed project ROW_ such growth

wcould adversely influence fire behavior by altering

fuel beds . ..”
64. Fire and Fuels D.15-74 — D.15-75 | All Alternatives For all alternatives, a recommendation to change the
Management Table D.15-6 impact determination is provided based on the
Tule-FF-2 Presence of project facilities including analysis provided for the proposed project. Please
overhead transmission line would increase the see comments 55 through 62 above. For the reasons
probability of a wildfire. set forth in Comments [55 through 62], above, all
Impacts relative to fire and fuels management are
Class II determined to be less than significant with mitigation
(Class 1I).
Tule-FF-3 Presence of the overhead transmission
line/facilities would reduce the effectiveness of
firefighting.
Class 11
65. Fire and Fuels D.15-75 Alternative 1 Please include a reference to additional proposed
Management mitigation measures that will further minimize

Impact TULE-FF-1: Under this alternative the O&M | increased probability of a wildfire.
and collector substation facilities would be relocated
to the Rough Acres Ranch. Impacts associated with
construction and maintenance activities would be
similar to those identified for the proposed Tule Wind
Project in Section D.15.3.3. Implementation of APMs
TULE PDF-1 through TULE PDF-26, and Mitigation
Measures FF-1 through FF-4, and additional proposed
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Mitigation Measures FPP-4 through FPP-7 would
mitigate the increased probability of a wildfire during
construction or maintenance of this alternative. Under
CEQA, this impact with implementation of mitigation
would be less than significant (Class II).

66.

Fire and Fuels
Management

D.15-76 & D.15-80

Alternative 1 and Alternative 3

Impact TULE-FF-2: The presence of ever100 128
wind turbines, electrical transmission lines, and
overhead collectors presents an ongoing source of
potential wildfire ignitions adjacent to wildland
fuels....

Implementation of APMs PDF-1 through PDF-26,
Mitigation Measures FF-1 through FF-6, and
additional mitigation measures included within the
Fire Protection Plan (Mitigation Measures FPP-4
through FPP-9) would reduce fire risk and the
probability of wildfire from the Tule Wind Project

pretn i gat . €
Vi e f Ell s al EOME ]
reduced-fire-threat-however-this-weuldremain-an
adverse-and-immitigable-effeet—Under CEQA, for this
alternative, impacts would be significant-and-eannet
be-mitigated-to-alevelthatis considered less than

significant with the proposed mitigation (Class II).

Please update language to reflect the Modified
Project Layout. The proposed mitigation for the
proposed project would e applicable to any
alternative and therefore, impacts would be
considered less than significant, similar to the
proposed project.

67.

Fire and Fuels
Management

D.15-76,78,80,82

Alternative 1

Impact TULE-FF-3: ... While altering the location of
the O&M and collector substation facilities from the
project would reduce the length of the 138 kV
Transmission Line project component, the 34.5 kV
collector line system would increase in distance.
Impact TULE-FF-3 would be similar to the proposed
project for this alternative.

Relocation of the O&M and collector substation
facilities under this alternative does not eliminate the

Please update language to reflect the change in
impact determination based on the additional
proposed mitigation measures.
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presence of the overhead transmission line or turbines;
thus impacts would be adverse are but can be
mitigated, similar to immitigable-as-those-identified
for the proposed Tule Wind Project presented in
Section D.15.3.3. Implementation of Mitigation
Measures FF-1 through FF-6 and additional proposed
mitigation measures included in the Fire Protection
Plan (see FPP-11 through FPP-13) will reduce the
potential impacts due to wind turbines and
transmission lines to level less than significant. Under
CEQA, for this alternative, impacts would be
considered less than significant and-eannetbe with the
proposed mitigationed to-alevel-thatis-consideredless

than significant (Class II).

68.

Fire and Fuels
Management

D.15-77-D.15-78

Alternative 2

Impact TULE-FF-1: Construction and maintenance
under this alternative would result an increase in the
amount of human activity in the project area and
introduction of a variety of ignition sources, including
vehicles, heavy equipment for grading, trenching, and
vegetation removal, heat generating equipment for
welding, cutting, or grinding, sparks from various
equipment and sources, and potentially discarded
cigarettes, among others. Implementation of APMs
TULE PDF-1 through TULE PDF-26, and Mitigation
Measures FF-1 through FF-4, and additional proposed
Mitigation Measures FPP-4 through FPP-7 would
mitigate the increased probability of a wildfire during
construction or maintenance of this alternative. Under
CEQA, this impact with implementation of mitigation
would be less than significant (Class II).

Please include a reference to additional proposed
mitigation measures that will further minimize
increased probability of a wildfire.

69.

Fire and Fuels
Management

D.15-78

Alternative 2

Impact TULE-FF-2: The presence of 18628 wind
turbines, electrical transmission lines, and overhead
collectors presents an ongoing source of potential
wildfire ignitions adjacent to wildland fuels...

Please update language to reflect the change in
impact determination based on the additional
proposed mitigation measures.
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Implementation of APMs PDF-1 through PDF-26,
Mitigation Measures FF-1 through FF-6, and
additional mitigation measures included within the
Fire Protection Plan (Mitigation Measures FPP-4
through FPP-9) would reduce fire risk and the
probability of wildfire from the Tule Wind Project

wildfire-would-be-adverse-andimmitigable. Under

CEQA, for this alternative, impacts would be
considered less than significant with the proposed

mitigation and-cannotbe-mitigated-to-alevel-thatis
considered-less-than-signifieant (Class II).

70. Fire and Fuels D.15-78 Alternative 2 Please update language to reflect the change in
Management impact determination based on the additional
Impact TULE-FF-3: ... While altering the location of | proposed mitigation measures.

the O&M and collector substation facilities from the
project and undergrounding the alternate 138 kV
Transmission Line, it would increase the amount of
34.5 KV collector lines which would reduee have the
same probability of increased wildfire for the
undergrounded section, this alternative would not
eliminate the presence of overhead collector lines or
turbines; thus, impacts would be similar to those
identified for the proposed Tule Wind Project in
Section D.15.3.3.

Implementation of Mitigation Measures FF-1, FF-2,
FF-3, FF-5, and FF-6 and additional proposed
mitigation measures included in the Fire Protection
Plan (see FPP-11 through FPP-13) will reduce the risk
of ignitions and the risk of damage from a project-
related ignition-hewever,this-would-be-adverse-and
immitigable. Under CEQA, for this alternative,
impacts would be considered less than significant are
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cannot-be-mitigated-to-atevelthatis-consideredess
than-signifieant-with the proposed mitigation (Class
10).

71.

Fire and Fuels
Management

D.15-79 — D.15-80

Alternative 3

Impact TULE-FF-1: Under this alternative the O&M
and collector substation facilities would be relocated
to the Rough Acres Ranch. Impacts associated with
construction and maintenance activities would be the
same as those identified for the proposed Tule Wind
Project in Section D.15.3.3. Implementation of APMs
TULE PDF-1 through TULE PDF-26, and Mitigation
Measures FF-1 through FF-4, and additional proposed
Mitigation Measures FPP-4 through FPP-7 would
mitigate the increased probability of a wildfire during
construction or maintenance of the Tule Wind Project.
Under CEQA, for this alternative, this impact with
implementation of mitigation would be less than
significant (Class II).

Please include a reference to additional proposed
mitigation measures that will further minimize
increased probability of a wildfire.

72.

Fire and Fuels
Management

D.15-80

Alternative 3

Impact TULE-FF-2: The presence of ever 10028
wind turbines, electrical transmission lines, and
overhead collectors presents an ongoing source of
potential wildfire ignitions adjacent to wildland
fuels...

Implementation of APMs PDF-1 through PDF-26,
Mitigation Measures FF-1 through FF-6, and
additional mitigation measures included within the
Fire Protection Plan (Mitigation Measures FPP-4
through FPP-9) would reduce fire risk and the
probability of wildfire from the Tule Wind
Projectlmplementationof Mitigation Measures FE+
. .
i . i st F .

'g] gifiﬁ | . b 1d .
an-adverse-and-immitigable-effeet. Under CEQA, for
this alternative, impacts would be significant-and

Please include a reference to additional proposed
mitigation measures that will further minimize
increased probability of a wildfire.
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cannot-be-mitigated-to-alevelthatis considered less

than significant with the proposed mitigation (Class
11)

73.

Fire and Fuels
Management

D.15-80 - D.15-81

Alternative 3

Impact TULE-FF-3: ...Although altering the
location of the O&M and collector substation facilities
from the project would reduce the length of the 138
kV Transmission Line project component, the 34.5 kV
collector line system would increase in distance.
Impact TULE-FF-3 would be similar to the proposed
project for this alternative.

Relocation of the O&M and collector substation
facilities under this alternative does not eliminate the
presence of the overhead transmission line or turbines;
thus, impacts would be the same as those identified
for the proposed Tule Wind Project in Section
D.15.3.3.

Implementation of Mitigation Measures FF-1, FF-2,
FF-3, FF-5, and FF-6 and additional proposed
mitigation measures included in the Fire Protection
Plan (See FPP-11 through FPP-13) will reduce the
risk of ignitions and the risk of damage from a
project-related ignition:hewever-this-weuld-be
adverse-and-immitigable. Under CEQA, for this
alternative, impacts would be considered less than
significant and-eannot-be-mitigated-to-atevel-thatis
considered-less-than-signifieant with the proposed
mitigation (Class II).

Please update language to reflect the change in
impact determination based on the additional
proposed mitigation measures.

74,

Fire and Fuels
Management

D.15-81 —D.15-82

Alternative 4

Impact TULE-FF-1: Construction and maintenance
under this alternative would result an increase in the
amount of human activity in the project area and
introduction of a variety of ignition sources, including
vehicles, heavy equipment for grading, trenching, and
vegetation removal, heat generating equipment for

Please include a reference to additional proposed
mitigation measures that will further minimize
increased probability of a wildfire.
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welding, cutting, or grinding, sparks from various
equipment and sources, and potentially discarded
cigarettes, among others. Impacts associated with
construction and maintenance activities would be the
same as those identified for the proposed Tule Wind
Project in Section D.15.3.3.

Implementation of APMs TULE PDF-1 through
TULE PDF-26, and Mitigation Measures FF-1
through FF-4, and additional proposed Mitigation
Measures FPP-4 through FPP-7 would mitigate the
increased probability of a wildfire during construction
or maintenance of the-Fale-Wind Projeet-this
alternative. Under CEQA, for this alternative, this
impact with implementation of mitigation would be
less than significant (Class II).

75. Fire and Fuels D.15-82 Alternative 2 Please update language to reflect the change in
Management impact determination based on the additional
Impact TULE-FF-2: The presence of ever 10028 proposed mitigation measures.

wind turbines, electrical transmission lines, and
overhead collectors presents an ongoing source of
potential wildfire ignitions adjacent to wildland
fuels...

Implementation of APMs PDF-1 through PDF-26,
Mitigation Measures FF-1 through FF-6, and
additional mitigation measures included within the
Fire Protection Plan (Mitigation Measures FPP-4
through FPP-9) would reduce fire risk and the
probability of wildfire from the Tule Wind Project.

Implementation-ef Mitigation Measures FE1-threugh

effeet: Under CEQA, for this alternative, impacts
would be-eonsidered less than significant-with the
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proposed mitigation and-cannotbe-mitigated-to-alevel
thatis-considered-less-than-signifieant-(Class II).

76. Fire and Fuels D.15-82 — D.15-83 | Alternative 4 Please update language to reflect the change in
Management impact determination based on the additional
Impact TULE-FF-3: ... While altering the location of | proposed mitigation measures.

the O&M and collector substation facilities from the
project and undergrounding the alternate 138 kV
Transmission Line would reduce the probability of
increased wildfire for the undergrounded section, this
alternative would net-eliminate-the increase the
presence of the overhead collector lines or turbines;
thus, impacts would be similar to those identified for
the proposed Tule Wind Project in Section D.15.3.3.
Implementation of Mitigation Measures FF-1, FF-2,
FF-3, FF-5, and FF-6 and additional proposed
mitigation measures included in the Fire Protection
Plan (see FPP-11 through FPP-13) would help reduce
the adverse risk of ignitions and the risk of damage
from a project-related ignition;hewever,notto-a
reliable-devel. Under CEQA, for this alternative,
impacts would be considered less than significant and

mitigated to a level of less than significant eannetbe

o 1 lovel thati dered Joss {]
significant (Class II).
77. Fire and Fuels D.15-83 Environmental Setting/Affected Environment Please update language to reflect corrected analysis
Management per the Modified Project Layout.

Under this alternative the proposed Tule Wind Project
would be the same as that described in Section B of
this EIR/EIS with the exception that this alternative
would remove specific turbine locations. The
proposed action would erect H 5 turbines adjacent to
the BLM In-Ko-Pah Mountains Area of Critical
Concern (ACEC) and 5+ 57 turbines adjacent to
wilderness areas on the western side of the project site
(see Figure C-2). Under this alternative these turbines
would be removed. Therefore, with the exception of
removed turbines, the environmental setting for this
alternative would be similar to that identified for the
proposed Tule Wind Project in Section D.15.1.
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78.

Fire and Fuels
Management

D.15-84

Alternative 5

Impact TULE-FF-1: Similar to the proposed Tule
Wind Project, construction and maintenance under
this alternative would result an increase in the amount
of human activity in the project area and introduction
of a variety of ignition sources, despite the reduction
in the number of turbines. Impacts associated with
construction and maintenance activities would be
similar to those identified for the proposed Tule Wind
Project in Section D.15.3.3. Implementation of APMs
TULE PDF-1 through TULE PDF-26, ard Mitigation
Measures FF-1 through FF-4, and additional proposed
Mitigation Measures FPP-4 through FPP-7would
mitigate the increased probability of a wildfire during
construction or maintenance of this alternative. Under
CEQA, for this alternative, this impact with
implementation of mitigation would be less than
significant (Class II).

Please include a reference to additional proposed
mitigation measures that will further minimize
increased probability of a wildfire.

79.

Fire and Fuels
Management

D.15-84

Alternative 5

Impact TULE-FF-2

Implementation of APMs PDF-1 through PDF-26,
Mitigation Measures FF-1 through FF-6, and
additional mitigation measures included within the
Fire Protection Plan (Mitigation Measures FPP-4
through FPP-9) would reduce fire risk and the
probability of wildfire from the Tule Wind Project.
prer . g . g
.i! &t i?l'l g'g.]
adverse-and-immitigable-effeet. Under CEQA, for this
alternative, impacts would be considered less than
significant with the proposed mitigation and-eannetbe

significant (Class II).

Please update language to reflect the change in
impact determination based on the additional
proposed mitigation measures.
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80.

Fire and Fuels
Management

D.15-85

Alternative 5

Impact TULE-FF-3:

Although the number of turbines is reduced under this
alternative, the presence of over 70 turbines results in
the same adverse and immitigable effect as identified
for the proposed Tule Wind Project in Section
D.15.3.3. Implementation of Mitigation Measures FF-
1, FF-2, FE-3, FF 5, and FF-6 and additional proposed
mitigation measures included in the Fire Protection
Plan (See FPP-11 through FPP-13) would help reduce
the adverse risk of ignitions and the risk of damage
from a project-related ignition;hewever,notto-a
reliable-Jevel. Under CEQA, for this alternative,
impacts would be considered less than significant with

the proposed mitigation and-eannetbe-mitigated-toa
level thatis-considered-less-thansignifieant (Class II).

Please update language to reflect the change in
impact determination based on the additional
proposed mitigation measures.

81.

Fire and Fuels
Management

D.15-91

Under the No Project Alternative 3 — No Tule Wind
Project, a significant source of ignitions would be
removed from the Proposed PROJECT. The Tule
Wind Project represents a signifieant-potential source
of ignitions and obstruction to firefighting
effectiveness and operations; therefore, its removal
from the project would signifieantly-reduce the
likelihood of wildfires.-Additionally,remeval-of the
) . ERUAg
] i 1dlead blis) & : ve i
prone-plantspeetes:- Removal of the project would
remove the additional roadways and four water tanks
proposed to be placed throughout the area, which
would be considered a benefit to the general area.

The reason for this statement is unclear because
potential ignition sources have been mitigated.
Please consider revising text accordingly.

82.

Fire and Fuels
Management

D.15-97 - D.15-98

Table D.15-8

Mitigation Measure

FF-1: Develop and Implement a Construction Fire
Prevention/Protection Plan. Raecific Wind;

Development-The applicant shall develop a

Please update this mitigation measure to include
mitigation language that was included in the
SDCFA-approved Tule Wind FPP and information
that has been agreed upon with the SDRFPD and
SDCFA. See Attachments D.15.1; D.15.3.
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multiagency Construction Fire Prevention/Protection
Plan for the Tule Wind Project and monitor
construction activities to ensure implementation and
effectiveness of the plan. Plan reviewers shall include
the following: CAL FIRE, Rural Fire Protection
District, and SDCFA. Paeifie- Wind Development-The
applicant shall provide a draft copy of this plan to
each listed agency at least 90 days before the start of
any construction activities. Comments on the plan

shall be provided by Paeifie Wind Development the
applicant to all other participants, and Paeifie- Wind

Development the applicant shall resolve each
comment in consultation with and to the satisfaction
of CAL FIRE, Rural Fire Protection District, and
SDCFA. The final plan will be approved by the
commenting agencies prior to the initiation of
construction activities and provided to Paeifie- Wind

Development for the applicant for implementation
during all construction activities.

At minimum, the plan will include the following:

e  Procedures for minimizing potential ignition
0 vegetation clearing

fuel modification establishment

parking requirements

smoking restrictions

hot work restrictions

e Red Flag Warning restrictions

e Fire coordinator role and responsibility

e  Fire suppression equipment on-site at all
times work is occurring

e Requirements of Title 14 of the CCR, Article
8 #918 “Fire Protection” for private land
portions

e Access Road widening (28-foot County
roads, 18-foot-wide spur roads)

e Applicable components of the SDG&E
Wildland Fire Prevention and Fire Safety

O o0O0OO0
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Electric Standard Practice (2009)

e Emergency response and reporting
procedures

e Emergency contact information

e  Worker education materials; kick-off and
tailgate meeting schedules

e  Other information as provided by CAL FIRE,
Rural Fire Protection District, SDCFA,
BLM, California State Land Commission
(CSLC),and Tribal Governments

Additional restrictions will include the following:

o During the construction phase of the project,
Paeifie Wind Development-the applicant
shall implement ongoing fire patrols. The
applicant shall maintain fire patrols during
construction hours and for one (1) hour after
end of daily construction, and hotwork

during-the-fire season-as-defined-each-year by

e  Fire Suppression Resource Inventory — In
addition to CCR Title 14, 918.1(a), (b), and
(c),Racifie Wind-development the applicant
shall update in writing the 24-hour contact
information and on-site fire suppression
equipment, tools, and personnel list on a
quarterly basis and provide it to the Rural
Fire Protection District, SDCFA, and CAL
FIRE.

o During Red Flag Warning events, as issued
daily by the National Weather Service in
SRASs and LRAs, and when the USFS PAL is
Very High on CNF (as appropriate), all_ non-
essential, non-emergency construction and
maintenance activities shall cease or be
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required to operate under a Hot Work
Procedure (see TULE-PDF-1). -Execeptionfor
: g S
) o oS
ostabili ;. '

e  Utility The applicant and contractor
personnel shall be informed of changes to the
Red Flag event status and PAL as stipulated
by CAL FIRE and CNF.

e  All construction crews and inspectors shall
be provided with radio and cellular telephone

access that is operational aleng-the-entire
length-of the-approved-throughout the project

area route to allow for immediate reporting
of fires. Communication pathways and
equipment shall be tested and confirmed
operational each day prior to initiating
construction activities at each construction
site. All fires shall be reported to the fire
agencies with jurisdiction in the project area
immediately upon ignition.

®  Each crew member shall be trained in fire
prevention, initial attack firefighting, and fire
reporting. Each member shall carry at all times
a laminated card listing pertinent telephone
numbers for reporting fires and defining
immediate steps to take if a fire starts.
Information on contact cards shall be updated
and redistributed to all crewmembers as
needed, and outdated cards destroyed, prior to
the initiation of construction activities on the

day the information change goes into effect.

e FEach member of the construction crew shall
be trained and equipped to extinguish small
fires with hand-held fire extinguishers in order
to prevent them from growing into more
serious threats. Each crew member shall at all
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times be within 100 yards of a wvehicle
containing equipment necessary for fire
suppression as outlined in the final
Construction Fire Prevention/Protection Plan.

e  Water storage tanks (TULE-PDF-7) shall be
installed and operational at the time of start
of construction, except where construction
of new access roads is necessary to reach the
SDRFPD’s preferred location for the water
tank, in which case the water tank will be
installed along with access road
construction.

Paeific Wind Development-The applicant shall fully

implement the plan during all construction and
maintenance activities. All construction work on the
ECO Substation Project, ESJ Project, and the Tule
Wind Project shall follow the Construction Fire
Prevention/Protection Plan guidelines and
commitments, and plan contents are to be
incorporated into the standard construction contracting
agreements for the construction of the Tule Wind
Project. Primary plan enforcement implementation
responsibility shall remain with Paefie- Wind

Development-_the applicant and monitored by CAL
FIRE, Rural Fire Protection District, and SDCFA.

Monitoring/Reporting Action

CAL FIRE, Rural Fire Protection District, SDCFA,
BLM, CSLC, BIA, and/or Ewiiaapaayp Band of
Kumeyaay Indians (depending on the jurisdiction
where the construction activities are being completed),
and USFS (as appropriate) will review Paeifie-Wind
Development’s Tule Wind, LLC’s Construction Fire
Prevention/Protection Plan and ensure its
implementation.

]3. Fire and Fuels D.15-98 — D.15-99 | Mitigation Measure Please revise to include the additional mitigation
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Management measures that are included in the Tule FPP to reduce
Table D.15-8 FF-2: Revise Existing Wildland Fire Prevention potential impacts due to the construction and
and Fire Safety Electric Standard Practice Plan operation of the project.
(2009) to Create the Wildland Fire Prevention and
Fire Safety Electric Standard Practice Operation
and Maintenance Plan. Revised plan will address the
ECO Substation Project, ESJ Project, and the Tule
Wind Project and will be implemented during all
operation and maintenance work associated with the
project for the life of the project. Important fire safety
concepts that will be included in this document are as
follows:
e Focused Fire Protection Plan content
applicable to the Tuole—Wind—Projeet’s
applicant’s ongoing operation

e (Guidance on where maintenance activities
may occur (non-vegetated areas, cleared
access roads, and work pads that are approved
as part of the project design plans)

e  Fuel modification buffers required by the FPP

e  When vegetation work will occur (prior to any
other work activity)

e Timing of vegetation clearance work to reduce
likelihood of ignition and or fire spread

e Coordination procedures with fire authority

e Integration of the project’s Construction Fire
Prevention/Protection Plan content

e Personnel training and fire suppression
equipment. Prior to energizing the Tule Wind
Project, Tule Wind, LLC will install a skid-
mounted Type VI firefighting unit with at
least 100 gallons water capacity and a pump
rate _of approximately 25-30 gallons per
minute _into two (2) of its operations and

maintenance pick-up trucks. In addition, also
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prior to energizing the Tule Wind Project,
Tule Wind, LLC personnel will undergo

training by San Diego Rural Fire Protection
District personnel, or another entity certified

to conduct such training, on the proper use of
Type VI firefighting equipment to fight

incipient fires-

e Red Flag Warning restrictions for operation
and maintenance work

e Fire safety coordinator role as manager of fire
prevention and protection  procedures,
coordinator with fire authority and educator

e  Communication protocols

e Incorporation of CAL FIRE, San Diego Rural
Fire Protection District, and SDCFA reviewed
and approved Response Plan mapping and
assessment-

e  Other information as provided by CAL FIRE,
San Diego Rural Fire Protection District,
SDCFA, BLM, CSLC, Tribal Governments,
and USFS:

Paeifie Wind Development-The applicant will provide

a draft copy of the Wildland Fire Prevention and Fire
Safety Electric Standard Practice to the agencies listed
previously for comment a minimum of 90 days prior
to the start of any construction activities. The
comments will be provided back to Paeifie- Wind
Developmentthe applicant and plan revisions will
address each comment to the satisfaction of the
commenting agency. The final plan will be approved
by the commenting agencies prior to energizing the
project and provided to Paeifie- Wind Development-the
applicant for implementation during all operation and
maintenance activities.

Monitoring/Reporting Action
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Authority (SDCFA). Provide funding for the training
and acquisition of necessary firefighting equipment
and services to Rural Fire Protection District/SDCFA
to improve the response and firefighting effectiveness
near wind turbines, electrical transmission lines, and
aerial infrastructure based on fire protection needs and
each agency’s professional judgment. Although not
implementable on BLM or other federal land, the local
fire authority will respond through mutual aid to
wildfires within its jurisdiction, regardless of land
ownership designation. Funding would be provided
through a Development Agreement with-between the
applicant and the Rural Fire Protection District and
SDCFA which shall be executed prior to construction.

Fhe Development-Agreement-would-include but-net

No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
CAL FIRE, Rural Fire Protection District, SDCFA,
BLM, and USFS will review and provide comment,
and CAL FIRE, Rural Fire Protection District, and
SDCFA will approve the applicant’s Paeifie Wind
Development’s revised Fire Plan for Electric Standard
Practice. BLM and San Diego County will verify
adoption of plan.
84. Fire and Fuels D.15-99 — D.15- | Mitigation Measure Fire agencies respond statewide via the state Mutual

Management 100 Aid system. This includes emergencies in Federal

FF-3: Development Agreement with Rural Fire land or BLM land, reservations, etc. Fire agencies
Table D.15-8 Protection District and San Diego County Fire also respond nationwide and into Mexico upon

request.

Please update language to reflect the changes in this
mitigation measure.
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Monitoring and Reporting Action
Rural Fire Protection District/SDCFA verifies Raeifie

Wind Development Tule Wind., LLC contributes to
fund.

Effectiveness Criteria

Agreement is finalized.

Annual contributions are made according to
agreement between Paetfie- Wind-Development Tule
Wind, LLC and Rural Fire Protection
District/SDCFA.

Equipment is acquired and put “online”.

85. Fire and Fuels D.15-100 Mitigation Measure Please update correct website reference and the
Management language to reflect the changes in this mitigation
Table D.15-8 FF-4: Customized Fire Protection Plan for Project. | measure.

A Fire Protection Plan to include, at minimum, the

following:
e San Diego County FPP Content
Requirements thttp//www-eco-san-

diege-eaisidplurdees/Fire-Report-
FEormat-pdthttp.//www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/
docs/Fire-Report-Format.pdf)

e Rural Fire Protection District Content
Requirements
0 Provisions for fire safety and prevention
0 Water supply
0 Fire suppression/detection systems —

built-in detection system with

notification

Secondary containment

Site security and access

Emergency shut-down provisions

Fuel modification plan

Access road widths and surfacing

Emergency drill participation

e Emergency evacuation plan-

e Integration into Plans created to satisfy
Mitigation Measures FF-1 and FF-2-

OO0OO0OO0OO0O0
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The FPP will incorporate additional APMs described
in Section B.4.4 of this EIR/EIS. The final FPP is to
be approved by the commenting agencies prior to
construction.

Timing

Draft FPP incorporated into EIR/EIS submittal.
Findings incorporated into Plans created to satisfy
Mitigation Measures FF-1 and FF-2. Comments
provided to Tule Wind, LLC Paeifie- Wind
Development-a minimum of 60 days prior to
scheduled start of construction.

Final FPP completed a minimum of 30 days prior to
the scheduled start of construction.

Plan applicable for life of project.

86. Fire and Fuels D.15-100 — D.15- | Mitigation Measure Please update to reflect some slight changes to this
Management 101 mitigation measure.
FF-5: Wind Turbine Generator Fire Protection
Table D.15-8 Systems. Fire detection, warning, and suppression
systems for each wind turbine generator will include
the-tatest modern technology and will address, at
minimum, the following:
e Use of non-combustible or difficult to ignite
materials
e  Early fire detection and warning systems
o Erequentimaintenance-Maintenance according
to manufacturer specifications
e Auto switch-off and complete disconnection
from the power supply system
e  Ongoing hazard/fire safety training for staff
e Automatic fire extinguishing systems in the
nacelle of each wind turbine (stationary, inert
gas, or similar). Paeifie Wind Development
Tule Wind, LLC will implement this
technology through the wind turbine
manufacturer or an aftermarket supplier.
e Non-combustible or high flash point
lubricant oils.
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Monitoring and Reporting Action
Rural Fire Protection District and SDCFA approve

Paeifie Wind Development Tule Wind, LLC’s Fire

Protection System.

]7. Fire and Fuels D.15-101 MM FF-6 Funding for Eire InspectionFireSafe | Although Tule Wind, LLC maintains that the
Management Couneit. The applicants are to Pprovide funding for | mitigation measures and APMs included in its FPP
Table D.15-8 locally-based-one (1) SDCFA Fire Code Specialist [T | approved by the SDRFPD (Nov. 2010) fully mitigate
position to enforce existing fire code requirements, all fire-related impacts associated with the Tule
including but not limited to implementing required Wind Project, Tule Wind, LLC agrees with the
fuel management requirements (e.g., defensible SDCFA and SDRFPD that the DEIR/DEIS misses a

space), in priority areas to be identified by the SDCFA | key opportunity to apply mitigation measures that
for the life of the project. In addition, the applicants | would reduce the existing baseline risk of damage
are to provide funding to allow SDCFA to employ up |and destruction by wildfire to the structures in the
to four (4) volunteer/reserve firefighters as part-time | high and very high fire risk areas to the west of the
code inspectors on a stipend basis for up to 90 days Proposed Project. By reducing this baseline risk,
per year for the life of the project. FireSafe-Counetl which exists today and will continue to exist even if

fe-g-Campe/ake Moreno-FireSafe-Couneiby-to the Proposed Project is never constructed, any risk of

prepare-or-implement-a-Community-Wildfire wildfire ignition added by the ECO Substation, ESJ
ProetectionPlan—The funding for the SDCFA Fire Gen-Tie, and Tule Wind Projects could be offset,
Code Specialist II position and the four (4) thereby resulting in a Class II less than significant
volunteer/reserve firefighters as part-time code impact after mitigation for Impact FF-2.

inspectors will be provided through proportional

contributions from each applicant to the SDCFA Based on the fire agencies’ experience, the most
through their respective Development Agreements effective way to reduce baseline fire risk to

(see MM FF-3), which shall be executed prior to structures in the very high and high fire risk areas to
construction. will-be-determined-in-conjunction-with | the west of the Proposed Project is to increase fire
thetocal-fire-anthority s-input—thespeettiedtuel code compliance inspections on structures in that

reduction-projeetpriorities-identified-by-the EireSafe |area. In the fire agencies’ experience, fire code
Couneil-and-in-consideration-of the-fundingameunt | inspections result in very high compliance rates,

provided-under Mitigation Measure FE-3- which translates into significant improvement in
structure survivability in a wildfire. SDCFA has
Location Funds to be allocated by SDCFAfor assessed the Proposed Project’s risk of increasing the
harzardreductionprojectwithin-the nearest likelihood of wildfire ignition after application of
jurisdietion/EireSafe APMs and Mitigation Measures, and has concluded
Couvnctbboundarywithwssetsto-beprotected. that with sufficient funding, it could offset any
remaining risk by adding one (1) full-time Fire Code
Monitoring and Reporting Action Specialist II, and four (4) part-time, stipend reserve

and/or volunteer firefighters that perform fire code
contributions:SDCFA verifies project contributions inspections up to ninety (90) days per year. It is the

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 62 Fire and Fuels Management
Iberdrola Renewables March 2011



Section/

No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
and effectiveness of inspection program. SDCFA’s opinion that this reduction of baseline fire
risk, which exists regardless of whether the Proposed
Effectiveness Criteria Project is built, would offset any additional
Funds are deposited. unavoidable risk of wildfire ignition posed by the
SDCFA conducts defensible space Proposed Project, and consequently, that Impact FF-

inspections.Community-Wildfire Protection Plan-is 2 should be changed to a Class II less-than-

prepared-and/or-hazard reduction-projeetsare-initiated | significant impact. SDCFA’s proposed mitigation
and-completed: measure revises and replaces MM FF-6 in the

Responsible Agency DEIR/EIS.
San-Diego-CountyFireSafe-CounetlSDCFA monitors
Paeifie Wind DevelopmentTule Wind, LLC’s fund

contributions

88. Fire and Fuels D.15-106 Residual Effects Please revise language to include the additional
Management mitigation measures that are included in the Tule
Implementation of the mitigation measures presented | wind FPP to reduce potential impacts to a level less
in Section D.15.8 would not mitigate the impacts in | than significant.

Table D.15-9 for the Substation and the ESJ
transmission line because full mitigation of wildfire
related impacts from the presence of the Proposed
PROIJECT or alternatives (including turbines;
transmission line; and related facilities) increases the
probability of a wildfire and reduces the effectiveness
of firefighting and, therefore, cannot be fully
mitigated_for the Substation and the ESJ transmission
line. 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. The Tule Wind APMs and Mitigation
Measures FF-1 through FF-7, and the additional
mitigation measures included in the Fire Protection
Plan (FPP-4 through FPP-9, FPP-11 through FPP-13)
would reduce impacts relative to the Tule Wind

Project to a level of less than significant. Under

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 63 Fire and Fuels Management
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CEQA, the fellewingremaining project impacts
would be significant and cannot be mitigated to a level
that is considered less than significant; therefore,
impacts would yield residual effects.

]9 Fire and Fuels D.15-107 Impact Description Status after Please consider revising impact determination based
Management No. Mitigation on the additional proposed mitigation measures.
Table D.15-9 Tule Wind—Class I Impaets For the reasons set forth in previous discussion and
Tule-FE-2 | Presenceof The presence the additional applied mitigation measures, all
projectfacilities ofthe 138k impact determinations for Tule-FF-2 and Tule-FF-3
including transmission should be changed from Class I to Class II.

a-widfire: a-widfircand
wowld-remain
a-stenteant

and

."H

impaet:
Tule-EE3 | Presence-ofthe The 138KV
overhead transmission
transmission hne-and-wind

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 64 Fire and Fuels Management
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Attachments

D.15.1 - San Diego Rural Fire District Approval Letter (November 3, 2010)

D.15.2 - San Diego County Fire Authority Acceptance Letter (February 28, 2011)

D.15.3 - Tule Wind Fire Protection Plan (February 28, 2011)

D.15.4 - Iberdrola Renewables (Harley McDonald). Letter to San Diego County Fire Authority (James Pine) (October 25, 2010)
D.15.5 - Jim Hunt Comment Letter

D.15.6 - RC Biological Consulting (Robin Church). Letter to County of San Diego (Patrick Brown, via email) (January 10, 2011)
D.15.7 - Dr. Thompson Fire Analysis Letter (March 2, 2011)
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TULE WIND PROJECT DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/STATEMENT

IBERDROLA RENEWABLES

COMMENTS & SUGGESTED REVISIONS

Section D.16: Social and Economic Conditions

Section/

No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification

1. Social and Entire Section | Please replace “Pacific Wind Development” with “Tule | Tule Wind, LLC is now the Tule Wind Project
Economic Wind, LLC.” applicant. “Pacific Wind Development” should be
Conditions replaced throughout the document with “Tule Wind,

LLC.”

2. Social and D.16-9 Executive Order 12898 which addresses environmental [Consider adding Regulatory Setting to Federal
Economic justice in minority populations and low-income Regulations, Plans and Standards Section D.16,2.1.
Conditions populations is not included in the federal regulatory Please update the language to reflect this regulation.

section.

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) has
oversight of the Federal government’s compliance with
Executive Order 12898 and the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). CEQ, in
consultation with EPA and other affected agencies, has
developed this guidance to further assist Federal
agencies with their NEPA procedures so that
environmental justice concerns are effectively
identified and addressed.

Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address
Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and
Low-Income Populations, directs Federal agencies to
make environmental justice part of their mission by
identifying and addressing, as appropriate,
disproportionately high and adverse human health or
environmental effects of their programs, policies, and
activities on minority populations, low-income
populations, and Indian tribes.

A description of the geographic distribution of low-
income and minority population groups was based on

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS

Iberdrola Renewables

Social and Economic Conditions
March 2011
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demographic data from the 2000 Census (U.S. Bureau
of the Census 2001). The following definitions of
individuals were used to define low-income and
minority populations:

e Minority. Persons are included in the minority
category if they classify themselves as belonging
to any of the following racial groups: Hispanic,
Black or African American, American Indian or
Alaska Native, Asian, Native Hawaiian or Other
Pacific Islander.

Beginning with the 2000 Census, where appropriate,
the Census form allows individuals to designate
multiple population group cateqories to reflect their
ethnic or racial origin. In addition, persons who classify
themselves as being of multiple racial origins may
choose up to six racial groups as the basis of their racial
origins. The term minority includes all persons,
including those classifying themselves in multiple
racial categories, except those who classify themselves
as not of Hispanic origin and as White or “Other Race”
(U.S. Bureau of the Census 2001).

A minority population exists where the percentage of
minority persons for any given geographic unit, a state,
for example, is more than 20 percentage points higher
than the percentage of minority persons for the
reference geographic unit, the 11-state region, for
example. A minority population also exists in any
geographic unit where the number of minority persons
exceeds 50 percent of the total population.

e Low-Income. Low-income individuals are defined
as individuals who fall below the poverty line.
The poverty line takes into account family size
and age of individuals in the family. In 1999, for
example, the poverty line for a family of five with
three children below the age of 18 was $19,882.
For any given family below the poverty line, all
family members are considered as being below

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS

Iberdrola Renewables

Social and Economic Conditions

March 2011
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Justification

the poverty line for the purposes of analysis (U.S.

Bureau of the Census 2001).

A low-income population exists where the percentage

of low-income persons for any given geographic unit, a

state, for example, is more than 20 percentage points
higher than the percentage of low-income persons for
the reference geographic unit, the 11-state region, for
example. A low-income population also exists in any
geographic unit where the number of low-income
persons exceeds 50 percent of the total population.

Social and
Economic
Conditions

D.16-13
Table D.16-7

Project construction and operation would not cause a
decrease in property values.

Please consider revising the language to be
consistent with the discussion of Impact Socio-3,
which concludes “insufficient evidence to suggest
that property values near wind developments are
affected by wind facilities, and if these impacts do
exist, they are either too small and/or too infrequent
to result in any widespread and consistent
statistically observable impact,” which is based on
the Memorandum of HDR, Summary of Current
Studies Regarding Wind Farms and Property
Values, dated October 16, 2009. Attached are
additional studies with similar conclusions
published after that date, including, Hoen et al.,
Ernest Orlando Lawrence Berkeley National
Laboratory. The Impact of Wind Power Projects on
Residential Property Values in the United States: A
Multi-Site Hedonic Analysis, Ernest Orlando
Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory (December
2009).

Please see Attachment D.16.1, Piner, Angela. Wind
and Property Values Memorandum (October 2009)
and Attachment D.16.2, Hoen, et al. The Impact of
Wind Power Projects on Residential Property
Values in the United States (December 2009).

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS

Iberdrola Renewables

Social and Economic Conditions
March 2011
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4. Social and D.16-16 Second paragraph Please revise to reflect corrected analysis.
Economic
Conditions Construction of the Tule Wind Project is anticipated to

require 2 years to complete and would require an
average daily peak-workforce of approximately 125
workers and an estimated peak workforce of
approximately 325 workers. It is estimated that
approximately 60% to 70% of the site labor would be
employed locally, and local construction expenditures
are estimated to be $3,467,000-3,507,000 {Iberdrola
Renewables—tre—2010b-Tule Wind LLC, 2011).

5. Social and D.16-16 Third paragraph Please consider revising the estimated number of
Economic employees throughout operations to reflect the
Conditions Once completed, the Tule Wind Project would require |corrected analysis.

up to 12 full-time employees.

Attachments

D.16.1 - Piner, Angela. Wind and Property Values Memorandum (October 2009)
D.16.2 - Hoen, et al., Ernest Orlando Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory. The Impact of Wind Power Projects on Residential
Property Values in the United States (December 2009)

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 4 Social and Economic Conditions
Iberdrola Renewables March 2011




TULE WIND PROJECT DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/STATEMENT

IBERDROLA RENEWABLES
COMMENTS & SUGGESTED REVISIONS

Section D.17: Environmental Justice

Section/
No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
1. Environmental No Comments on Section D.17, Environmental

Justice

Justice

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS

Iberdrola Renewables

Environmental Justice
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TULE WIND PROJECT DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/STATEMENT

IBERDROLA RENEWABLES

COMMENTS & SUGGESTED REVISIONS

Section D.18: Climate Change

Section/
No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
1. Climate Change Entire Section | Please replace “Pacific Wind Development” with Tule Wind, LLC is now the Tule Wind Project
“Tule Wind, LLC.” applicant. “Pacific Wind Development” should be
replaced throughout the document with “Tule Wind,
LLC.”
2. Climate Change D.18-2 With respect to the California Environmental Quality | Please consider inserting the proposed text
Act (CEQA), the CEQA Guidelines directs that the | immediately before Section D.18.1. The purpose of
lead agency make a careful effort to quantify a the proposed text is to provide a corresponding
project’s GHG emissions, and to assess the discussion of how CEQA addresses GHG emissions
significance of a project’s GHG emissions on the to match that provided for NEPA.
environment, including to the extent the project will
increase or decrease GHG emissions compared to the
environmental setting, whether the project exceeds
the applicable threshold of significance for GHG
emissions, and the extent to which the project
complies with regulations and requirements adopted
to implement statewide, regional, or local plans to
reduce or mitigate GHG emissions (14 CCR
15064.4). The CEQA Guidelines allow the lead
agency to develop its own threshold of significance
for GHG emissions, or adopt the threshold of another
agency. (14 CCR 15064.7(c)).
3. Climate Change D.18-7 [please consider inserting after the CEQ discussion] | Please consider inserting the relevant 2015 federal
renewable energy goal for public lands expressed in
Federal Energy Policy Act of 2005 the Federal Energy Policy Act of 2005. See
The Federal Energy Policy Act of 2005 sets as a goal | Attachment D.18.1, Federal Energy Policy Act of
the approval of at least 10,000 MW of non- 2005.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
Iberdrola Renewables
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Section/

Criteria/Indicators under NEPA

. ibuti lobal cli
change-have-enly-recently-been-addressed-in-It is
clear that CEQA documents now require a

discussion of climate change. (14 CCR 15064.4,

15064.7)--such-that CEQA-and-case-law-do-not

In addition, CEQA also dees;-however-provides
guidance regarding topics where some degree of
forecasting may be necessary, such as climate
change (14 CCR 15144). Section 15144 notes that
preparation of an environmental impact analysis
document necessarily involves some degree of
forecasting. While forecasting the unforeseeable is
not possible, an agency must use its best efforts to
find out and disclose all that it reasonably can.

The San Diego Air Pollution Control District
(SDAPCD) has not established CEQA significance
thresholds for GHG emissions, however, the San
Diego County Department of Planning & Land Use
issued an Interim Approach to Addressing Climate
Change in CEQA Documents (July 22, 2009). The
County’s Interim Approach establishes an initial
screening level of 900 metric tons of GHG emissions

No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification

hydropower renewable energy projects on public
lands by 2015.

4, Climate Change D.18-12 CARB Regulation Adopting 33% Renewable Please consider inserting the proposed text after the
Energy Standard Executive Order S-21-09 discussion to accurately

reflect the Renewable Energy Standard requirement

Pursuant to Executive Order S-21-09, on September | in California.
23, 2010, CARB unanimously adopted the
Renewable Energy Standard (RES) to require that
most retail sellers of electricity in California obtain
33% of their supply through renewable energy by
2020.

5. Climate Change D.18-12 D.18.3.1 Definition and Use of CEQA Significance | Please consider revising the text to include CEQA

Guidelines that explicitly direct the lead agency to
consider climate change under CEQA.

Please note that the San Diego County Department of
Planning & Land Use issued an Interim Approach to
Addressing Climate Change in CEQA Documents
(July 22, 2009), which establishes an initial screening
level of 900 metric tons of GHG emissions per year,
and suggests that a project be found to have a
significant impact on climate change if “[t]he project
would conflict with the implementation of AB 32.

To demonstrate that the project would not conflict
with the implementation of AB 32, the project should
demonstrate how it would reduce overall carbon
emissions to 25% below Business As Usual (BAU).”
See Attachment D.18.2, San Diego County
Department of Planning & Land Use - Interim
Approach to Addressing Climate Change in CEQA
Documents (July 22, 2009).

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
per year, and suggests that a project be found to have
a significant impact on climate change if “[t]he
project would conflict with the implementation of
AB 32. To demonstrate that the project would not
conflict with the implementation of AB 32, the
project should demonstrate how it would reduce
overall carbon emissions to 25% below Business As
Usual (BAU). In additionHewever, the Natural
Resources Agency adopted CEQA Guidelines
Amendments on December 30, 2009, which are now
effective (California Natural Resources Agency
2009).”
6. Climate Change D.18-13 Third Paragraph The CEQA Guidelines direct the lead agency to
account for both a proposed project’s potential to
“To assess the impacts of the significance of the increase and decrease GHG emissions from the
Proposed PROJECT ‘s GHG emissions with respect | environmental setting. Please consider revising the
to CEQA, the CPUC will apply the SCAQMD text to include an evaluation of the Proposed
significance threshold of 10,000 MTCO2E/yr, PROJECT’s potential to decrease GHG emissions.
including all operational emissions and the
construction emissions amortized over 30 years for
this project._The CPUC will also assess the extent to
which the Proposed PROJECT decrease GHG
emissions compared to the environmental setting.
(14 CCR 15064.4).”
7. Climate Change D.18-14 Tule Wind - Greenhouse Gas Impacts Please consider changing the impact determination
Table D.18-2 for the impacts relative to Greenhouse Gases for the
Tule-GHG-1 - Class HHIV Tule Wind Project to indicate a Class IV Beneficial
Tule-GHG-2 - Class HHIV Impact, based on the information presented herein.
Tule-GHG-3 - Class H41V
8. Climate Change D.18-16 Operational Emissions Tule Wind, LLC has calculated the amount of avoid
GHG emissions and water used through the
The operational emissions would be less than the generation of wind energy associated with the Tule
NEPA indicator of 25,000 MTCO2E/yr. Identified |Wind Project. See Attachments D.18.3, Iberdrola
operational impacts would not be adverse. In Renewables, Inc., Letter from Edmund V. Clark,
addition, when combined with the amortized annual |Gennaro H. Crescenti, to Dr. Fisher and Mr.
construction emissions, the ECO Substation Project‘s | Thomsen (March 2011); and Attachment D.18.4,
GHG emissions would be 4,132 MTCO2E/yr, prior |Letter from Valorie Thompson, Ph.D., Scientific

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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to applying any calculation of GHG offsets through | Resources Associated, to Patrick O’Neill, HDR
the displacement of traditional fossil-fuel electricity | Engineering Inc. (March 3, 2011).

generation. The combined GHG emissions would be
well below the CEQA significance threshold of Please consider including this important information.
10,000 MTCO,E per year. Furthermore, APMs
ECO-AIR-12 and ECO-AIR-13, which call for
routine inspection and maintenance of SF
equipment, and which evaluate the feasibility of
using rooftop photovoltaic panels as part of the ECO
Substation Project, would further reduce impacts

related to GHG emissions. Under CEQA-impacts
Il i loss 1 ieanifi ol ;

In addition, the project would facilitate
interconnection of renewable sources of energy,
thereby petentiaty-decreasing overall GHG
emissions attributable to electrical generation in
California, as quantified and described below with
respect to the Tule Wind Project and ESJ Gen-Tie
Project. Under CEQA, the project would have a
beneficial impact (Class 1V) because it would reduce
greenhouse gas emissions, criteria air pollutant
emissions, and water use below that estimated in the
environmental baseline.”

9. Climate Change D.18-17 Construction Emissions Please consider updating the discussion of air
emissions, as reflected in Section D.11.

GHG emissions were simulated for the construction
phase of the Tule Wind Project. These GHG
emissions will occur as a result of burning the fuel
required to operate the on-site construction
equipment and mobilize work crews to and from the
Tule Wind Project site. The CO2E annual emissions
were calculated using the OFFROAD emission
factors generated by the SCAQMD (SCAQMD
2007) (which are considered representative of the
southern California fleet of construction equipment)
for heavy construction equipment, and emission
factors from the EMFAC2007 Model. CH4 and
N20 emissions were calculated by adjusting the
CO2 emissions were adjusted using factors for diesel

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 4 Climate Change
Iberdrola Renewables March 2011
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use in off-road vehicles from the California Climate
Action Registry’s General Reporting Protocol
(GRP), and emission factors for vehicles from the
GRP, to calculate the total GHG emissions as CO2E
indi in the Tule Wind Applicant:
Environmental-Document-(tberdrola-Renewables;

; e_glgig) wlene aldjusted_ tel ae’ cou “9.' d_elnﬁew

(refer to Appendix 8, Air Quality Calculations).
Table D.18-4, Estimated Construction Greenhouse
Gas Emissions for the Tule Wind Project, shows the
total annual GHG construction emissions associated
with construction of the Tule Wind Project.

10. Climate Change D.18-17 Construction Year CO,E Emissions Please revise Table D.18-4 accordingly to reflect
Table D.18-4 (total metric tons/year) accurate GHG emissions from the Tule Wind Project.
2010 625
2011 7,208
2012 296
Total 15;429 7,908
Amortized Annual Emissions 504
264
11. Climate Change D.18-17 Third paragraph Please include a conclusion to this paragraph to

describe the GHG emissions resulting
Impacts resulting from decommissioning would be | decommissioning activities.

well below the NEPA indicator of 25,000
MTCO,E/yr, and would not be adverse. Therefore
GHG emissions that occur during decommissioning
activities will not result in an adverse impact.

12. Climate Change D.18-18 Operational Emissions Tule Wind, LLC has calculated the amount of
avoided GHG emissions, criteria air pollutants, and
The O&M of the project would contribute a small water used through the generation of wind energy
amount of vehicle emissions from up to 12 associated with the Tule Wind Project. See
permanent employees. GHG emissions from the Attachments D.18.3, Iberdrola Renewables, Inc.,

O&M of the Tule Wind Project were estimated to be | Letter from Edmund V. Clark, Gennaro H. Crescenti,

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 5 Climate Change
Iberdrola Renewables March 2011
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approximately 242 73 MTCO2E/yr (see Appendix 8, |to Dr. Fisher and Mr. Thomsen (March 2011); and
Air Quality Calculations). Attachment D.18.4, Letter from Valorie Thompson,
Ph.D., Scientific Resources Associated, to Patrick
The operational emissions would be less than the O’Neill, HDR Engineering Inc. (March 3, 2011).
NEPA indicator of 25,000 MTCO2E/yr. Identified Please consider including this important information.
operational impacts would not be adverse. In
addition, when combined with the amortized annual
construction emissions, the Tule Wind Project‘s
GHG emissions would be 337646 MTCO2E/yr, prior
to applying any calculation of GHG offsets through
the displacement of traditional fossil-fuel electricity
generation. The combined GHG emissions would be
well below the CEQA significance threshold of
10,000 MTCO2E/yr. UnderCEQA-impacts-would
be-considered-less-than-significant(Class- Hb—In
addition, the project would create a renewable source
of energy, thereby petentially-decreasing overall
GHG emissions attributable to electrical generation
in California.

The Tule Wind Project would offset 231,744 metric
tons of CO, emissions per year by displacing fossil-
fuel based electricity generation, creating a net
reduction in CO, emissions of 231,407 metric tons/yr
after accounting for the Tule Wind Project’s own
yearly operational emissions. (Attachment D.18.3,
Table 2). Furthermore, the Tule Wind Project would
also offset criteria air pollutants that would otherwise
have been emitted by fossil-fuel based electricity
generation, conservatively estimated as 12.4 short
tons/yr of oxides of nitrogen (NOXx), 11.1 short
tons/yr of particulate matter 10 microns or less in
size (PM10), 14.7 short tons/yr of carbon monoxide
(CQO), 3.8 short tons/yr of oxides of sulfur (SOx), and
3.8 short tons/yr of volatile organic compounds
(VOC). (Attachment D.18.3, Table 3). Finally, the
Tule Wind Project would offset annual water use of
approximately 149 million gallons/yr after
accounting for its own water use. (Attachment

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 6 Climate Change
Iberdrola Renewables March 2011
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D.18.3, Table 4). Under CEQA, the project would
have a beneficial impact (Class 1V) because it would
reduce greenhouse gas emissions, criteria air
pollutant emissions, and water use below that
estimated in the environmental baseline.

13. Climate Change D.18-19 Construction Year CO,E Emissions Please revise Table D.18-6 accordingly to reflect
Table D.18-6 (total metric tons/year) accurate GHG emissions from the Proposed

2010 1331 PROJECT.
2011 17,502

2002 2 8585

Total 30,41923,817
Amortized Annual Emissions 1014

173

14. Climate Change D.18-20 Operational Emissions Please consider the proposed revisions, based on the
justification provided in Comment 12, above.

GHG emissions during O&M of the Proposed
PROECT will be the result of burning fuel during
vehicle and equipment operation, electrical
generation used to power the ECO and Boulevard
substations, and fugitive emissions of SF6 from the
operation of transmission-line equipment. GHG
emissions from the O&M of the Proposed PROJECT
were estimated to be approximately 3;819 3,741
MTCO2E/yr. Although sufficient project-level
information has yet to be developed for the Campo,
Manzanita, and Jordan wind energy project
components to the Proposed PROJECT, it is
assumed that these three wind projects would
generate similar GHG emissions during O&M as the
Tule Wind project due a small amount of vehicle
emissions from employees trips to the facilities. The
operational emissions are less than the NEPA
indicator of 25,000 MTCO2E/yr. Identified
operational impacts would not be adverse. In
addition, when combined with the amortized annual
construction emissions, the Proposed PROJECT’s

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 7 Climate Change
Iberdrola Renewables March 2011
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GHG emissions would be 4,8244,514 MTCO2E/yr.
The combined GHG emissions will be well below
the CEQA significance threshold of 10,000
MTCO2E/yr. In addition, the PROPOSED
PROJECT would displace fossil-fuel based
electricity generation, creating a net reduction in CO,
emissions that will consist of the Tule Wind

Project’s offsets described above, in addition to any
associated benefit from the other projects. Likewise,
the Proposed PROJECT would also offset criteria air
pollutants that would otherwise have been emitted by
fossil-fuel based electricity generation. These offsets
include the Tule Wind Project’s offsets described
above, along with any associated benefit from the

other projects. Under CEQA, the Proposed
PROJECT would have a beneficial impact-s-weuld

be-considered-less-than-significant (Class IVH)
because it would reduce greenhouse gas emissions,
criteria air pollutant emissions, and water use below
that estimated in the environmental baseline.

15. Climate Change

D.18-20

Impact GHG-3:

“California‘s current RPS is intended to increase the
share of renewable energy to 20% by the end of
2010, and the RES adopted by CARB requlations
requires 33% renewable energy generation by 2020.

Based-on-Governor-Schwarzenegger‘scal-fora

“. .. The Proposed PROJECT, along with the
proposed Campo, Manzanita, and Jordan wind
projects would therefore be consistent with and
critical to achieving federal and state initiatives
aimed at reducing GHG emissions_and increasing the
percentage of renewable energy generation
nationally and in California, and impacts would

Please revise language to reflect corrected analysis.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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therefore not be adverse. Under CEQA, the
PROPOSED PROJECT would have a beneficial

impacts-would-be-considered-less-than-significant
(Class IVH).”

16.

Climate Change

D.18-25
Table D.18-8

Impact Classification

Change all “Classification” designations from “Class
I1” to “Class 1V”

Please consider changing the “Classification” for
Impact Tule-GHG-1 through Tule-GHG-3 for Tule
Wind Alternatives 1 through Tule Wind Alternative 5
from “Class I11” to “Class 1VV” based on the previous
comments.

17.

Climate Change

D.18-26

Tule Wind Alternative 1, Impacts GHG-1 and GHG-
2:

“Operational impacts associated with this alternative
would be the same. Identified impacts would not be
adverse. Under CEQA, GHG emissions from
construction (amortized over 30 years), plus those
from operational and maintenance activities, less
those emissions that would be offset by the Tule
Wind Project, would be expected to result in a tess-

than-significantbeneficial impact (Class IVH).”

Please consider the proposed revisions, based on the
justification provided in Comment 12, above.

18.

Climate Change

D.18-27

First paragraph (continued discussion of Tule Wind
Alternative 2, Impacts GHG-1 and GHG-2):

“Operational impacts associated with this alternative
would be the same. Identified impacts would not be
adverse. Under CEQA, GHG emissions from
construction (amortized over 30 years), plus those
from operational and maintenance activities, less
those emissions that would be offset by the Tule
Wind Project, would be expected to result in a tess-

than-sighificantbeneficial impact (Class IVH).”

“Impact GHG-3: With respect to Impact GHG-3, the
alternative would assist in the attainment of the
state‘s goals by utilizing a renewable source of
energy that could displace electricity generated by
fossil_fuel-fired power plants. The alternative would
therefore be consistent with and critical to achieving

Please consider the proposed revisions, based on the
justification provided in Comment 12, above.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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federal and state initiatives aimed at reducing GHG
emissions_ and increasing the percentage of
renewable energy generation nationally and in
California, and impacts would not be adverse. Under
CEQA, the project would have a beneficial impacts

would-be-considered-less-than-significant (Class
VH).”

Tule Wind Alternative 3

Impacts GHG-1 and GHG-2:

“Operational impacts associated with this alternative
would be the same. Identified impacts would not be
adverse. Under CEQA, GHG emissions from
construction (amortized over 30 years), plus those
from operational and maintenance activities, less
those emissions that would be offset by the Tule
Wind Project, would be expected to result in a tess-
than-sighificantbeneficial impact (Class IVH).”

19. Climate Change D.18-28 Tule Wind Alternative 3, Impact GHG-3: Please consider the proposed revisions, based on the
justification provided in Comment 12, above.

“. .. The alternative would therefore be consistent
with and critical to achieving federal and state
initiatives aimed at reducing GHG emissions_and
increasing the percentage of renewable energy
generation nationally and in California, and impacts
would not be adverse. Under CEQA, the project
would have a beneficial impacts-would-be

considered-lessthan-significant (Class IVH).”

Tule Wind Alternative 4, Impact GHG-1 and GHG-2
“Operational impacts associated with this alternative
would be the same. Identified impacts would not be
adverse. Under CEQA, GHG emissions from
construction (amortized over 30 years), plus those
from operational and maintenance activities, less
those emissions that would be offset by the Tule
Wind Project, would be expected to result in a fess-

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 10 Climate Change
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than-significantbeneficial impact (Class IVH).”

Impact GHG-3:

“. .. The alternative would therefore be consistent
with and critical to achieving federal and state
initiatives aimed at reducing GHG emissions_and
increasing the percentage of renewable energy
generation nationally and in California, and impacts
would not be adverse. Under CEQA, the project
would have a beneficial impacts-would-be

considered-less-than-significant (Class IVH).”

20.

Climate Change

D.18-29

Tule Wind Alternative 5, Impact GHG-1 and GHG-2

“Impacts would reflect impact findings previously
discussed in Section D.18.3.3 for the proposed Tule
Wind Project. Construction impacts under this
alternative would be reduced when compared to the
proposed Tule Wind Project. Due to the reduction in
wind turbines and resulting reduction in construction
of access roads and the length of necessary cable
collector system, the construction schedule would
likely be shortened as well (the original proposed
Tule Wind Project construction schedule is expected
to take between 18 and 24 months). Accordingly,
this alternative would result in slightly less
construction GHG emissions than the proposed Tule
Wind Project, but that slight reduction amortized
over the life of the project would not make up for the
large decrease in the amount of GHG emissions that
the Tule Wind Project would otherwise offset.
Identified impacts would not be adverse.

Operational impacts associated with this alternative
would be-the-same-substantially reduce the project’s
ability to offset GHG emissions from the
environmental baseline. By reducing the Tule Wind
Project by 62 turbines, the project would result in a
permanent loss in the ability to offset approximately

Please consider the proposed revisions, based on the
justification provided in Comment 12, above, and the
calculations provided in Attachments D.18.3,
Iberdrola Renewables, Inc., Letter from Edmund V.
Clark, Gennaro H. Crescenti, to Dr. Fisher and Mr.
Thomsen (March 2011); and Attachment D.18.4,
Letter from Valorie Thompson, Ph.D., Scientific
Resources Associated, to Patrick O’Neill, HDR
Engineering Inc. (March 3, 2011).

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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120,749 metric tons of CO, per year, or 132,128
metric tons of CO, per year if the Modified Project
Layout is adopted. (Attachment D.18.3, Table 2).
The project would also lose the ability to offset 6.4
metric tons/yr of NOx, 5.8 metric tons/yr of PM10,
7.6 metric tons/yr of CO, 2.0 metric tons/yr of SOx,
and 2.0 metric tons/yr of VOCs (Attachment D.18.3,
Table 3), or 7.1 metric tons/yr of NOx, 6.3 metric
tons/yr of PM10, 8.4 metric tons/yr of CO, 2.2
metric tons/yr of SOx, and 2.2 metric tons/yr of
VOC:s if the Modified Project Layout is selected
(Attachment D.18.3, Table 3). Finally, the project
would also lose the ability to offset 77.48 million
gallons of water per year (Attachment D.18.3, Table
4), or 84.78 million gallons of water per year if the
Modified Project Layout is selected. ldentified
impacts would not be adverse. Under CEQA, GHG
emissions from construction (amortized over 30
years), plus those from operational and maintenance
activities, would be expected to result in a less-than-
significant beneficial impact (Class IVHH).”

21. Climate Change D.18.-32-33 No Project Alternative 1 — No ECO Substation Please consider the proposed revisions, based on the
Substation, Tule Wind, ESJ Gen-Tie, Campo, justification provided in Comment 12, above.
Manzanita, or Jordan Wind Energy Projects

Impacts GHG-1 through GHG-3: Under the No
Project Alternative 1, the ECO Substation, Tule
Wind, and ESJ Gen-Tie, as well as the Campo,
Manzanita, and Jordan wind energy projects, would
not be built and the existing conditions would remain
at these sites. Climate change impacts resulting from
the Proposed PROJECT would not occur, however
the Proposed PROJECT’s GHG, criteria air
pollutant, and water use offsets would also not occur.
This alternative also would not be consistent with
federal and state policies to reduce GHG emissions
and increase renewable energy generation.

22. Climate Change D.18-33 No Project Alternative 3 — No Tule Wind Project Please consider the proposed revisions, based on the

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 12 Climate Change
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Impact GHG-1 through GHG-3: Under the No
Project Alternative 3, the Tule Wind Project would
not be built and the existing conditions on the project
site would remain. Under this alternative, the amount
of GHG emissions generated by construction
activities would be slightly reduced when compared
to the Proposed PROJECT, but that slight reduction
amortized over the life of the project would not make

up for the large decrease in the amount of GHG

emissions that the Tule Wind Project would

otherwise offset through its operations. Additienalhy;
—

the-amou ': of gl ' IG. ERUSSIONS ge_l_e_lated b5l

reduced-when-compared-to-the Proposed PROJECT

with-the-removal-ef-the Tule- Wind-Project
component-However, if the Tule Wind Project were
not built, SDG&E*s plans to achieve the state RPS
goals would be hampered or delayed, which could
conflict with the state‘s plans under the Scoping
Plan, state GHG emissions reduction goals, and
federal renewable energy policies.

justification provided in Comment 12, above.

Attachments
D.18.1 - Federal Energy Policy Act of 2005

D.18.2 - San Diego County Department of Planning & Land Use - Interim Approach to Addressing Climate Change in CEQA Documents (July 22,

2009)

D.18.3 - Iberdrola Renewables, Inc., Letter from Edmund V. Clark, Gennaro H. Crescenti, to Dr. Fisher and Mr. Thomsen (March 2011)

D.18.4 - Letter from Valorie Thompson, Ph.D., Scientific Resources Associated, to Patrick O’Neill, HDR Engineering Inc. (March 3, 2011)
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Section D.2: Biological Resources

Section/
No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification

1. Biological Resources Global Section D.2.1 provides a summary of the Please revise discussion in Section D.2 to reflect that
environmental setting/affected environment for the actual footprint of the Tule Wind Project is far
biological resources in the project study area. As less than the surveyed area.

detailed below, the biological study area, excluding
golden eagle surveys, totals approximately 6,500
acres although the construction footprint of the
project would impact no more than 11-percent (725.3
acres) of that area. Applicable regulations, plans,
and standards are listed in Section D.2.2. Potential
impacts/environmental effects and mitigation
measures for the Proposed PROJECT are presented
in Section D.2.3, and project alternatives are
described in Sections D.2.4 through D.2.7.
Mitigation monitoring, compliance, and reporting are
discussed in Section D.2.8. Section D.2.9 addresses
residual effects of the project and references cited in
the preparation of this section are listed in Section
D.2.10.

2. Biological Resources D.2-1 This section considers information presented in the | Please revise to reflect all available studies currently
San Diego Gas and Electric (SDG&E) East available relating to the Tule Wind Project.

County 500/230/138 kV Substation Project
Proponent’s Environmental Assessment (PEA)
(SDG&E 2009), the Burrowing Owl Resource
Summary Report for the ECO Substation Project
(Insignia Environmental 2010b), the Energia Sierra
Juarez Gen-Tie Line Project Biological

Resources Report (EDAW 2009), the Quino
Checkerspot Butterfly Habitat Assessment (Dudek
2008), the Quino Checkerspot Butterfly Focused

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 1 Biological Resources
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Survey for the Tule Wind Project (Dudek 2009), the
Quino Checkerspot Butterfly Survey Report (HDR
2010d), the 2005-2006 and 2007-2008 Avian
Survey for the Tule Wind Resource Area (Tetra Tech
EC, Inc. 2008, 2009), Pacific Wind Development’s
Environmental Document for the Tule Wind Project
(Iberdrola Renewables, Inc. 2010), the Interim Draft
Biological Technical Report for the Tule Wind
Project (HDR 2010a), the Draft Jurisdictional
Delineation for the Tule Wind Project (HDR 2010b),
the Biological Assessment for the Tule Wind Project
(HDR 2010c; Golden Eagle Information (WEST
2010b), and the golden eagle survey results (WRI
2010), bat acoustic studies (WEST 2009b; WEST
2010a; WEST 2010c), habitat assessment for the
barefoot banded gecko (Dugan 2010), and rare plants

(HDR 2010e).

3. Biological Resources

D.2-3

All potentially ACOE jurisdictional features were
considered to be ACOE jurisdictional under the
preliminary jurisdictional determination process.

Consider revising for clarity.

4. Biological Resources

D.2-3

General biological surveys were conducted for the
Tule Wind Project area by HDR (2010a, 2011) for
the entire project area, except for some private
parcels in the Boulevard area-and-the-Manzanita-and
Campo-Native-American-lands where limited
improvements-to-existing-roads-area-where a

transmission line is proposed for Alternatives 1 and
3. HDR and Dudek conducted vegetation mapping,
jurisdictional delineation, rare plant surveys, and
focused, protocol-level surveys for the federally
endangered Quino checkerspot butterfly (Dudek
2008, 2009, HDR 2010a,2010b, 2011). All
potentially ACOE jurisdictional features were
considered to be jurisdictional under the preliminary
jurisdictional determination process. Rare plant
surveys are ongoing and will be completed in
September 2011 (HDR 2010a, 2011). Three new
towers have been fitted with paired detectors and are
currently monitoring. Two detectors were also

Consider revising to reflect surveys and additional
habitat mapping conducted to date. (HDR Biological
Technical Memo 2011). General biological surveys
have been conducted in all project areas with the
limited exception along the transmission line at
Alternatives 1 and 3. Also revise to reflect that
Dudek conducted surveys in June 2009.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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placed on the west side of the ridge. A report is
pending with the results from the additional studies
(HDR 2010a, WEST 2011). U.S. Fish and Wildlife
protocol surveys for nesting golden eagle were
conducted by Wildlife Research Institute (WRI) in
April 2010 (WRI 2010) to determine the status of
nesting golden eagles within a 10-mile radius of the
Tule Wind Project site (Pagel 2010).

5. Biological Resources D.2-3 Additional acoustic studies are-being-have been Consider revising to reflect that additional acoustic
conducted as-of June-2010 at the northern mines. studies have been completed.

Three new towers have been fitted with paired
detectors and are currently monitoring. Two
detectors were also placed on the west side of the
ridge.

6. Biological Resources D.2-4 This section addressesdescribes the vegetation Consider revising for clarification.
communities and associated wildlife habitat that
occur in the Proposed PROJECT area.

7. Biological Resources D.2-5 Table D.2-1: Update existing native vegetation Please revise to reflect that additional habitat has
communities study area acreage for Tule based on been mapped and general biological surveys have
the GIS shape files provided, as well as the been conducted in all project areas with the exception
calculations Unsurveyed Area. These changes are of limited areas along the transmission line route
provided in the Tule Wind Project Comments, under Alternatives 1 and 3.

Section D.2 Biological Resources, Track Changes.

Change footnote as follows:

*Unsurveyed area refers to portions of the project
(Alternatives 1 and 3) that were not accessible due to
private land restrictions.

8. Biological Resources D.2-29 tr-addittorto-these othertand-covers—apeortion-of Please revise to reflect that additional habitat has
the-Propesed-PROJECT area-was-notsurveyed-due | been mapped and general biological surveys have
to-lack-ofaccess—The-unsurveyed-areasare-asstimed | been conducted in all project areas with the limited

to-supportseveral-of the-native vegetation exception along the transmission line route under
communities-and-other-land-covers-deseribed Alternatives 1 and 3.
previousty

9. Biological Resources D.2-29 These regulatory agencies make the ultimate Please consider revising for clarification.

determinations of which features are subject to their
respective jurisdiction. Boundary Creek, Bow

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 3 Biological Resources
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Willow Creek, Canebrake Wash, Carrizo Creek, and
Tule Creek are the major drainages in the Proposed
PROJECT area, and these features support scattered
wetland and riparian-communities (i.e., emergent
wetlands, mulefat scrub, southern riparian woodland,
and southern willow scrub as described previously)
that would be considered jurisdictional. Aside from
these major drainages and scattered wetland and
riparian communities, jurisdictional features in the
Proposed PROJECT area are predominantly narrow,
sandy ephemeral washes that would be considered
non-wetland waters of the U.S. and streambeds.

10. |Biological Resources

D.2-46

Within the Proposed PROJECT area, suitable
foraging habitat may include all vegetation
communities and land cover on site (i.e., agriculture,
big sagebrush scrub, chamise chaparral, coast live
oak woodland, disturbed habitat, field/pasture,
emergent wetland, montane buckwheat scrub mulefat
scrub, non-native grassland, northern mixed
chaparral, semi-desert chaparral, southern north
slope chaparral, scrub oak chaparral, Peninsular
juniper woodland and scrub, redshank chaparral,
shadscale scrub, Sonoran mixed woody succulent
scrub, southern riparian woodland, upper Sonoran
manzanita chaparral, upper Sonoran subshrub scrub,
and southern willow scrub). However, the denser
forms of chaparral habitat are not typically suitable
for foraging of golden eagle. Suitable nesting habitat
(i.e., cliffs) is not known within the Proposed
PROJECT area; however, 10 known golden eagle
territories have been documented within 10 miles of
the Proposed PROJECT (WRI 2010).

Please consider revising for clarification.

11. |Biological Resources

D.2-50

The earliest that the willow flycatcher may be
observed is approximately mid-May, when all of the
subspecies may be present.

Please consider revising for clarification.

12. | Biological Resources

D.2-54

Within the Proposed PROJECT area, suitable
foraging habitat would include all vegetation types
found on site. Forage includes crickets, scorpions,

Please consider revising for clarification.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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small lizards and other small ground dwelling
animals (usually insects larger than 17mm).

includes-big-sagebrush-scrub;-chamise-chaparral,

13. | Biological Resources D.2-56 Within the Proposed PROJECT area, suitable Please consider revising for clarification.
foraging habitat includes areas with flying insects.
All vegetation types within the project area
potentially can support foraging areas. big-sagebrush

grassland.
14. | Biological Resources D.2-58 Fhe-Proposed-PROJECT The ECO Substation Consider revising to reflect that the BLM may
Project may be subject to a federal action in that it initiate consultation for the ECO Substation Project
may be required to obtain a Section 404 permit from |under Section 7.

the ACOE and/or a ROW from the BLM. ACOE and
BLM will determine whether it they will consult
with USFWS under Section 7 with respect to critical
habitat for the Quino checkerspot butterfly.

15. Biological Resources D.2-58 Within the Proposed PROJECT area, there is no Consider clarifying where Quino checkerspot
designated critical habitat for the Quino checkerspot | butterfly habitat is within the Proposed PROJECT. It
butterfly within the Tule Wind and ESJ Projects. is important to make clear that this is the only
tThere is designated Critical Habitat for the Quino location of designated critical habitat for the Quino
checkerspot butterfly along the ECO 138 kV checkerspot butterfly.
Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 5 Biological Resources
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transmission line approximately between mileposts
(MP) 4 and 5.5 (see Figure D.2-9). This is
designated as Unit 10 and includes 2,514 acres of
critical habitat (74 FR 28776-28862).

16. Biological Resources D.2-59 Unit 3 of the 2009 revised critical habitat for Consider revising to reflect the extensive telemetry
Peninsular bighorn sheep includes the Carrizo Gorge | studies that have been completed in Unit 3 of the
and portions of the In-Ko-Pah Mountains and are critical habitat for Peninsular bighorn sheep.

located within approximately 780 feet of the
Proposed PROJECT footprint (74 FR 17288-17365).
Unit 3 contains the physical and biological features
that are essential for Peninsular bighorn sheep
habitat, including a range of vegetation types,
foraging and watering areas, and steep to very steep,
rocky terrain with appropriate elevations and slope
(74 FR 17288-17365). Unit 3 is currently occupied
by Peninsular bighorn sheep (74 FR 17288-17365).
Records of Peninsular bighorn sheep dating back to
1940, including extensive telemetry data from the
last decade, show the closest documented
Peninsular bighorn sheep location as 879 0.77 mile
from the Proposed PROJECT, near Tule Peak
(USFWS 2010b, cited in HDR 2010a).

17. | Biological Resources D.2-79 First Paragraph: Please revise to reflect that additional habitat has
been mapped and general biological surveys have
As shown in Table D.2-1, a total of 17 native been conducted in all project areas with the limited
vegetation communities were mapped within the exception along the transmission line route under
Tule Wind Project survey area, including big Alternatives 1 and 3. For specific alternations, please
sagebrush scrub (3513 224.9 acres), chamise refer to the Tule Wind Project Comments, Section

chaparral (378-5-251.7 acres), closed coast live oak | D.2 Biological Resources, Track Changes.
woodland (228 23.2 acres), open coast live oak
woodland (56-3 84.4 acres), montane buckwheat
scrub (3718 316.4 acres), mulefat scrub (0.3 acre),
non-native grassland (65-1 102.9 acres), non-
vegetated channel (3-4 4.7 acres), northern mixed
chaparral (4774 726.8 acres), redshank chaparral
(228:% 200.2 acres), scrub oak chaparral (556-8 711.0
acres), semi-desert chaparral (4;689-8 2,221.8 acres),
southern north slope chaparral (567 83.1 acres),
southern riparian woodland (1.2 6 acres), southern

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 6 Biological Resources
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willow scrub (12.8 acres), upper Sonoran manzanita
chaparral (220-8 278.4 acres), and upper Sonoran
subshrub scrub (638-8 924.3 acres). Other land cover
in the Tule Wind Project area includes
agriculture/field/pasture (50.4 acres), developed
(66.8 acres), and disturbed habitat (198.8 acres). In
addition, 3744 20.5 acres of the Tule Wind Project
area Alternatives 1 and 3 were not surveyed due to
access restrictions on Native-American-and-private
lands. While the project survey area totals 6,495.0
acres, the modified layout footprint totals only 733.7
acres. Update existing native vegetation
communities acreages based on the GIS shape files

provided.
18. | Biological Resources D.2-80 The mapping of vegetation communities identified | Streambed Alteration Agreements require the
mulefat scrub, southern riparian woodland, and applicant to distinguish between unvegetated

southern willow scrub in the project area, and these | streambed and riparian habitat unlike Section 404
features would be considered CDFG jurisdictional permits under the Clean Water Act that require
riparian.wetlandshabitat. Ne-In addition, applicants to distinguish between non-wetland and
approximately 0.43 acre of ACOE three-parameter | wetland waters.

jurisdictional wetlands occur in the Tule Wind

Project survey area, primarity-due-to-the lack-of

hydricsoils-and-lack-of-hydrophyticvegetation
dominanee. The mapping of vegetation communities
identified mulefat scrub, southern riparian woodland,
and southern willow scrub in the project area, and
these features would be considered CDFG
jurisdictional riparian wetlandshabitat. In addition,
live oaks associated with streambeds were
considered CDFG jurisdictional riparian habitat. In
total, the survey area includes 11.99 acres of ACOE
and RWQCB jurisdiction, 24.64 acres of CDFG
jurisdiction and 3.46 acres of County RPO

jurisdiction.

19. | Biological Resources D.2-80 During-the-2009-general-biolegical-survey large Please revise to reflect that additional habitat has
numbers-of- milk-vetch-were observed-on-site been mapped and general biological surveys have
but-had-netyetfloweredand-positive-identification | been conducted in all project areas with the limited
of the-species-had-notyet-been-determined- exception along the transmission line route under
In-spring2010Jacumba-mik-vetch-was-confirmed | Alternatives 1 and 3.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 7 Biological Resources
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in-the-project-area-Jacumba milkvetch was observed

on-site during general vegetation surveys and
focused rare plants surveys of the project area (HDR
2010a). It is widespread and abundant below 4,500
feet in elevation within the project area.

20. | Biological Resources D.2-80 California Ayenia Consider revising to reflect rare plants data to date.
This species has moderate potential to occur based
on suitable habitat, and it is within the elevation
range of the species. It was not observed during
general surveys or focused rare plants surveys of the
project area.

21. | Biological Resources D.2-80 Elephant Tree The potential for this species to occur on site is

TFhis-species-has-moderate-potential- to-oceur-based | negligible because there is no suitable habitat;
on-suitable-habitatin-the projectarea; therefore, the species need not be analyzed.

22. | Biological Resources D.2-81 Utah Vine Milkweed Please consider revising based on current rare plants
This species has moderate potential to occur based | data.

on suitable habitat in the project area, and it is
within the elevation range of the species. It was not
observed during general surveys or focused rare
plants surveys of the project area.

23. | Biological Resources D.2-81 Tecate Tarplant Please consider revising based on current rare plants
This species was observed on site aloag-in McCain | data.

Valley Road-south-effrom Lost Valley Road south
through Rough Acres Ranch, and along Highway 80
during general vegetation surveys and focused rare
plants surveys of the project survey-area (HDR
2010a).

24. | Biological Resources D.2-81 Colorado Desert Larkspur Please consider revising based on current rare plants

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 8 Biological Resources
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This species was observed during focused rare plant
surveys of the project survey corridor (HDR
2010a). It is widespread and abundant throughout the

project area.

data.

25.

Biological Resources

D.2-81

Sticky Geraea

This species was observed on site alorg-MeCain

VaHey-Read-during general vegetation surveys
and focused rare plants surveys of the project survey

corridor (HDR 2010a). It is abundant within
McCain Valley and widespread within the project

survey area.

Please consider revising based on current rare plants
data.

26.

Biological Resources

D.2-81

The potential for this species to occur on site is
negligible because there is no suitable habitat;
therefore, it need not be analyzed.

27.

Biological Resources

D.2-82

The potential for this species to occur on site is
negligible because there is no suitable habitat;
therefore, it need not be analyzed.

28.

Biological Resources

D.2-82

Laguna Mountains Alumroot

This species was observed during focused rare plants
surveys of the project survey corridor

(HDR 2010a). Three occurrences were documented
in the extreme northwest of the project site during
focused rare plants surveys.

Please consider revising based on current rare plants
data.

29.

Biological Resources

D.2-82

San Diego Sunflower

This species was observed during focused rare plants
surveys of the project survey corridor (HDR 2010a).

It is abundant in the northwest portion of the project

Please consider revising based on current rare plants
data.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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area above 5,000 feet.

30. | Biological Resources D.2-82 Slender-Leaved Ipomopsis Please consider revising based on current rare plants
This species has high potential to occur based on data.

suitable habitat in the project area, and it is within
the elevation range of the species. It was_not
observed_during general surveys or focused rare
plants surveys of the project area.}twas-observed-in

the-adjacent ECO-project-area:
31. | Biological Resources D.2-82 Pride-of-California Please consider revising based on current rare plants
This species has low potential to occur based on data.

marginal habitat in the project area. It was not
observed during general surveys or focused rare
plants surveys of the project area.

32. | Biological Resources D.2-83 Pygmy Lotus Please consider revising based on current rare plants
This species has moderate potential to occur based | data.

on suitable habitat in the project area, and it is within
the elevation range of the species. It was not
observed during general surveys or focused rare
plants surveys of the project area.

33. | Biological Resources D.2-83 Mountain Springs Bush Lupine Please consider revising based on current rare plants
This species was observed in the project area during | data.

focused rare plants surveys of the project survey
corridor (HDR 2010a). There are several occurrences
in McCain Valley within the central portion of the
project area.

34. | Biological Resources D.2-83 Parish’s Desert-Thorn Please consider revising based on current rare plants
This species has moderate potential to occur based | data.

on suitable habitat in the project area, and it is
within the elevation range of the species. It was not
observed during general surveys or focused rare
plants surveys of the project area.

35. | Biological Resources D.2-83 Hairy Stickleaf Please consider revising based on current rare plants
This species has moderate potential to occur based | data.

on suitable habitat in the project area; however, it is
slightly outside of the known elevation range for this
species. It was not observed during general surveys
or focused rare plants surveys of the project area.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 10 Biological Resources
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36.

Biological Resources

D.2-83

Creamy Blazing Star

This species has moderate potential to occur based
on suitable habitat in the project area, and it is
within the elevation range of the species. It was not
observed during general surveys or focused rare
plants surveys of the project area.

Please consider revising based on current rare plants
data.

37.

Biological Resources

D.2-83

Jacumba Monkeyflower

This species was observed on site during focused
rare plant surveys (HDR 2010a)._There are a few
occurrences in McCain Valley within the central
portion of the project area.

Please consider revising based on current rare plants
data.

38.

Biological Resources

D.2-84

Palmer’s Monkeyflower

This species was observed on site during focused
rare plant surveys (HDR 2010a). There are scattered
occurrences of this species throughout the project
area.

Please consider revising based on current rare plants
data.

39.

Biological Resources

D.2-84

The potential for this species to occur on site is
negligible because there is no suitable habitat;
therefore, it need not be analyzed.

40.

Biological Resources

D.2-84

The potential for this species to occur on site is
negligible because there is no suitable habitat;
therefore, it need not be analyzed.

41.

Biological Resources

D.2-84

Chaparral Ragwort
This species has moderate potential to occur based
on suitable habitat in the project area. 1t was not

Please consider revising based on current rare plants
data.
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observed during general surveys or focused rare
plants surveys of the project area.

42.

Biological Resources

D.2-84

The potential for this species to occur on site is
negligible because there is no suitable habitat;
therefore, it need not be analyzed.

43.

Biological Resources

D.2-84

Southern Jewel-Flower

This species was observed on site during focused
rare plant surveys (HDR 2010a). It occurs in the
northwest portion of the project area.

Please consider revising based on current rare plants
data.

44,

Biological Resources

D.2-85

All butterfly species observed in the field were
recorded as well as the presence of Quino
checkerspot butterfly host plants Chinese houses,
white snapdragon, and thread-leaved bird’s beak
(HDR 2010a).

Please consider revising based on Quino checkerspot
butterfly survey. White snapdragon was observed and
recorded on site.

45,

Biological Resources

D.2-88

There were three observations of golden eagles
during the avian survey in fall 2007 and spring

2008 (Tetra Tech EC, Inc. 2009). Two of the
observations were during point count and one was
an incidental observation. Of the two point count
observations, one of the observations was outside of
the Tule Wind Project area in Thing Valley. Point
Count 15, Tetra Tech EC, Inc. 2009. The second
observation made from the southern portion of the
ridgeline. Point Count 11, Tetra Tech EC, Inc. 2009.

Please revise to include additional information about
the point count observations. See Tetra Tech EC, Inc.
20009.

46.

Biological Resources

D.2-88

No nests were observed during the survey and
overall the observations of golden eagles were low

after two full years of surveys relative-to-the-survey
effort.

Please revise as suggested.

47.

Biological Resources

D.2-89

A total of 317 golden eagle nests were recorded
during the helicopter survey, 3% many of which were

considered-to-be-golden-eagle-nests alternative

nesting sites for the same territory used in past years.

Consider revising to more accurately reflect results of
the 2010 WRI Report.
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48. |Biological Resources D.2-89 The Canebrake location is approximately 0.1 mile Please revise for clarification.
west north of the northern portion of the Tule Wind
Project.
49. |Biological Resources D.2-92 Pallid Bat Consider revising to more accurately reflect the 2011

In the northwestern portion of the project area, there | WEST report
are several abandoned mines; based on the visual

survey of these mines, most of them do not appear to
be suitable for roosting and-aceustic-surveys-did-net
detectthe-frequeney-ofthepathid-bat-(WEST 2010a,

2011). One mine shaft could have roosting potential

available-(WEST 2010a, 2011); therefore, it is
assumed that this mine could support roosting pallid
bat. During the 2008/2009 surveys conducted for bat
species within the project area, the frequency range
of the pallid bat (15-30 kilohertz) was observed at
fixed stations 17.94% of the time. In 2010, bat passes
in that frequency range occurred at the met tower
fixed stations 9.7% of the time, and this pattern was
largely consistent among at-the-ground-level fixed
stations; and-62.8%of the time-at the raised-stations:
roaming station passes in that frequency range
accounted for 28.6% of overall bat activity (WEST

2011).
50. | Biological Resources D.2-93 There is moderate potential for this species to forage | Consider revising to more accurately reflect the
over the site. In the northwestern portion of the updated 2011 WEST report.

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, and

. id | he f ‘
pocketed-free-tailed-bat (WEST 2010a, 2011). One
mine shaft could have roosting potential;-and

i i ing (WEST
2010a, 2011); therefore, it is assumed that this mine
could support roosting pocketed free-tailed bat.
During the 2008/2009 surveys conducted for bat
species within the project area, the frequency range
of the pocketed free-tailed bat (15-30 kilohertz) was
observed at fixed stations 17.4% of the time. In

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 13 Biological Resources
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2010, bat passes in that frequency range occurred at
the met tower fixed stations 9.7% of the time, and
this pattern was largely consistent among ground-
level fixed stations; roaming station passes in that
frequency range accounted for 28.6% of overall bat
activity. There are no CNDDB records of this
species within the Mount Laguna, Sombrero Peak,
Live Oak Springs, and Jacumba quadrangles where
the project area is located.

51. Biological Resources

D.2-94

There are no historic observations of bighorn sheep
by USFWS, as published in the Recovery Plan for
this Distinct Vertebrate Population Segment

(USFWS 2000), in the project area:-heweverpoint
locati ithin.0.75 mile of ;

portion-of-the Fule-wind-Project-area. Bighorn sheep

have not been documented in McCain Valley (HDR
2010c), and no bighorn sheep, tracks, or droppings
were observed during the 2005 through 2010
biological surveys of the project area (HDR 2010a).
The closest ever recorded Peninsular bighorn sheep
location is 0.79 mile from the northeastern portion of
the Tule Wind Project. While-point locations are
within 0.75 mile of the northeastern portion of the
Tule Wind Project area, extensive telemetry data
from USFWS collected over the past decade
confirms that there have been no occurrences of the
bighorn sheep on the Tule Wind Project area.

Consider revising to reflect current data from the
Biological Assessment. Note that 0.79 mile is the
accurate distance to the nearest recorded Peninsular
bighorn sheep occurrence to the Tule Wind Project,
as noted in other project documents. Also, revise to
include information regarding the extensive USFWS
telemetry data collected over the past decade
confirming the absence of Peninsular bighorn sheep
on the Tule Wind Project area.

52. | Biological Resources

D.2-94

H _el_ese ple;u'nty ;g i e IH’IEI “IIEGIF 'z?el etbutnot
bighern-sheep- The Tule Wind Project is not located
within USFWS designated critical habitat for
Peninsular bighorn sheep. Unit 3 of the 2009 revised
critical habitat for pPeninsular bighorn sheep

inel . | . 1
Ko-Pah-Mountains-and-are is located within
approximately 808 780 feet east of the Tule Wind
Project footprint (74 FR 17288-17365).

Please revise as suggested to reflect that the Tule
Wind Project is not located within designated critical
habitat for the Peninsular bighorn sheep.
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53. | Biological Resources D.2-96 The Pacific Flyway goes through the western United |Please consider revising to reflect that there is not
States and birds could pass through the necessarily a correlation between the Pacific Flyway
Tule Wind Project area during migration. In and the probability of birds passing through the Tule
addition, it supports a number of resident bird Wind Project area during migration. The Pacific
species such as red-tailed hawks, mourning doves, Flyway represents a huge swath of land (namely, the
and common ravens. A major route of the Western United States), of which a large percentage
Pacific Flyway is to the east and northeast, of the underlying land may or may not experience
particularly the Salton Sea, which is a major high avian presence. Also, the elevations that the

stopover for many migratory bird species. However, | migrants fly in the major migratory corridors are
birds migrating in the Pacific Flyway may not cross |generally well above the rotor swept area (RSA) and
over the Tule Wind Project area. Even if migratory |therefore the wind turbines would pose an

birds may cross over the Tule Wind Project, these insignificant risk.

birds likely will fly at an elevation far above the
wind turbines and transmission infrastructure
proposed as part of the project.

54. | Biological Resources D.2-96 Based on the County’s DPLU wildlife movement Consider revising for clarity.
modeling of connectivity, the Tule Wind Project area
as is an important wildlife linkage within the East
County. This linkage area extends north from I-8 and
the proposed project.

55. | Biological Resources D.2-111 Federal agencies are required to identify and assess | Please revise to be consistent with language of 40

reasonable alternatives to proposed actions based on | C.F.R. Section 1502.14.

the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) (40

Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Parts 1500-

1508). Alternatives-mustavoid-or-minimize-adverse
. L ! onl litv of

the-human-envirenment:
56. | Biological Resources D.2-111 BLM published regulations pursuant to the Federal | Consider revising to include inadvertently omitted
Land and Policy Management Act of 1976, as text.

amended in 2001 (43 U.S.C. 1701-1782) to establish
a public land policy and provide guidelines for land
management.

57. | Biological Resources D.2-111 Two million acres of the CDCA are covered as Class | Consider correcting typographical error.
C and are intended to be keep wilderness
characteristics and values with restrictions on access
and limits human disturbance to foot and horse
traffic.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 15 Biological Resources
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58. | Biological Resources D.2-115 Harm includes any act that actually kills or injures | Consider clarifying to reflect that Endangered
listed fish or wildlife Species Act provisions apply to listed species.

59. | Biological Resources D.2-116 California BLM Sensitive Species are plant and Consider revising for clarity.
wildlife species that are designated as sensitive
by the California State Director that are not already
federally listed proposed, or candidate species,
or state listed because of potential endangerment.

60. | Biological Resources D.2-120 The Native Plant Protection Act remains part of the | Consider revising for clarity.

California Fish and Game Code, and mitigation
measures for impacts to rare plants are specified in a
formal agreement between CDFG and the a project
proponent.

61. | Biological Resources D.2-120 The California Natural Community Conservation Revise to correct typographical error.
Planning (NCCP) Act provides for regional
planning to conserve listed and candidate species,
their habitats, and natural communities through
habitat-based conservation measures while allowing
economic growth and development.

62. | Biological Resources D.2-124 TULE-BIO-11 Presence of transmission lines and Please consider revising significance determination
wind turbines may result in electrocution of, and/or | based on the discussion presented in Comment 100.
collisions by, listed or sensitive bird or bat species.

Class II.

63. | Biological Resources D.2-130 In addition, a portion efthe-included in Alternatives | Consider revising to reflect surveys and additional
1 and 3 Fule-Wind-Projectarea-was not surveyed due | habitat mapping conducted to date. (HDR Biological
to access restrictions. Technical Memo 2011). General biological surveys

have been conducted in all project areas with the
limited exception along the transmission line at
Alternatives 1 and 3.

64. | Biological Resources D.2-130 Under CEQA, impacts would_potentially be GLOBAL COMMET: Please change the language
significant but can be mitigated to a level that is regarding the determination from significant to
considered less than significant (Class Il) with potentially significant.
implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1a
through BIO-1d.

65. | Biological Resources D.2-131 Table D.2-4: Update new existing native vegetation |Please revise to reflect that additional habitat has
communities’ acreages and impacts based on the GIS | been mapped and general biological surveys have
shape files provided and unsurveyed area as reflected | been conducted in all project areas with the exception
in the Tule Wind Project Comments, Section D.2 of limited areas along the transmission line route
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Biological Resources, Track Changes submitted under Alternatives 1 and 3.

concurrently with these comments.
Native Vegetation Community Existing The Tule Modified Project Layout footprint is
Acreage in Study Area Temporary Impact reduced from 765.8 acres (see Appendix 2 of the
Acreage Permanent Impact Acreage Draft EIR/EIS) to 725.3 acres (see Table D.2-4 of the

Tule Wind Project Total Impact Draft EIR/EIS with tracked changes submitted by
Acreage Tule Wind Project). Additionally, Table D.2-4 of the
VEGETATION COMMUNITIES ::)I’iijft E,IA?/tE!Sti'nCIUdf|SS7t42Ig gcres of l:cr][;urvelyedd
. ands. is time, all but 20.5 acres of those lands

Big sagebrush scruls)).8 2250 6.8 3.0 havte bee;n Slfrv‘l?e a dEXCIIU dindg ﬂzl % -

; astures/agriculture, developed and disturbe
Chamise chaparral 251.7 146 214 360 Eabitats, tf?e Tule Modified FE’roject Layout footprint
Closed coast live oak woodland 232 03 impacts 659.8 acres of native vegetation in

0.1 04 comparison to the proposed project, which impacts
Montane buckwheat scrub  316.4 6.2 3.3 686.9 acres of native vegetation.
9.5
Mulefat scrub 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0
Non-native grassland 1029 27 12
3.9
Non-vegetated channel 4.7 0.1 05
0.6
Northern mixed chaparral ~ 727.3 213  102.6
1239
Open coast live oak woodland 84.5 12
1.0 2.2
Redshank chaparral 2002 4.6 5.8
104
Scrub oak chaparral 7110 266 626
89.2
Semi-desert chaparral 22218 763 1442
220.5
Southern north slope chaparral 831 24
5.9 8.3
Southern riparian woodland 1.6 0.0 0.0
0.0
Southern willow scrub 2.8 0.1 0.0
0.1
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Upper Sonoran Manzanita chaparral  278.4  10.4
51.9 62.3

Upper Sonoran subshrub scrub 9243 30.2
52.4 82.6

Subtotal 6,179.8 2038 456.0 659.8
OTHER COVER TYPES

Field/Pasture, Agriculture 50.4 0.5 1.0
15

Developed 66.8 0.2 7.4 7.6
Disturbed Habitat 199.0 7.5 489 564
Subtotal 3162 82 573 655
Total 6,496.0 212.0 5133 7253

Change footnote as follows:

YUnsurveyed area refers to portions of the project
alternatives that were not accessible due to private
land restrictions.

66. | Biological Resources

D.2-131

Permanent impacts to native vegetation communities
would result from the construction of turbines,
support facilities, meteorological towers, and access
roads.

Please consider revising to recognize permanent
impacts from meteorological towers.

67. | Biological Resources

D.2-132

No temporary or permanent impacts to mulefat scrub
or southern riparian woodland would occur. The
Tule Wind Project would result in 97 9.8 acres of
total impact to big sagebrush scrub, 10.4 92 acres of
total impact to redshank chaparral, and 0.1 acre of
toetal-temporary impact to southern willow scrub.

See Comment 65 above.

68. Biological Resources

D.2-134

In total, the Proposed PROJECT would result in
856-6 819.2 acres of impact to native vegetation
communities (i.e., direct removal of vegetation),
including 2394 258.9 acres of temporary impacts
and 6372 560.3 acres of permanent impact.

See Comment 65 above.

69. | Biological Resources

D.2-135

Limit temporary and permanent impacts to
jurisdictional features to the minimum necessary as
defined by the final engineering plans. Obtain and
implement the terms and conditions of agency

Please update to reflect this additional language.
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permit(s) for unavoidable impacts to jurisdictional
wetlands and waters. All construction areas, access
to construction areas, and construction-related
activities shall be strictly limited to the areas within
the approved work limits identified on the final
engineering plans. The limits of construction shall be
delineated with orange construction fencing and
maintained throughout construction to avoid and
minimize impacts to jurisdictional resources. The
project applicant shall obtain applicable permits and
provide evidence of permit approval, which may
include but not be limited to a Clean Water Act
Section 404 Permit (or project authorization of a
Section 404 Nationwide Permit), a Clean Water Act
Section 401 water quality certification, and a Section
1602 streambed alteration agreement with the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, Regional Water Quality
Control Board, and California Department of Fish
and Game for impacts to jurisdictional features prior
to project construction. The terms and conditions of
these authorizations shall be implemented.

70. | Biological Resources D.2-136 MM BI10-2b Please revise as suggested. Although USACE has a
Temporary and permanent impacts to all “no-net-loss” policy in regards to wetlands, there is
jurisdictional resources shall be compensated no such policy for non-wetland waters. In fact, the
through a combination of habitat creation (i.e., April 10, 2008 Final Rule regarding Compensatory
establishment), preservation and habitat-restoration | Mitigation for Loss of Aquatic Resources identifies
at a minimum of a 1:1 ratio or as required by the four means of compensating for impacts: restoration,
permitting agencies. The creation/restoration effort | enhancement, establishment, or preservation. The
shall be implemented pursuant to a Habitat aquatic features in question are relatively high-order

Restoration Plan, which shall include success criteria | ephemeral drainages that exhibit somewhat limited
and monitoring specifications and shall be approved | function. A combination of mitigation that targets
by the permitting agencies prior to construction of preservation and enhancement may be preferable if
the project. A habitat restoration specialist will be large, contiguous, high quality areas are available.
designated and approved by the permitting agencies
and will determine the most appropriate method of
restoration. Restoration techniques may include
hydroseeding, hand-seeding, imprinting, and soil and
plant salvage. Temporary impacts shall be restored
sufficient to compensate for the impact to the

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 19 Biological Resources
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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 BLM-er-County appropriate
agencies, the temporary impact shall be considered a
permanent impact and compensated accordingly.

71.

Biological Resources

D.2-136

Numerous dry washes, swales, and wetland features
occur in the Tule Wind Project area (see Figures
D.2-5 through D.2-8). These features have the
potential to be subject to the jurisdiction of the
ACOE, CDFG, RWQCB, and/or RMQEB-County of
San Diego.

GLOBAL CHANGE: Consider revising document to
reflect that no ACOE or RWQCB wetlands were
identified within the Tule Project area. CDFG
riparian habitat and County of San Diego RPO
wetland was identified within the Tule Project area.

T2.

Biological Resources

D.2-137

No-ACOE jurisdictional wetlands-occur-inthe Tule
Wind-Project-area-therefore-nNo impact to ACOE

jurisdictional wetlands would result from project
implementation. The Tule Wind Project would result
in a total of 8:35 0.65 acre of impact (6-22 0.35 acre
of temporary impact; 8-33-0.30 acre of permanent
impact) to ACOE and RWQCB non-wetland waters.
The Tule Wind Project would result in a total of 876
1.13 acre of impact (8:54-0.75 acre of temporary
impact; 8:22-0.38 acre of permanent impact) to
CDFG jurisdictional features. The Tule Wind Project
would result in a total of 0.10 acre of impact (0.06
acre of temporary impact; 0.04 acre of permanent
impact) to County of San Diego RPO wetlands.

See Comment 64 above.

73.

Biological Resources

D.2-137

As discussed previously, construction of the
Proposed PROJECT would result in adverse impacts
to jurisdictional resources. In total, the Proposed
PROJECT would result in 126 1.63 acres of direct
permanent impact to jurisdictional resources.

Please update to reflect the impact numbers based on
the Modified Project Layout.

74.

Biological Resources

D.2-141

MM BI10O-4a....(h) plant vegetative ground cover in

disturbed area&as—seenasges&bleieuewﬂg
construction to meet the criteria of the restoration

plan;

Please consider revising to reflect the correct timing
for plant restoration.

75.

Biological Resources

D.2-143

MM BI10-5a Install fencing or flagging
around identified special-status plant species

Please update mitigation measure to include the
following language.
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populations in the construction areas. For areas
without existing rare plant data, Pprior to the start of
construction, a qualified biologist shall conduct
focused surveys during the appropriate blooming
period for special-status plant species for all
construction areas.

76. | Biological Resources D.2-143 MM BI10O-5b Implement special-status plant | Please update mitigation measure to include the
species compensation. Impacts to special-status following language.

plant species shall be maximally avoided. Where
impacts to special-status plant species are
unavoidable, the impact shall be quantified and
compensated through off-site land preservation
and/or plant salvage and relocation. Where off-site
land preservation is biologically preferred, the land
shall contain comparable special-status plant
resources as the impacted lands and shall include
long-term management and legal protection
assurances to the satisfaction of the BLM or County.

77. | Biological Resources D.2-144 As discussed in Section D.2.1.1 and Appendix 1, Curly herissantia was listed as moderate potential
Table 1, Jacumba milk-vetch, Tecate tarplant, (not high) in Section D.2.1.1. The potential for this
Payson’s jewel-flower, Colorado Desert larkspur, species to occur on site is negligible because there is
sticky geraea, eurhy-herissantia-Laguna no suitable habitat; therefore, it need not be analyzed.

Mountains alumroot, San Diego sunflower, slender-
leaved ipomopsis, desert beauty, Mountain

Springs bush lupine, Jacumba monkeyflower,
Palomar monkeyflower, and southern jewel-flower
occur or have a high potential to occur in the Tule
Wind Project area.

78. | Biological Resources D.2-144 California ayenia, elephant-tree-Utah vine The potential for these species to occur on site is
milkweed, pygmy lotus, Parish’s desert-thorn, hairy | negligible because there is no suitable habitat;
stickleaf, creamy blazing star, Fhurber’s therefore, they need not be analyzed.
beardtongue,-desert-spike-moss; and chaparral

ragwort;-and-Ceve’s-cassia have a moderate potential
to occur in the Tule Wind Project area.

79. | Biological Resources D.2-144 Based on current available data, t+he Tule Wind See Comment 65 above.
Project could result in impacts to 53% 524 Jacumba
milk-vetch; 16,608 8,573 Payson’s jewel-flower;
2,915 3;743 Colorado Desert larkspur; 739 424

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 21 Biological Resources
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sticky geraea; 401 Laguna Mountains alumroot;
6,095 7,264 San Diego sunflower; 53,236 43,008
desert beauty; 98 86 Mountain Springs bush lupine;
248 24 Palomar monkeyflower; 1,284 Tecata
tarplant and 578-122 southern jewel-flower
individuals. Additional individuals may be
identified during pre-construction surveys.

80.

Biological Resources

D.2-144

Direct removal of these species or indirect loss of
these species from construction-related dust or
trampling or direct removal of suitable habitat would
be an adverse impact and therefore, Mitigation
Measures BIO-1a through BIO-1g, BIO-3a, BlO-4a,
B10-5a and BIO-5b {Mitigation-Measures-B1O-5a
and-B1O-5b-provide furtherclarification-and

have been provided to mitigate this impact.

Consider revising to reflect that Mitigation Measures
B10-5a and BIO-5b are unrelated to APMs TULE-
BIO-16 and TULE-BIO-17.

81.

Biological Resources

D.2-153

MM BIO-7g Conduct protocol surveys for

Quino checkerspot butterfly within-1-yearpriorto
project-construction-activities the QCB flight season

prior to commencement of construction activities in
occupied habitat. The project proponent shall
conduct pre-construction protocol surveys for Quino
checkerspot butterfly within 1oyearpriorto
construction-activities the QCB flight season prior to
commencement of construction activities in any area
known to support the species. Surveys shall be
conducted by a qualified, permitted biologist in
accordance with the most currently accepted protocol
survey method. Results shall be reported to the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service within 45 days of the
completion of the survey.

Please update mitigation measure to include the
proper timing for QCB protocol surveys to be
conducted.

82.

Biological Resources

D.2-153

MM BI10O-7j Conduct pre-construction nesting
bird surveys and implement appropriate
avoidance measures for identified nesting birds.
The project proponent shall conduct pre-construction
surveys for nesting birds if construction and removal
activities are scheduled to occur during the breeding
season. Surveys shall be conducted in areas within

Consider revising Mitigation Measure BIO-7j.
Mitigation Measure BIO-7j as stated in the Draft
EIR/EIS is infeasible because the restrictions
contained therein could restrict the construction
window to only four months a year (September
through December). Given the projected 24-month
construction schedule, construction of Tule Wind

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
Iberdrola Renewables

22

Biological Resources
March 2011




No.

Section/
Appendix

Page

Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision

Justification

500 feet of construction activities, such as tower
sites, laydown/staging areas, substation sites, and
access/spur road locations. The breeding season is
generally defined as period from February 1 through
August 15. For raptors, the breeding season is
generally defined as January 15 through July 31. The
required survey dates may be modified based on
local conditions (i.e., high altitude locations) with the
approval of the USFWS, CDFG and/or the relevant
jurisdictional agency. The project applicant shall be
responsible for retaining qualified biologists who can
conduct pre-construction surveys and monitoring for
breeding birds. Biological monitors will note any
nests observed during construction within or adjacent
to the project construction areas.

If breeding birds with active nests are found, a
biological monitor shall establish up to a 300-foot
buffer around the nest for construction activities and
no activities will be allowed within the buffer(s) until
the young have fledged from the nest or the nest
fails. Construction within one mile of a golden eagle
nest may only proceed if construction monitoring
confirms the nest is not occupied. See Draft EIR/EIS
at D.2-157.

The 300-foot (1-mile for golden eagle) buffer may be
adjusted to reflect existing conditions including
ambient noise, topography, and disturbance with the
approval of with the approval of the USFWS, CDFG
and/or the relevant jurisdictional agency.

The biological monitors shall conduct reqular
monitoring of the nest to determine success/failure
and to ensure that Project activities are not conducted
within the buffer(s) until the nesting cycle is
complete or the nest fails. The biological monitors
shall be responsible for documenting the results of
the surveys and the ongoing monitoring and will
provide a copy of the monitoring reports for impact

Project would extend at least six years and require
repeated mobilization and demobilization of
construction equipment, likely increasing
construction impacts to natural resources, including
sensitive biological resources. The suggested
mitigation measure language provided is consistent
with many other infrastructure projects, including the
Tehachapi Renewable Transmission Project,
currently under construction. See Tehachapi
Renewable Transmission Project, Final
Environmental Impact Report, Section 3.4,
Mitigation Measure BI1O-5 (Conduct pre-construction
surveys and monitoring for breeding birds).

The proposed language provides the needed
flexibility to make the mitigation measure feasible,
while providing specific protocols for the project
applicant to follow to ensure protection of the
resource.

Note that the suggested revision to Mitigation
Measure 7-j should be applied throughout the Draft
EIR/EIS.
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areas to the respective agencies. If for any reason a
bird nest must be removed during the nesting season,
the project applicant shall provide written
documentation providing concurrence from the
USFWS and CDFG authorizing the nest relocation.
The project applicant shall provide a written report
documenting the relocation efforts. The report shall
include what actions were taken to avoid moving the
nest, the location of the nest, what species is being
relocated, the number and condition of the eggs
taken from the nest, the location of where the eggs
are incubated, the survival rate, the location of the
nests where the chicks are relocated, and whether the
birds were accepted by the adopted parent.
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83. | Biological Resources D.2-155 The Biological Assessment (HDR 2010c) describes | Please consider revising to correct the conversion
permanent impacts to 23.6 acres of Quino from kilometers to miles.
checkerspot butterfly habitat within the 1-kilometer
(3-foot0.6-mile) movement radius of the 2010
observation . . .

84. | Biological Resources D.2-155 The direct effects of temperary-construction will Please consider revising to correct the conversion
temporarily impactswit-be-the-loss-of 5.2 7.3 acres | from kilometers to miles
of Quino checkerspot butterfly habitat within the 1-
kilometer (3-feot0.6-mile) movement radius of the
2010 observation.

85. | Biological Resources D.2-155 Direct or indirect loss of this species from Please consider revising to reflect that APM TULE-
construction-related dust or vehicle collisions or B10-12 is not applicable for Quino checkerspot
permanent loss of suitable habitat would be adverse | butterfly and should not be affected by the mitigation
and therefore, Mitigation Measures BIO-1a through | measures.

BlO-1g, BIO-3a, BIO-4a, and BIO-7b through BIO-
7i (these measures provide further clarification and
supersede APMs FULE-BIO-12,- TULE-BIO-15; and
TULE-BIO-18) have been provided to mitigate this
impact.

86. | Biological Resources D.2-155-234 Under CEQA, impacts would potentially be Please consider revising to correct missing word to
significant but can be mitigated to a level that is reflect appropriate significance determination. This
considered less than significant . . . omission occurs in several sections: Quino

Checkerspot Butterfly, Western Spadefoot Toad,
Other Special-Status Reptiles, Other Special-Status
Raptors, Southwestern Willow Flycatcher, American
Badger, Special-Status Bats, Special-Status Small
Mammals.

87. | Biological Resources D.2-156 Orange-throated whiptail, northern red-diamond Please consider revising to reflect that the rosy boa
rattlesnake, Blainville’s horned lizard, coast patch- | was observed in the project area, as stated previously
nosed snake, rosy boa, and common chuckwalla on page D.2-86 of the Draft EIR/EIS.
were observed in the project area,-and-rosy-boea-has

88. | Biological Resources D.2-157 The current Canebrake location is less than 0.5 mile | Revise to reflect accurate location of the Canebrake
west north of the northern portion of the Tule Wind | location relative to the Tule Project.

Project although the territory also includes more
distant alternative nesting sites including a more
distant nest that was active in 2009.
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89. | Biological Resources

D.2-157

The nest locations of the other active territories,
located at Garnet Mountain, Monument Peak, and
Thing Valley, are approximately 10, 7, and 3 miles
west of the Tule Wind Project, respectively.

Consider revising for clarification.

90. | Biological Resources

D.2-158 to D.2-159

The southwestern willow flycatcher is a federally
and state-listed endangered species. This

species has low potential to occur on site; hewever,
{The full species of willow flycatcher (E. traillii)
could is unlikely to occur during migration in a
variety of shrub/tree habitats. There is a small area of
suitable habitat in the project area; however, there
are no breeding records in the area (Unitt 2004).
Direct loss of any subspecies of willow flycatcher,
indirect loss of these species from noise and
increased human presence, or removal of suitable
habitat including stop-over habitat for migrating
species would be adverse. and-therefore; However
Mitigation Measures B10O-1a through BIO-

1g, BIO-3a, BIO-4a, BIO-7b through BIO-7e, and
BI0O-7j (these measures provide further clarification
and supersede APMs TULE-BIO-12, TULE-BIO-15,
and TULE-BIO-18) have-been-to would mitigate this
impact. Under CEQA, impacts would significant but
can be mitigated to a level that is considered less
than significant (Class Il) with implementation of
B10-1a through B10-1g, BIO-3a, BIO-4a, BIO-7h
through BIO-7e, and BIO-7j.

Consider revising to reflect the low potential for
impacts on the southwestern willow flycatcher. The
willow flycatchers may migrate through the region,
the area is not known to be a major migratory
corridor. As a result, present and future wind-energy
development in the area is not likely to have a
significant effect on the species ability to breed in,
and migrate through the region, particularly if
existing riparian habitats within these developments
is maintained, as is the case.

Willow flycatchers, like most passerines, generally
migrate at night. Nocturnal migrant mortality has
not been identified as a significant concern at any
wind projects that we are aware of (NRC 2007).
Generally, risk to nocturnal migrant songbirds
from collision with wind turbines is expected to be
low, due to the generally high altitudes nocturnal
migrants typically fly (e.g. Tidhar 2010), and the
fact that the FAA lighting on wind turbines have
not been show to be an attractant to nocturnal
migrating songbirds (Kerlinger et al. 2010). Solid
red incandescent lighting on communication
towers has been shown to attract nocturnal
migrants during poor weather conditions. Willow
flycatchers are a nocturnal migrating

Among six fatality monitoring studies conducted
at wind-energy facilities in central and southern
California, a total of 38 unique passerine species
were documented as fatalities (Anderson et al.
2004; Anderson et al. 2005; Chatfield et al. 2009;
Smallwood et al. 2009; WEST 2009). Of these
documented passerine fatalities, none were willow
flycatchers.
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91.

Biological Resources

D.2-159

Tricolored blackbird, Southern California rufous-
crowned sparrow, Bell’s sage sparrow, Vaux’s swift,
olive-sided flycatcher, California horned lark, yellow
warbler, loggerhead shrike, and gray vireo ean-be
foundoccur in a variety of habitats that can be found
within the project area, as discussed in Section
D.2.1.1.

Please consider revising as suggested for clarity. As
it is written, the sentence implies that all the species
listed were observed in the project area.

92.

Biological Resources

D.2-159

" - — ,
Based on the high mobility of the mountain lion, the
potential for direct loss of these species is low and
would not be adverse. In addition, due to high
mobility of the species, indirect effects of noise and

increased human presence on this species would not
be considered adverse.

Please consider revising to include the following
language.

93.

Biological Resources

D.2-160

No USFWS critical habitat occurs in the project area.

Steep;rocky-habitat-preferred-by-the species-is
facking-in-the-project-area-Physical and biological
features that are essential for Pensinsular bighorn
sheep habitat, including a range of vegetation types,
foraging and water areas, and steep to very steep,
rocky terrain with appropriate elevations and slope
(74 FR 70) is lacking in the project area.
Additionally, there is a lack of sufficient escape
terrain within the vicinity, and bighorn sheep have
never been recorded anywhere in which the proposed

turbines would be visible within half a mile (HDR

2010c).

Please consider revising to include the following
language.

94.

Biological Resources

D.2-160

Pallid bat and pocketed free-tailed bat ean-be-found
occur in a variety of habitats that can be found within
the project area, as discussed in Section D.2.1.1.

Please consider revising to include the following
language.

95.

Biological Resources

D.2-161

Dulzura pocket mouse, pallid San Diego pocket
mouse, San Diego black-tailed jackrabbit, San Diego
desert woodrat, southern grasshopper mouse, and
Jacumba little pocket mouse ean-be-found occur in a
variety of habitats that can be found within the
project area, as discussed in Section D.2.1.1.

Please consider revising to include the following
language.
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96. | Biological Resources D.2-167 Impact BIO-8: Construction activities would result | Revise to reflect that there is no basis to conclude
in a potential loss of nesting birds-{vielation-efthe | that construction activities will result in the take of
Migratory-Bird Treaty-Act), active nests or nesting birds in violation of the

Migratory Bird Treaty Act. See Applicant
Environmental Document, HDR 2010 at page 2-56.
(Applicant Proposed Measures 1, 2, and 3).

97. | Biological Resources D.2-167 Construction of the Tule Wind Project would result | Revise to reflect that there is no basis to conclude
in the removal of vegetation and increased that construction activities will result in the take of
human presence and noise that has the potential to active nests or nesting birds in violation of the
cause the loss of nesting birds-which-would Migratory Bird Treaty Act. See Applicant
be-aviolation-of the-Migratory Bird-Treaty-Act. Environmental Document, HDR 2010 at page 2-56.

(Applicant Proposed Measures 1, 2, and 3).

98. | Biological Resources D.2-172 Bl0O-10a. Design all transmission towers and lines | Please consider revising to reflect that the APLIC
to conform with Avian Power Line Interaction standards implement measures in addition to
Committee standards. The Proposed PROJECT minimum clearances.
shall have-the-minimum-clearances-between-phase
conductors-or-between-phase-conductors-and
grounded-hardwareas-recommended implement
recommendations by the Avian Power Line
Interaction Committee (2006), which_will protect
raptors and other birds from electrocution. These
measures are is sufficient to protect even the largest
birds that may perch or roost on transmission lines or
towers from electrocution.

99. | Biological Resources D.2-172 The Tule Wind Project would result in the Please revise based on the Modified Project Layout.
installation of approximately 9.7 2 miles of 138 kV
transmission line with 208 80 towers, as described in
Section B.

100. |Biological Resources D.2-174 From this data, the encounter rate for species can be | Consider revising to correct typographical error.
determined, which is an estimate of
the frequency with which a species is observed at the
elevations of the proposed turbines’ rotor
swept area (RSA).

101. |Biological Resources D.2-175 Golden eagles can be sensitive to changes in their Please consider revising to reflect the availability of
environment (e.g., wind farms). Madders (2009) alternative nest sites within the pairs’ territory.
describes a home range use change in a pair of
resident golden eagles after a wind farm was
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constructed in their territory. Madders (2009) also
indicates that it is unlikely that golden eagles would
nest within the immediate vicinity (i.e., 500 meters
or 1,640 feet) of the proposed wind turbines, likely
constraining the eagles from occupying nests within
their existing territory. Currently, the Canebrake
eagle pair is nesting within the 500-meter (1,640-
foot) area; but if they choose to use one of the more
distant alternative nests, the territory may continue to

be occupied with the nest outside the 500 meter area.

thus-H-the-pair-changes-its-nesting-location-to-avoid

102. |Biological Resources

D.2-177

In terms of raptor nest surveys, red-tailed hawk and
Cooper’s hawk nests have been detected in

the project area. In the golden eagle nest survey for
the project area and a 10-mile buffer around

the project area, 10 golden eagle territories were
identified, including 6 active territories, 3 of

which had nests with incubating adults (WRI 2010).
The nests with incubating adults are

generally located or described as the Canebrake,
Moreno Butte, and Glenn Cliff/Buckman

Springs locations. The Canebrake location comprises

Consider deleting reference to increased collision risk
from idling turbines. Turbines like those proposed
for Tule Wind Project are not used for perching,
because the turbines, including the nacelles, do not
have structures used for perching and the turbines are
higher in the air than the typical heights from which
raptors tend to hunt and roost. Erickson et al. (2001)
was referring to smaller turbines, like those in the
Altamont Pass, where raptors are observed perching
on the lattice towers, short towers and nacelles that
had open cat walks, and raptors were observed
frequently nesting on these structures.

The data in the record shows that there is low golden
eagle use on the project site. West 2010b. Low use
and low prey base on project site suggest poor
foraging habitat. West 2010b at page 2. Based on
WEST (2010), use of a wind project site by golden
eagles has been shown to be more indicative of risk
than a wind project’s proximity to nest. Golden eagle
mortality at the Altamont Pass is primarily floater
and non-breeders (Hunt 2002). The population study
of Hunt (2002) demonstrated no population level
impact to the resident golden eagle population near
the Altamont Pass, despite high mortality within the
Altamont Pass Wind Project. Follow-up studies by
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a group of four nests, with the closest nest

less than 0.5 mile northwest of a string of turbines in
the northern portion of the Tule Wind Project.

The Moreno Butte location is approximately 10
miles southwest of the project. The Glenn
Cliff/Buckman Springs location is approximately 8
miles west of the central portion of the

project. The active territories, located at Garnet
Mountain, Monument Peak, and Thing Valley,

are approximately 10, 7, and 3 miles west of the Tule
Wind Project, respectively. Although-gGolden eagle
use of the Tule Wind Project area was very low
based on point count surveys, suggesting the project
is not used significantly for foraging. Habitat for
golden eagle foraging is found more frequently in
valleys (WEST 2010b, referencing J. Platt pers.

comm.). —th&presenee@#&naewegeldepreagle

Hunt (2005) continues to show occupancy of all
golden eagle territories monitored during previous
studies (Hunt 2005). No demonstrated reduction in
active nest density has been documented in the
Wyoming wind resource area, near several wind
projects in Carbon County, Wyoming. Nests within
several miles of the wind project continue to be
active, 15 years post-construction of that project
(Young et al. 2010).

103. Biological Resources

D.2-178

D.2-178 (and throughout the document): Based on
the use data, encounter rate index, nest survey
information, and the species’ population and
regulatory status, the operation of wind turbines
proposed by the project would result in an adverse
impact to golden eagle and therefore, Mitigation
Measures BIO-10a through B1O-20i 10h have been
provided. However-the-identified-impact-cannot-be
mitigated—uUnder CEQA, the risk of collision is
low, based on low golden eagle use of the to-golden

eagle-in-the-western-pertion-of-the project area,
would may be significant and but cannet be

GLOBAL CHANGE: The data in the record shows
that there is low golden eagle use on the project site.
West 2010b. Low use and low prey base on project
site suggest poor foraging habitat. West 2010b at
page 2. Based on WEST (2010), use of a wind
project site by golden eagles has been shown to be
more indicative of risk than a wind project’s
proximity to nest. Golden eagle mortality at the
Altamont Pass is primarily floater and non-breeders
(Hunt 2002). The population study of Hunt (2002)
demonstrated no population level impact to the
resident golden eagle population near the Altamont
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mitigated to a level that is considered less than
significant (Class I1). This mitigation includes
implementation of an Avian and Bat Protection Plan
(Mitigation Measure BIO-10b), an adaptive
management program (Mitigation Measure BIO-
10h), and eagle-specific surveys (Mitigation Measure
BI0O-10q), including telemetry, to quide final turbine
site selection (Mitigation Measure BIO-10f).
Together, these mitigation measures will be
implemented to ensure net zero loss of golden eagle
on a population basis. Fheproximity-ofactive

Id | ocin 4

Pass, despite high mortality within the Altamont Pass
Wind Project. Follow-up studies by Hunt (2005)
continues to show occupancy of all golden eagle
territories monitored during previous studies (Hunt
2005). No demonstrated reduction in active nest
density has been documented in the Wyoming wind
resource area, near several wind projects in Carbon
County, Wyoming. Nests within several miles of the
Carbon County wind project continue to be active, 15
years post-construction of that project (Young et al.
2010).

Zero risk to individual birds should not be the
threshold for a finding of no significance under
CEQA. The significance classification and the
determination under CEQA that risk cannot be
mitigated should not be based on the existence of any
risk above zero over the life of the project. Such a
standard would be unreasonable and would exist for
any wind project located within the golden eagle
range. Instead, the record evidence concludes that
risk of collision is low, would not have population-
level impacts, and any risk would be decreased to a
less-than-significant level by applicable APMs and
mitigation measures.

Electrocution and collision can be mitigated by
measures outlined in the APLIC Guidelines. The
applicant has committed to implement applicable
APLIC Guidelines (APM TULE-PDF-11) and the
preparation of a project-specific Avian and Bat
Protection Plan as part of the design of Tule Wind
Project; therefore, Tule Wind Project would not have
the potential electrocution and collision risks outlined
in the Draft EIR/EIS. The measures contained in
Mitigation Measures BIO-10a and BIO-10b are
unnecessary as they merely restate commitments
already made by the project applicant as part of the
project’s design.
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104. Biological Resources

D.2-179

Bat activity at the Tule Wind Project area was
estimated through the use of acoustical monitoring
conducted in two phases between September 2008

and November 2010 overan-approximately-1-year

period-between-2007-and-2008. Bat use for the Tule
Wind Project area was estimated to be appreximately

4#17.7 bat passes per detector night at ground-based
stations at met towers (WEST 2011). Compared to
existing data from nine wind energy facilities where
both bat activity rates and mortality levels have been
measured, the level of bat activity documented at the
Tule Wind Project area was higher than that at wind
facilities in Minnesota and Wyoming, where
reported bat mortalities are low, but was lower than
at facilities in the eastern United States, where
reported bat fatalities have been highest (WEST
2011) -which-is-on-the low range-of reported-bat-use
detector-night)-(WEST2009). The acoustical
monitoring did not identify specific bat species, but
grouped known frequency ranges associated with

certain bat species bats-to-species.

Please consider revising to reflect the most recent
data concerning acoustical monitoring and bat
information provided by WEST, submitted
concurrently with the Tule Wind Project comments.

105. |Biological Resources

D.2-180

Reported bat fatality rates from post-construction
monitoring of existing wind farm sites shows a wide
range of fatality rates, from 0 to nearly 40 bat
fatalitiess/MW/year (WEST 2009, WEST 2011).
Based solely on the correlation between pre-project
bat use and post-construction bat mortality, the Tule
Wind Project has the potential to result in up to 2.5
bat fatalities/MW/year (WEST 2009, WEST 2011).

Please consider revising to reflect the most recent
data concerning acoustical monitoring and bat
information provided by WEST, submitted
concurrently with the Tule Wind Project comments.

106. |Biological Resources

D.2-180

Seven horizontal mine shafts and three vertical shafts
are present within or near the Proposed PROJECT;
and-these-shafts-were searched-for-bat sighsurveyed

and assessed for potential use by bats. Only one
horizontal mine shaft has-petential-to-support-bat
activity-appeared suitable as a roost structure (WEST
2010a).

Consider revising for clarification.

107. |Biological Resources

D.2-180

— m

Consider deleting because pallid bat and pocketed
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during-acoustical-mentoring-butpocketed-free- free-tailed bat are in the same frequency range, and
taHed-batfrequencieswere notdetected: the acoustical monitoring detected all frequency

ranges.

108. Biological Resources D.2-181 MM BI10O-10d  Minimize turbine lighting. Night- | Please consider revising mitigation measure to clarify
lighting may serve as an attractant for birds, FAA required lighting.

especially migrants, which may be attracted to the
light and then become unable to leave it. Except
where FAA requirements determine the requirements
for lighting. tLighting that attracts birds shall be
avoided on the turbines.

109. Biological Resources D.2-181 Mitigation Measure 10e: Conduct post- According to the CEC and CDFG Guidelines cited in
construction bird and bat species mortality Mitigation Measure 10e: “For most projects, one
monitoring and reporting pursuant to a year of pre-permitting surveys and two years of

monitoring program. Conduct at least 5 2 years of | carcass searches during operations are recommended.
post-construction bird and bat mortality monitoring. | However, a reduced level of survey effort may be
A Post-Construction Monitoring Program shall be warranted for certain categories of projects, such as

developed in accordance with the California infill development, some repowering projects, or
Guidelines for Reducing Impacts to Birds and Bats | projects contiguous to existing low-impact wind
from Wind Energy Development (CEC and facilities. On the other hand, survey duration and

CDFG 2007) and recommendations from the Wind | intensity may need to be expanded for other kinds of
Turbine Guidelines Advisory Committee (USFWS | projects, such as those with potential for impacts to
2009a 2010) to satisfy Tier 4 and Tier 5 monitoring | special-status species, or for sites near wind energy

requirements. projects known to have high impacts to birds or
bats.” California Guidelines for Reducing Impacts to
This plan shall be reviewed by the permitting Birds and Bats from Wind Energy Development

agencies prior to project initiation. At a minimum, (CEC and CDFG 2007) at page E-2.
the plan shall outline the monitoring methods,
evaluation methods, threshold criteria for action, and | There is no indication that high impacts to avian and
types of management actions to be undertaken. bat species; to the contrary, impacts are expected to
Annual monitoring reports shall be submitted to the |be low. WEST 2009; West 2010b. Accordingly, 2
wildlife agencies and lead agencies as appropriate. | years of monitoring, as recommended by the CEC
and CDFG Guidelines, is appropriate.

For the life of the project, Tule Wind Project will
include the Wildlife Monitoring and Reporting
System, a systematic approach to reporting bird and
bat fatalities to provide longer term monitoring of
project impacts. The Wildlife Monitoring and
Reporting System will be a critical component of the
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Applicant’s Avian and Bat Protection Plan, currently
under development in consultation with the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service and CDFG. The Wildlife
Monitoring and Reporting System is consistent with
the recommendations of Tier 4 and 5 of the Wind
Turbine Guidelines Advisory Committee submitted
to the Secretary of the Interior on March 4, 2010 by
the Wind Turbine Advisory Committee (USFWS

2010).

110. |Biological Resources D.2-182 MM BI0O-10g Monitor golden eagles nests in the | As currently drafted, the broad survey area and
area to track productivity. Conduct anrnual duration is not related to project impacts and may be
periodic surveys of golden eagle territories as duplicative of other non-project data collection
provided in the Avian and Bat Protection Plan. efforts.
years. Conduct surveys to determine location of Observer disturbance associated with repeated and
active nest, number of eggs laid and number of intensive surveys should be minimized where
young fledged, as described by Pagel et al. 2010. unnecessary to assess project impacts.
AnntabmMonitoring reports shall be provided to the
wildlife agencies and the Bureau of Land The stated purpose of the survey protocol outlined by
Management. Pagel, et al. is to determine golden eagle nesting.

Protocol level surveys conducted to date have already
determined golden eagle use within 10 miles of the
Tule Wind Project (WRI 2010). Periodic surveys
may be appropriate to monitor long term behavior
patterns, but annual surveys would be unwarranted
and may result in unnecessary disturbance to nesting
golden eagles.

111. |Biological Resources D.2-182to D.2.- |BIO-10h. Implement an adaptive management Please consider clarifying that the adaptive

183 program in an Avian and Bat Protection Plan management plan will be included in an Avian and
developed jointly with USFWS and CDFG that Bat Protection Plan currently being developed in
provides triggers for required operational consultation with the USFWS and CDFG.
modifications (e.q., seasonality, radar, turbine-
specific modifications, and cut-in speed). An Please clarify that adaptive management actions
adaptive management program shall be prepared would be triggered by loss of golden eagle caused by

jointly with USFWS and CDFG and implemented by | Tule Wind Project’s operation.
the project applicant that uses the information

provided from implementation of Mitigation There are no studies establishing that curtailment is
Measures 10e and 10g, which includes the post- an effective method for reducing mortality of avian
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construction bird monitoring mitigation-measure-and | species. There are no studies we are aware of that
the golden eagle nest productivity monitoring. have shown. See Draft EIR/EIS at D.2-178.
mitigation-measure: This program must be
implemented in a manner that assures net zero loss
of golden eagle on a population level basis. If
mortality of any golden eagle occurs as the result of
the Tule Wind Project’s operation, regardless of age
or gender, the responsible and adjacent turbines will
be shut down while the adaptive management
program is assessed for its validity and modified to
the satisfaction of the resource agencies. This
program will be based on monitoring of the active
nest locations and eagle activity within 10 miles of
the turbines. Measures to be considered for
implementation will_include curtailing operation of
all or selected turbines during the fledging period of
the active nests or potential permanent shutdown of
turbines that are closest to active nests until the nest
location changes to a farther location (eagles are
known to build numerous nests within their territory
and use different nest locations each year (Kochert et
al. 2002)). Adaptive management measures may wiH
also include prey population control if populations of
ground squirrels and rabbit species are noted in
proximity (within 50 meters or 164 feet) to the
turbine base. The prey population may serve as an
attractant to foraging raptors and could result in the
collision with the turbines as a result. Other
measures (e.g., radar monitoring and turbine
modifications) will be implemented as dictated by
the monitoring data and as specified by the adaptive
management program. Based on the monitoring of
bat mortality, the adaptive management program
shall have triggers for the implementation of limited
and periodic feathering or shut downs of turbines to
avoid impacts to bats.

112. |Biological Resources D.2-183 MM-BIO-10i—Obtain-written-agency-coneurrence | This mitigation measure is not feasible and is not
documenting-compliance-with-regulations-geverning | required by the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection
golden-eagle—Priorto-projectconstructionwritten | Act or the California Fish & Game Code. It therefore
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conedrrence-from-the U-S—Fish-and-\Wildlife-Serviee | should not be applied.
be-obtained-that documents-approval-of the Consultation with the USFWS is ongoing, and the
mitigation-measures-and-adaptive-management Applicant will implement an approved ABPP, which
program-related-to-golden-eagle sufficient-to-provide |shall be developed jointly with the USFWS and
comphance-with-the Bald-and-Golden-Eagle CDFG, as required by Mitigation Measure BIO-10b.
Code: Additionally, the timing of this mitigation measure
(prior to project construction) is inconsistent with
MM BI10-10f, which applies siting decision on the
specific ridge turbines after construction has started
on the valley turbines, and with the concept of an
ABPP, which is implemented at the start of
operations and is based on all baseline information
collected to date at that time.
113. |Biological Resources D.2-184 The risk of mortality due to collision with-eperating | The referenced mitigation measures apply to the
turbines by golden eagles resulting from the whole project.
Proposed PROJECT{specificathy-the Fule- Wind
Projeet) would be adverse and therefore, Mitigation
Measures BIO-10a through B10O-10ih have been
provided. However-the-identified-impact-cannot-be
mitigated-and-uUnder CEQA, the risk of collision is
lew-based-on-golden-eagle-use-of the-project-areato
I e ind ; il :
area; and maywould-be-significant-be significant, but
and cannet be mitigated to a level that is considered
less than significant (Class II).
114. |Biological Resources | D.2-211 to D.2-212 | Impact BIO-10: ...However, the electrocution risk | See Comment 102 above.
would remain adverse-and-therefore;significant but
can be mitigated to less than significant levels (Class
I1) through implementation of Mitigation Measures
B10-10a through B10-10b have-beenprovided-to
fritgate thisimpact-Under CEQAmpacts-would
Stgi |_I|ea thutea be_ |t_|g_ateel toaleveld atis
€o sllele|eel Ie_ss t aF HStg ||I_|ea #{Class Hy-with
through-B1O-10b. Similar to the proposed Tule Wind
Project, the risk of mortality due to collision with
operating turbines by golden eagle resulting from
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this alternative would be adverse and therefore,
Mitigation Measures B1O-10a through BIO-10hi
have been provided. However-the-identified-impact

cannot-be-mitigated-and-uUnder CEQA, impacts may
be would-be-considered significant but and cannet be

mitigated to a level that is considered less than
significant (Class I1)._This mitigation includes
implementation of an Avian and Bat Protection Plan
(Mitigation Measure BIO-10b), an adaptive
management program (Mitigation Measure B1O-
10h), and eagle-specific surveys (Mitigation Measure
B10-10q), including telemetry, to guide final turbine
site selection (Mitigation Measure B1O-10f).
Together, these mitigation measures will be
implemented to ensure net zero loss of golden eagle
on a population basis.

115. |Biological Resources

F.2-212

Impact BIO-10: The risk of mortality due to
collision with operating turbines by Vaux’s swift and
special-status bat species would be adverse-and
therefore significant but can be mitigated to less than
significant levels (Class I1) through implementation
of Mitigation Measures BIO-10a through BIO-10g,

and B10-10h, and—BJrQ—%QJ—haveJeeen—pFe\AdeeL

Please update the appropriate mitigation measure to
reduce this determination to a Class Il impact.

116. |Biological Resources

D.2-213

Consider revising.

117. |Biological Resources

D.2-215

However, the electrocution risk would remain
adverse-and-therefore;significant but can be
mitigated to less than significant levels (Class I1)
through implementation of Mitigation Measures
B10-10a through B10-10b have-beenprovided-to
fritgate thisimpact-Under CECAmpacts-would

See Comment 103 above.
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©6 sllele|eel Ie_ss B aﬁ Hsig ||I_|r-:a i{Class-A)-wit
through-B1O-10b. Similar to the proposed Tule Wind
Project, the risk of mortality due to collision with
operating turbines by golden eagle resulting from

this alternative would be adverse and therefore,
Mitigation Measures BI1O-10a through BIO-10hi

have been provided. However-the-identified-impact

cannotbe-mitigated-and-uUnder CEQA, impacts may
be would-be-considered significant but and cannet be

mitigated to a level that is considered less than
significant (Class 11)._This mitigation includes
implementation of an Avian and Bat Protection Plan
(Mitigation Measure BIO-10b), an adaptive
management program (Mitigation Measure B1O-
10h), and eagle-specific surveys (Mitigation Measure
BI10-10q), including telemetry, to quide final turbine
site selection (Mitigation Measure BI1O-10f).
Together, these mitigation measures will be
implemented to ensure net zero loss of golden eagle
on a population basis.

118. |Biological Resources

D.2-215

The risk of mortality due to collision with operating
turbines by Vaux’s swift and special-status bat
species would be adverse-and-therefore;significant
but can be mitigated to less than significant levels
(Class I1) through implementation of Mitigation
Measures BIO-10a through B10O-10e, and BIO-10h,

Please update the appropriate mitigation measure to
reduce this determination to a Class Il impact.

119. |Biological Resources

D.2-220

Impact BIO-10 However, the electrocution risk

would remain adverse-and-therefore significant but

can be mitigated to less than significant levels (Class
1) through implementation of Mitigation Measures

Bl10-10a through B1O-10b have-beenprovided-to

mitigate-this-impact-Under CEQA -impacts-would
nifi o level that i

See Comment 103 above.
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<o Sl'de'ed toss aﬁ sighificant {Class 1) with

Similar to the proposed Tule Wind Project, the risk
of mortality due to collision with operating turbines
by golden eagle resulting from this alternative would
be adverse and therefore, Mitigation Measures B10O-
10a through BI10O-10hi have been provided. Hewever;
the-identified-impact cannot-be-mitigated-and-uUnder
CEQA, impacts may be weuld-be-considered
significant but and cannet be mitigated to a level that
is considered less than significant (Class 11)._This
mitigation includes implementation of an Avian and
Bat Protection Plan (Mitigation Measure BIO-10b),
an adaptive management program (Mitigation
Measure BIO-10h), and eagle-specific surveys
(Mitigation Measure BIO-10q), including telemetry,
to quide final turbine site selection (Mitigation
Measure BIO-10f). Together, these mitigation
measures will be implemented to ensure net zero loss
of golden eagle on a population basis.

The risk of mortality due to collision with operating
turbines by Vaux’s swift and special-status bat
species would be adverse-and-therefore; significant
but can be mitigated to less than significant levels
(Class I1) through implementation of Mitigation
Measures BIO-10a through B10-10e, and BIO-10h;
- | nifi ; bemii I

120. |Biological Resources

D.2-221

Therefore, this alternative would result in greater
temporary and permanent impacts than that assessed
in Section D.2.3.3 for the Tule Wind Project. Ne
desigh-t Ig”'. atleF ulu_asla' na;llable Fle' E’ e |

Please update.
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121. |Biological Resources

D.2-223

HowevertThe electrocution risk weuld-remain
adverse-and-therefore;would be significant but can be
mitigated to less than significant levels (Class I1)
with implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-
10a through B10O-10b, have-beenprovided-to
mitigate-thisimpact-Under CEQA-impacts-would
Stgi |_I|ea thutea be_ |t_|g_ateel to-alevelt atis

€e sllele|ee| Ie_ss i aF ll ls.lg. ||I-|ea '[t 1(Glass “)E “;'E ' :
through-B1O-10b--Similar to the proposed Tule Wind
Project, the risk of mortality due to collision with
operating turbines by golden eagle resulting from
this alternative would be adverse and therefore,
Mitigation Measures BI1O-10a through BIO-10hi
have been provided. However-the-identified-impact

cannot-be-mitigated-and-uUnder CEQA, impacts may
be would-be-considered significant but and cannet be

mitigated to a level that is considered less than
significant (Class I1)._This mitigation includes
implementation of an Avian and Bat Protection Plan
(Mitigation Measure BIO-10b), an adaptive
management program (Mitigation Measure B1O-
10h), and eagle-specific surveys (Mitigation Measure
B10-10q), including telemetry, to guide final turbine
site selection (Mitigation Measure B1O-10f).
Together, these mitigation measures will be
implemented to ensure net zero loss of golden eagle
on a population basis.

The risk of mortality due to collision with operating
turbines by Vaux’s swift and special-status bat
species would be adverse-and-therefore potentially
significant but can be mitigated to less than
significant levels (Class 11) with implementation of,
Mitigation Measures B1O-10a through BIO-10e,
BI10-10h, and BIO-18i-10h-have beenprovided:
Under CEQAmpacts-would-be significant-butcan

See Comment 103 above.
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122. |Biological Resources D.2-224 Tule Wind Alternative 5, Reduction in Turbines | Tule Wind LLC will maximize mitigation options to

avoid, minimize, and mitigate potential impacts to
the golden eagle through implementation of various
measures, as deemed appropriate by the various
agencies and/or Tule Wind, LLC. Alternative 5 does
not necessarily reduce the risk of eagle mortality
from collisions with turbines when compared with
the Tule Wind Project. Rather, both alternatives
exhibit a similar low risk of eagle collision based
upon anticipated eagle foraging patterns (i.e. over
valleys and open habitat communities) and low
observation rates over the proposed project.
Alternative 5 is not necessary because similar to the
proposed Tule Wind Project, the low risk of mortality
due to collision with operating turbines by golden
eagle resulting from the proposed project would be
potentially significant but can be mitigated to less
than significant levels (Class 1) through
implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-10a
through BIO-10h. Specifically, Mitigation Measure
B10-10f includes requirements to construct the Tule
Wind Project in two portions (phases). Construction
of the first portion of the project would occur at those
turbine locations deemed to present less risk to the
eagle populations and would not include turbines on
the northwest ridgeline. Construction of turbines in
the second portion of the project will only be
authorized following detailed behavioral telemetry
studies and continued nest monitoring of known
eagles in the vicinity of the Tule Wind Project
(considered to be within approximately 10 miles of
the project). Behavior studies will be used to
determine eagle usage and forage areas, and
authorization for construction at each turbine location
in the second portion will be at the discretion of the
BLM or the appropriate land management entity. The
final criteria determining the risk each location
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presents to eagles will be determined by the BLM or
the appropriate land management agency, in
consultation with the required resource agencies,
tribes and other relevant permitting entities and will
be detailed in the Avian Protection Plan.

Construction of the Proposed Project (per the
Modified Project Layout) with implementation of the
requirements of Mitigation Measures BIO-10a
through BIO-10h will mitigate potential impacts to
golden eagles without necessitating the elimination
of 62 turbines. Therefore, for the reasons stated
above, the Reduced Turbine Alternative should not
be considered as part of the “BLM-Preferred
Alternative” per NEPA requirements or the
“Environmentally Superior Alternative” per CEQA
requirements within the Draft EIR/EIS. Further
consideration of the proposed project (as modified)
should be provided to meet the alternative screening
criteria outlined within Section C.2 of the Draft

EIR/EIS.

123. Biological Resources | D.2-227 to D.2-228 | Impact BIO-10: The risk of electrocution to special- | GLOBAL CHANGE: The data in the record shows
status bird species from transmission lines that there is low golden eagle use on the project site.
and towers under this alternative would be the same | West 2010b. Low use and low prey base on project
as that assessed in Section D.2.3.3 for the site suggest poor foraging habitat. West 2010b at
Tule Wind Project. The electrocution risk would be | page 2. Based on WEST (2010), use of a wind
significant but can be mitigated to less than project site by golden eagles has been shown to be

significant levels (Class 11) with implementation of | more indicative of risk than a wind project’s
remain-adverse-and-therefore-Mitigation Measures | proximity to nest. Golden eagle mortality at the
Bl10-10a through BIO-10b have-beenprovided-to Altamont Pass is primarily floater and non-breeders

mitigate-this-impact-Under CEQA; (Hunt 2002). The population study of Hunt (2002)
impacts-would-significant but-can-be-mitigatedtoa | demonstrated no population level impact to the
levelthat-is-considered-lessthan-significant resident golden eagle population near the Altamont
{Class-Hwith-implementation-of Mitigation Pass, despite high mortality within the Altamont Pass

Measures-B1O-10a through-B1O-10b. The risk of Wind Project. Follow up studies by Hunt (2005)

collision to special-status bird and bat species would | continues to show occupancy of all golden eagle
be reduced under this alternative as compared to the | territories monitored during previous studies (Hunt
Tule Wind Project due to the reduction in the overall | 2005). No demonstrated reduction in active nest
number of turbines and-theremoval-of turbines density has been documented in the Wyoming wind
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W HA-areasco S.'de' ec-high-risk Ie_| golden-eagle
EH'.b" € ee_|||5|e '. e u_ueste A-portion-of-the I_ule
Wind .' eﬂe_et area. Turbi es removed o |ele|_t s
aIFte||Ia|_t|_ue ||Feluele| Ell € tu'bl' es-presentinghig! ”Slf
Removed turbines were those turbines along the
entire western ridgeline east of the known active
golden eagle territories within-the-potential-use-areas
ofthese-eagles. The reduction in turbines under this
alternative does not take into account the project
specific golden eagle telemetry data that will be
collected pursuant to Mitigation Measure BIO 10f.
As a result this alternative does not necessarily
reduce the risk of eagle mortality from collisions
with turbines when compared with the Tule Wind
Project. Rather, both alternatives exhibit a similar,
low risk of eagle collision based upon anticipated
eagle foraging patterns (i.e. over valleys and open
habitat communities) and low observation rates over
the proposed project. Specifically, pursuant to
Mitigation Measure BIO 10f, tFurbines removed
under-this-alternative-would-that exceed the nest
buffer recommendations provided in a number of
studies of nesting golden eagles would be removed
(Scott 1985, Richardson and Miller 1997, Kochert et
al. 1999, Suter and Joness 1981, NJ Department of
Environmental Protection 2009). In addition to the
benefit of the nest buffer provided by this
alternative mitigation measure, turbines would be
removed from the viewshed of the closest eagle nest

akternativeand-this thus providesing additional
protection for the nesting eagles (Camp et al. 1997).

All turbines that would be subject to Mitigation

Measure BIO-10f eensidered-high-risk-for-gelden
eagle-collision would-be are removed under this

alternative, which and may this-would-substantiaty

resource area, near several wind projects in Carbon
County, Wyoming. Nests within several miles of the
wind project continue to be active, 15 years post-
construction of that project (Young et al. 2010).

Zero risk to one individual gold eagle should not be
the threshold for a finding of no significance. The
significance classification and the determination that
risk cannot be mitigated should not be based on the
existence of any risk above zero over the life of the
project. Such a standard would be unreasonable and
would exist for any wind project located within the
golden eagle range. Instead, the record evidence
concludes that risk of collision is low, would not
have population-level impacts, and any risk would be
decreased to a less-than-significant level by APMs
and applicable mitigation measures.

The record evidence does not support the assumption
that the removed turbines would pose a high risk to
golden eagles. Proximity to the nest and the
turbines’ location on the ridgeline has not been
demonstrated to equate to. There is no stated basis for
topographical, landform, or proximity risk at this site.
There are many factors potentially affecting risk;
however, the studies of the site to date demonstrate
low golden eagle use of the site (which is one of the
primary factors linked to mortality), and low
potential for prey and foraging habitat on the site.
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reduce the risk of golden eagle mortality; however

the risk of mortality due to collision with-operating
turbines-by-gelden-eagle remains significant, but can

be mitigated to less than significant levels (Class 1)
with implementation of adverse-and-therefore;
Mitigation Measures B10-10a through BIO-10ih

Similar to the proposed Tule Wind Project, the risk
of mortality due to collision with operating
turbines by Vaux’s swift and special-status bat
species would be adverse and therefore,

Mitigation Measures Bl1O-10a through BIO-10e; and
B10-10h;-and-B1O-10i have been provided.

Under CEQA, impacts would be significant but can
be mitigated to a level that is less than significant
(Class 1) with implementation of Mitigation
Measures BIO-10a through B10-10e;-and
B10-10h;-anrd-B1O-10.

The risk of mortality due to collision with operating
turbines by other special-status bird species
resulting from this alternative would not be adverse
and under CEQA, would be considered less

than significant (Class I11) or would have no effect
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124. |Biological Resources D.2-252 BLM,/San Diego County,/CSLC /B}A fand/or GLOBAL CHANGE: Please consider revising for
Table D.2-12 Ewiiaapaayp Band of Kumeyaay Indians clarification.
125. |Biological Resources D.2-252 A third-party environmental monitor shall oversee Please consider revising to avoid duplicative
Table D.2-12 construction menitering to ensure biological impacts
are avoided or minimized, and ensure that
appropriate work practices necessary to implement
the mitigation measures are implemented.
126. |Biological Resources D.2-253 BIO-1d If restoration of temporary impact areas is | Please consider revising to reflect this language.
Table D.2-12 not possible to the satisfaction of the BLM-er-County
appropriate agencies, the temporary impact shall be
considered a permanent impact and compensated
accordingly (see MM BI0O-1e).
127. |Biological Resources D.2-253 Effectiveness Criteria- Habitat restoration plans are | The Mitigation Measure is addressing recovery of
Table D.2-12 implemented and meet success criteria. Long-term | temporary disturbance from construction not
habhatmanagementisprovidedforall mitigation acquisition of mitigation lands. There is no need for
sites: long term plans or habitat acquisition. Once the
impact has recovered to the satisfaction of the
agencies mitigation requirements have been met.
128. |Biological Resources D.2-253 Timing - Restoration will be initiated at earliest The earliest opportunity to restore a site after
Table D.2-12 opportunity upen-completion-of soil-disturbing disturbance is often not the best time to plant or
activities to meet the criteria of the restoration plan. | prepare the site for a successful restoration.
129. |Biological Resources D.2-254 Effectiveness criteria -For habitat preservation, it Requiring in-kind compensation could result in
Table D.2-12 shall meet the minimum compensation standards on | mitigation exceeding the scope of impact. When
an acre-for-acre, in-kind basis er as etherwise added to the likely agency requirements it seems
required by the agencies. For habitat restoration, the |unnecessarily difficult to meet and will add
habitat restoration plan shall specify success criteria. | significant land acquisition costs. Acceptable
Long-term management assurances and legal alternatives could be within tier (County of San
protection mechanisms shall satisfy agency Diego tier system) or within Nature Serve vegetation
requirements. alliance.
130. |Biological Resources D.2-254 Timing - Habitat mitigation lands shall be identified | Consider revising to allow additional time before
Table D.2-12 and approved within 1 year of the initiation of restoration is initiated. Eighteen months may be
project construction. Long-term management and insufficient and result in unsuccessful restoration.
legal protection for mitigation lands shall be in place | For example, 18 months may contain only one rainy
no later than 18 months after the initiation of project |season and may result in forcing the applicant to
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construction. Habitat restoration plan(s), if plant at poor times of year. Thirty months seems
applicable, shall be submitted be to BLM, San Diego | reasonable, given the “as soon as possible”

County, CSLC, BIA, and/or the Ewiiaapaayp Band | requirements of Mitigation Measure BIO-1d. The

of Kumeyaay Indians, depending on the jurisdiction |window may still be too short for local seed

where the construction activities are being collection, but at least allows for planting at the right
completed, for review within 1 year of the initiation |time of year.

of project construction. Restoration, if applicable,
shall be initiated no later than 28 30 months after the
initiation of project construction.

131. |Biological Resources D.2-255 BIO-2a. Limit temporary and permanent impacts to | Please consider revising to clarify that for a

Table D.2-12 jurisdictional features to the minimum necessary as | Nationwide Permit, authorization to use the existing
defined by the final engineering plans. Obtain and permit is provided, not a separate permit.
implement the terms and conditions of agency
permit(s) for unavoidable impacts to jurisdictional Changes to this Mitigation Measure would have to be
wetlands and waters. All construction areas, access | made throughout the document.

to construction areas, and construction-related
activities shall be strictly limited to the areas within
the approved work limits identified on the final
engineering plans. The limits of construction shall be
delineated with orange construction fencing and
maintained throughout construction to avoid and
minimize impacts to jurisdictional resources. The
project applicant shall obtain applicable permits and
provide evidence of permit approval, which may
include but not be limited to a Clean Water Act
Section 404 Permit (or project authorization of a
Section 404 Nationwide Permit), a Clean Water Act
Section 401 water quality certification, and a Section
1602 streambed alteration agreement with the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, Regional Water Quality
Control Board, and California Department of Fish
and Game for impacts to jurisdictional features prior
to project construction. The terms and conditions of
these authorizations shall be implemented.

132. |Biological Resources D.2-255 BI1O-2b. Implement habitat creation and/or Please update this language to clarify that the habitat
Table D.2-12 restoration pursuant to a wetland mitigation plan to | will be preserved after creation.

ensure no net loss of jurisdictional waters and
wetlands. Temporary and permanent impacts to all
jurisdictional resources shall be compensated
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through a combination habitat creation (i.e.,
establishment), and-habitat restoration and
preservation at a minimum of a 1:1 ratio or as
required by the permitting agencies.

133. |Biological Resources D.2-256 BIO-3a. Prepare and implement a Noxious Weeds | A draft NNICP for the Tule Wind Project is being
Table D.2-12 and Invasive Species Control Plan. submitted concurrently with Tule Wind Project’s
comments. Please see Attachment D.2.1. Noxious
Weeds and Invasive Species Control Plan.

134. |Biological Resources D.2-257 Mitigation Measure Bio-4a: The project proponent | GLOBAL COMMENT: Please consider revising to
Table D.2-12 shall (a) pave, apply water three times daily, or apply | reflect that the earliest opportunity to restore a site
(non-toxic) soil stabilizers on all unpaved access after disturbance is often not the best time to plant or
roads, parking areas, and staging areas if prepare the site for a successful restoration. Note that
construction activity causes persistent visible changes to this Mitigation Measure would have to be

emissions of fugitive dust beyond the work area; (b) | made throughout the document for Mitigation
pre-water sites for 48 hours in advance of clearing; | Measure BIO-4a.

(c) reduce the amount of disturbed area where
feasible; (d) spray all dirt stock-pile areas daily as
needed; (e) cover loads in haul trucks or maintain at
least 6 inches of free-board when traveling on public
roads; (f) pre-moisten, prior to transport, import and
export dirt, sand, or loose materials; (g) sweep streets
daily (with water sweepers) if visible soil material is
carried onto adjacent public streets or wash trucks
and equipment before entering public streets; (h)
plant vegetative ground cover in disturbed areas to
meet the criteria of the restoration plan-as-seen-as
possible following construction; (i) apply chemical
soil stabilizers or apply water to form and

maintain a crust on inactive construction areas
(disturbed lands that are unused for 14 consecutive
days); and (j) prepare and file with the San Diego Air
Pollution Control District, Bureau of Land
Management and California Public Utilities
Commission a Dust Control Plan that describes how
these measures would be implemented and
monitored at all locations of the project. This plan
shall be developed consistent with the requirements
of Mitigation Measure AQ-1.
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135. |Biological Resources | D.2-257 to D.2-258 | BIO-5a. Install fencing or flagging around Focused rare plant surveys have already been
Table D.2-12 identified special-status plant species populations |completed for nearly all of the Tule Wind Project.

in the construction areas. For areas without An updated rare plant survey report will be submitted
existing rare plant survey data pPrior to the start of | with these comments. There is no need to repeat the
construction, a qualified biologist shall conduct effort in areas that have been surveyed. For the
focused surveys during the appropriate blooming limited areas where surveys have not been
period for special status plant species for all completed, additional rare plant surveys will be
construction areas. All of the special-status plant completed.

locations shall be recorded using a Global
Positioning System (GPS), which will be used to site | Changes to this Mitigation Measure should be made
the avoidance fencing/flagging. Special-status plant | throughout the document.

species shall be avoided to the maximum extent
possible by all construction activities. The
boundaries of all special-status plant species to be
avoided shall be delineated in the field with clearly
visible fencing or flagging. The fencing/flagging
shall be maintained for the duration of project
construction activities.

136. |Biological Resources D.2-258 BIO-5b. Implement special-status plant species Consider revising to allow flexibility for on-site
Table D.2-12 compensation. Impacts to special-status plant preservation, if feasible.

species shall be maximally avoided. Where impacts
to special-status plant species are unavoidable, the Changes to this Mitigation Measure would have to be
impact shall be quantified and compensated through | made throughout the document.

plant salvage and relocation or through eff-site-land
preservation. Where salvage and relocation is
feasible and biologically preferred, it shall be
conducted pursuant to an agency-approved plan that
details the methods for salvage, stockpiling, and
replanting and the characteristics of the receiver
sites. Any salvage and relocation of species
considered desert native plants shall be conducted in
compliance with the California Desert Native Plant
Act. Success criteria and monitoring shall also be
included in the plan. Where off-site land preservation
is biologically preferred, it shall be implemented
pursuant to an agency approved plan that describes
the mitigation land resources and the long-term
management and legal protection assurances.
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137.

Biological Resources

D.2-258

Timing - Habitat mitigation lands shall be identified
and approved within 1 year of the initiation of
project construction. Long-term management and
legal protection for mitigation lands shall be in place
no later than 18 months after the initiation of project
construction. Salvage and relocation plan(s), if
applicable, shall be submitted be to BLM, San Diego
County, CSLC, BIA, and/or the Ewiiaapaayp Band
of Kumeyaay Indians, depending on the jurisdiction
where the construction activities are being
completed, for review 90 days prior to the initiation
of project construction. Salvage and relocation, if
applicable, shall be initiated during project
construction.

Please consider revising typographical error.

138.

Biological Resources

D.2-261
Table D.2-12

B10O-7g. Conduct protocol surveys for Quino
checkerspot butterfly within the QCB flight
season prior to commencement of construction
activities 1-year prior-to-projecteconstruction
activities in occupied habitat. Pacific Wind
Development shall conduct pre-construction protocol
surveys for Quino checkerspot butterfly within
year-priorto-construction-activities-the QCB flight
season prior to commencement construction
activities in any area known to support the species.
Surveys shall be conducted by a qualified, permitted
biologist in accordance with the most currently
accepted protocol survey method. Results shall be
reported to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service within
45 days of the completion of the survey.

Please consider revising to reflect proposed
mitigation measures in the Biological Assessment.

Changes to this Mitigation Measure would have to be
made throughout the document.

139.

Biological Resources

D.2-261
Table D.2-12

Within 1-year of the-initiation-of project-construction
the QCB flight season prior to initiation of the

project construction in occupied habitat.

Please consider revising for clarity.

140.

Biological Resources

D.2-261 to D.2-262
Table D.2-12

Habitat mitigation lands shall be identified and
approved within 1 year of the initiation of project
construction. Long-term management and legal
protection for mitigation lands shall be in place no
later than 18 months after the initiation of project
construction. Habitat restoration plan(s), if

Consider revising to allow additional time before
restoration is initiated. Eighteen months may be
insufficient and result in unsuccessful restoration.
For example, 18 months may contain only one rainy
season and may result in forcing the applicant to
plant at poor times of year. Thirty months seems
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measures for identified nesting birds. The project
proponent shall conduct pre-construction surveys for
nesting birds if construction and removal activities
are scheduled to occur during the breeding season.
Surveys shall be conducted in areas within 500 feet
of construction activities, such as tower sites,
laydown/staging areas, substation sites, and
access/spur road locations. The breeding season is
generally defined as period from February 1 through
August 15. For raptors, the breeding season is
generally defined as January 15 through July 31.

The required survey dates may be modified based on
local conditions (i.e., high altitude locations) with the
approval of the USFWS, CDFG and/or the relevant
jurisdictional agency. The project applicant shall be
responsible for retaining qualified biologists who can
conduct pre-construction surveys and monitoring for
breeding birds. Biological monitors will note any
nests observed during construction within or adjacent
to the project construction areas.

If breeding birds with active nests are found, a
biological monitor shall establish up to a 300-foot
buffer around the nest for construction activities and
no activities will be allowed within the buffer(s) until
the young have fledged from the nest or the nest
fails. Construction within one mile of a golden eagle
nest may only proceed if construction monitoring
confirms the nest is not occupied. See Draft EIR/EIS

No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
applicable, shall be submitted be to BLM, San Diego | reasonable, given the “as soon as possible”
County, CSLC, BIA, and/or the Ewiiaapaayp Band | requirements of Mitigation Measure BIO-1d. The
of Kumeyaay Indians, depending on the jurisdiction |window may still be too short for local seed
where the construction activities are being collection, but at least allows for planting at the right
completed, for review within 1 year of the initiation |time of year.
of project construction. Restoration, if applicable,
shall be initiated no later than 48-30 months after the
initiation of project construction.

141. |Biological Resources D.2-262 BI0O-7j. Conduct pre-construction nesting bird Consider revising Mitigation Measure BIO-7j.

Table D.2-12 surveys and implement appropriate avoidance Mitigation Measure BIO-7j as stated in the Draft

EIR/EIS is infeasible because the restrictions
contained therein could restrict the construction
window to only four months a year (September
through December). Given the projected 24-month
construction schedule, construction of Tule Wind
Project would extend at least six years and require
repeated mobilization and demobilization of
construction equipment, likely increasing
construction impacts to natural resources, including
sensitive biological resources. The suggested
mitigation measure language provided is consistent
with many other infrastructure projects, including the
Tehachapi Renewable Transmission Project,
currently under construction. See Tehachapi
Renewable Transmission Project, Final
Environmental Impact Report, Section 3.4,
Mitigation Measure B1O-5 (Conduct pre-construction
surveys and monitoring for breeding birds).

The proposed language provides the needed
flexibility to make the mitigation measure feasible,
while providing specific protocols for the project
applicant to follow to ensure protection of the
resource.

Note that the suggested revision to Mitigation
Measure 7-j should be applied throughout the Draft
EIR/EIS.
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atD.2-157.

The 300-foot (1-mile for golden eagle) buffer may be
adjusted to reflect existing conditions including
ambient noise, topography, and disturbance in
consultation with the approval of the USFWS,
CDEFG and/or the relevant jurisdictional agency.

The biological monitors shall conduct reqular
monitoring of the nest to determine success/failure
and to ensure that Project activities are not conducted
within the buffer(s) until the nesting cycle is
complete or the nest fails. The biological monitors
shall be responsible for documenting the results of
the surveys and the ongoing monitoring and will
provide a copy of the monitoring reports for impact
areas to the respective agencies. If for any reason a
bird nest must be removed during the nesting season,
the project applicant shall provide written
documentation providing concurrence from the
USFWS and CDFG authorizing the nest relocation.
The project applicant shall provide a written report
documenting the relocation efforts. The report shall
include what actions were taken to avoid moving the
nest, the location of the nest, what species is being
relocated, the number and condition of the eggs
taken from the nest, the location of where the eggs
are incubated, the survival rate, the location of the
nests where the chicks are relocated, and whether the
birds were accepted by the adopted parent.
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142. |Biological Resources

D.2-262
Table D.2-12

BI0O-10a. Design all transmission towers and lines to
conform with Avian Power Line Interaction
Committee standards. The Proposed Project shall
have the-minimum-clearances-between-phase
conductors-or-between-phase-conductors-and
grounded-hardware,as-recommended implement

recommendations by the Avian Power Line
Interaction Committee (2006), which will protect
raptors and other birds from electrocution. These
measures areis sufficient to protect even the largest
birds that may perch or roost on transmission lines or
towers from electrocution.

Please revise Mitigation Measure BIO-10a in Table
D.2-12 as suggested in Comment 98 above

143. |Biological Resources

D.2-263
Table D.2-12

Mitigation Measure BIO-10d. Minimize turbine
lighting. Night-lighting may serve as an attractant
for birds especially migrants, which may be attracted
to the light and then become unable to leave it.
Except where FAA safety requirements determine
the requirements for lighting, lighting that attracts
birds shall be avoided on the turbines. Lights with
short flash duration that emit no light during the off
phase shall be used. Lights that have the minimum
number of flashes per minute and the briefest flash
duration shall be used. Lights on auxiliary buildings

The only proposed lighting on the turbines are
flashing red lights required by FAA for safety. There
is no significant difference between fatality rates at
turbines with this type of FAA lighting as opposed to
turbines without lighting. Wilson Journal of
Ornithology 122(4):744-754 (2010) (attached to
these comments).

Changes to this Mitigation Measure would have to be
made throughout the document.
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near turbines and met towers shall be motion-
sensitive rather than constant “on” lights. All lighting
on buildings shall be shielded and downcast. To
avoid disorienting or attracting birds, Federal
Aviation Administration visibility lighting shall
employ only strobe, strobe-like, or blinking
incandescent lights, preferably with all lights
illuminating simultaneously. Minimum intensity,
maximum “off-phased” duel strobes are preferred.
No steady burning lights shall be used.

144. |Biological Resources D.2-264 B10O-10e. Conduct post-construction bird and bat Please revise Mitigation Measure BIO-10e in Table
Table D.2-12 species mortality monitoring and reporting pursuant | D.2-12, as suggested in Comment 109 above

to an approved monitoring program. Conduct at least
5-2 years of post-construction bird and bat mortality
monitoring. A Post-Construction Monitoring
Program shall be developed in accordance with the
California Guidelines for Reducing Impacts to Birds
and Bats from Wind Energy Development (CEC and
CDFG 2007) and recommendations from the Wind
Turbine Guidelines Advisory Committee (USFWS
2009a2010) to satisfy Tier 4 and Tier 5 monitoring
requirements. This plan shall be reviewed by the
permitting agencies prior to project initiation. At a
minimum, the plan shall outline the monitoring
methods, evaluation methods, threshold criteria for
action, and types of management actions to be
undertaken. Annual monitoring reports shall be
submitted to the wildlife agencies, BLM, San Diego
County, and BIA.

145. |Biological Resources D.2-265 B10O-10g. Monitor golden eagles nests in the area to | Please revise Mitigation Measure BIO-10g in Table
Table D.2-12 track productivity. Conduct annual periodic surveys | D.2-12, as suggested in Comment 110 above

of golden eagle territories within-10-miles-of-the
turbines-fora-minimum-of-10-years-as provided in
the Avian and Bat Protection Plan. Conduct surveys
to determine location of active nest, number of eggs
laid and number of young fledged, as described by
Pagel et al. 2010. Annual-mMonitoring reports shall
be provided to the wildlife agencies, BIA, and the
Bureau of Land Management.
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146. |Biological Resources D.2-265 Table D.2-12 — Mitigation Measure BIO-10h Please revise Mitigation Measure BIO-10h in Table
Table D.2-12 D.2-12, as suggested in Comment 111 above
147. |Biological Resources D.2-266 BlO-10i-Obtainwritten-agency-concurrence This mitigation measure is not feasible and is not
Table D.2-12 decumenting-compliance-with-regulations required by the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection
governing-golden-eagle-Priortoproject Act or the California Fish & Game Code. It therefore

construction-written-concurrence-from-the USFWS | should not be applied.

approval-of the-mitigation-measures-and-adaptive Consultation with the USFWS is ongoing, and the
management program-related-to-golden-eagle Applicant will implement an approved ABPP, which
sufficient-to-provide-comphance-with-the Baldand | shall be developed jointly with the USFWS and
Golden-Eagle Protection-Actand-the CaliforniaFish | CDFG, as required by Mitigation Measure BIO-10b.

Additionally, the timing of this mitigation measure
(prior to project construction) is inconsistent with
MM BI10-10f, which applies siting decision on the
specific ridge turbines after construction has started
on the valley turbines, and with the concept of an
ABPP, which is implemented at the start of
operations and is based on all baseline information
collected to date at that time.

148. |Biological Resources D.2-268 APM TULE-BIO-21. Prior to any blasting east of | Please apply APM TULE-BIO-21 to the Project. It
Table D.2-12 McCain Valley Road biological monitors would was proposed by the Applicant and has not been
confirm that no peninsular bighorn sheep were superseded.

present within one-third of a mile of the area
designated for blasting, in order to avoid harassment
or disturbance impacts from blasting. If sheep are
present and blasting cannot wait for a time when
they have left the area then a temporary sound
barrier will be erected to reduce the impacts on sheep
habitat.

Location — Construction east of McCain Valley Road
Monitoring/Reporting Action — BLM/San Diego
County to review final engineering plans and verify
in the field that specifications are included and
implemented.

Effectiveness Criteria — Field verification that
measures are implemented corresponding with final
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plans.
Responsible Agency — BLM/San Diego

County/CSLC/BIA
Timing - Confirm implementation throughout the
construction period.

149. |Biological Resources

D.2-276
Table D.2-13 and
discussion below.

Please see comment 103 for justification.

150. |Biological Resources

D.2-277 to D.2-290

Please insert alphabetically into references section:

Dugan, Eric. 2010. Letter from Eric Dugan to HDR,
June 10, 2010.

HDR. 2010d. Quino Checkerspot Butterfly Survey
Report, Tule Wind Project, San Diego County,
California, June 2010.

HDR. 2010e. Rare Plants Survey Report, Tule Wind
Project, San Diego County, California, November
2010.

HDR. 2010f. Noxious Weeds and Non-Native

Consider revising to incorporate all applicable

references.
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Species Control Plan, Tule Wind Project, San Diego
County, California, November 2010.

HDR. 2010q. Draft Biological Technical Report,
Tule Wind Project, San Diego, California,

September 2010.

HDR. 2011a. Addendum to the Biological Technical
Report, Tule Wind Project. January, 2011.

HDR. 2011b. Addendum to the Jurisdictional

Delineation Report, Tule Wind Project, San Diego

County, California. January, 2011.

WEST. 2009b. Bat Acoustic Studies for the Tule
Wind Resource Area, San Diego County, California,
September 4, 2008 — Auqust 10, 2009, December 21,
2009.

WEST. 2010c. Technical Memorandum: Preliminary
Results of Bat Acoustic Surveys at the Proposed
Tule Wind Farm for the Period March 11, 2010 to
September 24, 2010, November 23, 2010.

WEST. 2011. Bat Acoustic Studies for the Tule
Wind Resource Area San Diego County, California;
Final Report September 2008 — November 2010.

January 24.

USFWS. 2010. USFWS Wind Turbine Guidelines
Advisory Committee Recommendations. Submitted
to Secretary of Interior on March 4, 2010.

Attachments

D.2.1 - HDR Engineering, Inc. Noxious Weeds and Invasive Species Control Plan (December 2010)
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HDR Engineering, Inc. Draft Biological Technical Memorandum (February 2011)
HDR Engineering, Inc. Amendment to the Jurisdictional Wetland Delineation Report (February 2011)
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TULE WIND PROJECT DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/STATEMENT

IBERDROLA RENEWABLES

COMMENTS & SUGGESTED REVISIONS

Section D.3: Visual Resources

Project Layout” with the provided GIS shape files
and include the following revisions.
e Please zoom to show that the majority of
the community of Boulevard will not be
able to view the Tule Project.

e Please update the new turbine locations.

e Please update the legend to adequately see
the sensitive visual receptor symbol.

e Please add to the legend the

Section/
No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
1. Visual Resources D.3-1 Pacifie Wind Development’s Tule Wind, LLC’s GLOBAL COMMENT. Please consider changing
Environmental Document for the Tule Wind Project | “Pacific Wind Development” to “Tule Wind, LLC”
(Iberdrola Renewables, Inc. 2010). throughout the Draft EIR/EIS.
2. Visual Resources Entire Section GLOBAL COMMENT: Please note that the Key
Observation Points (KOPs) presented in the Draft
EIR/EIS are not consistent with what was presented
in the AED. The table in Attachment D.3.1 to these
comments presents a comparison of the KOPs. Tule
evaluated 9 KOPs, with 4 rated Class B, and 5 rated
Class C. The Draft EIR/EIS evaluated 7 (not
including alternatives) with 2 rated Class A, 4 rated
Class B, and 1 rated Class C.
3. Visual Resources D.3-2 ... most representative of gea-tie’s the ESJ Gen-Tie |Please consider revising for clarity.
Project’s potential effects on the viewshed ...
4. Visual Resources Figure D.3-2 Please update Figure D.3-2 to reflect the “Modified |Please update figures to reflect the Modified Project

Layout. Please consider including and labeling the
entire community of Boulevard and delineating its
boundaries. Please also update the legend on Figure
D.3-2 to reflect more accurately the symbols used in
the figure
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Section/

each of the project applicants’ consultants were
determined by the EIR/EIS team to provide
photorealistic representations for various project
components, covering a range of viewing locations
and viewer types. However;since-each-of the
Leant | ible for. and

KOPs: In-such-instanees; Applicant consultants
provided photo-documentation, and the EIR/EIS
team further documented the degree of views
potentially affected by the Proposed PROJECT or
alternatives. Supplemental photographs with
narrative notations are provided in the EIR/EIS
Section D.3 figures to cover such instances. Fhelaek

ofcomplete-simulationstoreachlKOP-representsan

Ltieal Limitation. cfoet ] :

No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
substation/O&M facility.
e Please change the turbine symbol color
different from the other project components
(currently everything is red).
5. Visual Resources D.3-10 Visual sensitivity data were verified by the EIR/EIS | Consider revising to reflect that the visual sensitivity
team based on land use data and-the Public Seoping |data do not appear in the Public Scoping Report.
Repeort.
6. Visual Resources D.3-10 Land uses within the project area that are considered |Please revise to reflect additional detail.
sensitive to visual changes to their settings include:
residential areas; designated park, recreation;
(including off-highway vehicle staging and use), and
natural areas.
7. Visual Resources D.3-10 Public Concerns GENERAL COMMENT: Please summarize project
concerns in this section
8. Visual Resources D.3-12 The KOPs and supporting simulations prepared by | The visual analysis is representative of existing and

proposed conditions, except as noted later in
comments, and can serve as the basis of accurate
findings. Any perceived limitations or deficiencies
in Applicant prepared materials have been addressed
and corrected in the Visual Analysis in the Draft
EIR/EIS.
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Visual Resources

D.3-13

Please update Figure D.3-4 to reflect the “Modified
Project Layout” with the provided GIS shape files.

Please update to reflect the Modified Project
Layout.

10.

Visual Resources

D.3-20 - D.3-21

e KOP I:1-8 Eastbound, view toward ECO
Substation and ESJ Gen-Tie project sites—
Interstate highway motorists (Figure D.3-
6A). SDG&E’s Sunrise Powerlink (500 kV
transmission line), if constructed, would be
visible within this KOP.

e KOP 2: Old Highway 80 Eastbound, view
toward ECO Substation Project site—State
highway motorists, residents, and
recreationists—bicyclists (Figure D.3-7A).
SDG&E’s Sunrise Powerlink (500 kV
transmission line), if constructed, would be
visible within this KOP.

e KOP 3: Old Highway 80 Eastbound, view
toward ECO Substation and ESJ Gen-Tie
project sites—State highway motorists, and
recreationists (e.g., hikers and bicyclists)
(Figure D.3-8A and Figure D.3-8B).
SDG&E’s Sunrise Powerlink (500 kV
transmission line), if constructed, would be
visible within this KOP.

e KOP 4: Old Highway 80 Westbound, view
toward ECO Substation Project site—State
highway motorists, residents, and
recreationists (Figure D.3-9A)

e KOP 5: Community of Jacumba, view
toward ECO Substation and ESJ Gen-Tie
project sites—Residents and State highway
motorists and recreationists (Figure D.3-
10A)

e KOP 6: Community of Jacumba, Hill

Please indicate which KOPs would be affected by
the SDGE Sunrise Powerlink if constructed.
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Street, view toward ECO Substation and
ESJ Gen-Tie project sites—Residents (Figure
D.3-11A and Figure D.3-11B). SDG&E’s
Sunrise Powerlink (500 kV transmission
line), if constructed, would be visible within
this KOP.

KOP 7: Community of Boulevard, Jewel
Valley Road, view toward ECO Substation
Project site—Residents and Recreationists
(Figure D.3-12A)

KOP 8: Community of Boulevard, Old
Highway 80, view toward ECO Substation
and Tule Wind project sites — Residents,
state highway motorists, and recreationists
(Figure D.3-13A). SDG&E’s Sunrise
Powerlink (500 kV transmission line), if
constructed, would be visible within this
KOP.

KOP 9: Community of Boulevard, south of
Old Highway 80, view toward ECO
Substation and Tule Wind project sites —
Residents (Figure D.3-14A and Figure D.3-
14B). SDG&E’s Sunrise Powerlink (500
kV transmission line), if constructed, would
be visible within this KOP.

KOP 10: Community of Boulevard,
Ribbonwood Road, view toward Tule Wind
Project site and Alternative Tule Wind
sites—Residents and Recreationists (Figure
D.3-15A). SDG&E’s Sunrise Powerlink
(500 kV transmission line), if constructed,
would be visible within this KOP.

KOP 11: McCain Valley Road Northbound,
view toward Tule Wind Project site—Public
land recreationists (Figure D.3-16A)

KOP 12: McCain Valley Road, Lark
Canyon OHV Entrance, view toward Tule
Wind Project site—Public land recreationists
(Figure D.3-17A and Figure D.3-17B).
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SDG&E’s Sunrise Powerlink (500 kV
transmission line), if constructed, would be
visible within this KOP.

e KOP 13: Lark Canyon Staging Area, view
toward Tule Wind Project site—Public land
recreationists (Figure D.3-18A). SDG&E’s
Sunrise Powerlink (500 kV transmission
line), if constructed, would be visible within
this KOP.

e KOP 14: Carrizo Overlook, view toward
Tule Wind Project site—Public land
recreationists (Figure D.3-19A). SDG&E’s
Sunrise Powerlink (500 kV transmission
line), if constructed, would be visible within
this KOP.

e KOP 15: Old Highway 80 Westbound, view
toward ECO Substation Alternative Project
site—State highway motorists, residents, and
recreationists (Figure D.3-20A). SDG&E’s
Sunrise Powerlink (500 kV transmission
line), if constructed, would be visible within
this KOP.

e KOP 16: McCain Valley Road, BLM In-
Ko-Pah ACEC, view toward Tule Wind
Alternative Project sites—Public land
recreationists (Figure D.3-21A). SDG&E’s
Sunrise Powerlink (500 kV transmission
line), if constructed, would be visible within
this KOP.

11.

Visual Resources

D.3-33

Proposed wind turbines would be visible, where not
otherwise shielded by topography along portions of
I-8. Old Highway 80, Highway 94, Ribbonwood
Road, McCain Valley Road, and other smaller
roadways located in eastern San Diego County near
the community of Boulevard and on the
Ewiiaapaayp, Campo, La Posta, and Manzanita
Indian reservations. However, the view from I-8 is
dominated by existing Kumeyaay Wind Project
turbines in the foreground view, which are less than

Please consider revising to reflect existing
conditions, specifically the dominant visibility of the
existing Kumeyaay Wind Project turbines, located
less than 0.5 miles from I-8, to avoid overstating
visual impacts from I-8.
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0.5 miles from I-8. By comparison, the closest Tule
turbine to I-8 is 2.3 miles from I-8.

12. Visual Resources D.3-34 These include KOP 9, described previously for the | Please revise to reflect that KOP 14, 15 and 16 also
Boulevard Substation site, and KOPs; 10, 11, 12, 13, | relate to the Tule Wind Project.

14, 15 and 16.

13. Visual Resources D.3-35 Remove KOP 11 — VS2/Figure D.3-16C. Please consider removing redundant KOP 11 — VS2
because no existing condition for this simulation is
shown, and it uses cloudy conditions.

Statement was also added to KOP 11 Figure.

14. Visual Resources D.3-37 KOP 13 Please consider revising KOP 13 — ES and VS to be
consistent and use the same scale to avoid
overstating project impacts. Statement was added to
KOP 13 Figure.

15. Visual Resources D.3-37 Northerly, northeasterly, and easterly views from Please consider revising text to accurately depict the

KOP 13 would be oriented toward Tule wind view from KOP 13.
turbines and the Tule Wind 138 kV transmission line

(views of the transmission line would extend to the

southwest).

16. Visual Resources D.3-38 KOP 16 is located north of McCain Valley Road and | Please revise to reflect correction.
northeast of the Lark Canyon OHV Area on BLM
lands (KOP 16 weuld is located approximately 0.60
mile northeast of KOP 13).

17. Visual Resources D.3-40 Visual Quality: Class A — Exceptional. Views to the | Please consider clarifying that the Carrizo Gorge
east toward Carrizo Gorge and away from project Overlook is designed to direct viewers to the
features are classified as Class A —Exceptional. The |panoramic view to the east, the opposite direction
views from KOP 14 to the east (not depicted in the | from the Tule Wind Project and the view presented
visual simulations) are panoramic and are not in the visual simulations.
impacted by the Tule Wind Project. However, views
to the west and toward the Tule Wind Project,
depicted in KOP 14, contain a view of the existing
Kumeyaay Wind Project turbines and should be
considered Class B — Above Average.

18. Visual Resources D.3-40 View orientation to the south consists primarily of | Please consider updating to reflect that the Sunrise
rolling, chaparral vegetation-covered hillsides. With | Powerlink will be a cumulative impact to the visual
the exception of the existing Kumeyaay wind farm, |resources in this area. The Sunrise Powerlink, once
landscape disturbance from cultural modification is | constructed, would result in a reduction of the
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relatively limited, although this area would contain | impacts of the Tule Wind Project.
the approved 500 kV Sunrise Powerlink, which will
be the dominant feature in this area, if constructed.

19. Visual Resources D.3-41 Along this stretch of the project area, the 138 kV line | Please consider updating to reflect that the approved
crosses natural desert landscapes and passes near Sunrise Powerlink would be a cumulative impact to
rural, residential homes south and east of the the visual resources in this area. The Sunrise
community of Boulevard. The landscape character Powerlink, if constructed, would result in a
of this setting is influenced by a combination of reduction of the impacts of the Tule Wind Project.

existing transportation facilities (Old Highway
80), natural desert settings, interspersed large
boulders and community homes, and ancillary
structures. The rural community of Boulevard adds a
number of elements along this segment,

such as structures, fences, power poles and rural
unpaved roads, which contribute to the color

and texture elements to the visual environment.
However, the 500 kV Sunrise Powerlink, if
constructed, would cross the same landscape as the
Tule Wind Project 138 kV line.

20. Visual Resources D.3.41 On BLM-managed lands north of I-8 within the Please consider revising to reflect that the 138 kV
McCain Valley Cooperative Land and Wildlife line is adjacent to the route of the Sunrise Powerlink
Management Area (and along McCain Valley Road) |and would not be the dominant feature if this
the 138 kV line passes through primarily cumulative project is constructed. The Sunrise

undeveloped natural desert landscape. After exiting | Powerlink, once constructed, would result in a

the collector substation, the 138 kV line would travel | reduction of the impacts of the Tule Wind Project.
south (crossing McCain Valley Road several times),
and along this segment the 138 kV line would be the
dominant feature on the landscape. Because the 138
kV line would travel generally adjacent to McCain
Valley Road, views of the line along McCain Valley
Road would be constant. However, if constructed,
the Sunrise Powerlink’s 500 kV transmission line
would be the dominant feature along this segment as
it would more visible than the adjacent 138 kV line,
which would therefore no longer be the dominant
feature.

Near Rough Acres Ranch, the 138 kV line would
continue to travel adjacent McCain Valley

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 7 Visual Resources
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Road. In this area the roadway is paved and provides
access to Rough Acres Ranch, agricultural
operations, residences, and the CAL FIRE McCain
Valley Camp. The 138 kV line would be the
dominant feature along this segment and would be
highly visible to passing motorists. At the

southern extent of this segment, the 138 kV line
would be highly visible to motorists along I-8

(the line would cross the interstate), but the duration
of views from I-8 would be short. Residential views
along this segment from an existing rural residence
adjacent to McCain Valley Road (within 0.06 mile)
and Rough Acres Ranch (at its closest point within
0.07 mile) would be in close proximity. However, if
constructed, the Sunrise Powerlink’s 500 kV
transmission line would be the dominant feature
along this segment and would be more visible; at that
point, the adjacent 138 kV line would therefore not
be the dominant feature.

21. Visual Resources D.3-48 Third Column Please update to reflect the correct plans and
policies that would apply to the project.
Table D.3-1 Wind Turbines and 34.5 kV Overhead and
Underground Collector Cable System
County of San Diego (turbines R1, R2, and R-7
through R11):

¢ County of San Diego Existing General Plan —

Scenic Highway Element
o-County-of San-DiegoDraft General Plan Update

e Mountain Empire Subregional Plan

e San Diego County Light Pollution Code
» County of San Diego Zoning Ordinance

Sections-6320,-6322and-6324)
22. Visual Resources D.3-48 Third Column The County of San Diego Draft General Plan
Update has not be adopted by the County Council
Table D.3-1 138 kV Transmission Line and therefore, the project would not be subject this
BLM (742 5.91-mile segment): document. California courts have cautioned
County of San Diego (23-mile segment): agencies against making CEQA determinations on
Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 8 Visual Resources
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»—County-of San-Diego Draft- General Plan land use plans and polices that have not been
Update finalized or adopted. See County of Amador v. El
o County-of SanDiego-Zoning Ordinance Dorado County Water Agency, 76 Cal. App. 4th
(Scetions-6320-6322 and-6324). 931, 949-952 (1999).

These ordinances would not apply to transmission
lines as they do not create a light source and would
not create humidity, heat, or cold; therefore, the
project would not be subject to these County Zoning
Ordinances.

23. Visual Resources D.3-52 Portions of the Proposed PROJECT located on Please update language to reflect the current BLM
BLM-administered lands have established VRM VRM Class IV which permits greater visual change
Classifications (these classifications are identified in | due to renewable energy projects.

the BLM’s Eastern San Diego RMP discussed in the
following text). The majority of the Tule Wind
Project site would be located within the McCain
Valley National Cooperative Land and Wildlife
Management Area, which has been designated by the
BLM as VRM Class IV. Considering the majority of
the Tule Wind Project is located within BLM VRM
Class IV which permits major modification of the
landscape, no visual impacts are associated due to
the wind turbines and transmission lines on BLM
jurisdictional land.

24, Visual Resources D.3-52 The list identifies the route’s priority for scenic Please update language to reflect the correct scenic
corridor planning and implementation. There are highway routes within San Diego County.

only two official scenic highways located in San
Diego County, with neither located adjacent to the
proposed project. Within the project area, -8, from
SR-79 east to the Imperial County line, and SR-94,
from SR-125 to I-8, are listed as third priority San
Diego County scenic routes with no state
designation.

25. Visual Resources D.3-53 The following goals and policies of the San Diego Please update to reflect the accurate County plans
County Draft General Plan Update, Boulevard and policies.

Subregional Planning Area Community Plan, and
Draft Mountain Empire Subregional Plan (County of

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 9 Visual Resources
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San Diego 1995) are associated with visual resources
and are presented for informational purposes, but
would only be applicable to the Proposed PROJECT
in the event they were adopted prior to the
construction of the PROJECT:

26. Visual Resources D.3-61 APM’s TULE AES-1 through TULE-AES-H-14were | The Draft EIR/EIS does not include all of the
proposed by Tule Wind LLC, to reduce impacts proposed project design features presented in the
related to visual resources. AED and have been added to the Project

Description Section. Please consider adding the
following PDFs as presented in the AED to Section
B, Project Description to avoid overstating the
potential impacts of the Tule Wind Project.

BLM Requirements

e The public shall be involved and informed about
the visual site design elements of the proposed
wind energy facilities. Possible approaches
include conducting public forums for
disseminating information, offering organized
tours of operating wind developments, and
using computer simulation and visualization
techniques in public presentations.

e  Turbine arrays and turbine design shall be
integrated with the surrounding landscape.

Design elements to be addressed include visual
uniformity, use of tubular towers, proportion
and color of turbines, non-reflective paints, and
prohibition of commercial messages on
turbines.

e  Other site design elements shall be integrated
with the surrounding landscape. Elements to
address include minimizing the profile of the
ancillary structures, burial of cables, prohibition
of commercial symbols, and lighting.
Regarding lighting, efforts shall be made to

minimize the need for and amount of lighting
on ancillary structures.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 10 Visual Resources
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27. Visual Resources D.3-65 TULE-VIS-1 Please consider revising to a Class III impact
The project would have a substantial adverse effect |determination to avoid overstating impact and to
on a scenic vista. recognize BLM visual classification. Many of the
KOPs identified are located on BLM lands. BLM
Class I (County) has classified the McCain Valley area as a Class [V
Class IIT (BLM) for visual classification, which takes into

consideration reduced visual impacts due to
renewable energy projects. According to this
classification, the level of change to the
characteristic of the landscape can be high. Given
the BLM visual classification, no visual impacts
located on BLM jurisdictional lands are identified.
Significance determination would remain the same
for the County jurisdiction (Class I) , but be reduced
to a level of less than significant (Class III) for the
BLM jurisdictional area.

28. Visual Resources D.3-62 TULE- VIS-3 The project would substantially Please consider revising to a Class III impact
degrade the existing visual character or quality of the | determination to avoid overstating impacts. Many of
Table D.3-2 site and its surroundings. the KOPs identified are located on BLM lands.
Class I (County) BLM has classified the McCain Valley area as a
Class IIT (BLM) Class IV for visual classification, which takes into

consideration reduced visual impacts due to
renewable energy projects. According to this
classification, the level of change to the
characteristic of the landscape can be high. Given
the BLM visual classification, no visual impacts
located on BLM jurisdictional lands are identified.

In addition, the McCain Valley area is within the
approved route of the Sunrise Powerlink Project,
which would include 500 kV transmission
infrastructure with 90-170-foot transmission
structures. If constructed, this transmission line
would be the dominant feature in the area. The
proposed 138 kV transmission line for the Tule
Wind Project would be approximately 75 feet, or 15
to 95 feet shorter than the 500 kV line structures.
Please consider revising to reflect that the 138 kV
line is adjacent to the route of the Sunrise Powerlink

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 11 Visual Resources
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and would not be the dominant feature if this
cumulative project is constructed.
29. Visual Resources D.3-62 Tule-VIS-4 The O&M/Substation facility is proposed to be
The project would create a substantial new source of |located on BLM jurisdictional lands and would not
Table D.3-2 light or glare that would adversely affect day or be subject to County requirements. Although, the
nighttime views in the area. O&M/Substation will adhere to the County standard
regarding lighting. The O&M/Substation would be
Class 1 111 classified under the Class II, Parking Lots and
Security classification, Zone A (within 15 miles of
Laguna or Palomar Observatory) to utilize fully
shielded low pressure sodium lamp types not to
exceed 4050 lumens output. The operation of the
project would not affect the nighttime views (dark
skies) in the Boulevard area. The proposed turbine
configuration would require each turbine positioned
at each end of the line or string of turbines to have a
standard flashing red (L864) or white (L-865) light
visible from 360 degrees, with placement at the
beginning and end of a turbine string and no more
than one-half mile spacing. The project does not
propose lighting which would cause substantial
lighting to affect day or nighttime views, thus
impacts from lighting and glare are less than
significant (Class III). Existing similar lighting
exists in the local area.
30. Visual Resources D.3-62 Tule-VIS-5 The Tule Wind Project would be consistent with all
Construction of the project or the presence of project | federal, state and local regulations relative to
Table D.3-2 components would result in an inconsistency with protection of visual resources. Please consider
federal, state, or local regulations, plans, and changing the determination to reflect this
standards applicable to the protection of visual information.
resources. Class 1 111
31. Visual Resources D.3-65 Tule VIS-1 Impacts to scenic views resulting from | Please update to in to reflect the correct visual
the Tule Wind Project would occur only in the impact on BLM jurisdictional lands.
portions of the project that are visible from County
identified lands. where-pPortions of the wind turbine
development would be visible from the Carrizo
Overlook (KOP 14, Figure D.3-19B), and would be
consistent with the BLM VRM Class [V

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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classification which allows for visual impacts due to
renewable energy projects, FRibbonwood Trail and
the Ribbonwood Road Pathway (KOP 10, Figure
D.3-15B), located on County jurisdictional lands
would be impacted. and-where Tthe 138 kV
transmission line would cross I-8 and parallel Old
Highway 80 into the Boulevard Substation (KOP 15,
Figure D.3-20B; and KOP 9, Figure D.3-14D).
However, if constructed, the approved Sunrise

Powerlink Project would then be the dominant
feature.

32.

Visual Resources

D.3-65

Paragraph 2

Tule VIS-1 Although Fthe Tule Wind turbines
would be visually dominant and skylined from the
Carrizo Overlook (KOP 14, Figure D.3-19B), the
views of Carrizo Gorge to the east will not be
obstructed. The large scale of the structures, blade
movement, and light color would collectively create
very strong contrasts within the seen landscape.
Although some of the existing Kumeyaay wind farm
(Campo Indian Reservation) turbines are currently
visible to the southwest at middle-ground to
background viewing distances (approximately 5
miles away), the Tule Wind turbines would be
substantially closer and, therefore, would appear
much larger in scale and be more visually dominant
in the landscape. The Tule Wind turbines would be
viewed toward the northwest, west, southwest, and
south, and due to scale, color, and blade movement,
identified impacts would be adverse and cannot be
mitigated for County jurisdictional areas. Under
CEQA, impacts would be less than significant for
BLM jurisdictional areas (Class III) and in County
jurisdictional areas impacts cannot be mitigated to a

level that is considered less than significant (Class I
County, Class III BLM). Scenic views looking east
toward the desert from the Carrizo Overlook would
not be obstructed by components of the Tule Wind

Project.

As identified in the AED, this area is located on
BLM land, would have 5 turbines that would be
highly visible (F-1 through F-4, and F-6) with a
distance of foreground/middle ground (up to 5
miles), with 76 to 100 turbines located in the
background. Overall visual impact rating is
moderate. BLM has classified the McCain Valley
area as a Class IV visual rating, which takes into
consideration reduced visual classification for
renewable energy projects. According to this
classification, the level of change to the
characteristic of the landscape can be high. Given
the BLM visual classification, no visual impacts
located on BLM jurisdictional lands are identified;
therefore, no impact is identified. Please consider
changing this determination to reflect the
assessment presented in the AED.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS

Iberdrola Renewables

13

Visual Resources
March 2011




Section/
No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification

33. Visual Resources D.3-65 Tule VIS-1 The northern terminus of the Please update turbine numbers to reflect the
Ribbonwood Trail is located approximately 0.10 Modified Project Layout.
mile southwest of proposed wind turbine E-9, and
the Ribbonwood Road Pathway (located along
Ribbonwood Road) would be located approximately
2 miles west of the nearest turbine, G-19 18 (KOP
10, Figure D.3-15B for simulation of wind turbines
as viewed from Ribbonwood Road and the
Ribbonwood Road Pathway).

34. Visual Resources D.3-65 Tule VIS-1 Due to scale, color, and blade movement | Please update to clarify visual impacts would be
of wind turbines;-located on County lands would limited to County lands.
have be- adverse impacts and cannot be mitigated.
Under CEQA, impacts would be significant and
cannot be mitigated to a level that is considered less
than significant (Class I).

35. Visual Resources D.3-66 At the present time, a number of distribution lines Although transmission lines could be up to 75 feet
exist in the area, but no high-voltage power lines are |in height, they would not obstruct scenic views and

Paragraph 1 present, although the Sunrise Powerlink , if vistas in the area. The McCain Valley area is
constructed, would be in the same general area as the | identified for the route of Sunrise Powerlink, which,
Tule 138 kV transmission line. Consequently, If the |if constructed, would be the dominant feature in the
Sunrise Powerlink’s 500 kV transmission line (90- | area. The proposed 138 kV transmission line will be
170 feet in height) is constructed, it would introduce |approximately 75 feet and 15 to 95 feet shorter than
a moderate to strong industrial feature into a the 500 kV line. Please consider revising to reflect
landscape characterized by a mixture of natural and | that the 138 kV line is adjacent to the route of
rural community elements and the 138 kV Sunrise Powerlink and would not be the dominant
transmission line would be smaller in scale (up to 75 | feature if this cumulative project is constructed.
feet in height). Identified impacts would not be
adverse due to the presence of the Sunrise Powerlink
transmission line:-therefore- Mitigation-Measures Additionally, the use of dull gray porcelain
WS1b-and- VIS—te have beenprovided-and-would | insulators will be used to reduce insulator visibility.
mitigate-thisimpaet. Under CEQA, impacts would | No impacts to scenic vistas from the proposed
be considered less than significant but-can-be transmission line are identified. Please consider
it i i changing the determination to reflect the assessment

stgntfieant (Class III). presented in the AED.

36. Visual Resources D.3-66 MMVIS-1e=-Avoid-potential-visibility-of Please consider revising to reflect that the 138 kV
transmission-structures-and-related-facilities from line is adjacent to the route of the approved Sunrise

Paragraph 2 sensitive-viewinglocations: Powerlink, and if constructed, the 138 kV
Underground portions-of the 138V transmission transmission line would not be the dominant feature.
Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 14 Visual Resources
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line-and/orcolector systems-to-aveoid-visualimpaets | Please consider revising to reflect that the 138 kV
to-seenic-highways,-scenie-vistas;-or-seenie line is adjacent to the route of the approved Sunrise
resourees: Powerlink, which, if constructed, would be the

dominant feature.
Undergrounding the line would not provide any
appreciable minimization of environmental impacts.
To the contrary, undergrounding would increase
impacts due to increased land disturbance causing
associated impacts to cultural resources, biological
floral and fauna, jurisdictional waters, and possible
increase in construction air impacts.
In addition, identified “sensitive viewing locations
located on BLM lands are classified as a Class IV
for visual classification, which takes into
consideration reduced visual impacts due to
renewable energy projects. According to this
classification, the level of change to the
characteristic of the landscape can be high. Given
the BLM visual classification, no visual impacts
located on BLM jurisdictional lands are identified.
37. Visual Resources D.3-68 Although Old-Highway-80-and [-8 areis classified as | Please update to reflect a significance determination.
eligible state scenic highways, neither has been
officially designated. Consequently, there are no
identifiable state scenic highway visual impacts for
the Proposed Project including the Campo,
Manzanita, and Jordan wind energy projects. Under
CEQA., no impact is identified.
38. Visual Resources D.3-80 Turbine and Met Tower Short-term visibility of Construction of the project will happen in phases
construction activities. over a period of two years and will happen over a
Paragraph 1 large geographic area. Area residents will not be
Construction activities will occur in phases and will | subject to much of the construction as it will occur
not happen concurrently in one area. Views of on BLM and tribal lands. BLM has classified the
construction activities will be limited due to McCain Valley area as a Class IV, which takes into
topography and line of sight. Turbine components consideration reduced visual classification for
including nacelles, towers, and blades would be renewable energy projects. According to this
delivered to the project site on large trailers using classification, the level of change to the
Ribbonwood Road and McCain Valley Road, and characteristic of the landscape can be high. Given
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vehicles and equipment would be highly visible to the BLM visual classification, impacts will be less
residences in the surrounding area. Activities at the | than significant. Please consider changing
on-site cement batch plant would primarily be visible | determination to reflect this information.
to recreationists near the Lark Canyon OHV Area.
The duration of construction impacts associated with
the wind turbines would be approximately 2 years.
Based on the VRM classification for the BLM
jurisdiction area, this visual impact is acceptable.
Construction activities would generally occur during
daytime hours (7 a.m. to 7 p.m.) but could involve
extended hours to complete certain construction
activities. In these instances, night lighting weuléd
may be required, although unlikely. Although
dered-s} 5 ,I , . I

] el . identified
5 ~Mitigation

Measures VIS-3a, VIS-3b, and VIS-3¢ have been

provided. : i i i

mitigated: Under CEQA, impacts would be

considered less than significant with mitigation and

than-signifieant(Class III).

39. Visual Resources D.3-81 Turbine and Met Tower Long-term landscape Please update language to include a reference to the
alterations revegetation plan that will be prepared for the
project.

The development of temporary work areas around
each turbine and the construction of new access
roads would result in the removal of existing natural
vegetation cover (temporary work areas and new
access roads would be cleared and leveled). In arid
to semiarid environments where precipitation is low
and vegetation establishment and growth are slow,
the visual change resulting from the removal of
vegetative cover can be relatively long term and
would be noticeable where vegetation clearing

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 16 Visual Resources
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produces strong contrasts between the soil and
natural vegetation. A revegetation plan is proposed
as part of the APMs and will be implemented upon
completion of the Tule Project construction to
revegetate areas to the greatest extent possible.

40.

Visual Resources

D.3-81

Paragraph 2

Turbine and Met Tower Long-term landscape
alterations

Access roads would, however, be located at highly
visible elevated locations (such as ridgelines and
their slopes), and given the numerous sightlines to
these access road locations, these features would be
visible from numerous off-site locations. Although
visible from County lands, these alterations would be
completed on BLM and Tribal lands which allow for
a high level of visual change due to renewable
energy projects. Pue-te-tThe location of access roads
and landscape alterations atop prominent ridgelines
and slopes, identified impacts would not be
considered adverse, and-therefore; Mitigation
Measures VIS 3d: VIS 3eand VIS-3f would further
assist in reducing impacts regarding vegetation
removal. have-beenprovided—However-the
identified-impact-cannetbe-mitigated—Under CEQA,
impacts would be considered less than significant
with the proposed mitigation and-eannotbe-mitigated

to-tHevethatisconstderedessthanstontiennt
(Class 1 1II).

Any new access roads will follow natural contours
and minimize side hill cuts to the extent possible.
New roads will create exposed soil routes that
follow the surface contour of the landscape. Impacts
to the existing visual character and quality of the site
and the surroundings during construction are less
than significant with mitigation (Class II). Please
consider changing the determination to reflect this
information.

41.

Visual Resources

D.3-82

Paragraph 3

Turbine and Met Tower Long-term Visual Contrasts
As shown in these figures, the turbines would
become the visual focal point in the seen landscapes
and would substantially change the visual character
of the existing natural landscapes, which are typified
by boulder- and shrub-covered hilltops, exposed tan
soils, and desert scrub vegetative cover over valley
plains. Impacts due to the wind turbines are
identified for areas located on County of San Diego
jurisdictional lands, and not BLM jurisdictional

lands.

Please revise.
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42. Visual Resources D.3-82 Turbine and Met Tower Long-term Visual Contrasts |Please revise.
As shown in Figure D.3-17C, at this viewing
Paragraph 4 distance the individual turbine components (tower,
nacelle, and blades) are more distinct than when
viewed at greater distances, and the resulting visual
contrast with the existing characteristic desert
landscape is strong. As discussed previously, this
type of visual change would be permitted as a BLM
VRM Class IV.
43. Visual Resources D.3-82 Turbine and Met Tower Long-term Visual Contrasts | Many of the KOPs identified are located on BLM
Although existing wind turbines are located in the lands. BLM has classified the McCain Valley area
Paragraph 5 general vicinity of the project area (the existing as a Class IV, which takes into consideration
Kumeyaay wind farm can be seen in the background |reduced visual classification for renewable energy
of Figure D.3-19B), the proximity and visibility of | projects. According to this classification, the level of
the proposed turbines would create an overpowering | change to the characteristic of the landscape can be
visual change. As discussed previously, this type of |high. Given the BLM visual classification, no visual
visual change would be permitted as a BLM VRM | impacts located on BLM jurisdictional lands are
Class IV. indentified.
44, Visual Resources D.3-82 Turbine and Met Tower Long-term Visual Contrasts | Many of the KOPs identified are located on BLM
Wind turbines would also be visible from KOP 16, |lands. BLM has classified the McCain Valley area
Paragraph 3 located on BLM land (Figure D.3-21B), however, a |as a Class IV, which takes into consideration
visual simulation has not been prepared. Due to reduced visual classification for renewable energy
proximity of the KOP to proposed wind turbines and | projects. According to this classification, the level of
due to similar location, the resulting strong visual change to the characteristic of the landscape can be
contrast between wind turbines and the natural high. Given the BLM visual classification, no visual
landscape would be similar to the strong visual impacts located on BLM jurisdictional lands are
contrast visible from KOP 14 (Figure D.3-19B). As | indentified.
discussed previously, this type of visual change
would be permitted as a BLM VRM Class IV.
45. Visual Resources D.3-81-88 Turbine and Met Towers Long-term visual contrasts. | Many of the KOPs identified are located on BLM
lands. BLM has classified the McCain Valley area
Paragraph 1 Identified long-term visual contrast impacts assessed |as a Class IV, which takes into consideration
at areas identified to be located on County lands eaek | reduced visual classification for renewable energy
of the previously-identifieddocations and for each of | projects. According to this classification, the level of
the identified viewer types would be adverse; change to the characteristic of the landscape can be
therefore, APM TULE AES-1 (the selection of high. Given the BLM visual classification, no visual
uniform turbine components for aesthetic impacts located on BLM jurisdictional lands are
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consistency) and Mitigation Measure VIS-3n (APM
TULE-AES-2 is folded into and superseded by
Mitigation Measure VIS-3n) have been provided.
However, the identified impact cannot be mitigated.
There is no mitigation available to reduce the
severity of the visual impact resulting from the
proposed wind turbines located on County lands to a
level that would be less than significant, aside from
selecting an entirely different location for the
development. Under CEQA, impacts would be
significant on County lands and cannot be mitigated
to a level that is considered less than significant

(Class I)_and less than significant on BLM lands
Class 1I1I).

indentified.

The McCain Valley area is identified for the
construction of the approved Sunrise Powerlink 500
kV 90-170 feet high transmission line. If
constructed, this power line will be the dominant
feature in the area. The proposed 138 kV
transmission line will be approximately 75 feet, or
15 to 95 feet shorter than the 500 kV line.

46.

Visual Resources

D.3-83

Paragraph 3

MM VIS-3n: Reduce potential visual impacts of
wind turbines and ancillary facilities.
The project applicant will treat shal-submit-te-the

appropriate-land-usejurisdiction-ageney-a-Surface
an deseribine. the desienond anslicat

ofcolors-and-textures-to-all new wind turbine
facilities, structure buildings, walls, fences, and
components comprising all ancillary facilities
including the collector station substation, Fhe
Surface Treatment Planmust to reduce glare and
minimize visual intrusion and contrast to the degree
feasible. The-SurfaceTreatment-Plan-shall-be

stbrrttted-to-theappropreirte fand-usejurisdicthion

. 5 hall bt .
and-approvalarevised Surface TreatmentPlan:

Please consider revising to reflect the project design,
by which the O&M/Substation building will be
painted in low-reflectivity neutral color finish to
match the surrounding area. The turbines will be
painted in a low-reflectivity, neutral white finish to
minimize contrast with the sky backdrop and
reflections. Additionally, small cabinets containing
pad-mounted equipment located at the base of each
turbine will be painted a neutral gray, white, off-
white, or earth tone finish.

This mitigation measure would be similar to the
APMs already presented in the project design.

47.

Visual Resources

D.3-83

Tule Collector Cable System, Collector Substation,
and O&M Facility

Please update language to reflect the BLM VRM
Class IV.
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Short-term visibility of construction activities.
Visual impacts from construction activities would
primarily be to recreationists within the McCain
National Cooperative Land and Wildlife
Management Area and would affect views within
both foreground and middle-ground viewing
distances (up to 5.0 miles away), which is permitted
as a BLM VRM Class IV. In addition, construction
vehicle activity along Ribbonwood Road and the
resulting short-term visual impacts would also be
experienced by residents and motorists along
Ribbonwood Road. Construction impacts to
recreationists and motorists would be of short
duration and intermittent. Impacts to local residents
would be ongoing for the entire construction phase,
and although short term, identified impacts would be
adverse, and therefore, Mitigation Measures VIS-3a,
WS3b; and VIS-3c¢ have been provided and would
mitigate this impact. Under CEQA, impacts would
be significant but can be mitigated to a level that is
considered less than significant (Class II).

48.

Visual Resources

D.3-84

Collector System, Substation, and O&M

Long-term landscape alterations.

Construction activities including excavation and
trenching for the collector cable system and grading
for the collector substation/O&M facility site (and
associated access roads) would result in the removal
of existing natural vegetation cover. As discussed in
the Fire and Fuels Management Section D.15, MM
FF-7, upon completion of project construction, a
revegetation plan will be completed to reduce
temporary impacts. Due to the strong contrast
between exposed soils and natural vegetation that
vegetation removal can produce, identified long-term
landscape alterations impacts would be adverse, and
therefore, Mitigation Measure VIS3d- VIS 3e,and
VIS-3f have has been provided and would mitigate
this impact. Under CEQA, impacts would be
significant but can be mitigated to a level that is

Please update to reflect this language and change to

identified mitigation measures.
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considered less than significant (Class II).

49.

Visual Resources

D.3-84

Collector System, Substation, and O&M
Long-term visual contrasts

Due to the presence of large, visually dominating
wind turbines (which the collector cable system
would be located behind when viewed from KOP
14), in addition to the presence of the Sunrise
Powerlink, the visual contrast created by the
collector cable system would not be overly strong.

Please update to reflect the approved Sunrise
Powerlink, which, if constructed, would result in a
reduction of the impacts of the Tule Wind Project.

50.

As discussed previously, this level of visual change
is consistent with a BLM VRM Class IV. Altheugh

WS EEEEEE,.“ES.E,E;“ et
by-atimited | i i i fied
wmpaets-wonld-be-adverse-therefore; APM TULE-
AES-9 (requires that insulators at the collector
substation be porcelain and dull gray in color) and
Mitication M VIS 3 LIS 3k
measures-would-supersede APMs TULE-AES-6,
AES-8, AES-10y has been provided to further

reduce visual impacts-and-weould-mitigate-this
wmpaet. Under CEQA, impacts would be less than
significant but-ean-be-mitigated-to-atevel-thatis
constdered-less-thansignifteant (Class 11).

Based on the revised analysis, the significance
determination should be changed to a Class III.

51.

Visual Resources

D.3-85

Tule Wind 138 kV Transmission Line

Short-term visibility of construction activities and
long-term visibility land alterations.

Construction activities would generally occur during
daytime hours; however, where nighttime work is
necessary, construction night lighting would be

required, although unlikely.

Please update to reflect this language.

52.

Visual Resources

D.3-85

Tule Wind 138 kV Transmission Line

Short-term visibility of construction activities and
long-term visibility land alterations.

Construction activities will occur in phases and will
not happen concurrently in one area. Views of
construction activities will be limited due to
topography and line of sight. Identifieds Short-term

Based on the revised analysis, the significance
determination should be changed to a Class III.
Construction activities will not happen concurrently
in one area and due to topography and line-of-sight
visual impacts due to construction and long-term
land alterations will be limited.
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visibility of construction activities impacts would not

be considered adverse;-and-therefore; Mitigation
Measures VIS 3a,- VIS 3band- VIS 3e-have been

provided-and-would-mitigate-this-impaet: Under
CEQA, impacts would be less than significant but

| o ! levelthati - dered]
than-signifieant-(Class I1]).

53.

Visual Resources

D.3-85

Identified long-term visibility land alterations
impacts would also be adverse, and therefore,
Mitigation Measures VAS3d,- VIS 3e-and VIS-3f
have-has been provided and would mitigate this
impact.

Please update to reflect this mitigation measure.

54.

Visual Resources

D.3-85-86

Transmission Line Long-term visual contrasts
Long-term visual contrasts would occur but would
be consistent with BLM VRM Class IV visual
classification. Impacts to transmission lines located
on County lands in the area would be lessened if the
approved Sunrise Powerlink’s 500 kV transmission
line is constructed prior to the Tule Wind Project, as
Tule would no longer where-the-everhead-Tule- Wind
138 transmissiontine-would-introduce an
industrial utility feature into landscapes that are
currently natural or a mixture of natural and
community elements and the Sunrise Powerlink 500
kv transmission line would dominate the area and
Tule Wind 138 kV transmission line. In the event
that Sunrise Powerlink is not constructed, in settings
where the 138 kV line would be within 0.5 mile
(foreground viewing distance) of sensitive viewing
locations and result in strong visual contrasts,
adverse impacts would occur. These instances
include roadside views from [-8, McCain Valley
Road, and Old Highway 80, where the 138 kV
transmission line would establish a new utility
corridor and alter predominantly natural landscape
settings. Residential views would be similarly
affected near the community of Boulevard.
Recreationists’ views would also be affected within
the BLM’s managed Lark Canyon OHV area.

Please update to reflect the BLM VRM Class IV.
Also, consider revising to reflect that the approved
Sunrise Powerlink, if constructed, would result in a
reduction of the impacts of the Tule Wind Project.
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55.

Visual Resources

D.3-86

Although the Tule Wind Project Therefore,since-the
138 kV transmission line would produce strong long-
term visual contrasts that would be visible to a
variety of viewer types including residents,
recreationists, and motorists, identified impacts
would be adverse, SDG&E’s approved Sunrise
Powerlink transmission line, if constructed, will

dominate the landscape and supersede any visual
impacts due the Tule Wind Project.-and-Mitigation

- | and Wildhif
eannot-be-mitigated- Under CEQA, impacts would
be considered less than significant (Class III).

Please update to reflect the approved Sunrise
Powerlink, which, if constructed, would result in a
reduction of the impacts of the Tule Wind Project.

56.

Visual Resources

D.3-86

Identified impacts associated with the visibility of
the 138 kV transmission line as viewed from the
County portions of the project on Old Highway 80
and rural residences within foreground to middle-
ground viewing distances would also be adverse;
therefore, Mitigation Measures, VS—te; VIS-3i,
VIS-3j, and VIS-315:—VAS-3m have been provided
and would mitigate this impact. Under CEQA,
impacts would be significant but can be mitigated to
a level that is considered less than significant (Class
).

Please update to reflect the identified mitigation
measures.

57.

Visual Resources

D.3-93

Paragraph 1

Impact VIS-4

AltheughrResidences would not be located
immediately adjacent to the collector substation and
O&M facility, and nighttime lighting at these
facilities would not be visible to residences in the
general area due to location on BLM land and
topography the-generallackof existingnighttime
lightinginthe-area. Temporary Elighting would also
be visible to recreationists in the general project area

The operation of the project would not affect the
nighttime views. The O&M/Substation facility
would utilize fully shielded low pressure sodium
lamp types not to exceed 4050 lumens output.
Please consider changing the determination to
reflect this information.
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and to motorists on I-8 and local roadways in the
Boulevard area during construction. Also, altheugh
obstruction lighting would be required for the
proposed wind turbines (per FAA regulations), the
height of the turbines and the repetitive flashing of
obstruction lighting would make these lights a strong
and highly visible, constant source of annoyance for
residents in the McCain Valley and Boulevard areas,
and nighttime views for these residents weuld-may
be affected, given the general topography and the
limited amount of turbines visible to Boulevard
residents. The turbines will require FAA lighting at
the beginning and end of a string or every one-half
mile. This will distribute the lighting source over a
large geographic area with varied topography.
TFherefore-tThe long-term effects to nighttime views
resulting from the Tule Wind Project would be less
than significant. Identified Impacts associated with
night lighting at the O&M facility would not be

adverse, although and-therefore; Mitigation-Measure
WS-4a(this-measure-would-supersede- APM TULE-

AES-7-has been provided to further assist in
reducing any potential impaets-and-would-mitigate
this-tmpaet. Under CEQA, impacts would be
considered less than significant but-ean-be-mitigated

to-a-level-thatis-considered-less-thansignificant
(Class III).
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58. Visual Resources D.3-93 MM VIS-4b Please consider removing this mitigation measure
because OCAS has not been approved by the FAA
Ineorpoerate Obstacle CollisionAveidanee-System for use in the Tule Wind Project. See Attachment
(OCAS)-onto-Tule- Wind Project-wind-turbines—The |D.3.2, FAA Letter (November 2010) and
projectapphicantshal-nstall- the OCASHighting Attachment D.3.3, FAA Memo (June 15, 2009).

When the Tule Wind Project is decommissioned, all
project components would be removed and areas
disturbed by construction and operation of the
project would be restored to pre-project conditions.
Removal of wind turbines and project facilities
would reduce glare occurring in the project area;-ane
Therefore, instances of project nighttime lighting
would no longer occur.

59. D.3-94 While some-of the-nNighttime lighting impacts Please consider updating the significance
associated with operation of the Proposed PROJECT | determination for the Proposed PROJECT based on
including the Campo, Manzanita, and Jordan wind | the analysis provided in previous comments.
energy projects could be reduced through the
implementation of APMs and a Light Mitigation
Plan (Mitigation Measure VIS-4a) at substation and
ancillary facilities, and the impacts associated with
the installation and operation of FAA-required
lighting atop wind turbines would result in
substantial less than significant impacts to nighttime
views. The introduction of additional obstruction
lighting (obstruction lighting is currently installed
atop existing Kumeyaay wind farm turbines) to the
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existing dark sky environment around the Boulevard
community wewldfurther-is not anticipated to affect
nighttime views in the area and-weuld or result in a
constant source of annoyance for area residents
during the life of the project. Obstruction lights
would operate nightly, as required by the FAA, and
would result in a eeuld-notbe-further reduced-in
Aumber-so-as-to-rendertheresulting-visual mpaet
less than significant visual impact. Even-with

i i P . E. e

. ) - dod: & )
| ) iy | i  thewind

far-reachingPlas;-with-tThe addition of between
500 and 625 turbines as proposed by the project

applicant of the ESJ Phase 1 Wind Project, residents
in the project area would be subjected to red-flashing
and other forms of obstruction lighting in their
western-, northern-, and eastern-facing nighttime
views. Therefore, identified impacts would be
significant and Mitigation Measure VIS-4a and APM
TULE-AES-7 have has been provided for the ECO
and Tule Wind projects;-and-Mitigation- Measure
VIS-4b-has-been-provided-selely-for-the Tule Wind

mitigated. Under CEQA, impacts would be
significant and-eannetbut can be mitigated to a level
that is considered less than significant (Class ILI).

60.

Visual Resources

D.3-97
Paragraph 1

3 bullet points

Tule-VIS-5

As demonstrated in Appendix 6 (Table 7-2),Visual
Resource Consistency Tables, the proposed Tule
Wind Project would retbe consistent with all
applicable plans, policies, and regulations relevant to
the project area. Components of the Tule Wind
Project located on County jurisdictional lands were
determined to be irconsistent with visual resource
goals and policies established in the plans and
regulations identified in the following-(the-speeifie

Please consider revising to reflect these changes of
the area proposed O&M/Substation will be located
on BLM jurisdictional land and would not be
subject to county ordinances or guidelines.

Moreover, even if the County of San Diego plan,
policies, or zoning guidelines would be applicable,
no inconsistency should be identified because:

The Draft General Plan Update is currently
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Consistency Tables, the construction and operation
of large wind turbines openly visible from I-8 would
conflict with the Part VI, Scenic Highway Element
of the San Diego County General Plan (1986) and
Scenic Highway Goal of the Mountain Empire
Subregional Plan (I-8 is a County-designated third-
priority scenic route, and development of wind
turbines along the corridor would not protect or
enhance existing scenic resources). Lasthy;-while

s ehttime lioht; | I betat I

with-Seetion-6324-Interstate 8 currently is not

No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
poheyiectonvwithwhichprojectcomponenbrvounld in draft form and has not been formally
be-inconsistent-is-also-identified-as-folows: adopted by the County of San Diego.

o County-of San DiegoDraft General Plan Therefore, no impact is identified.
Update —Conscrvation-and-Open-Space
Element-(Policies COS-H-1and COS-H-2) e The O&M/Substation will adhere to the
County-of-San-Diege20+0) County standard regarding lighting. The
e County of San Diego Existing General O&M/Substation would be classified under
Plan — Mountain Empire Subregional Plan the Class 11, Parking Lots and Security
(Scenic Highway Goal) classification, Zone A (within 15 miles of
° County of San Diego County General Plan - Laguna or Palomar Observatory) to utilize
Scenic Highway Element, Part VI, Policy 1 fully shielded low pressure sodium lamp
(1986). types not to exceed 4050 lumens output.
e  Mountain Empire Subregional Plan —
Conservation Environmental Resources, e  Zoning ordinance 6324 would limit
Policy 4 Protection of the Dark Sky illumination of outdoor public recreational
Environment. facilities, unless a specific recreational
. i ) activity requiring the lighting is already in
+—County-of SanDiego-Zoning Ordinance progress. Security lights are excepted.
Seetion-6324)-(County-of SanDiege
201064y
6l. Visual Resources D.3-97 As identified in Appendix 6, Visual Resource Please update significance criteria to reflect the

guidelines current scenic highway eligibility of I-8
according to CALTRANS and the lowest status
rating as a third-priority listing for the County of
San Diego.
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designated as a state scenic highway or scenic
corridor, although it is eligible route for California
Department of Transportation, CALTRANS Scenic
Highway Program. The Scenic Highway Element
Policy 1 supports the ongoing County scenic
highway system, of which roadways are rated in
three categories (first, second, and third priority).
Currently the County has six first priority routes, 16
second priority routes, and 35 third-priority routes
listed, of which I-8 is identified as a third-priority.
The Mountain Empire Community Plan has scenic
highways listed as a goal, of which I-8 from SR-79
east to the Imperial County Line. Considering the
Mountain Empire Subregional Plan and the Scenic
Highway Element list this highway as the lowest
priority roadway, it is unlikely that I-8 will be
designated as a scenic highway in the near future.

- L oot orod 1

toni JImplementation of the
additional lighting sources due to the FAA lighting is
not anticipated to contribute a significant light source
that will impact night skies to the area. The outdoor
lighting will comply with the San Diego Light
Pollution code for lamp type and shielding
requirements. Impacts due to compliance to the
Mountain Empire Dark Sky polices would be
consistent. Considering this information, utnder
CEQA, impacts would be significantand eannotbe
mitigated-to-alevelthatis considered less than
significant (Class III).

62.

Visual Resources

D.3-98

As identified in Appendix 6, the Tule Wind Project
would net be consistent with all local policies and
regulations relevant to the project area guiding the

Please update to be consistent with the previous
significance criteria regarding local policies and

regulations.
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protection of visual resources (see previous
discussion for individual projects). Although project-
specific information has not been developed, the
Jordan wind energy project would be located on
County jurisdictional lands and may result in similar
consistency determinations with respect to local
plans and policies as previously identified for the
Tule Wind Project. Because the Campo and
Manzanita wind turbines would be located on tribal
lands, these components would not be subject to
local plans and policies. Therefore, because the
Proposed PROJECT including the Campo,
Manzanita, and Jordan wind energy projects would
net be consistent with all local plans, policies, and
regulations, identified impacts would ret be adverse:
.M and mitigation has been provided:-however;-the
identified-tmpact-cannetbe-mitigated. Under CEQA,
impacts would be significant, and-eannet-but can be
mitigated to a level that is considered less than
significant (Class II).

63.

Visual Resources

D.3-110

Section D.3.5
Alternatives

Table D.3-4

Alternatives Analysis

TULE-VIS-1 The project would have a substantial
adverse effect on a scenic vista. Class I (County)

Class I1I (BLM)

TULE-VIS-3 The project would substantially
degrade the existing visual character or quality of the
site and its surroundings. Class I (County)

Class III (BLM

TULE-VIS-4 The project would create a substantial
new source of light or glare that would adversely
affect day or nighttime views in the area. Class I1I

TULE-VIS-5 Construction of the project 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

GLOBAL COMMENT: The alternatives propose
underground transmission lines. If the 138 kV
transmission lines were placed sub terrain, this
would result in additional miles of above ground
collector system lines, from 9.4 miles (proposed) to
9.2 miles (modified) to 17 miles of overhead
collector lines. This would result in an overall
increase in the overall amount of poles required. .
Although the 34.5 kV lines may be lower in stature,
this would not decrease the visual impact to the
area.

Furthermore, the McCain Valley area is identified
for the construction of the approved Sunrise
Powerlink 500 kV 90-170 feet high transmission
line. If constructed, this power line will be the
dominant feature in the area. The proposed 138 kV
transmission line will be approximately 75 feet, or
15 to 95 feet shorter than the 500 kV line, as shown
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visual resources. Class III. in Attachment F.1, Revised Visual Simulation with
Sunrise 500kV Line (February 2011).

The change in significance determination in impact
alternatives impact VIS-1 and VIS-2 for the
alternatives reflect a less than significant impact on
BLM jurisdictional lands, which is similar to the
proposed project. Please update language to
Alternatives 2 and 4 to reflect this information.

64. Visual Resources D.3-112 In addition, since this alternative would not result in | GLOBAL COMMENT: The alternatives propose
the removal of wind turbines, the visual quality and | underground transmission lines. If the 138 kV
viewer sensitivity conclusions made in Section transmission lines were placed sub terrain, this
D.3.1.3 for KOPs 14, 13, 15, and 16 would also would result in additional miles of above ground
describe the existing visual setting associated with collector system lines, from 9.2 miles (modified ) to
this alternative. 17 miles of overhead collector lines. This would

result in an overall increase in the overall amount of
The overhead collector line system would increase | overhead pole required.

by 7.7 miles from 9.3 miles (proposed) to 17 miles
and would also necessitate the construction of 202 | Although the 34.5 kV lines may be lower in stature,
extra collector line poles from 250 to 452 poles. The |this would not decrease the cumulative visual

underground collector lines would decrease in impact to the area due to the approved 500 kV
distance approximately 6.2 miles from 35.1 miles Sunrise Powerlink, if constructed, as shown in
(proposed) to 28.9 miles. The 138 kV transmission | Attachment F.1, Revised Visual Simulation with
line would decrease in distance as a result of this Sunrise 500kV Line (February 2011).

alternative by approximately 5.4 miles from 9.2
miles (proposed) to 3.8 miles and would decrease the | Please update language to Alternative 2 and 4 to
amount of transmission line poles from 80 poles reflect this information.

(proposed) to 44 poles. This alternative would
increase the total land disturbance by 49.3 acres,
from 725.3 acres (proposed) to 774.6 acres.

65. Visual Resources D.3-112 Regardless of whether the Tule project will construct | Please update to describe the existing and
a 138 kV or 34.5 kV line in the area, the approved cumulative conditions.

Sunrise Powerlink transmission line, if constructed,
will be located in this area and would become the
dominant feature (90 to 170 feet in height). Because
wind turbines would still result in significant scenic
vista impacts as viewed from-the-Carrize-Overlook
and-from-thefrom Ribbonwood Trail and
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Ribbonwood Road Pathway-areas located on County
lands, overall impacts to scenic vistas would be
similar to those identified for the proposed Tule
Wind Project.

66.

Visual Resources

D.3-113, D.3-116,
D.3-120

Although Old-Highway-and -8 is are classified as

eligible state scenic highway, it has been officially
designated; therefore, similar to the proposed Tule
Wind Project and all other project alternatives, no
impacts (No Impact) to scenic resources within a
state scenic highway would occur under this
alternative.

Please update language to reflect the correct state
scenic highway.

67.

Visual Resources

D.3-113

Under this alternative, the collector substation/O&M
facility would be located on a disturbed site on
Rough Acres Ranch, and due to existing
development surrounding the alternate site (KOP 12
Figure D.3-17D), the resulting visual contrast would
be less pronounced than if the collector
substation/O&M facility were sited on primarily
natural BLM-administered land (as proposed in
Section B for the Tule Wind Project), which allows
for a high level of visual contrast. However, locating
the collector substation/O&M facility and rerouting
the 138 kV transmission line off BLM-administered
land would not substantially affect the short-term
visibility of construction activities. In addition, this
alternative would still construct wind turbines that
would result in significant short-term visibility of
construction activities impacts. Therefore, simiarte
the propesed-Tule- Wind Projeet; identified impacts
would be adverse, and Mitigation Measures VIS-3a
and threugh VIS-3c have been provided. However,
the identified impact cannot be mitigated. Under
CEQA, impacts would be significant and cannot be
mitigated to a level that is considered less than
significant (Class I).

Please update to reflect this language and mitigation
measures.

68.

Visual Resources

D.3-114

Since the alternate collector substation/O&M facility
site on Rough Acres Ranch is already disturbed,
long-term landscape alteration impacts would be

Please update to reflect this language and mitigation
measures.
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slightly reduced. Overall-howeverimpaets-would

Considering the facility would be located on County
of San Diego lands, identified impacts would be
adverse, and therefore, Mitigation Measure-VAS-3d;
WS3eand-VIS-3f haves been provided. However,
because of the numerous access roads that would be
constructed and visible from numerous viewing
angle, the identified impact cannot be mitigated.
Under CEQA, impacts would be significant and
cannot be mitigated to a level that is considered less
than significant (Class I).

69.

Visual Resources

D.3-114

In addition, the approved Sunrise Powerlink’s 500
kV transmission line, if constructed, would remain
visible to rural residential viewers and motorists
along McCain Valley Road (KOP 11, Figure D.3-
16B) and motorists along Old Highway 80 (KOP 15,
Figure D.3-20C). Similar to the proposed Tule Wind
Project, identified long-term visual contrasts
associated with the Tule Wind turbines, collector
substation and O&M facility, collection cable
system, and the 138 kV transmission line would be
adverse; therefore, mitigation measures have been
provided for the wind turbines (APM TULE-AES-1
Mitigation Measure VIS-3n), collector substation
and O&M facility (APM TULE-AES-9 and
Mitigation Measures VIS-3fg and VIS-3nh),
collection cable system (APM TULE-AES-5), and
the 138 kV transmission line (Mitigation Measures ,
VIS-3i, VIS+j, VIS-3l-and-VAS-3m).

Please update to reflect this language and mitigation
measures. Also consider revising to reflect that
Sunrise Powerlink is not yet constructed and
consider its cumulative impact to visual resources.

70.

Visual Resources

D.3-114

Similar to the proposed Tule Wind Project, the
lighting for the substation/O&M facility will follow
the County lighting standards.; ildentified impacts

would not be adverse;and-therefore; Mitigation

Measure-VIS-4a-has-beenprovided-and-weould
mitigate-thisimpaet. Under CEQA, impacts would
be less than significant but-ean-be-mitigated-to-a

level-thatis-considered-less-than-signifieant-(Class
I11).

The Tule Wind Project will comply with the County
of San Diego dark sky ordinance (APM TULE-
AES-7) for lighting at the substation and O&M
facility, and due to topography and elevation, the
FAA lighting would not be considered a significant
impact, given these are federal requirements. Based
on these considerations, in evaluation of Impact
VIS-4, a recommendation to change the impact
significance determination from Class II to Class III
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is provided.

71.

Visual Resources

D.3-115

Stnee-This alternative would not reduce the amount
of proposed turbines, nighttime lighting impacts
associated with turbine obstruction lighting would be
similar to those identified in Section D.3.3.3 for the
proposed Tule Wind Project. Similarto-the-propesed
Fule-Wind Prejeet—Due to topography and

elevation, turbine lighting will not be highly visible.
lidentified impacts would not be adverse;and

, Y
dod 1 gl'i Fod ; |
mitigated. Under CEQA, impacts would be less than
significant and-cannotbe-mitigated-to-atevel thatis
constdered-less-than-signifieant-(Class I1I).

Please update to reflect this language, mitigation
measures, and significance determination to be
consistent with the proposed project.

72.

Visual Resources

D.3-115

Impact VIS-5: Similar to the proposed Tule Wind
Project, this alternative would not be consistent with
all applicable local visual resource plans, policies,
and regulations relevant to the project area:
ifieally.the C  San Diceo DraftG ]
PlanUpdate —Conservationand-Open-Spaee
Element-{Policy-COS-H-A-and-COS-H-2): the

County of San Diego Existing General Plan
Conservation Element (Scenic Highway Goal);—and

6324)-. While this alternative was determined to be
consistent (with implementation of APM AES-7 and
mitigation-)-with all other local visual resources
plans and policies, similar to the proposed Tule
Wind Project, identified impacts would not be
adverse;-and-mitigation-has-been-provided.
Considering the Mountain Empire Subregional Plan
and the Scenic Highway Element list this highway as
the lowest priority roadway, it is unlikely that I-8
will be designated as a scenic highway in the near
future. Considering this information, under CEQA,

impacts would be considered less than significant
Class IIT). However-the identified-impact-cannot-be
mitigated—Under CEQA impaets-would-be

nifi | | r , lovel that

Please update to reflect this significance criteria
from a Class I to a Class III based on the I-8
categorized as a third priority listed roadway and
unlikely to be designated as a scenic highway in the
near future.
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, = lase .

73.

Visual Resources

D.3-116

Section D.3.5.1 describes the environmental setting
associated with relocation of the collector substation
and O&M facility to Rough Acres Ranch, and the
subsequent shortened 138 kV transmission line route
and extended collector cable system (202 extra

poles).

Please update to reflect this language.

74.

Visual Resources

D.3-116

Under this alternative, scenic vista impacts
associated with the alternative gen-tie at proposed I-
8 and Old Highway 80 crossings would be avoided
by undergrounding the transmission and removing
support poles from the scenic landscape visible from
these facilities (KOP 9, Figure D.3-14G, for
approximate underground gen-tie alignment as
viewed from south of the Boulevard Substation
Rebuild site, although the approved Sunrise
Powerlink, if constructed, would still be the visible
and the dominant feature crossing I-8 and Old
Highway 80. This alternative would not, however,
reduce the severity of scenic vista impacts
anticipated to occur at the Carrizo Overlook,
Ribbonwood Trail, or Ribbonwood Road Pathway as
the approved Sunrise Powerlink would be located in
this area. In addition, the second 34.5 kV collector
cable system to be installed under this alternative,
which although present, would not obstruct the view
of Carrizo Gorge Overlook (to the east) eeuld

could-obstruct-secenie-views. Therefore, overall
scenic vista impacts due to the wind turbines located
on County lands would be adverse, and Mitigation
Measure VIS-1bf and 3n hasve been provided.

Please update to reflect this language.

75.

Visual Resources

D.3-117

Similar to the proposed Tule Wind Project, identified
impacts would be adverse; therefore, Mitigation
Measures VIS-3a theugh and VIS-3c have been
provided.

Please update to reflect these mitigation measures.

76.

Visual Resources

D.3-1117

Identified impacts would be adverse, and Mitigation
Measures VIS-3d. VIS 3e-and-VIS-3f have has been

Please update to reflect these mitigation measures.
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77. Visual Resources D.3-117 ...introduction of a highly visible, industrial element | Please update to reflect the approved Sunrise
to the existing visual landscape) (KOP 12, Figure Powerlink, which, if constructed, would result in a
D.3-17D; KOP 9, Figure D.3-14G; and KOP 15, reduction of the impacts of the Tule Wind Project.

Figure D.3-20C), although the approved Sunrise
Powerlink 500 kV transmission line, if constructed,
would remain the dominant industrial element in the

area.

78. Visual Resources D.3-118 While the visual contrasts associated with wind Please update to reflect the approved Sunrise
turbines would clearly be noticeable from Powerlink and the mitigation measures. The Sunrise
surrounding communities, the long-term visual Powerlink, if constructed, would result in a
contrasts associated with the underground reduction of the impacts of the Tule Wind Project.

transmission line would not be greatly reduced under
this alternative due to the approved Sunrise
Powerlink 500 kV transmission line, if constructed.
Identified long-term visual contrasts associated with
the Tule Wind turbines, collector substation and
O&M facility, and collection cable system would be
adverse, and therefore, mitigation measures have
been provided for the wind turbines (APM TULE-
AES-1 Mitigation Measure VIS-3n), collector
substation and O&M facility (APM TULE-AES-9
and Mitigation Measures VIS-3gf and VIS-3hn), and
collection cable system (APM TULE-AES-5), and
the 138 kV transmission line (Mitigation Measure

VIS-3mf).
79. Visual Resources D.3-118 Similar-to-the propesed-Tule- Wind Projeetidentified | Please update to reflect this significance
impaets-would-be-adverse;-and-therefore; Mitigation | determination regarding lighting for the

Measure-VIS-4a-has beenprovided-and-wenld substation/O&M facility.

- The
lighting for the substation/O&M facility will follow
the County lighting standards. Identified impacts
would be not be adverse. Under CEQA, impacts
would be less than significant (Class III).
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80. Visual Resources D.3-118 Sinee-t-This alternative would not reduce the amount | Please update this language to reflect impacts due to
of proposed turbines, nighttime lighting impacts turbine lighting and a reduced significance

associated with turbine lighting would be similar to | determination.
those identified in Section D.3.3.3 for the proposed
Tule Wind Project under this alternative. Similarte
the propsed-Tule-WindPrejeet; Due to topography

and elevation, turbine lighting will not be highly
visible. Identified impacts would not be adverse

APM TULE-AES-7-adverse-and-therefore;

Mitication M IS 4b Bas | ed.

o the identified | | .. ]
Under CEQA, impacts would be less than significant

less-than-signifieant-(Class I1I).
81. Visual Resources D.3-119 Similar to the proposed Tule Wind Project, this Please update this language to reflect impacts a
alternative would net be consistent with all reduced significance determination.

applicable local visual resource plans, policies, and
regulations relevant to the project area: speeifically;
the-County-of San-Diego Draft General Plan Update;
eonservation-and-Open-space Element (Poliey COS-
HAand-€OSH-2): the County of San Diego
Existing General Plan Conservation Element (Scenic
Highway Goal):-and-the-CountyofSanDiege
Zoning-Ordinance{Seetion-63240. While this

alternative was determined to be consistent (with
implementation of APM AES-7 mitigation) with all
other local visual resources plans and policies,
similar to the proposed Tule Wind Project, identified

impacts would not be adverse-and-mitigation-has

beenprovided-Howevertheidentificd-impaet
cannotbe-mitigated. Under CEQA, impacts would
be less than significant and-eannot-be-mitigated-to-a
level-thatis-considered-less-than-signifieant (Class

III).
82. Visual Resources D.3-119 This alternative would decrease the distance of 138 | Please update section to include this additional
kV transmission line by 3.8 miles from 9.2 miles information relative to Tule Wind Project

(proposed) to 5.4 miles. However, the length of the | Alternative #3.
overhead collector line system would increase in
distance by 7.7 miles from 9.2 miles (proposed) to
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17 miles. Additionally, under this alternative,
transmission line poles would decrease from 80
poles (proposed) to 60 poles, but collector line poles
would increase by 202 poles from 250 poles to 452
poles. This alternative would increase the total land
disturbance by 54.7 acres, from 725.3 acres
(proposed) to 780.0 acres.

83. Visual Resources D.3-120 This alternative would not, however, reduce the Please update to reflect the presence of the approved
severity of scenic vista impacts anticipated to occur | Sunrise Powerlink, if constructed, as the dominant
at the Carrizo Overlook, Ribbonwood Trail, or feature in the area and the mitigation measures. The

Ribbonwood Road Pathway area located on County | Sunrise Powerlink would result in a reduction of the
lands. In addition, the second 34.5 kV collector cable | impacts of the Tule Wind Project.

system to be installed under this alternative could
potentially be visible from the Carrizo Overlook.
Regardless if the Tule project will construct a 138
kV or 34.5 kV line in the area, the approved Sunrise
Powerlink will be located in this area and, if
constructed, would become the dominant feature (90
to 170 feet in height). Overall, scenic vista impacts
would be similar to those identified in Section
D.3.3.3 for the proposed Tule Wind Project.
Identified impacts would be adverse, and Mitigation
Measures VIS-1a and threugh-VIS-1bc has been
provided. However, the identified impact cannot be
mitigated. Under CEQA, impacts would be
significant and cannot be mitigated to a level that is
considered less than significant (Class I).

84. Visual Resources D.3-122 Although Old-Highway-80-and [-8 are is classified as | Please update language to clarify status of Old
eligible state scenic highways, neither it has been Highway 80.

officially designated; therefore, similar to the
proposed Tule Wind Project and all other project
alternatives, no impacts (No Impact) to scenic
resources within a state scenic highway would occur
under this alternative.

85. Visual Resources D.3-122 Similar to the proposed Tule Wind Project identified | Please update to reflect these mitigation measures.
impacts would be adverse, and therefore, Mitigation
Measures VIS-3a threugh-and VIS-3¢ have been
provided.
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86.

Visual Resources

D.3-122

Identified impacts would be adverse, and Mitigation
Measures-VAS-3d— VIS 3e-and VIS-3f havehas been
provided. Under CEQA, impacts would be
significant and cannot be mitigated to a level that is
considered less than significant (Class I).

Please update to reflect these mitigation measures.

87.

Visual Resources

D.3-122

Regardless of whether the Tule project will construct
a 138 kV in the area, the approved Sunrise
Powerlink 500 kV transmission line will be located
in this area and, if constructed, would become the
dominant feature (90 to 170 feet in height).
Identified long-term visual contrasts associated with
the Tule Wind turbines, collector substation and
O&M facility, collection cable system, and the 138
kV transmission line would be adverse, and therefore
mitigation measures have been provided for the wind
turbines (APM TULE-AES-1 and Mitigation
Measure VIS-3n); collector substation and O&M
facility (APM TULE-AES-9 and Mitigation
Measures VIS-3gf and VIS-3hn); collection cable
system (APM TULE-AES-5); and the 138 kV
Transmission Line (Mitigation Measures ¥S—te;
VIS-3i, VIS-j, and VIS-3l;-and-VIS-3m).

Please update to reflect cumulative impacts that
would result if the approved Sunrise Powerlink is
constructed.

88.

Visual Resources

D.3-122

Similarfo Ehe] lpli epsfea “"le 'l *]“d t ;eﬂe’e; [’.é.e“t*.ﬁeg‘

Measure-VIS-4a-has beenprovided-and-wenld
mitigate-this-impaet: The project will comply with

the County of San Diego dark sky ordinance as
presented in APM TULE-AES-7. Under CEQA,
impacts would be less than significant but-eanbe

stgntfieant-(Class III).

wind The wind turbine nighttime lighting impacts
would not be adverse due to topography and

elevation and-therefore; Mitigation Measure VIS 4b

has-beenprovided—However-thetdentiied-impaet
eannotbe-mitigated. Under CEQA, impacts would
be less than significant and-cannotbe-mitigated-to-a

Please update to reflect impacts due to dark skies
and change the significance determination from a
Class I to a Class III.
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level thatis-consideredless-thansignificant (Class
10).
89. Visual Resources D.3-122 Similar to the proposed Tule Wind Project, this Please update the impacts to County guidelines and
alternative would not be consistent with all the significance determination.

applicable local visual resource plans, policies, and
regulations relevant to the project area: speeifieatty;
the- County-of San-Dicgo-Dralt General-Plan-Update
—Ceonservation-and-Open-Space Element-(Poliey
COSH-1and-€OSH-2); the County of San Diego
Existing General Plan Conservation Element (Scenic
Highway Goal);-and-the County-of SanDiego
Zoning-Ordinance{Seetion6324). WhiletThis

alternative was determined to be consistent (with
implementation of APM AES-Tmitigation) with all
other local visual resources plans and policies,
similar to the proposed Tule Wind Project, identified

impacts would not be adverse and-mitigation-has

beenprovided-Howevertheidentificd-impaet
i ‘ i

SHRROTOC gateaonee ;.3. pactswoue

. g'l ! logs 4l nifs g lass D),

Considering the Mountain Empire Subregional Plan
and the Scenic Highway Element list this highway as
the lowest priority roadway, it is unlikely that I-8
will be designated as a scenic highway in the near
future. Considering this information, under CEQA,
impacts would be considered less than significant
(Class III).

90. Visual Resources D.3-123 Section D.3.5.3 describes the existing environmental | Please update to include this additional information
setting associated with the Tule Wind Alternative to reflect the Modified Project Layout.

Gen-Tie Route 3 with Collector Substation/O&M
Facility of Rough Acres Ranch. Because this
alternative would only underground the 138 kV
transmission line, the existing environmental setting
would be the same as described in Section D.3.5.3.

This alternative would also increase the potential for
impacts resulting from a longer 34.5 overhead
collector line system and 202 extra collector lines
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poles required for the overhead collector lines, as
well as increase the amount of permanent impacts to
cultural resources.

91.

Visual Resources

D.3-123

Ribbonwood Road Pathway area located on County
lands. In addition, the second 34.5 kV collector cable
system to be installed under this alternative could
potentially be visible from the Carrizo Overlook.
Regardless of whether the Tule project will construct
a 138 kV or 34.5 kV line in the area, the approved
Sunrise Powerlink will be located in this area and, if
constructed, would become the dominant feature (90
to 170 feet in height). Similar to the proposed Tule
Wind Project, overall scenic vista impacts would be
adverse, and therefore, Mitigation Measures-VIS-1a
and-VIS1b-have has been provided.

Please update to reflect the approved Sunrise
Powerlink, which, if constructed, would result in a
reduction of the impacts of the Tule Wind Project.

92.

Visual Resources

D.3-124

Mitigation Measures VIS-3a and threagh-VIS-3c
have been provided.

Please update to reflect these mitigation measures.

93.

Visual Resources

D.3-124

Identified impacts would be adverse and Mitigation
Measures-VIS-3d,- VIS 3e-and-VIS-3f has have- been
provided. Under CEQA, impacts would be
significant and cannot be mitigated to a level that is
considered less than significant (Class I).

Please update to reflect these mitigation measures.

94.

Visual Resources

D.3-125

Regardless of whether the Tule project will construct
a 138 kV or 34.5 kV line in the area, the approved
Sunrise Powerlink, if constructed, will be located in
this area and would become the dominant feature (90
to 170 feet in height). Identified long-term visual
contrasts associated with the Tule Wind turbines,
collector substation and O&M facility, collection
cable system, and the 138 kV transmission line
would be adverse, and therefore, mitigation
measures have been provided for the wind turbines
(APM TULE-AES-1 and-Mitigation Measure- VIS
31), collector substation and O&M facility (APM
TULE-AES-9 andMitigation Measure 3g-and-VIS
3h), collection cable system (APM TULE-AES-5),
and the 138 kV Transmission Line (Mitigation
Measures VIS-1c, VIS-3i, VIS-j, and VIS-31 and

Please update to reflect the presence of the Sunrise
transmission line and these mitigation measures.
The approved Sunrise Powerlink, if constructed,
would result in a reduction of the impacts of the
Tule Wind Project.
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VIS 3m).

95.

Visual Resources

D.3-125

Identified impacts associated with the collector
substation and O&M facility would not be adverse;
provided-and-would-mitigate-this-impaet. Under
CEQA, impacts would be less than signifieant-but

l " I lovel that - dered]
than-significant-(Class I1I). Identifiedimpacts

- The
lighting for the substation/O&M facility will follow
the County lighting standards identified impacts
would be not be adverse. Under CEQA., impacts
would be less than significant (Class III).

Please update to reflect this significance

determination.

96.

Visual Resources

D.3-125-126

Similar to the proposed Tule Wind Project, this
alternative would not be consistent with all
applicable local visual resource plans, policies, and
regulations relevant to the project area: speeifically;
the-County-of San-Diego Draft- General Plan Update
—Ceonservation-and-Open-SpaceElement-(Poliey
COSH-1and-€OSH-2); the County of San Diego
Existing General Plan Conservation Element (Scenic
Highway Goal)-and-the-CountyrofSanDiege
Zeoning-Ordinance{Seetion6324). While this

alternative was determined to be consistent (with
implementation of APM AES-7mitigatien) with all
other local visual resources plans and policies,
similar to the proposed Tule Wind Project, identified
impacts would not be adverse and-mitigation-has
beenprovided-Howevertheidentificd-impaet

. . ¥
be sionif g! | .3. !f level
Considering the Mountain Empire Subregional Plan
and the Scenic Highway Element list this highway as

Please update to reflect this significance

determination.
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the lowest priority roadway, it is unlikely that I-8
will be designated as a scenic highway in the near
future. Considering this information, under CEQA,
impacts would be considered less than significant

(Class III).

97.

Visual Resources

D.3-126

Overall scenic vista impacts would be adverse, and
therefore, Mitigation Measure VIS-1a, VIS—+b and
VIS-1c¢ have been provided.

Please update to reflect these mitigation measures.

98.

Visual Resources

D.3-127

The Tule Wind Reduction in Wind Turbines

Alternatives would remove 62 of the proposed 13428

wind turbines from the project.

Please update to reflect the Modified Project
Layout.

99.

Visual Resources

D.3-127

Mitigation Measures VIS-3a and threugh VIS-3c have
been provided as a result. However, the identified
impact cannot be mitigated, and under CEQA, the
impact would be significant and cannot be mitigated
to a level that is less than significant (Class I). Long-
term landscape alteration impacts are anticipated to be
reduced because of fewer overall access roads, a
shorter underground collector cable system, and less
grading for wind turbine foundations, etc., although
the approved Sunrise Powerlink 500 kV transmission
line, if constructed, would still be visible.

However, because of the anticipated impacts
attributed to wind turbines, identified impacts would
be adverse, and Mitigation Measures—VAS-3d- VIS
3e;and-VIS-3f has been provided. Under CEQA,
impacts would be significant and cannot be mitigated
to a level that is considered less than significant
(Class I).

Please update to reflect the approved Sunrise
Powerlink, which, if constructed, would result in a
reduction of the impacts of the Tule Wind Project.

100.

Visual Resources

D.3-127

Although fewer wind turbines are proposed under
this alternative, similar to the proposed Tule Wind
Project long-term visual contrast impacts would be
significant due to the high-visibility of wind turbines
on County lands and-the numberous-aceessroads

Therefore, identified long-term visual contrasts
associated with the Tule Wind turbines, collector

Please update to reflect these mitigation measures.
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substation and O&M facility, collection cable
system, and the 138 kV transmission line would be
adverse, and mitigation measures have been
provided for the wind turbines (APM TULE-AES-1
and Mitigation Measure VIS-3n), collector
substation and O&M facility (APM TULE-AES-9
and-Mitigation-Measures VS 3gand-VIS3h),
collection cable system (APM TULE-AES-5), and
the 138 kV transmission line (Mitigation Measures
VIS-1c, VIS-3i, VIS-j, and VIS-31 and- VS 3m).

101.

Visual Resources

D.3-128

Similar to the proposed Tule Wind Project and all
project alternatives, nighttime lighting would be
installed at the collector substation and O&M facility
under this alternative, and potential impacts would
be reduced to less than significant (Class II) with
implementation of AES-7 Mitigation- Measure-VIS-
4a. Although the visual impacts associated with
turbine obstruction lighting would be reduced under
this alternative (due to an overall reduction in the
number of wind turbines), overall identified impacts
would not be adverse due to topography and
clevation and-therefore Mitigation- Measure- VIS-4b
has-beenprovided. However-the-identifiedimpaet
eannetbe-mitigated. Under CEQA, impacts would
be less than significant and eannotbe-mitigated-to-a

level thatis-consideredless-thansignificant (Class
III). Regarding the collector substation and O&M

facility, County lighting standards for dark sky will
reduce impacts to a less than significant impact.

dentifiod \d-be-adverse—and Mitigat

Measure-VIS-4a-has-beenprovided-and-weould
mitigate-thisimpaet: Under CEQA, impacts would
be less than significant but-ean-be-mitigated-toa

level-thatis-considered-less-than-signifieant-(Class
I11).

Please update to reflect impacts to night skies and
the change in the significance determination.

102.

Visual Resources

D.3-128

Similar to the proposed Tule Wind Project, this
alternative would not be consistent with all
applicable local visual resource plans, policies, and
regulations relevant to the project area: specifically,

Please update to reflect the impacts to County
guidelines and regulations and the change in the

significance determination.
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the Cotnbrolf SanPieso-Praft Genern Plan-Update
—Ceonservationand-Open-Space Element-(Poliey
€OSH-+and-€OS-1H-2); the County of San Diego
Existing General Plan Conservation Element (Scenic
Highway Goal);-and-the-County-of SanDiegeo
Zoning-Ordinanee{Seetion-6324). While this
alternative was determined to be consistent (with
implementation of APM AES-7 mitigatien) with all
other local visual resources plans and policies,
similar to the proposed Tule Wind Project, identified
impacts would not be adverse and-mitigation-has
beenprovidedHowever,the-identifiedimpact
cannotbe-mitigated. Under CEQA, impacts would
be less than significant and-cannet-be-mitigated-to-a
level-that-is-considered-less-than-signifieant-(Class
110).
103. Visual Resources D.3-142 \S-ta-Reducetmpactsat-scenc-highway-and This mitigation measure is unnecessary. There are
trail-crossings.-Athichway-and-trail-crossings. no designated state scenic highways listed within the
Table D.3.8 struetures-shall be-placed-at-the-maximumfeasible | project area. Interstate 8 is designated a third
Mitigation distance-fromthe-erossingto-reduce-visaalimpaets | priority for the County scenic highways and it has
Monitoring, as-long-as-other significant resources-are-not not been approved in the Draft General Plan update .
Compliance, and | negatively-affected: Considering the lowest rating of I-8, it is unlikely
Reporting. that it will become a scenic highway in the near
future; therefore, a less than significant impact is
identified. In addition, Old highway 80 is designated
a historic highway, not a scenic highway.
Additionally, there are no laws or regulations that
prohibit visual impacts to trail crossings. Therefore,
this mitigation measure is not applicable. Moreover,
the approved 500 kV Sunrise Powerlink, if
constructed, will be the dominant transmission line
feature. Please consider removing based on this
information.
104. Visual Resources D.3-143 \S-1b-Reduce-impacts-at scenic-view-areas—tn | The BLM has identified the McCain Valley area as
seente-view-areas,as-desienated-by-the BEM-and a VRM Class IV for visual resources to
D.3.8 Mitigation | Ceunty-ef-SanDiege-struectures-would-beplacedto |accommodate wind energy projects, therefore,
Monitoring, aveid-sensitive-featuresand/orallow-—conduetorsteo | impacts are identified as less than significant on
Compliance, and | elearly-span-thefeatures:within-limits-ef standard BLM jurisdictional lands. In addition, Old Highway
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Reporting. destenwherefeasible: 80 is designated a historic highway, not a scenic
highway. Therefore, no impact is identified which
would require this mitigation measure. Please
consider removing based on this information.

105. Visual Resources D.3-143 \AS-te-Aveid-petential-visibility-of transmission | The BLM has identified the McCain Valley area as
structuresand-related-faciities-from-sensitive a Class IV for visual resources to accommodate
viewing-locations—Underground pertions-of the 138 | wind energy projects, therefore, impacts are
IV -transmissionline-and/orcollectorsystemto-aveid | identified as less than significant on BLM
visualimpaets-to-seenic-highways;-seente-vistas;or | jurisdictional lands. The McCain Valley area is
seente-resotrees: identified for the construction of the approved

Sunrise Powerlink 500 kV 90-170 feet high
transmission line. If constructed, this cumulative
project will be the dominant feature in the area. The
proposed 138 kV transmission line will be
approximately 75 feet, or 15 to 95 feet shorter than
the 500 kV line.

Interstate 8 has not been approved in the Draft
General Plan update or by CALTRANS as a scenic
highway and is currently not considered an impact.
Old highway 80 is designated a historic highway,
not a scenic highway.

This mitigation measure is therefore not applicable.
Please consider removing based on this information.

106. Visual Resources D.3-143 VIS-3a. Reduce visibility of construction activities | A construction plan will be submitted as part of the
and equipment. Construction sites and all staging | project design. Recreational use has not been
and material and equipment storage areas including | sufficiently defined. Please consider revising this
storage sites for excavated materials shall be mitigation measure based on this information.
appropriately located away from areas of high public
visibility. If visible from nearby roads, residences,
public gathering areas, recreational areas, facilities,
or trails, construction sites and staging areas and fly | In the event mitigation measure Vis-3a is applied, a
yards shall be visually screened using shorter comment period is appropriate, because the
temporary screening fencing. Fencing will be of an | project is a BLM Fast Track project, so designated
appropriate design and color for each specific to meet ARRA funding deadlines before the end of
location. Where practical, construction staging and [2011. Depending on the date of approval, the
storage will be screened with opaque fencing from | lengthy comment period could preclude meeting the
close-range residential views. Additionally; deadline.
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. iblof on facilit
| Larine holid | seriods of ]
recreational-use-shall- be-aveided: Applicant will
coordinate with BLM regarding holidays and heavy
recreational use periods. Tule Wind, LLC shall
submit final construction plans demonstrating
compliance with this measure to the BLM, San
Diego County, CSLC, BIA, and Ewiiaapaayp Band
of Kumeyaay Indians for review and approval at
least 60 days before the start of construction.
In the event mitigation measure Vis-3a is applied. a
shorter comment period is appropriate, because the
project is a BLM Fast Track project, so designated to
meet ARRA funding deadlines before the end of
2011. Depending on the date of approval, the
lengthy comment period could preclude meeting the
deadline.

107. Visual Resources D.3-144 VIS-3b-Reduce-construction-night-lighting The operation of the project would not affect the
impacts—Paeifie Wind Development-shall- design nighttime views in the Boulevard area. The
and-tastal-al-ighting at-construction-and-storage O&M/Substation facility is proposed to be located
yards-and-staging-areas-and-fly-yardssuech-thatlight | on BLM jurisdictional lands and would not be
bulbs-and reflectors-are-not-visible frompublie subject to County requirements. However, the
viewingareas-lighting O&M/Substation will adhere to the County standard
deesnoteausereflected-glareand-illuminationof regarding lighting. The O&M/Substation would be
the projectfacilitiesvieinity;and-nighttime skoyis classified under the Class II, Parking Lots and
mirteed-The Constructoniehtine Mitisation Security classification, Zone A (within 15 miles of
Plinshatbbereviewedforconsisteney Laguna or Palomar Observatory) to utilize fully
with-the-County-of San-Diego-Light Pellution-Cede | shielded low pressure sodium lamp types not to
Section59100-et—al)y-and Sections-6322-and-6322 | exceed 4050 lumens output. The proposed turbine
of the Zoning Ordinance-to-ensure-outdoor light configuration would require each turbine positioned
fixtures-emitting light into-the night sk de-netresult | at each end of the line or string of turbines to have a
a-detrimental-effect onastronomieal research-and | standard flashing red (L864) or white (L-865) light
to-ensurereflected glare-and light trespassis visible from 360 degrees. This light source is not
minimizedPaecific Wind Development-shall submit | considered significant. The project does not
a-ConstractionLighting Mitigation Plan-te-the BEM; | propose lighting which would cause substantial

i 5 5 5 i lighting to affect day or nighttime views, thus
Band-of KumeyaayIndians(dependingon-the impacts from lighting and glare are less than
surisdietionwherethe constrichionnetivitesare significant, thus not requiring mitigation. Please
being-completed) forreview-and-approval-atleast 90 | consider removing this mitigation measure based on

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 46 Visual Resources
Iberdrola Renewables March 2011



Section/
No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
this information.
Visual Resources-metion-detectors-to-tight
thearca-onby-when-oceupicd:

108. Visual Resources D.3-145 \S-3d-Reducetr-hneviews of-land sears: Please consider removing this unnecessary
Ceonstruct-aceess-orspurroads-atappropriate-angles | mitigation measure. The Applicant has already
from-the-originatingprimary-travel facilitiesto committed to designing roadways that contour
minimize-extended-in-line-views-of newly-graded existing terrain as part of the project design (APM
terrain—Contourgrading should-be-used-where TULE-HYD-4). In addition, the project would be
feasible-to-better blend-graded surfaces-with-existing | required to submit a final construction plan.

. f Faung PHance Wit
; . f lf t L at] j; 0 d
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109. Visual Resources D.3-145 Please consider removing this unnecessary
mitigation measure. As part of the project design
features (APM TULE-BIO-4), a habitat restoration
plan will be implemented upon completion of

construction.

110. Visual Resources D.3-146 VAS-3g-—Reduce-visual-contrast-associated-with Please consider removing this unnecessary
substation-and-ancillary-facilities: mitigation measure. A Surface Treatment Plan was
Pacifie Wind Development-shall submit te-the BEM | not proposed by the Applicant in the AED. As part
aSurface Treatment Plan-deseribing the-apphieation | of the project deign, all facility structure building,

ofcolorsandtextirestoatnewfucthyructure walls, fences, and components will be submitted to
idings; ; 5 ising | the BLM and County for review.
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111. Visual Resources D.3-147 VAS-3h—Sereensubstations-and-ancillary Please consider removing this mitigation as project
facHities—Pacific Wind Developmentshall-providea | has already proposed the facility to be constructed to
SereeningPlanforsereening-vegetation,walls;and | blend into the environment as part of the project

; | | ibilitvof ancillasy feilit } design.
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112. Visual Resources D.3-149 MMAAS-3m-ReducevisuaHimpactsresulting Please consider removing this unnecessary
from-landsecaping-and-native-tree removaltn-the | mitigation measure. This mitigation measure is
event-thatornamental-ornative-trees-within-the presented as part of the project design (APM TULE-

projectarca-will-beremoved-ducto-projecet-desien BIO-13 and AES-11).

Landscape Treatment Plan-to-be-submitted-with-the | The AED presented mitigation to reduce impacts of

Surface-Treatment Plan—The Landseape Treatment | coastal live oak woodlands and oakwood protection

Plan-shall-inelude-butisnetHimited-to-thefollowing: | zones in accordance with the County of San Diego.
o Tree Removal Locations: Indieate-the-size; | Any removed trees due to the project would be

typerand-location-ofeach-tree(additional | mitigated at a 3:1 ratio based on permanent impacts.

H#ems;suchas-atree survey by-a A tree replacement plan would not be required if the
professional-engineer-or licensed-and AED mitigation was utilized as proposed.
survey-may-be-requireds)
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Landscape Treatment Planforreview-and-approval.
113. Visual Resources D.3-149 VI1S-3n. Reduce potential visual impacts of wind | Please consider revising this mitigation measure. A
turbines and ancillary facilities. The project Surface Treatment Plan was not presented as a

applicant will treat shall-submit-to-the-appropriate mitigation measure in the AED. The project will
fadbase purisdictonapeneya-Sorface Treatment comply with FAA regulations relative to obstruction

Plan-deseribing the-desienand-applieationofeolors | marking and lighting. See Attachment D.3.2, FAA
and-textures-to all new wind turbine facilities, Letter (November 2010) and Attachment D.3.3,

structure buildings, walls, fences, and components | FAA Memo (June 19, 2009).
comprising all ancillary facilities including the
collector station substation,—The-Surface Treatment
Plan-must-to reduce glare and minimize visual
intrusion and contrast to the degree feasible. Fhe
Surface Treatment Plan-shall be submitted-to-the
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114. Visual Resources D.3-150 \S-4a-—Reducelong-term-night-ighting-impacts | Please consider removing this unnecessary
from-substationsand-ancilary mitigation measure. This mitigation measure is
facilities: identified as part of the project design in the AED

Pacifie Wind Developmentshall- designand-install | (APM TULE-AES-7).
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115. Visual Resources D.3-151 \AS-4b—thecorporate-Obstacle-Collision This mitigation measure cannot be implemented for
Avoidance System-{OCAS)-onto-Tule Wind the project at this time. Please consider removing
Project-wind-turbines: the mitigation due to this presented information
Theproject-applicantshall-install- the OCASlighting | confirming the mitigation is not feasible.

mintmize-nighttime lishting impaets-attributed-to-the | The OCAS system is not approved by the FAA and
operationof FAA-required-obstructionlighting—As | is unable to approve requests for this system;

the OCAS-and-other Audio-Visual therefore, it cannot be implemented at this time.
Warning Systems{(AVWS)-have beenapprovedby | See Attachment D.3.2, FAA Letter (November
the EAA-and-are-considered-to-besuitable 2010) and Attachment D.3.3, FAA Memo (June 19,

alternatives-to-the-marking-and-lighting requirements | 2009).

’. . .
é.” .]5 PRO¥ 5535'5 PHIEe
116. Visual Resources D.3-151 FHE-AES-5-To-mintmizethecolectoreable Please consider removing this APM from the
system’s-visual-tmpaets;a-portion-of the-system mitigation measure table or include all APMs for
would-be-installed-underground: visual resources. APMs are presented in the Project

Description Section B, Table B-12.

117. Visual Resources D.3-152 FULE-AES-9-Dull-gray-perecelaininsulators-would | Please consider removing this APM from the
be-installed-at-the-coHectorsubstation-to-reduee mitigation measure table or include all the APMs for

insulator-vistbility: visual resources. APMs are presented in the Project
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Description Section B, Table B-12.
118. Visual Resources D.3-157 TULE-VIS-1 The project would have a substantial | This impact is overstated. Many of the KOPs
adverse effect on a scenic vistas located on County |identified are located on BLM lands. BLM has
Significant and | lands. classified the McCain Valley area as a Class IV for
Unmitigable visual classification, which takes into consideration
Impacts Wind turbines would be lecated-in-the-foreground reduced visual impacts due to renewable energy
viewingdistance-from-the Carrizo-Overlook-and projects. According to this classification, the level of
Table D.3-8 and | highly visible from the Ribbonwood Trail and change to the characteristic of the landscape can be
following Ribbonwood Road Pathway. There is no feasible high. Given the BLM visual classification, visual
discussion mitigation that could screen views of wind turbines |impacts located on BLM jurisdictional lands are less
or better blend the wind turbines into the existing than significant.
environment such that scenic views from these
locations would not be obstructed or degraded. As presented in the AED, the area of Ribbonwood
Road north of I-8 is the only identified area to have
TULE-VIS-1. Feasible alternatives are not available |significant impacts to scenic vistas. Class I impact
to reduce visual contrasts caused by the installation |should only pertain to KOP 10 (Tule KOP 2), with
of wind turbines in the project area. Due to their the remaining KOP identified as a Class III.
large size and striking color, wind turbines could not
be effectively screened from the views afforded to
visitors at-the-Carrize-Gerge or recreationist’s
utilizing the Ribbonwood Trail and Ribbonwood
Road Pathway. Turbines would be highly visible in
the project area and would dominate the visual
landscape. Therefore, there is no feasible mitigation
that could reduce anticipated scenic vista impacts to
a level that is less than significant.
119. Visual Resources D.3-157 FUHES-3- The projeet-wounld-substantially This impact is overstated. Many of the KOPs
degrade-the-existingvisual-character orquality-ef the | identified are located on BLM lands. BLM has
Table D.3-8 and | site-and-its-surroundings: classified the McCain Valley area as a Class IV for
following visual classification, which takes into consideration
discussion The Tule-wind-turbines-would-cause-profoundly reduced visual impacts due to renewable energy
strong-visual-contrasts-up-to-S-milesaway-dueto-the |projects. According to this classification, the level of
more-than400-foot-tall seale-and-vertical form-of the | change to the characteristic of the landscape can be
wirbinc-towerstheir-light-color-and-the high. Given the BLM visual classification, visual
movementol-blades: impacts located on BLM jurisdictional lands are less
than significant.
Furthermore, the McCain Valley area is identified
for the construction of the approved Sunrise
Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 55 Visual Resources
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Powerlink 500 kV 90-170 feet high transmission
line. If constructed, this power line will be the
dominant feature in the area. Once constructed, the
proposed 138 kV transmission line will be
approximately 75 feet, or 15 to 95 feet shorter than
the 500 kV line.
As presented in the AED, the area of Ribbonwood
Road north of I-8 is the only identified area to have
significant impacts to scenic vistas. Class I impact
should only pertain to KOP 10 (Tule KOP 2), with
the remaining KOP identified as a Class III.
120. Visual Resources D.3-157 FULE IS4 The project-wonld-ereate-asubstantial | The O&M/Substation facility is proposed to be
new-source-of light orglare-that- weould-adversely located on BLM jurisdictional lands and would not
Table D.3-8 and | affeet-day-ornighttime-viewsin-the-area- be subject to County requirements. However, the
following O&M/Substation will adhere to the County standard
discussion Obstruction-lishting-would-berequired-for-the regarding lighting. The O&M/Substation would be
propesed-wind-turbines(per EAA-regulations): classified under the Class II, Parking Lots and
Altheugh-the-implementation-of Mitigation Measure | Security classification, Zone A (within 15 miles of
VS-4b-wenld-minimize nighttime lightingimpaets | Laguna or Palomar Observatory) to utilize fully
by-ineorporating-the OCAS-on-propesed-wind shielded low pressure sodium lamp types not to
turbines;-the-potential-for nighttime lighting-wetld | exceed 4050 lumens output. The project does not
netbe-avoided-entirelyandlighting would be-a propose lighting which would cause substantial
seurce-of anneyaneeforresidentsinthe MeCain lighting to affect day or nighttime views, thus
Valley-and Beoulevard-areasand-nighttime-views impacts from lighting and glare are less than
for-theseresidents-would-be-affected: significant (Class III).
The OCAS system is not approved by the FAA;
therefore, it cannot be implemented at this time. See
Attachment D.3.2, FAA Letter (November 2010)
and Attachment D.3.3, FAA Memo (June 19, 2009).
Please consider revising to reflect this information.
121. Visual Resources D.3-157 FULE-VAS-5-Construction-of the-projeet-or-the As stated previously, these County ordinances
presenece-of project compeonents-world resultinan would not apply to the proposed project. The
Table D.3-8 and |1 i i ; ; ions; | following goals and polices are considered
following plans;and-standards-applicable-to-the protectionof | consistent with the project; therefore, no impact is
visualresetrees: identified. Please consider changing the
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discussion determination to reflect this information.

122. Visual Resources D.3-239 Figure D.3-15A KOP 10-Existing Setting (ES) This view contains cloudy conditions. Please
consider changing to cloudless sky condition.

123. Visual Resources D.3-241 Figure D.3-15B KOP 10—Visual Simulation of This view contains cloudy conditions. Please
Proposed Tule Wind Project (VS) consider changing to cloudless sky condition.

124. Visual Resources D.3-243 Figure D.3-15C KOP 10—-Visual Simulation of Tule | This view contains cloudy conditions. Please
Wind Alternative Project (AVS) consider changing to cloudless sky condition.

125. Visual Resources D.3-249 Figure D.3-16C KOP 11-Visual Simulation of Please consider removing KOP 11- VS2. No
Proposed Tule Wind Project (VS2) existing condition for this simulation was presented

in the AED and it uses cloudy conditions which
does not present the worst case scenario as a sunny
cloudless view.

126. Visual Resources D.3-259 Figure D.3-18A Please consider revising KOP 13 — ES and VS to be
KOP 13-Existing Setting (ES) consistent and use the same scale to avoid
overstating project impacts.

127. Visual Resources D.3-261 Figure D.3-18B Please consider revising KOP 13 — ES and VS to be
KOP 13—Visual Simulation of Proposed Tule Wind | consistent and use the same scale to avoid
Project (VS) overstating project impacts.
128. Visual Resources D.3-263 Figure D.3-19A Please change the Class A rating to a Class C as the
view of Carrizo Gorge to the east is considered the
KOP 14-Existing Setting (ES) Class A which will not be impacted due to the wind
Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 57 Visual Resources
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turbines.

Cloudy conditions do not depict the view of the
Campo turbines sufficiently. Please consider
updating view to a cloudless condition.

129. Visual Resources D.3-265 Figure D.3-19B KOP 14—Visual Please change the Class A rating to a Class C as the
Simulation of Tule Wind Project (VS) view of Carrizo Gorge to the east is considered the
Class A which will not be impacted due to the wind
turbines.

Cloudy conditions do not depict the view of the
Campo turbines sufficiently. Please consider
updating view to a cloudless condition.

130. Visual Resources D.3-275 Figure D.3-21A Please consider removing this KOP. No simulation
was produced for this view, therefore no
KOP 16-Existing Setting (ES) determinations can be made.
131. Visual Resources D.3-277 Figure D.3-21B Please consider removing this KOP. No simulation

was produced for this view, therefore no
KOP 16-Proposed Tule Wind Project Component determinations can be made.
Location

Attachments

D.3.1 - Table Comparing Tule and Draft EIR/EIS Key Observation Points (KOPs)

D.3.2 - Federal Aviation Administration (Sheri Edgett Baron). Letter to American Wind Energy Association (Mr. Tom Vinson, Director of Federal
Regulatory Affairs) (November 2010)

D.3.3 - Federal Aviation Administration (Kevin Haggerty, Manager). Memorandum to Obstruction Evaluation Services Personnel (June 15, 2009)

D.3.4 - Dark Sky Memo
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TULE WIND PROJECT DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/STATEMENT

IBERDROLA RENEWABLES

COMMENTS & SUGGESTED REVISIONS

Section D.4: Land Use

Section/
No. | Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
1. Land Use General Add after mention of County of San Diego Draft General | This textual revision should be made throughout the Land
Comment Plan Update add: Use section and will specify the version of the Draft
throughout General Plan Update that was used for analysis in the
document (April 2, 2010), this plan has not yet been adopted DEIR/DEIS. In addition, it is important to note that the
General Plan Update has not yet been adopted, and there is
no specific anticipated date of adoption.
2. Land Use D.4-1 Third paragraph Global Comment- Project assets have been transferred from
Pacific Wind Development, LLC to Tule Wind, LLC. Both
Pacific-Wind-Development’s Tule Wind LLC’s are wholly owned subsidiaries of Iberdrola Renewables,
Environmental Document for the Tule Wind Project Inc.
(Iberdrola Renewables, Inc. 2010) and Energia Sierra
Juarez (ESJ) U.S. Transmission, LLC’s, Major Use Please revise all references to Pacific Wind Development to
Permit Package (submitted to the County of San Diego | reflect Tule Wind, LLC.
in October 2008) and Initial Study (March 2010) were
also reviewed.
3. Land Use D.4-2 Second paragraph Please specify that the Draft Mountain Empire Subregional
Plan and Draft Boulevard Subregional Plan were used as a
Existing and proposed land use information was basis for analysis within the DEIR/EIS.
obtained from the Regional Land Use Element of the
County of San Diego General Plan (County of San
Diego 2003), applicable General Plan maps for the
communities of Jacumba and Boulevard, and the Draft
Mountain Empire Subregional Plan (County of San
Diego 2010a), including the Draft Boulevard
Subregional Planning Area Community Plan.
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4, Land Use D.4-5 Project Component, Jurisdiction & Miles/Acres under | Please reflect the maximum potential impacts for all project
Table D.4-1 | Jurisdiction (2" thru 4th columns, Tule Wind Project components and update calculation of impacts for all
Rows 6 thru 15) project components accordingly using the data and analysis

for the Modified Project Layout provided.
Wind Turbines and 34.5 kV Overhead and Underground
Collector Cable System

Ewiiaapaay Band of Kumeyaay Indians (3418 wind
turbines) - 20-2 51.6 acres

BLM (9% 96 wind turbines) - 286 277.9 acres

CSLC (7 wind turbines) - 3%5-20.7 acres

County of San Diego (43 7 wind turbines) - 49 19.1acres

Collector Substation
BLM -5 acres

Operations & Maintenance Facility
BLM -5 acres

Meteorological Towers and SODAR/LIDAR
BLM - 0.062 83 acres

138 kV Transmission Line

BLM - %42 5.91 miles
County of San Diego - £:96 3.05 miles
State of California - 8-36 0.26 miles

New Roadways/Improved Roadways

Ewiiaapaay Band of Kumeyaay Indians - 12.3 miles
BLM - 36.2 miles

CSLC - 3.3 miles

County of San Diego - 8.4 miles

5. Land Use D.4-6 Planned Land Uses fourth paragraph: Please consider the following textual revision. The fall of
2010 has passed and the County General Plan is yet to be
Started in 1998, preparation of this plan has been a adopted.

multiyear effort. -a-Although the date of adoption of the
plan iswas anticipated in the fall of 2010; it has yet to be
adopted at the time of preparation of this DEIR/DEIS.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 2 Land Use
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6. Land Use D.4-7 Second paragraph (added) Please consider adding proposed text to give the reader an
understanding of the proposed changes to the applicable
Additionally, the Draft General Plan Update modifies, |land use policies and provisions of the Draft General Plan
and in some cases, omits existing goals and policies of | Update.

the Existing General Plan and Mountain Empire
Subregional Plan. For example, Policy (18) Multiple
Rural Use of the existing General Plan is proposed to be
deleted in the most recent version of the Draft General
Plan Update (Oct. 2010, see
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/docs/bos_oct
2010/B1_02_landuse.pdf). In addition, Policy and
Recommendation 11 of the Mountain Empire
Subregional Plan is proposed to be deleted in the most
recent version of the Draft General Plan Update (Oct.
2010).

A description of the new land use designations is
provided in Table D.4-2.

7. Land Use D.4-7 Column 1 - (Land Use Designation) Please revise the land use designation per the Proposed
Table D.4-2 General Plan Update - Recommended Project (October,
Federal-and-State Public Agency Lands (State Parks and |2010)

National Forests)

8. Land Use D.4-11 Third paragraph Please revise all references to Pacific Wind Development to
reflect Tule Wind, LLC.

The Ewiiaapaayp Band of Kumeyaay Indians has
developed an Integrated Resource Management Plan
(IRMP) that governs (among other issues) development
activities on the reservation. Currently, tribal lands do
not have land use designations (tberdrela-Renewables;
tne: Tule Wind, LLC 2010).

9. Land Use D.4-11 and Second Column — (Permitted Uses) Please consider including similar language for the S80 and
D.4-12 AT2 zoning classification description of permitted uses as
S80 (Open Space) - This zone is intended to provide stated for the S92 description of permitted uses.

Table D.4-4 | controls for land identified as unsuitable for intense
development; permitted uses include those having a
minimal impact on the natural environment. All
development projects occurring within the S80 zone are
subject to site plan review. Minor and major impact
utilities are conditionally permitted uses in the zone.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 3 Land Use
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AT72 (General Agriculture) - This zone is intended to
“create and preserve areas for the raising of crops and
animals.” In addition, supportive residential uses, the
processing of products produced on the premises, and
limited commercial activities are also permitted. Minor
and major impact utilities are conditionally permitted
uses in the zone.

10. Land Use D.4-32 In addition to BLM-administered lands, components of | Please update language to reflect all jurisdictions involved.
the Tule Wind Project would be located on lands owned
by the CSLC and; the Ewiiaapaayp Band of Kumeyaay
Indians, the Campo and Manzanita Reservations (access
only), as well as on privately owned County of San
Diego jurisdictional lands.

11. Land Use D.4-32 Clover Flat Elementary is located approximately 1.25 Please update language to reflect accurate distance to
miles west of the proposed 138 kV transmission line Clover Flat Elementary and location of Campo wind farm
interconnect in Boulevard, and the existing 50-megawatt | relative to McCain Valley.

(MW) Campo wind farm is located east west of McCain
Valley on the Campo Indian Reservation.

12. D.4-33 First paragraph Please update language to reflect the Modified Project
Layout.

The County would, however, have land use jurisdiction
over proposed turbines in the R turbine string and
approximately 2 3 miles of the 138 kV transmission line
traversing County land.

Second paragraph

...As shown on Figure D.4-1, Vicinity/Overview Map,
components of the Tule Wind Project would not be
located within designated wilderness areas or wilderness
study areas; however, several turbines within the
proposed 4 H turbine string would be located on
Ewiiaapaayp Band of Kumeyaay Indians tribal lands
within 100 feet of the Sawtooth Mountains Wilderness.
Also, 1 5 proposed turbines in the R turbine string
would be located east of McCain Valley Road on a
discontiguous island of private County of San Diego
jurisdictional land surrounded by the In-Ko-Pah
ACEC...

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 4 Land Use
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13.

Land Use

D.4-34

First paragraph

Several turbines would be located on land under the
jurisdiction of the CSLC and Ewiiaapaayp Band of
Kumeyaay Indians. To construct and operate wind
turbines and the associated underground collector cable
system on these lands, Pacific\Wind-Development Tule
Wind, LLC would enter into lease agreements for the
land in question with the CSLC and Ewiiaapaayp Band
of Kumeyaay Indians.

Second paragraph

To reiterate, although the County has applied land use
and zoning designations, these-lands-are-the majority of
the project area is under sole land use jurisdiction of the
BLM. Only those project components under the land use
jurisdiction of the County would be subject to the
County’s General Plan and Zoning Ordinance.

Third paragraph

With the adoption of the County’s Draft General Plan
Update, the General Plan land use designation of lands
underlying nearly all of the proposed wind turbines and
associated overhead and underground collector cable
system locations would be redesignated Public Agency
Lands. Lands underlying turbines Ri-through-R10-and
R13 in the R-string (R7 through R11 and R1 and R2)
would be redesignated Rural Lands (RL 80).

Fourth paragraph

As shown on Figure D.4-8, Tule Wind Project Existing
Land Use Overview, and Figures D.4-8a through D.4-
8c, sensitive receptors (primarily residences) would be
located within the vicinity of project components.
Although no residences would be located within 1,666
2,000 feet of a proposed turbine location, several

Please revise all references to Pacific Wind Development to
reflect Tule Wind, LLC.

Please update language to clarify land use designations and
jurisdiction over the project area.

Please update language to clarify distances to sensitive
receptors per the Modified Project Layout.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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residences/structures properties would be located within
approximately 2,000 feet of turbines (G18, R2, K5) . ta
addition;~w-Wind turbines would also be located within
1,300 feet of the Lark Canyon and Cottonwood
campgrounds (both located on BLM-administered land
within the McCain Valley National Cooperative Land
and Wildlife Management Area).

The number of residences with property boundaries
located within approximately 2,000 feet of proposed
wind turbines is provided in Table D.4-8.

Please insert footnote:
!See Section D.8, Noise (Table D.8-12)

14, Land Use | D.4-35- D.4-45 |Please update the Tule Wind Project Figures D.4-8 Please consider making the textual changes suggested to the
through D.4-10 with the modified project layout. legend to accurately reflect the extent of permanent and
Figures D.4-8 temporary project impacts

through D.4-10 |In addition, in the legend for “Tule Wind Project
Components” in Figures D.4-8 through D.4-10, please
indicate that the following project features are
temporary:

* 2-acre Temporary Laydown Areas

* 5-acre Temporary Concrete Batch Plant

*10-acre Temporary Parking Area

15. Land Use D.4-43 Please identify the Ewiiaapaayp Reservation as “Indian | “Indian Reservation” should be red to match legend.
Figure D.4-9 |[Reservation”

“Indian Reservation” should be red to match legend

16. Land Use | D.4-47 - D.4-48 |Table D.4-7, Existing and Designated Land Uses — Tule | The Modified Project Layout includes changes to the
Wind Project turbine strings and associated project components. Please
Table D.4-7 update table to reflect corrected analysis, turbine strings,
Please see edits made in track changes to Table D.4-7 and land use designations per the Modified project Layout.
reflecting changes resulting from the Modified Project
Layout. Clarifications and revisions are imbedded within
the document and should be included in the Final
EIR/EIS.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 6 Land Use
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17.

Land Use

D.4-49

Table D.4-8

Closest Turbine Approx. Distance from Property Line
to Turbine (feet) Number of
Residences/

Structures Orientation from the Turbine
G1819—9061,800——4424
(Rough Acres Ranch) southeast
R2:+——1,5292;400—1

K5 2,080 1

Source: Section D.8, Noise (Table D.8-12)
Note: distance measured from the property line to turbine

northeast

As shown in Table D.4-8 and on Figure D.4-8, Tule
Wind Project Existing Land Use Overview,
approximately 2645-residences/structures weuld-be with
property boundaries located within approximately 2,000
feet of a proposed wind turbine; however, no
residences/structures would be located within 2,000 feet
of a proposed turbine. Mest Although not located within
2,000 feet of a proposed turbine, most (4424) of the
nearest residences/structures identified are the main
lodge, duplexes, and other structures (e.g., a bunkhouse,
ranch facilities) located on Rough Acres Ranch
(SDG&E is proposing to use the duplex structures
during construction of the Sunrise Powerlink Project).
The remaining residences/structures is-a-are single-
family homes.

Please update table and analysis to reflect the Modified
Project Layout. It should be noted that no residences would
be located within 2,000 feet of a proposed turbine location.
The nearest residence would be located approximately
2,400 feet away from Turbine R2. The revisions to Table
D.4-8 indicate that distance to turbines is measured from the
property line, and as shown in Table D.4-8, no residence
would be located within 2,000 feet of a proposed turbine.

18.

Land Use

D.4-49 - D.4-50

Fourth paragraph

Meteorological Towers and Sonar/LIDAR Detecting
and Ranging Unit

As shown on Figures D.4-8, Tule Wind Project Existing
Land Use Overview, and D.4-8b, Tule Wind Project
Existing Land Uses, two-three meteorological towers
and one Sonar Detecting and Ranging (SODAR) or
Light Detecting and Ranging (LIDAR) unit would be
installed on the Tule Wind Project site to monitor wind
speed and direction (twe three alternate meteorological
tower locations are also depicted on Figure D.4-8).
Proposed meteorological (PM) tower PM E-1 would be

Three MET towers are proposed for the Tule Wind Project.
Please update the discussion for the Tule Wind Project
using the data and analysis for the Modified Project Layout
provided. Additionally, Tule Wind, LLC would like the
flexibility to utilize a LIDAR unit in place of a SODAR unit
if feasible.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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installed approximately 2,600 feet northeast of the
collector substation, ard PM W-2 would be installed
within the Lark Canyon Off-Highway-Vehicle (OHV)
Area, approximately 2,600 feet west of the Lark Canyon
Campground_and PM-X1 would be installed on the ridge
in the northern portion of the project area. As proposed,
the SODAR/LIDAR unit would be installed within the
Lark Canyon OHV Area, approximately 2,600 feet west
of the Lark Canyon Campground. The SODAR/LIDAR
unit would be installed immediately west of
meteorological tower PM W-2. These project
components would be entirely under the land use
jurisdiction of the BLM; however, as shown on Figures
D.4-9, Tule Wind Project General Plan Land Use
Designations, and D.4-10, Tule Wind Project Zoning
Map, PM E-1 and PM-X1 would be located on land
designated Public/Semi-Public Lands and zoned S80
(Open Space); and PM W-2 (and the SODAR/LIDAR
unit) would be located on land designated General
Agriculture and zoned A72 (General Agriculture) by the
County.

19.

Land Use

D.4-50 - D.4-51

Second paragraph

With adoption of the County’s Draft General Plan
Update, the General Plan land use designation of the
proposed meteorological towers and SODAR/LIDAR
unit sites would be redesignated Public Agency Lands.

Third paragraph

As shown on Figure D.4-8, Tule Wind Project Existing
Land Use Overview, the proposed meteorological
towers and SODAR/LIDAR unit would be located on
land ...

Fourth paragraph (Overhead 138 kV Transmission
Line)

As shown on Figures D.4-1, Vicinity/Overview Map,
D.4-8, Tule Wind Project Existing Land Use Overview,
and D.4-8b and D.4-8c (Tule Wind Project Existing
Land Uses), the overhead 9:79.2-mile, 138 kV

Please consider updating language to include the option for
a LIDAR unit.

Please revise language to reflect corrected analysis per the
Modified Project Layout. Please consider updating
language to include all underlying land use designation for
each project component in discussion.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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transmission line route would travel in a southwestern
direction from the collector substation through vacant,
undeveloped BLM-administered lands (within the
McCain Valley National Cooperative Land and Wildlife
Management Area) and vacant, undeveloped County
jurisdictional land (a discontiguous swath of Rough
Acres Ranch property) abutting McCain Valley Road.
East of Rough Acres Ranch, the transmission line would
traverse undeveloped land including BLM-administered
land abutting the In-Ko-Pah Mountains ACEC, an
isolated parcel of Rough Acres Ranch, and the
easternmost portion of the CAL FIRE/California
Department of Corrections McCain Valley Conservation
Camp prior to crossing 1-8. To span I-8, Racific-Wind
Development Tule Wind, LLC would obtain an
Encroachment Permit from Caltrans (permits required
for spanning roadways is further discussed in Section
D.9, Transportation and Traffic). After crossing 1-8, the
transmission line would travel in a southwesterly
direction adjacent to Old Highway 80 and toward the
Boulevard Substation where it would interconnect. As
shown on Figure D.4-9, Tule Wind Project General Plan
Overview Map, and Figure D.4-10, Tule Wind Project
Zoning Map, the proposed transmission line would
traverse land designated Public/Semi-Public Lands,
General Agriculture, Multiple Rural Use (1 DU/4, 8, 20
AC), and land zoned S80 (Open Space), A72 (General
Agriculture) and S92 (General Rural) by the County (the
approximate 23-mile segment of the proposed
transmission line under the land use jurisdiction of the
County would traverse land designated General
Agriculture (A72), Multiple Rural Use (1 DU/4, 8, 20
AC) and zoned S92 (General Rural).

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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20. Land Use D.4-54 Applicable Regulations, Plans, and Standards (Third Please revise language to reflect corrected analysis per the
Column, Second Row) Modified Project Layout. Please remove the County of San

Table D.4-11 Diego Draft General Plan from the applicable plans

County of San Diego (turbines R1, R2, and R7 through |columns as this document is in Draft form and has not been
R13R11) adopted by the County Board of Supervisors. Therefore,
e County of San Diego Existing General Plan regulations, plans, and standards contained therein are not
e County of San Diego Zoning Ordinance applicable to the proposed Tule Wind Project.
e  Mountain Empire Subregional Plan
»—County-of San-Diego-Draft-General Plan-Update

Project Component (Second Column, Fourth Row)

Collector Substation, O&M Facility, Meteorological
Towers, and SODAR/LIDAR Unit

Applicable Regulations, Plans, and Standards (Third
Column, Fifth and Sixth Row)

Bureau of Land Management (+4-5.9 mile segment):
e Eastern San Diego County RMP/ROD

County of San Diego (2-mile 3-mile segment):
e County of San Diego General Plan

e County of San Diego Zoning Ordinance
e Mountain Empire Subregional Plan

o County-of San-Diege-Draft General Plan
21. Land Use D.4-61 Third paragraph Please revise all references to Pacific Wind Development to
reflect Tule Wind, LLC.

In 2005, Congress established a renewable energy goal
of at least 10,000 MW of renewable energy projects
located on public lands by 2015 (berdrolaRenewables;
tre-Tule Wind, LLC 2010).

22. Land Use D.4-69 Fourth paragraph Please revise language to reflect corrected analysis per the
Modified Project Layout.

In addition, 23 7 wind turbines and an approximate 2 3
mile segment of the 138 kV transmission line of the
Tule Wind Project would be under the land use
jurisdiction of the County; therefore, County of San
Diego policies and plans are listed as follows to assist in
determining land use compatibility.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 10 Land Use
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23.

Land Use

D.4-70

Third paragraph and bulleted items

The following goals and policies of the Existing General
Plan Land Use Element are applicable to the Proposed
PROJECT (County of San Diego 2003):

e Land Use Goal 2.1: Promote wise uses of the
County's land resources, preserving options for
future use.

e Land Use Goal 2.3: Retain the rural character of
non-urban lands.

e Land Use Environmental Goal 3.1: Protect
lands needed for preservation of natural and
cultural resources; managed production of
resources; and recreation, education, and scientific
activities.

e Land Use Environmental Goal 3.2: Promote the
conservation of water and energy resources.

e Regional Categories Policy 1.4 (Rural
Development Area): Proof of long-term
groundwater supply is provided.

¢ Non-Urban Residential Designation Policy 18
(Multiple Rural Use): Other than a single-family
home on an existing lot, it is not intended that any
development 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.

Please add the additional land use policy applicable to the
gen-tie portion of the Tule Wind Project.

24.

Land Use

D.4-74

Last three paragraphs
County of San Diego Draft General Plan Update

Originally undertaken in 1988, the comprehensive Draft
General Plan Update (County of San Diego 2010a) is
still being prepared. The current project schedule has the
General Plan Update going to the County Board of

Supervisors for_adeption-inlate-2010-hearings

Please clarify the status of the Draft General Plan Update
and consider adding language to indicate that the policies
and goals contained within the Draft General Plan Update
are not applicable to the Proposed PROJECT because they
have yet to be adopted and are subject to change. Please
also consider adding proposed text to give the reader an
understanding of the proposed changes to the applicable
land use policies and provisions of the Draft General Plan
Update.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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throughout 2011; however, the adoption date is
unknown. Although the Draft General Plan Update and
updated elements are not yet approved, the existing
General Plan Land Use Element was reviewed during
preparation of this section. It should be noted that the
Draft General Plan Update also contains the Draft
Boulevard Subregional Planning Area Community Plan,
which contains goals and policies specifically related to
wind and/or renewable energy projects. It should be
noted that the goals and policies of the Draft General
Plan Update have not been formally adopted and are
subject to change in future iterations of the plan, and are
therefore not applicable to the Proposed PROJECT.

It should be noted that Draft General Plan Update
modifies, and in some cases, omits existing goals and
policies of the Existing General Plan and Mountain
Empire Subregional Plan that are currently applicable to
the Tule Wind Project. For example, Policy (18)
Multiple Rural Use of the existing General Plan is
proposed to be deleted in the most recent version of the
Draft General Plan Update (Oct. 2010, see
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/

docs/bos 0ct2010/B1 02 landuse.pdf). In addition,
Policy and Recommendation 11 of the Mountain Empire
Subregional Plan is proposed to be deleted in the most
recent version of the Draft General Plan Update (Oct.

2010).

that-Many goals and policies from several plan elements
of the Draft General Plan Update would be applicable to
the Proposed PROJECT if it were adopted. Fherefore;

the-follewing policies-and-goals-identified-arepresented
by-plan-element-The following goals and policies of the
County of San Diego Draft General Plan Update and
Draft Boulevard Subregional Planning Area Community
Plan are associated with land use are presented by
element for informational purposes; however, the

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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following goals and policies ané are not applicable to
the Proposed PROJECT because the Draft General Plan
and Draft Boulevard Subregional Plan have not yet been
adopted and remain subject to change:

25. D.4-76 Sixth bullet (Policy LU-8.3) Please consider modifying language to be consistent with
policies outlined within the Draft General Plan Update -
Policy LU-8.3: Groundwater Dependent Habitat. Recommended Project (October 2010).

Discourage development that would significantly draw
down the groundwater table to the detriment of
groundwater-dependent habitat,-exeept-in-the-Borrego
Valley.

26. D.4-78 Sixth bullet (Policy COS-6.2) Please consider including language to be consistent with
policies outlined within the Draft General Plan Update -
Policy COS-6.2 Protection of Agricultural Recommended Project (October 2010).

Operations. Protect existing agricultural operations
from encroachment of incompatible land uses by doing
the following:

e Limiting the ability of new development to take
actions to limit existing agricultural uses by
informing and educating new projects as to the
potential impacts from agricultural operations

e Encouraging new or expanded agricultural land
uses to provide a buffer of non-intensive agriculture
or other appropriate uses (e.g., landscape screening)
between intensive uses and adjacent non-
agricultural land uses

o Allowing for agricultural uses in agricultural areas
and designing development and lots in a manner
that facilitates continued agricultural use within the
development

e Requiring development to minimize potential
conflicts with adjacent agricultural operations
through the incorporation of adequate buffers,
setbacks, and project design measures to protect
surrounding agriculture

e Supporting local and State right-to-farm regulations

o Retain or facilitate large and contiguous
agricultural operations by consolidation of
development during the subdivision process

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 13 Land Use
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217. Land Use D.4-83 County of San Diego Draft General Plan Update, Draft |Please clarify the status of the Draft General Plan Update
Boulevard Subregional Planning Area Community Plan |and consider adding language to indicate that the policies
(County of San Diego2010b 2610a) and goals contained within the Draft General Plan Update

are not applicable to the proposed PROJECT because they
The following goals and policies of the Draft Boulevard | have yet to be adopted.

Subregional Planning Area Community Plan are not
applicable to Proposed PROJECT components located
within the Boulevard Plan Area as it is yet to be adopted
and remains subject to change, but are provided for
informational purposes:

28. Land Use | D.4-84 to D.4-85 |Policy 6.1.4 bullets Please update the provisions of Policy LU 6.1.4 of the Draft
Boulevard Subregional Planning Area Community Plan to
Policy LU 6.1.4: Prohibit industrial or commercial reflect the most updated language presented within the
development with unmitigated and unmitigable impacts | Draft General Plan Update - Recommended Project
to the Boulevard area, such as: (October 2010).

o Unregulated maintenance and operation of
equipment that poses health and safety concerns to
the general public, including fires ignited from
malfunctioning industrial wind turbines, and
related equipment Health-and-safety-of the general

lic_inchuding fires ignited f

o Insufficient setbacks to minimize shadow flicker

0 Inadequate setbacks from adjacent private
property relative to tower height to mitigate
against tower collapse and blade shedding

o0 Impairment of visual resources and the rural
community character

o Insufficient setbacks to mitigate noise impacts, as
defined by Safety Element Table N-1, Noise
Compatibility Guidelines, and Table N-2, Noise
Standards.-Neise-pellution—ultrasonicand
inf ic vibrations, nc £ he si .
creates-greathuman-discomfortand-adversely
alleel_ts te |ea’ Hh GII ||n|9aeteel_ll_ Hans "".'Idl'le
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. - : | ; ,
0 Seismic wave impacts, ground vibrations, and
chemical and oil spills
o0 Light pollution of dark sky resources and shadow
flicker effect that create a nuisance, and result in
negative impacts to health and quality of life
| ‘ o
29. Land Use D.4-85 Policy CM 3.1.1 Please update the provisions of Policy CM 3.1.1 of the
Draft Boulevard Subregional Planning Area Community
Policy CM 3.1.1: Require secondary fire access/egress | Plan to reflect the most updated language presented within
routes to connect to a public road, when feasible urless | the Draft General Plan Update - Recommended Project
the-approval-of the Boulevard-Planning-Group-and-ah (October 2010).
|||_|e|ae|teel| Pt eﬁe' ty a'.d |ea|d el'“" ers-is-granted alel 8
30. Land Use D.4-86 Policy COS 1.5.1 Please strike language as this policy is no longer included
within the Draft General Plan Update - Recommended

Poliey-COS-1.5-1: Discourage-any-project thathasthe | Project (October 2010).

31. Land Use D.4-86 County of San Diego Existing General Plan, Mountain | Please correct reference to Existing Mountain Empire
Empire Subregional Plan (third and fourth paragraphs |Subregional Plan (last amended in 1995) as noted in the
down) header to the discussion.

The Mountain Empire Subregional Plan contains nine Please consider clarifying the recommendation to include
elements, including community character, land use, exact language and provisions as stated within the Existing
housing, mobility, public facilities and services, Mountain empire Subregional Plan.

conservation, recreation, energy conservation, and
scenic highways. Each element contains goals and
policies intended to responsibly direct the development
of the subregion. The General Goal of the Land Use
Element is to provide a land use pattern consistent with
the subregional population forecast (County of San

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 15 Land Use
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Diego 2616a1995). The Land Use Element recommends
that future industrial or commercial development that
adversely impacts the Mountain Empire Subregional
area, such as wind turbine generators, be denied if the
development would affect the general safety of the
general public peeple, create unmitigated visual impacts
to the rural environment, create noise pollution
emanating from the site exceeding 65 (decibels) dBs at
the property line, as it creates great human discomfort
and adversely affects affecting the tranquility of the
existing rural environment, or if the development results
in the economic devaluation of contiguous properties

property-devaluation (County of San Diego 19952010a).

The following policies and recommendations of the
Mountain Empire Subregional Plan are applicable to the
Proposed PROJECT (County of San Diego 1995 20103):

32.

D.4-87

Second through sixth bullet items)

Land Use (General Geak-Policy, Recommendation
1): The landforms of the Subregion are an important
environmental resource that should be respected in new
development. Hillside grading shall be minimized and
designed to blend in with the existing natural contours.

Land Use (General Geak-Policy, Recommendation
2): Create a buffer area of one hundred and fifty (150)
feet in width along the international boundary line
inclusive of the existing sixty-foot (60") Public Reserve
owned by the Federal Government.

Land Use (General Geak-Policy, Recommendation
3): Apply a ninety (90") foot setback within which no
new permanent building may be built northerly of the
existing sixty (60") foot Public Reserve line. Where such
ninety (90" foot setback can be shown to adversely
impact a property, the owner may apply for a waiver
from complying with the setback as provided for in
Section 7060 of The Zoning Ordinance.

Please consider revising the language as modified. The
provisions identified within the Draft EIR/EIS are not
identified as goals within the Mountain Empire Subregioanl
Plan, but rather, as Policies and Recommendations. Please
consider updating the text to correctly describe the
provisions stated within the Existing Mountain Empire
Subregional Plan (1995).

Additionally, it should be noted that the provisions of
“Industrial Policy, Recommendation 11" and “Conservation
Policy, Recommendation 7”are not included in the list of
applicable policies and recommendations within the Draft
EIR/EIS. Please include these provisions, as they are
applicable to the Tule Wind Project.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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Land Use (Industrial Geak-Policy, Recommendation
2): New industrial development should be clean, non-
polluting and complementary to a rural area.

Land Use (Industrial Geak-Policy, Recommendation
4): Ensure that all development be planned in a manner
that provides adequate public facilities prior to or
concurrent with need.

Land Use (Industrial Policy, Recommendation 11):
Deny future industrial or commercial development
which adversely impacts the Mountain Empire
Subregional area, such as wind turbine generators, for
any of the following reasons:

a) Safety of the general public;
b) Unmitigated visual impact on the rural
environment;

¢) Noise pollution emanating from the site exceeding
65 (decibels) dBs at the property line, as it creates
great human discomfort and adversely affects the
tranquility of the rural environment;

d) Such development may lead to the economic
devaluation of contiguous properties.

Conservation (Policy, Recommendation 1): All
development shall demonstrate a diligent effort to retain
as many native oak trees as possible.

Conservation (Policy, Recommendation 6 4-): The
dark night sky is a significant resource for the Subregion
and appropriate steps shall be taken to preserve it.

Conservation (Policy, Recommendation 7):
Development shall not adversely affect the habitat of
sensitive plant and wildlife species or those areas of
significant scenic value.

Facilities (Policy, Recommendation 1): Maintain
unobstructed access to and along the path of existing
power transmission facilities and lines.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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Facilities (Policy, Recommendation 2): Any proposed
grading, improvements or other encroachments to the
substation or transmission rights-of-way must be
reviewed by SDG&E.

Facilities (Policy, Recommendation 3): Any alteration
of drainage patterns affecting the substation or
transmission line rights-of-way should be reviewed and
approved by SDG&E.

Facilities (Policy, Recommendation 4). Uses proposed
for property adjacent to substations or transmission line
rights-of-way should be reviewed for possible impacts to
the power facilities and vice versa.

33. Land Use

D.4-90

Last paragraph

The requirements set forth previously are the current
zoning regulations per the County of San Diego Zoning
Ordinance. It should be noted, however, that the County
Department of Planning and Land Use staff is actively
working on amendments to the Zoning Ordinance that
would alter existing County wind turbine system
regulations and add new requirements associated with
the siting and permitting of solar energy systems and
facilities (tberdrela-Renewablestne Tule Wind, LLC
2010). Ordinance 10072, the Solar Energy Ordinance
was approved by the Board of Supervisors on September
15, 2010. However, at the time of preparation of this
Draft EIR/EIS, the Wind Ordinance was still undergoing

adopted, the regulations set forth in this the wind energy
ordinance would be applicable to all new wind
renewable energy projects in the unincorporated
portions of the County.

Please consider modifying language to clarify the approval
date of the Solar Energy Ordinance and the ongoing
development of the Wind Ordinance.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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34. Land Use D.4-94 Applicant Proposed Measures Please revise all references to Pacific Wind development to
reflect Tule Wind, LLC.
Tule Wind Project
No APMs were proposed by Pacific-\Wind-Development
Tule Wind, LLC to reduce impacts related to land use.
35. Land Use D.4-98 First paragraph Clover Flat Elementary is not anticipated to be disturbed as
a result of construction or operation of the Proposed Tule
Land uses at or near project components that could be | Wind project, because the school is located approximately
temporarily disturbed during construction (and 1.25 miles west of the proposed interconnect with the
decommissioning) activities include wilderness and rebuilt Boulevard Substation. Construction associated with
recreational lands (BLM McCain Valley National the alternative transmission line (if constructed) would have
Cooperative Land and Wildlife Management Area construction related activity that could impact Ribbonwood
including the In-Ko-Pah ACEC, Carrizo Gorge Road south of Interstate 8, but not the school.
Wilderness, Lark Canyon OHV Area, and the Lark
Canyon and Cottonwood Campgrounds), forest and Please revise all references to Pacific Wind Development to
recreational lands (Cleveland National Forest), public reflect Tule Wind, LLC.
roadways, an airstrip, aschooH{CloverFlat Elementary),
and rural residences. As stated previously, impacts to Please update language to reflect corrected analysis per the
wilderness and recreation, agricultural resources, and Modified Project Layout.
transportation facilities are discussed in Sections D.5
(Wilderness and Recreation), D.6 (Agriculture), and D.9
(Transportation and Traffic), respectively. Therefore,
sensitive land uses that could be temporarily disturbed
during construction consist of a-schoel-{CloverFlat
Elementary-Scheob-and-rural residences.
Fifth paragraph
In support of construction activities, Pacific-\Wind
Development-Tule Wind, LLC is proposing to improve
2762 23.44 miles of existing access roads in the
vicinity of Rough Acres Ranch, through the Campo and
Manzanita Indian reservations, and near the proposed
wind turbines, collector cable system, and 138 kV
transmission line...
36. Land Use D.4-102 Second paragraph Please consider modifying language to allow option for a

LIDAR unit to be used instead of a SODAR unit.

Depending upon jurisdiction, roads may be restored up to a
width of 24 feet to comply with County and fire
requirements.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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adjoin or traverse BLM-administered land used
primarily for wilderness and recreational purposes and
agriculture.

Third paragraph
Once construction is complete, all roads will be restored

to the standard 16- to 24-20-foot width, consistent with
jurisdictional requirements, and any temporary access

restrictions would be fully restored.

37.

Land Use

D.4-106 - D.4-
107

Second paragraph (D.4-106)

As demonstrated in Appendix 7 (Table 7-2), the
proposed Tule Wind Project would not be consistent
with all applicable policies, goals, and regulations
established in land use plans relevant to the project area.
While the Tule Wind Project would be consistent with
applicable federal land use plans, including the Eastern
San Diego County Resource Management Plan (BLM
2008a), the Final Programmatic EIS on Wind Energy
Development on BLM-administered lands occurring in
the Western United States (BLM 2005a), Wind Energy
Development Policy Instructional Memorandum (IM
2009-043) (BLM 2008b), and all Ewiiaapaayp Band of
Kumeyaay Indians land use laws, components of the
Tule Wind Project under the jurisdiction of the County
of San Diego (33 7 R-string turbines and an approximate
2-mile 3-mile segment of the 138 kV transmission line)
would not be consistent with all adopted and applicable
policies and goals, or proposed draft policies and goals
that may become applicable to the Project established in
the following County of San Diego documents:

e  County of San Diego General Plan: Part 11
Regional Land Use Element (County of San
Diego 2010a), Regional Land Use Element Non-
Urban Residential Designation Policy (18)
Multiple Rural Use

e  County of San Diego General Plan: Part XX
Mountain Empire Subregional Plan (County of

San Diego 1995)

The Draft EIR/EIS cannot treat the County of San Diego
Draft General Plan Update policies and goals as an
applicable land use plan, because it has not yet been
adopted. The County Board of Supervisors is still in the
process of hearing public comments on these draft policies,
and they may change significantly before they are approved
by the Board of Supervisors. The document should clarify
that draft policies are currently not applicable to the
Proposed Project. Please consider the textual revision
provided.

The Tule Wind Project is also currently processing a
General Plan Amendment with the County of San Diego
which will remove the inconsistency with the General Plan
Policy (18) Multiple Rural Use. The Project cannot be
approved without approval of this General Plan
Amendment and therefore, the General Plan Amendment is
considered a Project feature.

Mountain Empire Subregional Plan Land Use Element
Industrial Policy/Recommendation 11 only prohibits
unmitigated visual impacts, not visual impacts that have
been mitigated but cannot be mitigated below a level of
significance. Policy and Recommendation 11 is vague and
does not recognize industrial development with significant
visual impacts that have been mitigated, nor does it prohibit
such development. The Tule Wind Project is consistent with
the Mountain Empire Subregional Plan Policy 11 because
impacts are being mitigated. However, in an abundance of
caution, the Tule Wind Project is currently processing an
amendment to the Mountain Empire Subregional Plan

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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¢ County of San Diego Zoning Ordinance, Section |which will remove the potential for inconsistency with the
6951 Project. Tule Wind, LLC, however, believes that the Tule

e County of San Diego Draft General Plan Update, | Wind Project is currently consistent with the Subregional
Land Use, Safety and Noise elements (County of |Plan.
San Diego 2010a-2010b)
e County of San Diego Draft General Plan Update, | Finally, the Tule Wind Project is currently processing a

Draft Boulevard Subregional Planning Area change to the County Wind Ordinance Section 6951 that is

Community Plan (County of San Diego 2040a | specific to the Project which will make the Project

2010b). consistent with the height and setback provisions of the
Ordinance.

Third paragraph

Although the Tule Wind Project was found to be
inconsistent with policies and regulations contained in
the above local land use plans, these-it should be noted
that the policies that were determined to be inconsistent
with the Tule Wind Project identified within the County
of San Diego General Plan Regional Land Use Element
(Policy (18) Multiple Rural Use and the Mountain
Empire Subregional Plan (Industrial Policy/
Recommendation 11) are proposed to be deleted in the
most recent version of the Draft General Plan Update
(Recommended Project, October 2010). It should also be
noted that the County’s Draft Wind Ordinance (currently
under development and environmental review) will
amend the current and antiquated definition and height
and setback requlations for “large wind turbines” in the
County’s jurisdiction within the Zoning Ordinance.

Although provisions and regulations contained within
Draft land use plans and ordinances (as described above)
have not been formally adopted by the County of San
Diego and are therefore subject to change, it is important
to note the proposed deletion of such restrictive policies
toward the development of the Proposed PROJECT. B
However, bBecause these plans and ordinances are still
draft versions, no impact determination has been made
with regards to inconsistencies with these plans.

Added paragraph

A project feature of the Tule Wind Project is the
processing of a General Plan Amendment to amend

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 21 Land Use
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General Plan Policy (18) Multiple Rural Use and the
Mountain Empire Subregional Plan (Industrial
Policy/Recommendation 11) to be consistent with the
Project. The Tule Wind Project is also processing a
Project specific change to Ordinance 6951 that will
eliminate the inconsistency between the Ordinance and
the Project. These Amendments are integral Project
features and the Project components within the
jurisdiction of the County of San Diego cannot be

approved without these amendments.

Fourth paragraph (D.4-106) through second paragraph
(D.4-107)

In addition, wWith the implementation of mitigation
measures identified in various parts of Section D, e.g.,
Biological Resources, Visual Resources, Public Services
and Utilities, and Fire and Fuels Management, project
components under the jurisdiction of the County of San
Diego were-determined-to will be consistent with the
plans and policies established in the following County of
San Diego documents:

e Mountain Empire Subregional Plan (1995 20103)

e County of San Diego Existing General Plan Land
Use Element (County of San Diego 20832010a),
Energy Element (1977), Conservation Element
(County of San Diego 2002), Public Facility
Element (County of San Diego 2005), and
Seismic Element (County of San Diego 1991)

e County of San Diego Draft General Plan Update
(Conservation and Open Space, and Mobility
elements) (County of San Diego 2010b).

o+ County-of San-Diego-Zoning-Ordinance:
Second paragraph (D.4-107)

Therefore, because impact determinations have not been
made with regards to local land use plans that have not

been formally adopted by the County of San Diego, and
because a Project feature of the Tule Wind Project is the
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processing of amendments to land use plans and the
zoning ordinance to make the Project consistent with all
adopted and applicable local land use plans and policies,
and-because-project components of the Tule Wind
Project were determined to be consistent with all
adopted and applicable local land use plans and policies
(with implementation of mitigation measures identified
in other parts of Section D), identified impacts would be
adverse and mitigation has been provided to mitigate
this impact. Under CEQA, impacts would be significant
but can be mitigated to a level that is considered less
than significant (Class II).

38. Land Use D.4-117 Second paragraph Please update language to clarify that the proposed
substation and O&M facility will be a co-located facility on
Under this alternative the Tule Wind Project’s collector | Rough Acres Ranch. Please also consider adding language
substation and O&M facility would be relocated from to identify the increased distance of the collector line
BLM-administered land in the McCain Valley National |system.

Cooperative Land and Wildlife Management Area to a
co-located location on County of San Diego
jurisdictional land on Rough Acres Ranch. Proposed
turbines would be located in the same location as
identified in the proposed Tule Wind Project. Relocation
of the collector substation and O&M facility to Rough
Acres Ranch would result in a shorter proposed 138 kV
transmission line route and a longer overhead cable
collector system. Upon exiting the alternate collector
substation site, the alternate 138 kV transmission line
would travel east for approximately 2,000 feet,
traversing Rough Acres Ranch land and BLM land. At
this point the alternative gen-tie would then turn south
and follow the same route to the rebuilt Boulevard
Substation as the proposed Tule Wind Project 138 kV
transmission line. This alternative would extend the
overhead collector cable system from its end point in the
proposed Tule Wind Project (near proposed turbine R5)
to the relocated collector substation, an increase of
approximately 7.7 miles...
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39. Land Use D.4-118 Third paragraph Please update language to reflect land use designations
. . , presented within the Draft General Plan Update
With the adoption of the County’s Draft General Plan | (Recommended Project October 2010). Please correct

Update, the General Plan land use designation of the length of alternative transmission line distances per the
relocated collector substation and O&M facility would | njodified Project Layout.

be redesignated Rural Lands (RL-80 1 DU/80 acres),
and the alternate transmission line and collector cable
system would traverse lands redesignated Public Agency
Lands Open-Space{(Conservation) and Rural Lands (RL-
80 1 DU/80 acres)-and-the-collectorcablesystem-would
land - C : % ioR).

Fourth paragraph

...Relocating the collector substation and O&M facility
and reducing the length of the proposed 138 kV
transmission line from 9-7 9.2 to 44 3.8 miles would not
reduce the number of residences located within 1,000
feet of project components, and when compared with the
proposed Tule Wind Project, the collector substation and
the O&M facility would actually be closer to
residences/structures located on Rough Acres Ranch.

40. Land Use D.4-120 Third paragraph (New Development Policy 5) Please revise all references to Pacific Wind Development to
reflect Tule Wind, LLC.

... However, although the potential for impacts is low,
Pacific-Wind-Develepment-Tule Wind, LLC would
implement Mitigation Measure GEO-3 and would
perform geotechnical studies to evaluate the potential for
liquefaction, lateral spreading, seismic slope instability,
and ground-cracking hazards to affect the approved
project and all associated facilities...

41. Land Use D.4-121 Policy S-3-7 Please revise all references to Pacific Wind Development to
reflect Tule Wind, LLC.

... The pre-engineered O&M facility would be under the
jurisdiction of the County, and Pacific\Aind
Development-Tule Wind, LLC would be required to
ensure that fabrication of the facility meets current
ignition resistant construction codes. Once the County
reviews the O&M facility plans and approves of its
fabrication, this alternative would be consistent with this

policy.
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42. Land Use D.4-122 Fourth paragraph (Impact LU-1) Please revise to reflect corrected analysis.

During construction and decommissioning, temporary
disturbance of existing land uses between the relocated
collector substation and the rebuilt Boulevard Substation
would be greater under this alternative (when compared
with the proposed Tule Wind Project) due to open
trenching for approximately 4-2-3.8 miles along the gen-
tie line alignment.

43. Land Use D.4-125 Second paragraph Please revise language to reflect the most recent version of
the Draft General Plan Update Recommended Project
With adoption of the County’s Draft General Plan October 2010.

Update, the General Plan land use designation of the
relocated collector substation and O&M facility would
be redesignated Rural Lands (RL-80 1 DU/80 acres), the
alternate gen-tie line would traverse lands redesignated
ion)}-Public Agency Lands, Rural
Lands (RL-80 1 DU/80 acres), Semi-Rural Residential
(SR-4 SU/4,8,16 acres), Semi-Rural Residential (SR-10
1 DU/10,20 acres), and General Commercial; the
collector cable system would traverse lands redesignated

Open-Space{Conservation)-Public Agency Lands.

44, Land Use D.4-125 Third paragraph Clover Flat Elementary is not anticipated to be temporarily
disturbed during construction. Please revise language as
Land uses at or near project components that could be | suggested.

temporarily disturbed during construction of the Tule
Wind Route 3 alternative with collector
substation/O&M facility on Rough Acres Ranch include
wilderness and recreational lands (BLM McCain Valley
National Cooperative Land and Wildlife Management
Avrea including the Lark Canyon OHV Area), public
roadways, a private airstrip, commercial businesses,
public facilities (Boulevard Volunteer Fire Department
and San Diego County Sheriff’s Department Substation-
Boulevard), an airstrip, aschool{CloverFlat
Elementary)-an inn (Lux Inn), and rural residences.
Impacts to wilderness and recreation, agricultural
resources, transportation facilities, and public services
are discussed in Sections D.5 (Wilderness and
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Recreation), D.6 (Agriculture), D.9 (Transportation and
Traffic), and D.14 (Public Services and Utilities),
respectively. Therefore, sensitive land uses that could be
temporarily disturbed during construction consist of a
school{CloverFlat Elementary-Schoel)-an inn (Lux
Inn);-and rural residences. Other uses that would be
temporarily impacted by construction of the alternative
include commercial uses adjacent to Old Highway 80 in

Boulevard.
45, Land Use D.4-128 Fourth paragraph (Impact LU-1) Clover Flat Elementary is not anticipated to be temporarily
disturbed during construction. Please revise language as
...Sensitive land uses that could be temporarily suggested.

disturbed during construction and decommissioning
consist of aseheel{Clover-Flat-Elementary)-an inn (Lux
Inn), rural residences, and commercial uses adjacent to
the transmission line alignment.

46. Land Use D.4-130 Fourth paragraph (Impact LU-1) Clover Flat Elementary is not anticipated to be temporarily
disturbed during construction. Please revise language as
Similar to the proposed Tule Wind Project, uses at or suggested.

near project components that could be disturbed by
construction (and decommissioning) activities include
wilderness and recreational lands, public roadways, an
airstrip, a-scheeH{Clover-FlatElementany)-and
residential uses. Refer to Section D.5, Wilderness and
Recreation, for an analysis of construction-related
impacts to recreational uses, and Section D.9,
Transportation and Traffic, for an analysis of
construction-related impacts to public roadways.
Sensitive land uses in the area include a-seheoland rural
residential uses.

47. | Appendix 7 7-37 Leases/Permits/Easements Subsection (Consistency Please revise all references to Pacific Wind Development to
Determination) reflect Tule Wind, LLC.

Pacific Wind-Development-Tule Wind, LLC has

coordinated with local tribes and Section 106 of the
NHPA will be completed and documented by the project
applicant. Once the historic preservation review process
has been completed and documented and the Advisory
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Council on Historic Preservation has been afforded a
reasonable opportunity to comment, the Tule Wind
Project would be consistent with this policy.

48. | Appendix 7 7-40 Consistency Determination (Row 2, Column 2) Please revise all references to Pacific Wind Development to

reflect Tule Wind, LLC.
Pacific- Wind-Development-Tule Wind, LLC has been in

consultation with appropriate federal, state, and local
agencies regarding the Tule Wind Project. Specific
project issues have been identified in the Plan of
Development (POD) and are analyzed in this EIR/EIS.
Therefore, the Tule Wind Project would be consistent
with this policy.

49. | Appendix 7 7-41 (Rows 3 and 4, Column 2) Please revise all references to Pacific Wind Development to

reflect Tule Wind, LLC.
Pacific-Wind-Develepment Tule Wind, LLC has
prepared a POD and has submitted it to the BLM for

review. APMs were identified by Tule Wind, LLC
Pacific-Wind-Development in the Tule Wind Project
environmental document, and additional mitigation will
be identified in the various sections of this EIR/EIS.
Therefore, the Tule Wind Project would be consistent
with this policy.

Pacific-Wind-Develepment Tule Wind, LLC has
prepared a POD for the Tule Wind Project and has and

will continue to consult with the BLM and other
appropriate federal, state, and local agencies regarding
the project. Therefore, the Tule Wind Project will be
consistent with this policy.

50. | Appendix 7 7-42 County of San Diego Existing General Plan — Land Use |Please revise language to reflect corrected analysis per the
Element (Column 2, Consistency Determination) Modified Project Layout.

... Although construction and operation of turbines in
the R turbine string and the 2-mile 3-mile segment of the
138 kV transmission line located under County of San
Diego land use jurisdiction would result in impacts to
the natural environment, these project components
would indirectly work toward preserving the natural
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environment by producing and transmitting renewable
energy. In addition, these components of the Tule Wind
Project would help the County of San Diego accomplish
its renewable energy goals as established in the County
General Plan (Energy Element). Therefore, the Tule
Wind Project would be consistent with this policy.

51.

Appendix 7

7-43

Land Use Goal 2.3 (Column 2, Consistency
Determination)

Pacific-Wind-Develepment-Tule Wind, LLC would

construct and operate £37 wind turbines and a segment
of the 138 kV transmission line on rural County of San
Diego jurisdictional lands. Eleven Five of the thirteen
seven wind turbines under the County’s jurisdiction
would be located approximately 4.5 miles northeast of
the community of Boulevard and would be surrounded
by BLM jurisdictional land. The two remaining wind
turbines under the County’s jurisdiction would be
located on a disturbed site (Rough Acres Ranch) and
would be sited approximately 2,000 feet from the
nearest residence. The 2:83.0-mile segment of the 138
kV transmission line under County land use jurisdiction
would travel south from the collector substation along
McCain Valley Road and east along Old Highway 80
prior to interconnecting with the rebuilt Boulevard
Substation...

Please revise language to reflect corrected analysis per the
Modified Project Layout.

52.

Appendix 7

7-44

Land Use Environmental Goal 3.2 (Column 2,
Consistency Determination)

Construction of project components on County of San
Diego jurisdictional land would require a fraction of the
overall construction water needs of the entire project and
operation of these specific components would not
require excessive amounts of water.

Please consider noting the textual revisions.

53.

Appendix 7

7-44

Regional Categories Policy 1.4

Operation of project components associated with the

Tule Wind Project underthejurisdiction-of-the-County

For the purposes of groundwater, please consider using
project assumptions of the entire Tule Wind Project versus
County jurisdictional land only.
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of San-Diege would not require excessive volumes of
water. Regular applications of water at the 43-7 turbine
locations and along the 2-mile-segment-of the
transmission line under-County-jurisdiction would not be
required. In addition, Pacific-\Wind-Development-Tule

Wind, LLC has received confirmation from local water
districts (will serve letters from the Jacumba Community
Services District and the Live Oak Springs Water
Company) that water would be available for
construction of the Project. Lastly, as indicated within
the Groundwater Investigation Report (dated December
2010), with-implementation-of-Mitigation-Measure
toperforma-groundwater study-to-ensure-that

groundwater use during construction would not
substantially impact the local aquifer. Therefore, these
components would be consistent with this policy.

Please revise language to reflect consistency with
Groundwater Investigation Report dated December 2010,
which correlates to Mitigation Measure HYD-3. Please
revise language and mitigation measures accordingly.

54.

Appendix 7

7-44

Applicable Land Use Plan, Policy, or Regulation
(Column 1)

Multiple Rural Use Policy (18) Land Use Designation &
The General Agriculture Policy (20) Land Use
Designation

Consistency Determination (Column 2)

The Multiple Rural Use Policy (18) and General
Agriculture (20 designation does not specifically
exclude wind turbine or electrical transmission line
development. However, the Multiple Rural Use Policy
(18) Land Use Designation prohibits development
“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.” Rather;because-these-The land use
designations are consistent with the use regulations of
the S92 and A72 (zones which conditionally permit
Major Impact Services and Utilities), however the

Please update language to reflect corrected analysis. The
Tule Wind Project is currently processing a General Plan
Amendment with the County of San Diego which will
remove the inconsistency with the General Plan Policy (18)
Multiple Rural Use. The Project cannot be approved
without approval of this General Plan Amendment and
therefore, the General Plan Amendment is considered a
Project feature.

Tule Wind, LLC is also currently processing a change to the
County Wind Ordinance Section 6951 that is specific to the
Project which will make the Project consistent with the
height and setback provisions of the Ordinance.
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installation of the wind turbines (proposed at a height up
10 492 feet) would necessitate a Zoning Ordinance
Amendment to County Zoning Ordinance § 6951 to
allow the same height and setback limitations for the
East County Substation, Tule Wind, and Energia Sierra
Juarez Gen-Tie Projects that are being considered in the
County’s proposed revised wind ordinance. ard+tThe
138 kV transmission line would be consistent with the
applicable land use designations {Majer-tmpact-Utilities

would;-howeverrequire with the approval of a Major
Use Permits) to operate in the S92 and A72 zones.

Because the Tule Wind Project will recognize
significant, adverse, immitigable environmental impacts,
an amendment to the Regional Land Use Element Policy
(18) Multiple Rural Use of the County of San Diego
General Plan (last amended September 3, 2010) would
be required for those portions of the 138 kV
transmission line and roadways for which Policy (18)
Multiple Rural Use applies. Upon obtainment of Major
Use Permits and Zoning Ordinance Amendment to
County Zoning Ordinance 8§ 6951 for the wind turbines
and a General Plan Amendment for the portions of the
138 kV transmission line and roadways for which Policy
(18) Multiple Rural Use applies138-k\, transmission-tine
{theturbines-and-2-mie segmentofthe 138k

transmisston-hne-undertheturisdiction-of the County-of
San-Biego}, the Tule Wind Project would be consistent
with the use regulations of the Multiple Rural Use (18)
an General Agriculture (20) General Plan Land Use
designations.

55.

Appendix 7

7-44 thru 7-45

Policy 4 (X-22)

Pacific-Wind Tule Wind LLC Development has
identified three existing groundwater wells on Rough
Acres Ranch that could provide water for construction
of project-compenents-under-Countyjurisdiction. While
project components under County land use jurisdiction
(23 7 wind turbines and a 23-mile segment of the 138
kV transmission line) would require a fraction of the

Please revise language to reflect consistency with
Groundwater Investigation Report dated December 2010,
which correlates to Mitigation Measure HYD-3. Please
revise language and mitigation measures accordingly.
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approximate £7:5-19 million gallons of water required
for the entire project, the construction of these
components would require a constant water source for
dust suppression, turbine foundation construction, and
miscellaneous activities. Although-the-applicant-has

identified-groundwateras-the sole source for
construction-needs;-H-the The required groundwater

study (Mitigation Measure HYD-3) concludes that the
use of groundwater is netviable for construction
purposes. imported Imported water would may also be
trucked to the project site from local sources including
the Jacumba Community Services District, the Live Oak
Springs Water Company, and/or the McCain Valley
Conservation Camp, if necessary. The use of imported
water would be project-specific and would not affect
regional policies seeking to reduce reliance on imported
water. Therefore, project components under the
County’s jurisdiction would be consistent with this

policy.

56.

Appendix 7

7-45

Policy 6 (X-22) (Column 2, Consistency Determination)

See response to Policy 4, above. Pacific\Aind

Development Tule Wind, LLC proposes to use
groundwater during construction and operation of the
Tule Wind Project cempenents-under-the-tand-use
jurisdiction-of the-County-of San-Biego. The
Groundwater Investigation Report weuld-enty-be-used

. on if : I |
(Mitigation Measure HY D-3) determines-concludes that

groundwater to-be is a viable source. Additionally,
mported water is anticipated to be available for
construction for construction purposes_if necessary (see
Section D.12, Water Resources). Therefore, project

compeonents-under-the- County’sjurisdiction-the Tule
Wind Project would be consistent with this policy.

Minimal amounts of groundwater will be required
throughout operation.

For the purposes of groundwater, please consider using
project assumptions of the entire Tule Wind Project versus
County jurisdictional land only.
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57.

Appendix 7

7-45 through 7-
46

Policy 17 (X-54) (Column 2, Consistency
Determination)

Because wind turbines and a 2-mile 3-mile segment of
the 138 kV transmission line would be subject to the
County if San Diego environmental review process, this
policy would be applicable to components of the Tule
Wind Project....

Please revise language to reflect corrected analysis per the
Modified Project Layout.

58.

Appendix 7

7-46

Goal 4 (Column 2, Consistency Determination)

To minimize environmental impacts associated with the
construction and operation of project components,
Pacific- Wind-Development Tule Wind, LLC has
proposed APMs and would implement mitigation
measures. Therefore, the Tule Wind Project would be
consistent with this policy.

Please revise all references to Pacific Wind development to
reflect Tule Wind, LLC.

59.

Appendix 7

7-48

Fire Protection and Emergency Services Goal (Column
2, Consistency Determination)

The 43 7 turbines and 2-3-mile segment of the 138 kV
transmission line under County of San Diego
jurisdiction would be located within 6.5 miles of the
Boulevard Fire and Rescue Department...

Please revise language to reflect corrected analysis per the
Modified Project Layout.

60.

Appendix 7

7-48

Water Provisions Systems Policy 1.2 (Column 2,
Consistency Determination)

Pacific-Wind-Development Tule Wind, LLC has

indicated that groundwater extracted from wells located
on Rough Acres Ranch would be utilized for use during
construction. Hewever—-the-required-groundwater
study The Groundwater Investigation Report (Mitigation
Measure HYD-3) concludes that groundwater is net a
viable source for use during construction, then and water
from a local source (Racific-\Wind-Develepment Tule
Wind, LLC has identified the Jacumba Community
Services District, the Live Oak Springs Water Company
and the McCain Valley Conservation Camp as potential
water sources) would be hauled to the project site for

Please update language to include the information contained
within the Groundwater Investigation Report and
conclusions therein.
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use, if deemed necessary. Therefore, because the project
applicant would-be-required-to-identify has identified
reliable source(s) of water prior to construction of the
Project (see Section D.12, Mitigation Measure HYD-3),
with implementation of mitigation project components
under the County’s jurisdiction would be consistent with
these policies.

61. | Appendix 7 7-48 County Trails Program Policy 3.7 (Column 2, Please revise language to reflect corrected analysis per the
Consistency Determination) Modified Project Layout.

As proposed, the13- 7 wind turbines and segment of the
138 kV gene-tie under the jurisdiction of the County of
San Diego would not be located on lands upon which a
trail or pathway identified in the Regional Trail Plan or
Boulevard Community Trails and Pathway Plan occurs.
Therefore, wind turbines and the 2-mile 3-mile segment
of the transmission line under the jurisdiction of the
County would be consistent with this policy.

62. | Appendix 7 7-49 Fault Rupture Policy 2 (Column 2, Consistency Please revise all references to Pacific Wind development to
Determination) reflect Tule Wind, LLC.

The proposed Tule Wind Project site does not cross any
mapped Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Hazard Zones. The
closest active fault to the Tule Wind Project is the
Coyote Mountain section of the Elsinore Fault, located
approximately 7.1 miles to the northeast. One potentially
active fault transects the project area near Turbines Q1
and Q2 (Raeific- Wind-Development Tule Wind, LLC
2010b), however, these turbines would be under the
jurisdiction of the BLM and ne-not the County...

63. | Appendix 7 7-50 Landslide Policy 4 (Column 2, Consistency Please revise language to reflect corrected analysis per the
Determination) Modified Project Layout.

... project components under the jurisdiction of the
County (23 7 wind turbines in the R-turbine string and a
23-mile segment of the 138 kV transmission line) is
relatively low because these areas are underlain by
tonalite...
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64. | Appendix 7 7-50 New Development Policy 1 (Column 2, Consistency Please consider adding in language to include the potential
Determination) for O&M Buildings on County land.
As proposed, the Tule Wind Project would not construct
buildings on County of San Diego jurisdictional lands
and, therefore, these policies are not applicable.
However, if an Alternate O&M Building is constructed
on County land, the building would be constructed in
accordance with the Uniform Building Code.
65. | Appendix 7 7-51 Please consider deleting reference to the County of San | The DEIR/DEIS provides analysis relative to the April 2,
Diego Draft General Plan Update—Land Use Element. |2010 County of San Diego Draft General Plan Update. The
It is not an adopted document, and none of its goals or | April 2, 2010 document has been significantly altered in
policies apply to the Proposed Project. response to public testimony and concerns raised by
members of the Board of Supervisors. Drafts marked
October 2010 are the current versions of the Draft General
Plan Update and any discussion of Draft policies, although
they should not be analyzed, should be based on the most
recent version of the Draft. The significant changes that
have occurred from the April to October Drafts of the
General Plan Update illustrate the inherent problem with
analyzing the Project relative to a draft document that has
not been adopted and is subject to change. We would again
request that you please consider deleting analysis based
upon the County of San Diego Draft General Plan Update.
66. | Appendix 7 7-51 Goal LU-2 (Column 2, Consistency Determination) Please revise language to reflect corrected analysis per the

Implementation of the Tule Wind Project would not
significantly impede on the rural character of the project
area. Five Eleven of the thirteen seven wind turbines
under the County’s jurisdiction would be located
approximately 4.5 miles northeast of the community of
Boulevard and would be surrounded by BLM
jurisdictional land. The two remaining wind turbines
under the County’s jurisdiction would be located on a
disturbed site (Rough Acres Ranch) and would be sited
approximately 2,000 feet from the nearest residence.
The 2:83.0-mile segment of the 138 kV transmission
line under County land use jurisdiction would travel
south from the collector substation along McCain Valley

Modified Project Layout.
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Road and east along Old Highway 80 prior to
interconnecting with the rebuilt Boulevard Substation...

67.

Appendix 7

7-51

Policy LU.2-7 (Column 2, Consistency Determination)

Pacific Wind-Develepment-Tule Wind, LLC has

proposed APMs and would implement mitigation
measures to minimize environmental impacts associated
with the construction and operation of the wind turbines
and the 23-mile segment of the 138 kV transmission line
under County of San Diego jurisdiction...

Please revise language to reflect corrected analysis per the
Modified Project Layout.

68.

Appendix 7

7-51 thru 7-52

Policy LU.5-3 (Column 2, Consistency Determination)

The 3 2-mile segment of the Tule Wind Project (the 138
kV transmission line) traversing County of San Diego-
designated rural land would be linear in nature, would
travel adjacent to an existing paved roadway, and would
not result in an excessive amount of surface disturbance.
Implementation Construction of the turbines and
transmission line would not jeopardize the preservation
of existing open space and rural areas in the project area.
The project would not conflict with the County’s goal of
preserving open space and rural lands and would be
consistent with this policy.

Please revise language to reflect corrected analysis per the
Modified Project Layout.

69.

Appendix 7

7-52

Policy LU-6.1 (Column 2, Consistency Determination)

... Wind turbine development would affect other issue
areas including visual resources (see Section D.3, Visual
Resources) and impacts would be significant and
unmitigable. While impacts would be significant,
mitigation measures would be implemented by Pacific

Wind-Development-Tule Wind, LLC and would

minimize environmental impacts to the extent feasible.

Please revise all references to Pacific Wind Development to
reflect Tule Wind, LLC.

70.

Appendix 7

7-52

Policy LU-6.5 (Column 2, Consistency Determination)

... Implementation of Mitigation Measure HYD-6
(Preparation of a Stormwater Management Plan) would

require Pacific-\Wind-Development Tule Wind, LLC to

incorporate Low-Impact Development Features into the

Please revise all references to Pacific Wind Development to
reflect Tule Wind, LLC.
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project design to ensure that existing drainage patterns
are not significantly altered.

71. | Appendix 7 | 7-52thru7-53 |[Policy LU.6-9 (Column 2, Consistency Determination) | Please revise all references to Pacific Wind Development to
reflect Tule Wind, LLC.

The presence of up to 43 7 wind turbines and a 32-mile
segment of a new overhead transmission line in rural
southeastern San Diego on County lands would increase
the probability of wildfire in the area. The project would
also increase the probability of other public safety-
related impacts resulting from wind turbine operation
(see Section D.10, Public Health and Safety, of this
EIR/EIS). Tule Wind, LLC Pacific-\Wind-Development
would implement mitigation (see Section 10, Public
Health and Safety, and Section D.15, Fire and Fuel
Management) including implementation of a hazardous
materials management plans and incorporation of wind
turbine generator fire protection systems which would
minimize impacts to the extent feasible. Therefore, with
implementation of mitigation and APMs, project
components under County land use jurisdiction would
be consistent with this policy.

72. | Appendix 7 7-53 Policy LU-8.3 (Column 2, Consistency Determination) | Please revise all references to Pacific Wind Development to
reflect Tule Wind, LLC.

Construction of project components under the
jurisdiction of the County of San Diego would require a
fraction of the water necessary for construction of the
entire Tule Wind Project. Tule Wind, LL CRacific-Wind
Development has identified three on-site groundwater
wells that could supply water during construction.
Excessive amounts of groundwater would not be
required for construction of components of County
jurisdictional land and water for these components is not
expected to significantly draw down the groundwater
table. Therefore, the components of the Tule Wind
Project on County jurisdictional lands would be
consistent with this policy.
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73.

Appendix 7

7-53 thru 7-54

Policy LU.10-2 (Column 2, Consistency Determination)

The Tule Wind Project, which includes 7 £3-wind
turbines and a 3 2-mile segment of the proposed
transmission line on County of San Diego lands, would
be located in an area of the County identified by CAL
FIRE as a very high and high fire hazard area.
Implementation of APMs and mitigation measures
identified in Section D.15, Fire and Fuels Management,
would reduce wildfire related impacts to the extent
feasible. In addition, project components under County
of San Diego Land use jurisdiction would not
significantly alter the rural character of the project area
(see response to Goal LU-2, above). Hewever-because

project-components-under-the-County’sjurisdiction

i i i 1
'“’GH.Id beJocated-in-high-and "e; Y "g,' I.az_aldl_ areas
would-net-be-consistentwith-this-pehicy—Therefore, the

components of the Tule Wind Project on County

jurisdictional lands would be consistent with this policy.

Consider clarifying the conclusion to state that the proposed
project is not subject to the policies included in the DRAFT
General Plan Update. If the DEIR continues to analyze the
Draft Plan we believe that a consistency finding can be
made per the discussion below.

This interpretation of the Draft General Plan policy treats
the phrase “avoid...hazard areas” as an absolute
prohibition, when it is provided in the context of best efforts
to avoid these hazard areas. Draft General Plan Update
page 2-11, Guiding Principal 5, upon which Policy LU.10-2
is based states:

“New development should be located and designed to
protect life and property from these and similar hazards. In
high risk areas, development should be prohibited or
restricted in type and/or density. In other areas, structures,
properties, infrastructure, and other improvements should
be designed to mitigate potential risks from these hazards.
Development that cannot avoid high risk areas should be
carefully reviewed for consistency with County building

codes and development regulations to eliminate or
minimize potential risks.” (Emphasis added).

Wind turbines must be located in areas where high wind
activity exists and therefore cannot avoid high risk areas
that coincide with high wind resource areas. Since the Tule
Wind Project cannot avoid these high risk areas they must
be “carefully reviewed for consistency with County
building codes and development regulations or minimize
potential risks.” The DEIR/DEIS text indicates that the
Project will meet all building codes and states in the
consistency determination for this policy that
“Implementation of APMs and mitigation measures
identified in Section D.15, Fire and Fuels Management,
would reduce wildfire related impacts to the extent
feasible.” Therefore, the Project has avoided the hazard
area by minimizing the potential risk.

The DEIR/DEIS interpretation of this policy would mean
that any type of development in a high fire hazard area
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would be inconsistent with this policy, which clearly cannot
be correct, because the County allows housing and
agricultural operations in this area.

74.

Appendix 7

7-54

Policy LU.10-4 (Column 2, Consistency Determination)

Pacific Wind-Development-Tule Wind, LLC proposes

APMs and would implement mitigation measures to
minimize environmental impacts associated with
components of the Tule Wind Project located on County
of San Diego jurisdictional lands. Therefore, with
implementation of mitigation measures and APMs,
project components under County jurisdiction would be
consistent with this policy.

Please revise all references to Pacific Wind Development to
reflect Tule Wind, LLC.

75.

Appendix 7

7-54

Policy LU-11.2 (Column 2, Consistency Determination)

The bulk, scale, and design of project components under
County land use jurisdiction (237 wind turbines and a
23-mile segment of the 138 kV transmission line) would
not significantly impact the rural character of the
Boulevard community (see response to Goal LU-2,
above). Therefore, project components under County
land use jurisdiction would be consistent with this

policy.

Please revise language to reflect corrected analysis per the
Modified Project Layout.

76.

Appendix 7

7-54

Policy LU-12.1 and 12.2 (Column 2, Consistency
Determination)

For components under the jurisdiction of the County of
San Diego, Pacific-Wind-Development Tule Wind, LLC
would be required to comply with all conditions of
approval identified by the County of San Diego DPLU.
At this time it is unknown as to whether the County
would require the provision of infrastructure, facilities,
or services due to the operation of 43 7 wind turbines
and the 32-mile segment of the 138 kV transmission line
under County jurisdiction. As discussed in Section D.15
Fire and Fuel Management, mitigation including funding
for the training and acquisition of necessary firefighting
equipment and services to the local fire authority to
improve the response and firefighting effectiveness near
electrical transmission lines would be implemented by

Please revise all references to Pacific Wind Development to
reflect Tule Wind, LLC.
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Tule Wind, LLC PRacific-Wind-Development (this
mitigation would apply to the entirety of the Tule Wind
Project). In addition, Tule Wind, LL C Pacific-Wind
Development would enhance existing County roadways
as well as access/patrol roads along the proposed wind
turbine grid and transmission lines (see Section D.15
Fire and Fuels Management for additional information).
Therefore, with implementation of mitigation as
identified in Section D.15 (and with the construction of
adequately sized access roads), the Tule Wind Project
would be consistent with these policies.

77. | Appendix 7 7-54

Policy LU.13-2 (Column 2, Consistency Determination)

... Prior to construction, Pacific- Wind-Development
Tule Wind, LLC would be required to provide

documentation identifying reliable water sources and
that identified sources could provide the entire
anticipated construction water needs of the Project (see
Section D.12, Water Resources, Mitigation Measure
HYD-3).

Please revise all references to Pacific Wind Development to
reflect Tule Wind, LLC.

78. | Appendix 7 7-56

Policy COS-4.1 (Column 2, Consistency Determination)

Proposed project components under the County’s
jurisdiction (337wind turbines a 23-mile segment of the
138 kV transmission line) would not require the regular
application or use of water during operations. Therefore,
development of the Tule Wind Project on County
jurisdictional lands would be consistent with this policy.

Please revise language to reflect corrected analysis per the
Modified Project Layout.

79. | Appendix 7 7-56

Policy COS-5.3 (Column 2, Consistency Determination)

As discussed in Section D.12, Water Resources, the
required Stormwater Management Plan (Mitigation
Measure HYD-6) would require Pacific-\Wind
Development Tule Wind, LLC to incorporate measures
into the project design to ensure that existing drainage
patterns are not significantly altered such that
occurrences of erosion or siltation would substantially
increase...

Please revise all references to Pacific Wind Development to
reflect Tule Wind, LLC.
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80.

Appendix 7

7-57

Policy COS-5.5(Column 2, Consistency Determination)

Pacific Wind-Development-Tule Wind, LLC has stated

that groundwater would be used during construction of
the Tule Wind Project and would be provided by three
existing wells located on Rough Acres Ranch. Hewever;

HYD-3)determines-The Groundwater Investigation

Report concludes that the use of groundwater weld-net
be is viable and that proposed groundwater production
Would not result in |mpacts to the affected aqwfer—then

H¥D-5) Therefore m%h—mplemen%aﬂen—ef—%ﬁgaﬂen
Measure-HYDB-3-the Tule Wind Project would be

consistent with this policy.

Please revise analysis to include conclusions of the
Groundwater Investigation Report prepared for the Tule
Wind Project.

81.

Appendix 7

7-57

Policy COS-7.1 (Column 2, Consistency Determination)

As discussed in Section D.7 Cultural Resources,
mitigation would be implemented by Pacific-\Wind
Development Tule Wind, LLC to minimize potential
impacts to archaeological resources.

Please revise all references to Pacific Wind Development to
reflect Tule Wind, LLC.

82.

Appendix 7

7-58

Policy COS-17.1 (Column 2, Consistency
Determination)

Wastes generated during construction would be
minimized by estimating material needed in advance.
Construction wastes will be recycled when feasible. Any
non-recyclable wastes would be collected and
transported to a local landfill. Because construction
wastes would be recycled to the extent feasible and
because (other than waste associated with maintenance
and the replacement of malfunctioning or old part)
project components under County of San Diego
jurisdiction would not generate solid waste,
development of project components under County
jurisdiction would be consistent with theses these
policies.

Please revise as suggested
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83. | Appendix 7 7-59 Goal COS-19 (Column 2, Consistency Determination) | Please revise all references to Pacific Wind Development to
reflect Tule Wind, LLC.

If groundwater is found to be infeasible for use during
construction of the Tule Wind Project then imported
water would be hauled to the site. Minimal amounts of
water would be used by the project during operations.
Because Pacific-\Wind-Development Tule Wind, LLC
has identified several local water purveyors as potential
sources of construction water (see Section D.12 Water
Resources), development of the Tule Wind Project
(including project components under the jurisdiction of
the County of San Diego) would be consistent with this
goal.

Goal S-3 (Column 2, Consistency Determination)

Development of the Tule Wind Project would increase
the probability of wildfires occurring in the project area.
Pacific-Wind-Development-Tule Wind, LLC implement
mitigation to provide funding and training for the local
fire authority to aid in response and firefighting
capabilities (see Section D.15 Fire and Fuel
Management). Therefore, with implementation of
mitigation, fire hazards would be minimized to the
extent feasible and project components of the Tule Wind
Project under County land use jurisdiction would be
consistent with this goal.

Policy S-3.1(Column 2, Consistency Determination)

.. In addition, to further minimize the probability for
wildland fires, mitigation including Mitigation Measure
FF-5 (Wind Turbine Generator Fire Protection Systems)
would be implemented by Pacific\Wind-Development
Tule Wind, LLC. Mitigation Measures FF-1 through FF-
4, which provides fire safety procedures for ongoing
maintenance of the transmission line and related
component, would also minimize impacts resulting from
wildland fires. Therefore, with implementation of
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mitigation, project components under County land use
jurisdiction would be consistent with this policy.

Policy S-3.3(Column 2, Consistency Determination)
See response to Policy S-3.1, above. In addition to
providing a cleared, 200 foot radius area around each
wind turbine, the transmission line would primarily be
located adjacent to an existing roadway and mitigation
(for example, Mitigation Measure FF-1 through FF-4)
would be implemented by Pacific\Wind-Development
Tule Wind, LLC to minimize the likelihood of wildfire
spreading. Therefore, with implementation of
mitigation, project components under County land use
jurisdiction would be consistent with this policy.

84.

Appendix 7

7-59

Goal COS-21 (Column 2, Consistency Determination)

Although project operation would require up to 12 full
time workers and the addition of this-requirementcould
add new permanent residents to the project area, the
addition of up to 12 families to the project area would
not substantially affect existing park and recreation
ratios such that_additional additien local and regional
park land would be required to serve new residents
generated by the Tule Wind Project. Development of
project components on County jurisdictional lands
would not substantially increase the local population
and, therefore, the Tule Wind Project would be
consistent with this goal.

Please update the language to reflect corrected analysis.

85.

Appendix 7

7-60

Policy S-3.4 Column 2, Consistency Determination)

The Boulevard Fire and Rescue Department, CAL FIRE,
and the San Diego Rural Protection Fire District are all
located in the project_vicinity. To help respond to
wildland fires resulting from operation of project
components, Pacific-\Wind-Development-Tule Wind
LLC would implement Mitigation Measure FF-3
(Development Agreement with Rural Fire Protection
District) which would provide...

Please revise all references to Pacific Wind Development to
reflect Tule Wind, LLC.
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Policy S-3-6 Column 2, Consistency Determination)

See Section D.15, Fire and Fuel Management. In order
to minimize the risk of wildland fires, Pacific- Wind
Development- Tule Wind, LLC would implement
mitigation measures...

Policy S-3-7 Column 2, Consistency Determination)

... Under the proposed Tule Wind Project, Pacific\Aind
Development-Tule Wind, LLC would not construct
structures (with the exception of wind turbine towers
and transmission line support structures) on County
jurisdictional lands...

86.

Appendix 7

7-60 — 7-61

Goal S-4 (Consistency Determination last sentence)

Pacific Wind-Development Tule Wind, LLC would not

install ornamental vegetation in support of project
components under the County’s jurisdiction (23 7 wind
turbines and a 23 mile segment of the 138 kV
transmission line). Hewever-Potentially flammable
vegetation would be located near wind turbines and the
transmission line. Wind turbines and related facilities
include electrical moving parts, flammable liquids,
transmission lines, and transformers. Routine
maintenance and operation of the overhead transmission
line would present an ongoing source of potential
wildfire ignitions for the life of the project. Because of
these features, wind energy projects have the potential to
spark vegetation fires in high fire risk/hazard areas. In
addition, the area’s fire history indicates that fires have
burned through the area and-will-likeh-burn-again-and
jurisdiction-would-not-be-consistent-with-this-geal. Tule

Wind, LLC would implement mitigation that would
provide funding for the training and acquisition of
necessary firefighting equipment and services to the
local fire authority. In addition, Tule Wind, LLC would
prepare a customized fire protection plan for the project)

Consider clarifying the conclusion to state that the proposed
project is not subject to the policies included in the DRAFT
General Plan Update.

In addition, please incorporate a discussion as to the
mitigation measures that will be implemented to reduce the
level of impacts to achieve consistency with applicable
goals policies, including Goal S-4

As shown in the proposed text, Tule Wind, LLC will
provide significant mitigation against fire risk and will
provide adequate fuel management around turbines and
structures. This Goal (S-4) does not prohibit any uses in
high fire areas. The Goal is to manage fuel loads and not to
prohibit wind turbines.
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for the Tule Wind Project which would include (at
minimum) San Diego County FPP content requirements,
San Diego County Fire Authority content requirements,
and Rural Fire Protection District content requirements
(see Section D.15 for additional information). Therefore,
with implementation of mitigation discussed in Section
D.15, the Tule Wind Project would be consistent with

this policy.

87.

Appendix 7

7-61

Goal S-6 (Column 2, Consistency Determination, fourth
sentence)

..In addition, Pacific\Wind-Development Tule Wind

LLC. would prepare a customized Fire Protection Plan
(FPP) for the Tule Wind Project which would include (at
minimum) San Diego County FPP content requirements,
San Diego County Fire Authority content requirements,
and Rural Fire Protection District content requirements
(see Section D.15 for additional information)...

Please revise language to include the content requirements
of the San Diego County Fire Authority, as this agency has
partial jurisdiction over the Tule Wind project area.

88.

Appendix 7

7-61

Policy S-6.1(Column 2, Consistency Determination)

See Section D.15 Fire and Fuels Management.
Mitigation measure FF-4 (Customized Fire Protection
Plan for Project) has been proposed and would include
provisions requiring Pacific-\Wind-Development Tule
Wind, LLC to identify an adequate water supply to
combat wildland fires....

Please revise all references to Pacific Wind Development to
reflect Tule Wind, LLC.

89.

Appendix 7

7-62

Policy S-7.2 (Column 2, Consistency Determination)

..Mitigation has been proposed which would require

Paem&\Mﬂd—De\,telepment—Tule Wind, LLC to conduct

geotechnical investigations to evaluate the potential for
liquefaction, lateral spreading...

Policy S-10.4 (Column 2, Consistency Determination)

Mitigation Measure HYD-6 (Preparation of a
Stormwater Management Plan) would require Pacific

Wind-DevelopmentTule Wind, LLC to incorporate

Please revise all references to Pacific Wind Development to
reflect Tule Wind, LLC.
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Low-Impact Design Features into the Tule Wind Project
including project components under the jurisdiction of
the County of San Diego...

90. | Appendix 7 7.65 Goal N-6 (Second Row, Consistency Determination) Please revise all references to Pacific Wind Development to
reflect Tule Wind, LLC.

. Although the resulting noise impacts would b
S|gn|f|cant Pacific Wind-Develepment Tule Wind, LLC
would implement Mitigation Measures NOI-2 to
minimize construction noise to the extent feasible...

91. | Appendix 7 7.65 Policy N-6.4 Hours of Construction The Proposed Project will likely comply with the 7am to
7pm construction schedule requirements. However, the
As discussed in Section B, Project Description, Pacific | DEIR/EIS consistency determination does not take into
Wind-Development-Tule Wind, LLC anticipates that consideration the words “as appropriate” following the
construction activities would occur between 7 a.m. and | phrase, “to limit the hours of operation.” Construction for

7.p.m, Monday through Saturday, but may involve non-emergency construction and maintenance would be
extended hours as needed to complete certain “appropriate” if the appropriate County procedures were
construction activities. Where construction would occur | followed to allow for construction outside of the normally
outside of the hours permitted by the County of San allowed construction hours. County code section 36.423(a)

Diego, Pacific- Wind-Development-Tule Wind, LLC provides that “A person who proposes to perform non-
would follow established protocol and seek a variance | emergency work on a public right-of-way, public utility

from the County noise requirements consistent with facility, public transportation facility or some other project
County Code section 36.423. Tule Wind, LLC would | for the benefit of the general public, who is unable to
also provide advanced notice to property owners within | conform to the requirements of this chapter may apply to

300 feet of planned activities. The advanced notice the County for a variance authorizing the person to

would include the start and completion dates of temporarily deviate from the requirements of this chapter.”
construction and the hours of construction. In addition, | The Tule Wind Project will follow this variance procedure
implementation of APM TULE NOI-4 (decrease the if non-emergency construction work is required outside of
amount of noise during construction to the greatest normal construction hours. The granting of the variance

extent possible by limiting the hours of construction) would make the construction noise “appropriate” and
would further minimize noise impacts associated with | therefore, consistent with this policy. If a variance cannot
construction,_If a variance from the construction hours |be obtained, however, the Project will conform to the

of 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. cannot be obtained from the County, |normal hours of construction.

no construction will occur outside the normal hours of

construction. However;-since-work-potentially-oceurring
outside-oF Noise-Ordinance-Hmits-would-not be

considered-emergency-work; Therefore, the Tule Wind

Project (including components under the County’s
jurisdiction) would net be consistent with this policy.
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Eleven Five of the thirteen seven proposed wind
turbines under the County’s jurisdiction would be
located approximately 4.5 miles northeast of the existing
Boulevard Substation (located south of Old Highway 80
at Tule Jim Road) and would be surrounded by BLM
jurisdictional land. The two remaining wind turbines
under the County’s jurisdiction would be located on a
disturbed site (Rough Acres Ranch) and would be sited
approximately 2,000 feet from the nearest residence.
The 2:63.0-mile segment of the 138 kV transmission
line under County land use jurisdiction would travel
south from the collector substation along McCain Valley
Road and east west along Old Highway 80 prior to
interconnecting with the rebuilt Boulevard Substation.
Existing distribution lines are located along McCain
Valley Road and Old Highway 80. Fherefore-while-the
. e urisdicti

No. | Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
92. | Appendix 7 7.65 Please consider deleting reference to the County of San | This is a general comment that pertains to the consistency
Diego Draft General Plan Update—Boulevard findings for all policies contained in the Draft General Plan
Subregional Planning Area Community Plan. Itisnot |Update — Draft Boulevard Subregional Plan. In the
an adopted document, and none of its goals or policies | comments below, we are able to show that the Tule Wind
apply to the Proposed Project. Project will be consistent with most of the goals and
policies of the Draft Boulevard Subregional Plan. It must
be noted, however, that even if the Draft Boulevard
Subregional Plan were adopted in its current form, these
policies may only be applied to those wind turbines within
the Boulevard Subregional Plan area. These turbines only
include R-1 and R-2. Other turbines within the jurisdiction
of the County are located in the Mountain Empire Balance
area and are subject to the policies of its subregional plan.
93. | Appendix 7 7.65 Banner Heading: These policies may only be applied to those wind turbines
within the Boulevard Subregional Plan area. These turbines
County of San Diego Draft General Plan Update— only include R-1 and R-2. Other turbines within the
Boulevard Subregional Planning Area Community Plan. |jurisdiction of the County are located in the Mountain
(These policies are only applicable to wind turbines R-1 | Empire Balance area and are subject to the policies of its
and R-2, and other portions of the Tule Wind Project, | Subregional Plan.
such as the transmission line, within the Boulevard
Subregional Planning Area.)
94. | Appendix7 | 7.65and 7.66 |Goal LU 1.1(Consistency Determination) The non-industrial lifestyle of the community will be

maintained, because the Tule Wind Project wind turbines
do not disrupt the pace of life in the community or add to
the urbanization of the community. An industrialized
lifestyle is characterized by urbanization of the community,
expansion of an industrial base (like the opening of a
manufacturing facility), or the parallel expansion of jobs
and housing in a given area. The wind turbines are passive
generators that operate without significant human
intervention. Although the Project will add to the number of
jobs and economic vitality in the community, the Project
will only employ a small staff during operation, which will
not significantly expand the population or the need for
housing in the area. Therefore, the pace or lifestyle within
the community will be unchanged by the construction of the
Project.

In addition, the area already contains wind turbines, some
transmission lines (including the 500KV Sunrise
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While the Tule Wind Project would not significantly
induce population growth (up to 12 permanent staff
members would be required at the O&M facility),
construction of the Project would potentially impact
groundwater resources (see Section D.12 Water
Resources), air quality (see Section D.11 Air Quality),
visual resources (see Section D.3 Visual Resources), and
biological resources (see Section D.2 Biological
Resources) but these impacts are being mitigated to the
maximum extent feasible, and will not degrade the
overall character of the resources. As identified in
Section D, APMs and mitigation measures would be
implemented by Tule Wind LLC. to protect the guality
and quantity of ground and surface water resources (see
Section D.12 Water Resources), air quality (see Section
D.11 Air Quality), dark skies and visual resources (see
Section D.3 Visual Resources), and low ambient noise
levels (see Section D.8 Noise). In addition, project
components under County of San Diego land use
jurisdiction are not anticipated to significantly impact
the rural character of the Boulevard area. Therefore,
project components under the County’s land use
jurisdiction would be consistent with this policy.

Tule Wind Proi | It i

No. | Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
would-netsignificantly-impacttherural-characterof-the | Powerlink), phone lines, and other industrial elements. The
Boulevard-community,the-The Project would introduce | consistency determination would make the addition of any
industrial elements to the project area; however, the development, including a cellular or radio tower
project components under the County’s jurisdiction inconsistent with this policy. Consider revising language as
would not significantly impact the rural character of the |the discussion appears contradictory.
Boulevard community as the industrial elements would
be passive in nature and therefore not impact the Please consider revising analysis to conclude with same
lifestyle of the community; Fhereforebecause-theTule | consistency determinations made for LU 1.1-2 and LU 1.1-
Wind-Prejectwould-construct-and-operate-industrial 3 made in Table 7-2 of the Draft EIR/EIS. In addition, all

i i i iaHh references to the conclusions made for Goal LU 1.1 should

the-area-would-not-be-maintained and the Tule Wind be verified
Project would net be consistent with this goal.

95. | Appendix 7 7-66 Policy LU 1.1 .1 (Consistency Determination) The policy is aimed at those Projects that would “degrade or

detract” from groundwater sources, water, air quality, visual
and natural resources, wildlife and historic rural character.
The Tule Wind Project will have “impacts” under CEQA,
but those impacts are being mitigated so that they will not
“degrade” the resources. The Project may impact the area,
as any development would have some sort of impact on an
area with no development. However, this should not be
confused with a degradation of resources. After
construction, most impacts will be eliminated, notably air
quality, and because wind turbines are passive features on
the landscape, there will be few ongoing impacts that would
“degrade” resources.

The consistency determination correctly points out that the
Project will not induce population growth. Consistency
Determination for Goal LU-2 has previously stated that the
rural character of the Boulevard area will not be degraded
by the Tule Wind Project. Consider revising language as
the discussion appears contradictory with other policies and
conclusions made in Table 7-2 of the Draft EIR/EIS.

Please consider revising analysis to conclude with same
consistency determinations made for LU 1.1-2 and LU 1.1-
3 made in Table 7-2 of the Draft EIR/EIS.
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dentificdi theTul

96.

Appendix 7

7-66

Policy LU 1.1.2 (Consistency Determination)

As identified in Section D, APMs and mitigation
measures would be implemented by Pacific-Wind
Development Tule Wind, LLC to protect the quality and
guantity of ground and surface water resources...

Please revise all references to Pacific Wind Development to
reflect Tule Wind, LLC.

97.

Appendix 7

7-66

Goal LU-1.2 (Consistency Determination)

abeve: Project components under County of San Diego
land use jurisdiction are not anticipated to significantly
impact the rural character of the Boulevard area. In
addition, mitigation has been proposed to minimize
impacts to groundwater resources (see Section D.12,
Water Resources) and visual resources (see Section
D.12, Visual Resources). Therefore, with
implementation of mitigation, project components under
the County’s jurisdiction would be consistent with this
goal.

Please consider striking sentence as the analysis provided
for LU 1.1 and LU1.1.1 provides an inaccurate analysis, as
noted in the Consistency Determinations made for LU
1.1.2,LU1.1.3,and LU 1.2.

98.

Appendix 7

7-66 — 7-67

Goal LU 1.2 (Consistency Determination)

Although implementation of the Tule Wind Project
would result in significant and unmitigable visual
impacts (see Section D.3, Visual Resources for
discussion of visual impacts), Pacific-\Wind
Development- Tule Wind, LLC would implement APMs
and mitigation measures that would protect visual
resources to the extent feasible. In addition, Tule Wind
LLC PRacific- Wind-Development has proposed APMs
and mitigation measures to address anticipated impacts
to Cultural and Natural Resources (see Section D.7
Cultural Resources and Section D.2 Biological
Resources). Therefore, with implementation of
mitigation measures, project component under County
jurisdiction would be consistent with this goal.

Please revise all references to Pacific Wind Development to
reflect Tule Wind, LLC.
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99.

Appendix 7

7-67

Policy LU 1.2.2 (Consistency Determination)

Seeresponse-to-Goal-U-1-1-abeve: Project components

under the County’s jurisdiction would not significantly
impact the rural character of the Boulevard community
and would, therefore, be consistent with this policy.

Please strike sentence. The analysis for LU 1.1 provides an
inaccurate analysis, as noted in the Consistency
Determinations made for LU 1.1.2, LU 1.1.3, LU 1.2, and
LU1.2.2.

100.

Appendix 7

7-67

Goal LU 3.2 (consistency Determination)

See Section D.2, Biological Resources which provides a
detailed discussion regarding impacts to the native and
riparian habitat resulting from construction of the Tule
Wind Project. As discussed in Section D.2, a total of 17
native vegetation communities were mapped within the
Tule Wind Project area. Section D.2 concludes that a
total of 203.8 214-5 acres of native vegetation would be
temporarily impacted by construction and a total of
4564852 acres of native vegetation communities would
be permanently impacted by the Tule Wind Project (a
fraction of these impacts would occur on County of San
Diego jurisdictional lands)....

Please revise language to reflect corrected analysis per the
Modified project Layout.

101.

Appendix 7

7-67 —7-68

Goal LU 5.1 (Consistency Determination)

As discussed in Section D.15 Fire and Fuels
Management, the Tule Wind Project (including 7 13
wind turbines and the 2-3-mile segment of the
transmission line under the County’s jurisdiction) would
increase the probability of wildfire in the Boulevard
area. To combat this increased risk, Pacific-\Aind
Bevelepment-Tule Wind, LLC would implement
mitigation including the provision of funding for the
training and acquisition of necessary firefighting
equipment and services to the local fire authority to
improve the response and firefighting effectiveness near
the electrical substation....

Please update language to reflect corrected analysis per the
modified Project Layout.

Please revise all references to Pacific Wind development to
reflect Tule Wind, LLC.

102.

Appendix 7

Appendix
7-68

Policy LU 6.1 (Consistency Determination)

AltheughThe Tule Wind Project would not significantly
impact the community character of Boulevard {see

Please strike sentence and revise per corrected analysis.
Please revise conclusion in accordance with other
conclusions made in Table 7-2 of the Draft EIR/EIS.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS

Iberdrola Renewables

49

Land Use
March 2011



Section/
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response-to-Geal-LU-1-1-abeve)-project components The Tule Wind Project will have significant positive
including wind turbines and the 138 kV transmission impacts on the Boulevard community and communities
line would result in significant visual contrasts (see throughout the San Diego region. These positive impacts
Section D.3 Visual Resources) and significant wildfire | include the development of renewable energy to curb
impacts (see Section D.15 Fire and Fuels Management). | greenhouse gas emissions, the economic impacts to the
However, as identified in Section D, APMs and community of construction jobs and the ancillary economic
mitigation measures would be implemented by Tule activity created, construction of new roads that will enable
Wind, LLC to protect the environment to the maximum | firefighters to reach backcountry areas to put out wildfires,
extent. In addition other mitigation measures have been |new roads which will provide a second evacuation route
imposed to reduce impacts, and the project will bring from the McCain Valley, and improvements to local
significant benefits to the community and the San Diego | campgrounds.

region. Therefore, because-construction-and-operation
of Fule- Wind-Project(including-project compenents In addition the Tule Wind Project has created a Fire
wnder-the County sturisehetionywouldresalin Prevention Plan, as well as design features for the wind
sighificant-environmental-impacts-that- weuld-negatively |turbines, in consultation with CAL FIRE and the San Diego
impactthe-community, the Tule Wind Project would net | County Rural Fire Protection District which will mitigate
be consistent with this policy. fire risk to below a level of significance.
Visual resources may be impacted by the Project, but
cannot be considered “negative” with respect to the Goal,
due to the offsetting benefits to the community and the
region at large.
103. | Appendix 7 Appendix Policy LU 6.1.1: (Consistency Determination) The policy calls for development to mitigate adverse
7-68 impacts. The Tule Wind Project provides mitigation and

See-response-to-GoalEU-1-1 The installation and

operation of 437 turbines and a 32-mile segment of a
138 kV transmission line and support structures would
not significantly impact the existing character of the
project area. Turbines would, however, be equipped
with obstruction lighting that would operate during the
nighttime. However, the dark skies policy relates to light
pollution impacting the Palomar and Mount Laguna
Observatories. The minimal FAA lighting for the wind
turbines would not impact these facilities and would
therefore not impact the dark skies of the area. and

project design features to minimize adverse impacts to the
area, consistent with the policy. The DEIR/DEIS reading of
the policy would preclude all development with any impact,
even if mitigation were applied. This would be a virtual
prohibition on development, which is not intended by the
Draft General Plan Update.

In addition, the dark skies policy for the Boulevard
Subregional Plan comes from the larger dark skies goal in
the Draft General Plan Update which states at Goal

COS - 13: “Dark Skies. Preserved dark skies that contribute
to rural character and are necessary for the local
observatories.” This goal is in place to minimize light
pollution for the Mount Laguna and Palomar Observatories.
The FAA lighting required for airplane protection from the
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Section/

Policy LU 6.1.4.: Prohibit industrial or commercial
development with unmitigated and unmitigable impacts
the Boulevard area, such as:

construction-and-maintenance-equipment.

» Unregulated maintenance and operation o
equipment that poses health and safety concerns to
the general public, including fires ignited from
malfunctioning industrial wind turbines, and related

equipment
* Insufficient setbacks to minimize shadow flicker

* Inadequate setbacks from adjacent private property
relative to tower height to mitigate against tower
collapse and blade shedding, .

 Impairment of visual resources and the rural
community character

« Insufficient setbacks to mitigate noise impacts, as
defined by Safety Element Tables N-1, Noise
Compatibility Guidelines, and Table N-2, Noise
Standards.

ibrations. " he si .

No. | Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
Project-to-the-extentfeasible-Whie-dark-shy-impaets wind turbines is very small and does not emit the amount of
wowld-be-mintmized-through-the implementationof light necessary to interfere with observatory operations.
mitigation-the-addition-of turbine-night-lighting-weuld | Since the wind Turbine lighting will not impact these
negativeh-impactthe darkskiesof Boulevard-and; observatories then there would be no inconsistency with this
therefore; Therefore, the Tule Wind Project would net | policy.
be consistent with this policy.

104. | Appendix 7 Appendix Policy LU 6.1.2: (Consistency Determination) Please strike sentence. The analysis for LU 1.1 provides an

7-68 inaccurate analysis, as noted in the Consistency
See-response-to-GoalU-1-1-Project components under | Determinations made for LU 1.1.2, LU 1.1.3, LU 1.2, and
the County’s jurisdiction would be consistent with this | LU 1.2.2.
policy.
105. | Appendix 7 Appendix Policy LU 6.1.4 (Column 1, Applicable Land Use Plan, |Please revise Policy to reflect Draft General Plan Update
7-69 Policy, or Regulation) Recommended Project - October 2010.
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No.

Section/
Appendix

Page

Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision

Justification

« Seismic wave impacts, ground vibrations, and
chemical and oil spills

« Light pollution of dark sky resources and shadow
flicker effect that create a nuisance, and result in
negative impacts to health and quality of life.

Eeo |g| e deﬁ’alua“e'. of "_' pacted-properties

106.

Policy LU 6.1.4 (Column 2, Consistency Determination)

The introduction of wind turbines and the overhead 138
kV transmission line on County of San Diego
jurisdictional land would result in significant and

unmitigable impacts related to Public-Health-and-Safety

{see-Section-D-10); Visual Resources (see Section D.3),
and Neise-Air Quality (see Section D.118). Therefore,

because project components under the County’s
jurisdiction would result in significant and unmitigable
impacts the Tule Wind Project would not be consistent
with this policy.

Please update language to reflect conclusions made in
Sections D.2 through D.18.

107.

Appendix 7

Appendix
7-69

Policy CM 2.1.3 (Consistency Determination)

As discussed in Section D.12, Water Resources, Racific
Wind-Development Tule Wind, LLC would prepare a
Stormwater Management Plan (SWMP) for the Tule
Wind Project. As required by Mitigation Measure HYD-
6 (see Section D.12) Racific-Wind-Develepment-Tule
Wind, LLC would be required to implement Low-
Impact Development Features which could include the
use of permeable pavement...

Please revise all references to Pacific Wind development to
reflect Tule Wind, LLC.

108.

Appendix 7

Appendix
7-70

Policy CM 3.1.1 (Consistency Determination)

Project components under County jurisdiction (13 7
wind turbines and a 23-mile segment of the 138 kV

Please update language to reflect corrected analysis per the
Modified Project Layout.
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Section/

See Section D.15, Fire and Fuel Management. While the
Tule Wind Project would add multiple ignition sources
to the project area and would increase the probability of

No. | Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
transmission line) would be unmanned and would not
required access/egress routes. Therefore, this policy
would not be applicable to the proposed Tule Wind
Project.
109. | Appendix 7 Appendix Policy CM 8.1.1 (Consistency Determination) Please update language to reflect corrected analysis per the
7-70 Modified Project Layout.
Construction of wind turbines and the 23-mile segment
of transmission line under County jurisdiction would use | Please revise all references to Pacific Wind Development to
a fraction of the overall construction water requirements | reflect Tule Wind, LLC.
of the Tule Wind Project. To ensure that impacts to the
local groundwater during construction would be less
than significant, Pacific-\Wind-Development Tule Wind
LLC would implement Mitigation Measures HYD-3,
HYD-4, and HYD-5 (see Section D.12, Water
Resources)....
110. | Appendix 7 Appendix Policy CM 8.6.2: Consistency Determination The Sunrise Powerlink traverses this area and has made the
7-70 area a “used” energy corridor and not a “new” energy
The Tule Wind Project would include the establishment | corridor which is discouraged in the policy.
of new ROW for a 138 kV transmission line. Although
the policy discourages new transmission corridors it In addition, the policy is permissive and is not a prohibition
does not prohibit them. Therefore, the County of San on the development of new energy corridors. Although the
Diego’s issuance of a Major Use Permit for the policy “discourages” the establishment of these new
development of wind turbines and a transmission line corridors, it does not prohibit them. Therefore, if the San
will make the Project consistent with this policy. and | Diego County Board of Supervisors grants the MUP for the
therefore would-net-be-consistentwith-this-pohicy: turbines on land in the County’s jurisdiction, then the
Project would comply with this policy.
111. | Appendix 7 Appendix Policy COS 1.5.1: Consistency Determination This policy has been deleted from the October 2010 Draft
7-70 of the Boulevard Subregional Plan.
112. | Appendix 7 Appendix Goal S1.1 Please revise as noted to clarify content requirements of
7-71 affected fire agencies
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Section/
No. | Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification

wildfire in the area, Racific-Wind-DevelopmentTule

Wind, LLC would implement mitigation that would
provide funding for the training and acquisition of
necessary firefighting equipment and services to the
local fire authority. In addition, Pacific\Aind
Development Tule Wind, LLC would prepare a
customized fire protection plan for the project) for the
Tule Wind Project which would include (at minimum)
San Diego County FPP content requirements, San Diego
County Fire Authority content requirements, and Rural
Fire Protection District content requirements (see
Section D.15 for additional information). Therefore,
with implementation of mitigation discussed in Section
D.15, the Tule Wind Project would be consistent with

this policy.
113. | Appendix 7 7-71 Banner Heading: County of San Diego Existing General | The DEIR / DEIS appears to mix policies from the County
Plan — Mountain Empire Subregional Plan of San Diego Draft General Plan Update — Mountain

Empire Subregional Plan with the existing Subregional
Plan. The comments that follow make corrections.

Please refer to the October 2010 Draft of the Mountain
Empire Subregional Plan.

114. | Appendix 7 7-71 Community Character (Overall Goal) Please revise language to reflect corrected analysis per the
Modified Project Layout.

The predominant land use character of the Mountain
Empire subregion is overwhelmingly rural residential.
The Tule Wind Project would introduce 7 43 wind
turbines and a segment of the 138 kV transmission line
to the Mountain Empire Subregion. Turbines in the R
turbine string would be located approximately 4.5 miles
northeast of the community of Boulevard and would be
surrounded by turbines of similar size and color. The
segment of the 138 kV transmission line under County
land use jurisdiction would travel south from the
collector substation along McCain Valley Road and east
west along Old Highway 80 prior to interconnecting
with the Boulevard Substation.
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Section/
Appendix

Page

Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision

Justification

115.

Appendix 7

7-72

Land Use (Industrial Goal, Policy 4):

- .
elelaelep e tlb_e BF Ia_ll_ne_d H-a-manRerthatp ensles_
need:

The Existing Mountain Empire Subregional Plan,
Industrial Goal, Policy 4 is:

Protect areas designated for industrial use from
encroachment by incompatible, non-industrial uses.

This Policy comes from the Draft Mountain Empire
Subregional Plan:

116.

Appendix 7

7-72

Add policy from Existing Mountain Empire Subregional
Plan:

Land Use (Industrial Goal, Policy 11): Deny future
industrial or commercial development which adversely
impacts the Mountain Empire Subregional area such as
wind turbine generators, for any of the following
reasons:

a) Safety of the general public
b) Unmitigated visual impact on the rural

environment.
c) Noise pollution emanating from the site exceeding
65 (decibels) (dBs at the property line, as it creates great
human discomfort and adversely affects the tranquility
of the rural environment.

d) Such development may lead to economic
devaluation of contiguous properties.

This is an applicable policy from the Industrial Land Use
section of the existing Mountain Empire Subregional Plan.

117.

Appendix 7

7-72

Consistency determination for Land Use (Industrial
Goal, Policy 11) shown above:

a) Development of the Tule Wind Project would
increase the probability of wildfires occurring in the
project area, however, Tule Wind, LLC will implement
APMs TULE-PDF-1 through TULE-PDF-26, and
mitigation measures that will reduce this risk below a

This consistency analysis draws conclusions from the Fire
& Fuels Management, Public Safety, Socio-Economic,
Noise, and Visual impacts sections.
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No.

Section/
Appendix

Page

Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision

Justification

level of significance. On November 3, 2010, the San
Diego Rural Fire Protection District approved Tule
Wind, LLC’s Fire Protection Plan for the project, which
concluded that the project had reduced fire risk to a less
than significant level. Tule Wind, LLC will implement
mitigation to provide funding and training for the local
fire authority to aid in response and firefighting
capabilities (see Section D.15 Fire and Fuel
Management). In addition, a primary safety hazard that
may occur during operation of a wind turbine project is
breaking of a rotor blade, which is typically referred to
as a “blade throw.” Breaking of a rotor blade or other
similar damage may occur as a result of rotor over
speed. The project would implement the latest in
modern wind turbine technology, which includes a
safety system ensuring that the wind turbine shuts down
immediately at the onset of mechanical disorders, such
as nacelle vibration, over speed, grid electrical disorders,
or loss of grid power. Moreover, the project would
ensure that a sufficient safety zone or setback exists
from wind turbine generators to residents and occupied
buildings, any structures, roads, transmission lines, and
other public access areas as provided for in APM TULE-

PHS-3 and superseded by Mitigation Measure HAZ-6.
In addition there is risk of tower collapse. With the
proposed design and setback features that are part of the
project and described previously, impacts associated
with the potential collapse of a wind turbine would not
be adverse. Therefore, with implementation of
mitigation, public safety impacts would be minimized to
the extent feasible and project components of the Tule
Wind Project under County land use jurisdiction would
be consistent with this policy.

b) Although visual impacts from the Tule Wind Project
will be significant, mitigation measures have been
applied to reduce the visual impacts of the Project.
Therefore, with mitigation applied, the Project will be
consistent with this policy.
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Section/
Appendix

Page

Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision

Justification

c¢) Although construction noise would be a significant
impact, this impact would be temporary. Construction
noise mitigation measures will also be implemented to
reduce noise. Wind turbine operational project-related
noise levels range from 32 dBA to 59 dBA, as shown in
Table D.8-10 and are therefore consistent with this

policy.

d) There is no evidence that the construction of wind
turbines devalues adjacent property. Property valuation
is highly speculative. Please see Memorandum of HDR,
Summary of Current Studies Regarding Wind Farms and

Property Values, dated October 16, 2009. Attached are
additional studies with similar conclusions published
after that date, including, Hoen et al., The Impact of
Wind Power Projects on Residential Property Values in
the United States: A Multi-Site Hedonic Analysis,
Ernest Orlando Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory
(December 2009).Therefore, the Project is consistent

with this policy.

118.

Appendix 7

7-72

Conservation (Policy 4) (Column 1, Applicable Plan,
Policy, or Regulation )

Conservation (Policy 4- 6): The dark night sky is a
significant resource for the Subregion and appropriate
steps shall be taken to preserve it.

The existing policy shown is at Policy 6 in the Existing
Subregional Plan while Policy 4 is changed in the Draft
Update.

Attachments

D.16.1 - Memorandum of HDR, Summary of Current Studies Regarding Wind Farms and Property Values, dated October 16, 2009.
D.16.2 - Hoen et al., The Impact of Wind Power Projects on Residential Property Values in the United States: A Multi-Site Hedonic
Analysis, Ernest Orlando Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory (December 2009).
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TULE WIND PROJECT DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/STATEMENT

IBERDROLA RENEWABLES
COMMENTS & SUGGESTED REVISIONS

Section D.5: Wilderness and Recreation

Section/
No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
1. Wilderness and Entire Section | Please replace “Pacific Wind Development” with Tule Wind, LLC is now the Tule Wind Project
Recreation “Tule Wind, LLC.” applicant. “Pacific Wind Development” should
be replaced throughout the document with “Tule
Wind, LLC.”
2. Wilderness and D.5-5 Cottonwood Campground (fourth paragraph) Please revise as stated within the Tule Wind
Recreation Applicants Environmental Document (AED).
Located in the northern extent of the McCain Valley
National Cooperative Land and Wildlife Management
Avrea, the Cottonwood Campground contains 38 25
developed campsites, fire rings, tables, and numerous
hiking trails connecting it to surrounding wilderness
areas (BLM website, 20101997).
3. Wilderness and D.5-16 Third paragraph Consider striking language and clarifying to
Recreation indicate that renewable energy may be allowed
Wind turbines and the overhead and underground within an ACEC in accordance with policies
collector cable system would not be located within outlined in BLM’s Instructional Memorandum
designated wilderness, wilderness study areas, or (IM 2009-043) which states that “[t]he Wind

ACECs {renewable-energy-facilities-and-land-use Energy Programmatic EIS established the
authorizationsfor commercial-purposes-are-not previous policy that all ACECs were to be
permitted-in-wilderness-areas;-widerness-study-areas; | excluded from wind development. This IM

o ACECs{BLM-2008)). changes this policy to ensure consideration of the

purpose and specific environmental sensitivities
... Several other turbine strings (D- and E-strings on | for which the area was designated. All new,

BLM land and R-strings on County lands) would be | revised, or amended land use planning efforts will
located entands bordering the In-Ko-Pah Mountains | address and analyze ACEC land use restrictions
ACEC and the Carrizo Gorge Wilderness Study individually, including restrictions to wind energy
Area.... development. For future land use planning efforts,
ACECs will not universally be excluded from
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Section/

Recreation

Wilderness and Recreation Area, three meteorological
towers and & one sonic detecting and ranging
(SODAR) or LIDAR (Light Detecting and Ranging)
unit would be installed within the McCain Valley
National Cooperative Land and Wildlife Management
Area. Although feur-six meteorological towers are
shown on Figure D.5-4, enbytweo-three (PM-Eland-,
PM-W2, and PM-X1) are proposed locations at this
time (PM-E2,and PM-W1, and PM-X1are alternative
locations). PM-E1 would be installed approximately
1,300 feet west of the Carrizo Overlook, ard PM-W-2
would be installed within the Lark Canyon OHV
Area, approximately 2,600 feet west of the Lark
Canyon Campground, and PM-X1 would be located
on BLM land adjacent to turbine L-6. As proposed,
the SODAR or LIDAR unit would be installed
immediately west of PM-W?2.

No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
wind energy site testing and monitoring or wind
energy development but will be managed
consistent with the management prescriptions for
the individual ACEC.”
The project will be sited away from any critical
habitat areas and appropriate mitigation measures
will be implemented into project design to avoid
adverse impacts to ACEC. The term “lands” is
not sufficiently precise.

4. Wilderness and D.5-17 Figure D.5-4 Tule Wind Project Wilderness and Please update turbine locations as reflected in the

Recreation Recreation Areas Modified Layout.

Please update to reflect 3 permanent and 3
alternate turbine locations.

5. Wilderness and D.5-19 As shown on Figure D.5-4, Tule Wind Project Please update to reflect changes to the

meteorological towers locations due to the
Modified Layout.
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Section/

No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
6. Wilderness and D.5-28 County of San Diego Draft General Plan Update— Please revise language to indicate clarify the
Recreation Conservation and Open Space Element applicability of the Draft General Plan.
The County of San Diego Draft General Plan Update,
Conservation and Open Space Element (County of
San Diego 2010b), was reviewed for parks and
recreation goals and policies that weuld-may be
applicable. The following goals and policies_are
presented for informational purposes; however, the
following goals are not applicable to the proposed
project because the Draft General Plan has not yet
been adopted were-found-te-berelevantto-the
ProposedPROJECT:
7. Wilderness and D.5-34 Use of portions of Aecess-to-recreation-areas Please revise as suggested. Use and access of
Recreation including-the Lark Canyon OHV Area m ay be Lark Canyon Campground and Cottonwood
limited; however, use of the Lark Canyon Campground would not be affected. Please see
Campground, Cottonwood Campground, Carrizo Attachment D.5.1, Ecologic OHV Support Letter
Overlook, and Sacatone Overlook will not be to show the beneficial affect that the additional
restricted eould-beredueced-during construction. and | roadways will have for the Lark Canyon OHV
#In some instances, access roads off McCain Valley | Area.
Road to these areas may be temporarily closed
(resulting in temporary closure of areas and facilities).
8. Wilderness and D.5-35 First paragraph Please revise as suggested to include more
Recreation specific detail regarding the planned temporary
Construction could also result in sporadic and closure.
temporary closure for 3 to 6 months of the-Lark
portions
of the Lark Canyon OHV Area during construction
work-hours.
0. Wilderness and D.5-37 Also, the noise generated by construction vehicles Please revise as suggested to reflect that only

Recreation

and equipment could temporarily reduce visitation to
some portions of wilderness and recreation areas.
(Section D.8 analyzes noise impacts associated with
construction of the Proposed PROJECT.) In some
cases, the Proposed PROJECT would result in the
temporary closure of a portion of the reereation-areas

{such-as-the Lark Canyon OHV Area} to
accommodate construction activities.

portions of these areas would be affected.
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Section/
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Page

Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision

Justification

10.

Wilderness and
Recreation

D.5-39

Second paragraph (Tule Wind Project-BLM Rec
Areas)

A significant impact to recreational activities has been
avoided by laying the Project out in the Lark Canyon
OHV Area in a manner that minimizes impacts on
OHYV established routes. could-occurin-the-Lark

Canyon-OHV-Area-if-wind-turbines-were sited-on

OBV tralls-and-the-trailswere-wltimately-closed-for
public-use: A However-as stated previously, the Lark
Canyon OHV Area consists of miles of trails and
includes four established routes (Wounded Knee,
Ridge, Valley, and Big Rock Trails)....

Last paragraph

In addition, as discussed in Section B, Project
Description, alt new permanent spur access roads
would be gated off the-main-aceessroad McCain
Valley Road, where required by the BLM, in order to
prevent unauthorized vehicle access. The installation
of gates en-spur-access+roads off of McCain Valley
Road, if required, would not impact the use of
existing OHV roads and trails within BLM recreation
areas.

The Project has been designed to minimize
adverse impacts to established routes within the
OHV Area. Please revise language as suggested.

11.

Wilderness and
Recreation

D.5-40

As proposed, several wind turbines would be located
on lands bordering BLM-administered wilderness
areas. For example, turbines 3-H-1 through J-H-5 and
J-8 1 constructed on Ewiiaapaayp tribal lands and
BLM lands would be located less than 100 feet from
the Sawtooth Mountains Wilderness. Also, the closest
wind turbine (turbine R-18-11) would be located
approximately 4,000 feet west of the Carrizo Gorge
Wilderness.

Please update to reflect turbines identified in the

Modified Layout.
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Justification

12.

Wilderness and
Recreation

D.5-41

Turbines R17 through R118-and-R13-would be
located on County jurisdictional land bordered to the
north and east by the In-Ko-Pah ACEC. Because the
land on which proposed turbines would be located
does not currently provide for recreational use, the
development of turbines on this land would not
preclude recreational activity. Wind turbines in the R-
F- and G-strings would be visible from the
Ribbonwood F+ial Trail and Ribbonwood Road
Pathway;

Please update to reflect turbine numbers as
identified in the Modified Layout.

13.

Wilderness and
Recreation

D.5-42

When the Tule Wind Project is decommissioned,
project components under the County’s jurisdiction
(23-7 wind turbines and a segment of the 138 kV
transmission line) would be removed from County
lands, and these areas would resume prior land uses
according to local regulations and designated land
uses.

Please update to reflect the number of turbines as
identified in the Modified Layout.

14,

Wilderness and
Recreation

D.5-43

As shown on Figure D.5-4, Tule Wind Project
Wilderness and Recreation Area, components of the
Tule Wind Project would not traverse or be located in
a designated wilderness or a wilderness study area.
Although wind turbines 3-H-1 through J3-H-5 and J-81
would be constructed on Ewiiaapaayp tribal lands
within approximately 100 feet of the Sawtooth
Mountains Wilderness, turbines would not be located
within the wilderness area. The closest wilderness
study area, the Carrizo Gorge Wilderness Study Area,
would be located approximately 4,000 feet east of the
nearest project component (wind turbine R10).
Therefore, implementation of the project would not
result in a loss of wilderness land, and no impacts
would occur (No Impact).

Please update to reflect the number of turbines as
identified in the Modified Layout.

15.

Wilderness and
Recreation

D.5-45

First paragraph

Although components of the Tule Wind Project
would not be located within a wilderness area or an
ACEC, 1 5 wind turbines (turbines R17 through
R181and-R13) are located near wilderness areas and

The Project has been designed to minimize
adverse impacts to established routes within the
OHV Area. Please revise language as suggested.
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an ACEC. The project components would not result

in an increase in unauthorized access to specially

designated or restricted areas or cause an adverse

effect to recreational users of the area that would be

considered significant. would-be-located-on-private
e ricdictional land.that i I

ACEC: To access these proposed turbine locations,
four two new access roads are proposed and would be
constructed off McCain Valley Road. New access
roads to turbines R47 through R181 and-R13 would
be located within 1.5 miles of the Lark Canyon OHV
Staging Area and could be used by OHV recreations
to access the In-Ko-Pah ACEC (an existing system of
nonmotorized routes is located within the In-Ko-Pah
ACEC)..... However, as identified in Section B,
Project Description, all rew permanent spuf access
roads would be gated off the-main-accessroad
McCain Valley Road, where required by the BLM to
prevent unauthorized vehicle access. Therefore,
because gates would be installed where required by
BLM,

instances of unauthorized access would be minimized
through project design, identified WR-4 impacts
would not be adverse, and under CEQA, impacts
would be less than significant (Class I11).

16.

Wilderness and
Recreation

D.5-46

Second paragraph

Although Racific- Wind-Development-Tule Wind
LLC (Tule Wind Project) would construct fedr two

new access roads off McCain Valley Road (within 1.5
miles of the Lark Canyon OHV Area) to access
proposed turbines Ri-through-R10-and-R13-R7
through R11, located on County land bound by the In-
Ko-Pah ACEC, the potential for unauthorized access
to the ACEC would be minimized by the installation

of gates en-al-newpermanentspur-acecessroads off of
McCain Valley Road, where required by the BLM.

Please update language to reflect corrected

analysis.
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17. Wilderness and D.5-75; Table D.5- | Table D.5-5 Please update language to reflect corrected
Recreation 5 analysis.
Tule REC-1: Pacific Wind Development shall
provide improvements to the Lark Canyon and
Cottonwood Campgrounds, as follows:
o Shade-cabanas-at-all-ofthe-camp-sites Roadways
into the campgrounds upgraded to accommodate
trailers
e Trail signs and maps
e Additional BBQ circles and grates.
Attachments

D.5.1 - Ecologic OHV Support Letter
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TULE WIND PROJECT DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/STATEMENT

IBERDROLA RENEWABLES

COMMENTS & SUGGESTED REVISIONS

Section D.6: Agriculture

Section/
No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
1. Agriculture Entire Section Please remove strikeouts and underlines in existing | The language in various paragraphs throughout the
paragraphs accordingly. section includes random strikeouts and underlined
words that do not reflect emphasized statements and
may have been left in the discussion as mistake.
2. Agriculture Entire Section  [Please reformat apostrophes that currently appear Throughout the section, many apostrophes are
backwards. backwards and should be reformatted. E.g., the Tule
Wind Project’s . . .
3. Agriculture Entire Section  [Please replace “Pacific Wind Development” with Tule Wind, LLC is now the Tule Wind Project
“Tule Wind, LLC.” applicant. “Pacific Wind Development” should be
replaced throughout the document with “Tule Wind,
LLC.”
4. Agriculture D.6-3 Figure D.6-1 Department of Conservation Farmland | Please update figure to reflect the Modified Project
Mapping and Monitoring Overview Map Layout.
5. Agriculture D.6-5 Figure D.6-2 Department of Conservation Farmland | Please update figure to reflect the Modified Project
Mapping and Monitoring ECO Project Components | Layout.
6. Agriculture D.6-7 Third paragraph There are no portions of the Project under
Williamson Act contract. This reflects incorrect
According-to-the-County-Department-of Planning information contained within County Geographic
and-Land-Use(DPLU)-Geographic-System System Mapping data. As noted on page D.6-19, the
Mapping-data-the-project-extentboundary-contains | Tule Wind Project would not impact agricultural
202 7acres-of agricultoral preservesas preserves or Williamson Act contracts
Lands:
7. Agriculture D.6-7 Fourth paragraph Please consider revising the reference to the

According to the Bureau of Land Management
(BLM) Eastern San Diego County Propesed

RMP/EIS/ROD to stay consistent with other sections

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS

Iberdrola Renewables

Agriculture
March 2011



No.

Section/
Appendix

Page

Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision

Justification

Resource Management Plan (RMP) and Final
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) (2007), the
McCain Valley Allotment covers 31,481 acres
(including the In-Ko-Pah, Mt. Tule, Table Mountain,
and Tierra Blanca sub-allotments) of grazeable land.

Agriculture

D.6-8

First paragraph

A smal portion of the Tule Wind Project‘s 138-kV/
transmission-Hne-alignment would be located on
County land designated as General Agriculture and
Multiple Rural Use (1 DU/4, 8, 20 acres), but would
not be located on any lands zened designated for
forest use or timberland or zoned as Timberland
Production.

Please update the language to correctly describe the
General Plan and Zoning designations over County
land.

Agriculture

D.6-9

Figure D.6-3 Williamson Act and Grazing Lands

Please update figure to reflect the Modified Project
Layout.

10.

Agriculture

D.6-19

Second paragraph

Therefore, as the project is consistent with the
RMP, the project would not conflict with BLM land
use designation.

It appears that a word is missing from this sentence.

11.

Agriculture

D.6-29

This alternative would extend the overhead
collector cable system from its end point in the
proposed Tule Wind Project (near proposed turbine
R5-G-18) to the relocated collector substation.

Please update figure to reflect the Modified Project
Layout.

12.

Agriculture

D.6-33

In addition, this alternative would extend the
overhead collector cable system from its end point
in the proposed Tule Wind Project (near proposed
turbine R5-G-18) to the relocated collector
substation.

Please update figure to reflect the Modified Project
Layout.

13.

Agriculture

D.6-37

Under this alternative, the environmental setting
would be the same as described in Section B,
Project Description, of this EIR/EIS with the
exception that this alternative would remove 62 of
the proposed 134128 turbines associated with the
Tule Wind Project.

Please update figure to reflect the Modified Project
Layout.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS

Iberdrola Renewables

Agriculture
March 2011




TULE WIND PROJECT DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/STATEMENT

IBERDROLA RENEWABLES

COMMENTS & SUGGESTED REVISIONS

Section D.7: Cultural and Paleontological Resources

Section/
No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
1. Cultural and Entire Section |Please remove strikeouts in existing paragraphs The language in various paragraphs throughout the
Paleontological accordingly. section includes random strikeouts that may have
Resources been left in the discussion as mistake.
2. Cultural and Entire Section | Traditional Cultural Properties have not been GLOBAL CHANGE: No TCPs have been
Paleontological identified to be located within the project area. identified. The recordation of a TCP is a formal
Resources process that should have documentation of a
specific geographic location. This section is tied to
the sacred sites identified by the NAHC, but should
not be confused with formal TCP designations.
Please consider revising remaining test as suggested
for clarification.
3. Cultural and Entire Section |Please replace “Pacific Wind Development” with Tule Wind, LLC is now the Tule Wind Project
Paleontological “Tule Wind, LLC.” applicant. “Pacific Wind Development” should be
Resources replaced throughout the document with “Tule Wind,
LLC.”
4. Cultural and D.7-3 Tule Wind, LLC is proposing modifications to Please update text to reflect the correct
Paleontological portions of the Tule Wind Project facilities. These methodology and assumptions for the Tule Wind
Resources changes are necessitated by several circumstances, Project.

primarily updated information regarding sensitive
resources or conditions on the ground, and avoiding
such resources.

Cultural surveys of the project area were completed in

2010 and modifications were made to avoid cultural

or archaeological resources. Newly identified features

require changes to reduce or eliminate impacts to
archaeological resources.

In anticipation of such project design modifications,

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS

Iberdrola Renewables
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No.

Section/
Appendix

Page

Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision

Justification

Tule Wind, LLC conducted additional cultural and
biological resources surveys on lands that may be
impacted by relocated wind turbines, access roads,
and resource avoidance Nearly all sites eligible for
listing on the National Register of Historic Places will
be protected and project construction activities will
impact only three such resources. Portions of eight
prehistoric archaeological sites may be formally
evaluated for significance.

As described in the Draft EIR/EIS, the proposed
project (including anticipated modifications) will be
constructed and operated to avoid impacts to nearly all
cultural and sensitive biological resources. Taking a
conservative approach, IBR surveyed a larger area
than is needed in an effort to encompass all land area
that could potentially be affected by project
modifications (e.g., wind turbine and/or access roads).
As compared to the proposed project, the modified
project design (based on the new surveys)
demonstrates that no new significant impacts or
changes to the mitigation identified in the Draft
EIR/EIS are anticipated to occur as a result of the
modified project design.

Cultural and
Paleontological
Resources

D.7-4

Report for the Tule Wind Project prepared by ASM
Affiliates (ASM Affiliates, Inc. 2010a, 2011a)

Please update to reflect the updated version of the

ASM Cultural Report.

Cultural and
Paleontological
Resources

D.7-4

Together, the APE survey encompasses 3,570 5,724
acres, including 3.6 to 4.1 miles of transmission line.

Please update to the correct survey acreage as
reflected in the Modified Project Layout.

Cultural and
Paleontological
Resources

D.7-4

An intensive inventory of an approximate 9% sample
(Class I1), constituting 1,741 acres of portions of the
non-APE project right-of-way (ROW) was also
completed, in accordance with Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) Guidelines for renewable energy
inventories. An-additional-1,000-feet/300-meters(500
. .
Iﬁeea il 50-meters-each side GIIG. SRIBHRE)- Was alleeaﬁted

project ROW —spanning+-8: Sample survey areas with a

Please consider revising text as suggested for

clarification.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS

Iberdrola Renewables
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No.

Section/
Appendix

Page

Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision

Justification

high probability of containing cultural resources and
that could provide survey coverage in parts of the ROW
that were not affected by the eurrent original APE were
selected for intensive inspection.

Cultural and
Paleontological
Resources

D.7-4

e Atotal of approximately 4,906-7,465 acres was
subject to 100% intensive survey, including both
APE (3;459-5,724 acres) and ROW (1,741 acres)
survey areas. i i i
the-seutheast corner-and-seme-aceessroads-on

. ion lands of

Most of the sampled ROW survey acreage was on
BLM land (1,278 acres), with 82 acres on Indian
Reservation land, and 365 acres on private
property. The APE inventory (including-the-381

acres-remaining-to-survey)-covers 1,809 3271.5
acres on BLM land, 467-291.8 acres on state land;

172 544 acres on Indian Reservation land, 5 acres
on California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans) land, less than 1 acre on County land,
and 4,005 1610.7 acres on private land. All
anticipated impact areas were intensively
surveyed in no greater than 20-meter (60-foot)
transect spacing.

Please update to the correct survey acreage as
reflected in the Modified Project Layout.

Cultural and
Paleontological
Resources

D.7-25

e The 100% survey of the project APE and 9%
sample of the ROW were completed by ASM
Affiliates between January and-July-2010 and
January 2011 (ASM Affiliates, Inc. 2010a,
2011a). A total of 202-166 new sites were
identified: 68-132 in the APE survey, while-and
34 in the ROW sample survey. Fhese-A total of
54 previously recorded sites were also visited and

documented during fieldwork: 45 in the APE
survey and nine in the ROW survey, bringing the
total number of sites documented during
fieldwork to 220: 177 in the APE survey and 43
in the ROW survey. All 220 field documented
sites are listed in Table D.7-6.

Please update to the correct survey acreage as
reflected in the Modified Project Layout and the
updated ASM Report.

10.

Cultural and

D.7.25

Table D.7-6 New Archaeological Sites Recorded

Please see Attachment D.7.1 Revised Table D.7-6

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS

Iberdrola Renewables
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No.

Section/
Appendix

Page

Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision

Justification

Paleontological
Resources

During the Tule Wind Intensive Survey

(February 2011) and revise Table D.7-6
accordingly.

11.

Cultural and
Paleontological
Resources

D.7-31

Based on other previously recorded archaeological

sites documented in the records search completed by

Tetra Tech (2008), the current sample of historic and

prehistoric sites is representative of cultural resources

that can be found throughout McCain Valley.

Prehistoric sites within the APE and ROW generally
consist of lithic and aboriginal ceramic scatters, and
habitation sites consist of varying combinations of
milling features, artifact scatters, midden deposits, and
may include one or more rock shelters. Based-on-other
oucl locical sites
i 1
i#-the records seallel FGG.I ple_ ted-by Ielt_|a Fee .(299.8)
representative-of cultural-resources-that can-be found
throughout-MeCain-ValleyMostof the-hHistoric

archaeological sites contain refuse deposits consisting
of a scatter of food and beverage containers and other
rubbish, or features such as a eencrete-cistern(Fule-
EP-04)-a foundation (SDI-16824). Twenty-six historic
sites consist of one or more structures, including one,

and-a-building-(Fule-EP-02)--Anetherhistoric-site
Fule-C\W-25) is-a historic home site (P-37-031680)
with a historic petroglyph reading “JD 1933.”

Please update to the correct survey acreage as
reflected in the Modified Project Layout and the
updated ASM Report.

12.

Cultural and
Paleontological
Resources

D.7-31

e Of the 38 56 sites

recorded-priorto-thecurrent
intensive-survey-identified in the records search
and documented during fieldwork, 16 sites seven

rock-art-and-temperary-camps-are considered
potentially eligible-A; 10 of these were

documented in the APE survey and six others in
the ROW sample survey. Overall, a total of 152
222 sites were documented during
fieldworkidentified: 208 179 were documented in
the APE survey;-while-and 43 were identified
documented in the ROW sample. Fifteen Twenty-
three archaeological sites within the project APE
inventory are considered likely to meet the criteria

for NRHP eligibility as “historic properties” and

Please update to the correct survey acreage as
reflected in the Modified Project Layout and the
updated ASM Report.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS

Iberdrola Renewables
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No.

Section/
Appendix

Page

Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision

Justification

CRHR eligibility as “historic resources.” Fhirteen
Twenty of these are prehistoric sites (either large
or small campsites); one is historic-period
Highway 80; and two are historic home sites (one
site has both prehistoric and historic components)
(ASM Affiliates, Inc. 2010a, 2011a) (see Table
D.7-6). Of the 43 archaeological sites identified in
the ROW sample inventory, 10 are likely to meet
the criteria for NRHP eligibility as “historic
properties” and CRHR eligibility as “historic
resources”; all of these are prehistoric sites. The
remaining 33 sites are either lacking sufficient
artifactual density and diversity to suggest
substantial subsurface components, or are a
historic-era trash scatter that does not contain
artifacts that can be associated with a specific
historic activity/function, event, or individuals
important in the area’s history (ASM Affiliates,
Inc. 2010a, 2011a).

13.

Cultural and
Paleontological
Resources

D.7-34

Although contacts have been made with identified
knowledgeable Native American tribes and
individuals associated with the BLM Section 106
consultation process parties, the formal consultation
process associated with the ECO Substation and Tule
Wind projects is not complete. The BLM is in the
process of conducting government-to-government
consultation. Therefore, the scope, nature, extent, and
potential significance of any TCPs associated with the
APEs for the proposed projects addressed in this
document are not presently known. Fherefore;

area-must-be-assumed- Should the consultation
process result in the identification of TCPs, their
potential NRHP eligibility should be assumed for
avoidance purposes.

GLOBAL CHANGE: No TCPs have been
identified. The recordation of a TCP is a formal
process that should have documentation of a
specific geographic location. This section is tied to
the sacred sites identified by the NAHC, but should
not be confused with formal TCP designations.

Please consider revising text as suggested for
clarification.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS

Iberdrola Renewables
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Section/

To date, no TCPs have been identified in the project
area. Should the consultation process result in the
identification of TCPs, their potential NRHP
eligibility should be assumed for avoidance purposes.

AdthoughnoFCRshave beerridentifred potential

i i - Under CEQA, impacts
would be significant and cannot be mitigated to a level
that is considered less than significant (Class I). In
other cases, efforts will be made to avoid TCP through
minor project refinements that would mitigate this
impact. Under CEQA, impacts would be significant
but can be mitigated to a level that is considered less
than significant (Class Il).

No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
14, Cultural and D.57-49 County of San Diego Draft General Plan Update — |Please revise to clarify the applicability of the Draft
Paleontological Conservation and Open Space Element General Plan.
Resources
The following goals and policies identified in the
County of San Diego Draft General Plan Update
Conservation and Open Space Element are provided
for informational purposes and are not applicable to
the Proposed PROJECT because the Draft General
Plan has not been adopted:
15. Cultural and D.7-50 The Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO) Please consider spelling out the acronym.
Paleontological
Resources
16. Cultural and D.7-53 The BLM Section 106 consultation process has not A TCP should only be assumed eligible once
Paleontological yet been concluded for this project, so the nature, identified. Here, no TCP has been identified.
Resources extent, and potential significance of TCPs is unknown.

The statement that “the identified impact cannot be
mitigated” is not currently warranted because no
impacts have been identified, nor have any
resources been identified to attribute impacts to.

Please consider revising text as suggested for

clarification.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS

Iberdrola Renewables
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Section/

No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
17. Cultural and D.7-53 Project mitigations have been incorporated that will
Paleontological ensure avoidance of human remains. Unlike FCPs;
Resources which-can-be broacHandforms-oruse areas,aveidance
of unknrown-Unanticipated discoveries of human
remains are theughtto-be-generally localized and can
be feasibly avoided, if necessary, through redesign.
Under CEQA, impacts would be significant but can be
mitigated through avoidance to a level that is
considered less than significant (Class I1). However,
should human remains be identified that cannot be
avoided, an any-adverse effectClass+under CEQA)
impact-would occur.
18. Cultural and D.7-56, Construction of the project would cause an adverse Please consider revising to clarify that the
Paleontological Table D.7-9 [change to sites known to contain human remains significance criteria applies only if human remains
Resources either in formal cemeteries or buried Native American | are found.
remains (if human remains are found).
19. Cultural and D.7-56, Impact TULE-CUL-3 GLOBAL CHANGE: In tables and discussions
Paleontological Table D.7-9 | Construction of the project would cause an adverse regarding specified impacts to potentially identified
Resources change to Traditional Cultural Properties. human remains and TCPs, please note that any
Class | determinations are contingent upon
Class HI (Class | if TCP is identified) discovery. To date, no TCPs or human remains have
been found. Please change to a Class 1l impact.
Impact TULE-CUL-4
Operation and long-term presence of the project The Modified Project Layout avoids direct and
would cause an adverse change to known significant | indirect impacts to the identified historical
historic architectural (built environment) resources. structures. Direct and indirect impacts would be
considered less than significant.
Class H 111
20. Cultural and D.7-61 The Modified Project Layout successfully avoided The EIR/EIS is considering all seven sites
Paleontological most identified cultural sites. Of the 220 identified recommended eligible or potentially eligible that
Resources cultural sites, only 8 will be impacted by project were identified during the Tetra Tech Class |

construction () SDI1-4788, Tule-TQ-39, SDI-19301,
SDI-18054, SDI-19364, SDI-19935, SDI-17817, SDI-
20102/ Tule BC-72 (ASM Affiliates, Inc. 2011a). Of
these eight sites, only one is potentially eligible (SDI-
17817); two others listed as potentially eligible (SDI-
4788 and SDI-19364) were recently tested by SDG&E
across portions of each site and found to not contain
deposits that could be contributing elements to NRHP

records search, as presented in Table D.7-5.
However, none of these sites is in the presently
surveyed APE; they are in the non-APE ROW. As
such, the number of potentially eligible sites stands
at 15. Please consider revising to reflect this
information.

GLOBAL CHANGE: Sites with temporary site

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS

Iberdrola Renewables
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Section/

No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
or CRHR eligibility. SDI1-19301 was also tested by numbers (e.g., Tule-CW-17) should be changed to
SDGE and found to not contain significant deposits. | the Trinomial recently assigned by the SCIC.
The remaining four sites are comprised of limited
artifact scatters with a low potential for buried
deposits. In an effort to achieve avoidance of
significant cultural deposits, the Tule Wind Project
has aligned several project facilities parallel to
SDG&E facilities in areas tested by SDG&E.
Furthermore, seven of the eight sites to be impacted
are bisected by a road that requires improvement
during construction thereby limiting potential impacts
to the road margin. A 138 kV tower is planned for the
location of Tule-TQ-39; a small artifact scatter.
21. Cultural and D.7-63 Any adverse effect to human remains would be Please consider revising this sentence for clarity.
Paleontological adverse; therefore, mitigation has been provided that
Resources would mitigate this impact.
22. Cultural and D.7-66 The NAHC has identified numerous Native American | This section specifically deals with TCPs, but none
Paleontological cultural resources (i.e., sacred sites) within one-half | has been identified or recorded. The excerpt
Resources mile of the proposed project area, although the discusses Native American cultural resources noted
location of these areas relative to project improvement | by the NAHC to occur in the Tule project area, and
areas has not been determined. Consultation with then refers to such NAHC sacred sites as TCPs.
Native American tribes is ongoing and when Sacred sites are not by default TCPs, and the two
completed, may clarify locations of enhanced should not be linked in the same discussion of
sensitivity that may be considered for avoidance. impacts. TCPs are formally recorded and evaluated
TCPs are recorded separately from sacred sites; the for NRHP eligibility. According to Dave Singleton,
latter being recorded with and filed with the NAHC. [ NAHC director (personal communication, January
No TCPs have been identified within the project 4, 2011) the NAHC records sacred sites and does
ROW. As such, a discussion of potential impacts to not keep records consistent with the format required
TCPs is not warranted at this time. Fhe-scope;nature; |for submission to the NRHP for evaluation of
and-extent-of any TCPs-associated-with-the AREare | eligibility asa TCP. The NAHC’s goal is to record
notpresenth-known—Thereforepotential NRHP places of significance to Native peoples, not
tetbih : formally TCPs. Singleton confirmed that the Draft
Considering there are no TCPs identified to date, no | EIR/EIS should not confuse sacred sites and TCPs,
adverse impact is identified and under CEQA, aless |and the consideration given to each with respect to
than significant impact is identified (Class I11). impacts.
In the event a TCP is identified, its NRHP eligibility
must be assumed, and the impact determination would | Please consider revising text as suggested for
change and the following would apply. clarification.
23. Cultural and D.7-68 TFo-date;-theThe intensive archaeolegical-cultural Please consider revising text as suggested to

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS

Iberdrola Renewables
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No.

Section/
Appendix

Page

Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision

Justification

Paleontological
Resources

resources survey of the project area has identified twe
45 historic architectural resources, recorded at 26
historic sites that have not been evaluated petentially
eligible for the NRHP and CRHR within the projeet
area-surveyed APE. While-surveys-have-only

idontifi , X i

These structures appear to be 50 years old or more,
meeting the age threshold to be considered historical
resources under NHPA and CEQA. The Modified
Project Layout successfully avoids direct impacts to
the identified historical structures. A study of visual
impacts to the historic built environment was
completed for the project area (ASM Affiliates, Inc.
2011a). This study identified an additional 15 historic
structures within one-half mile of the surveyed APE
for a total of 60 historic structures considered for
visual impacts. This study found that none of the
identified historic structures would suffer indirect
adverse impacts to their view shed through
implementation of the Modified Project Layout, since
project facilities are either too distant to impact the
view shed, or because the view shed is not considered
a contributing element to the potential NRHP or
CRHR eligibility of any identified historic structure.
Therefore, identified direct and indirect impacts would

not be adverse. Under CEQA, impacts would be
considered less than significant (Class 111). tdentified
HApacts w_euld be ad_ verse-a .d.t e'EIG_'e Higation I’as
b. een-provided-to _|t|g_at_e this-impacts d.e.' CEQA

II palelts “elb'ld b_e 5.'?.' |I|ea£ 'Elet ea;' bel |t|g_ated -2

accurately describe the recorded historic sites
throughout the project area. Please also clarify the
language to state that none of the identified historic
structures would suffer indirect adverse impacts to
their view shed through implementation of the
Modified Project Layout. A recommendation to
change the impact determination to Class Ill, Less
Than Significant is provided.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS

Iberdrola Renewables
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Section/

No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
- - ; —— - :
24, Cultural and D.7-74 Fifth paragraph Please revise language to reflect corrected analysis
Paleontological per the Modified Project Layout.
Resources When the Tule Wind Project is decommissioned,
project components under the County’s jurisdiction
(43 7 wind turbines and a segment of the 138 kV
transmission line) would be removed from County
lands;
25. Cultural and D.7-80 Under CEQA, impacts would be significant but can be | Please consider explicitly stating Class Il
Paleontological mitigated to a level that is considered less than determination, for clarity and consistency with rest
Resources significant through implementation of Mitigation of Draft EIR/EIS.
Measures PALEO-1A through PALEO-1E (Class I1).
26. Cultural and D.7-84 TULE-CUL-2 Construction of the project would Please consider changing to clarify significance
Paleontological Table D.7-11 |cause an adverse change to sites known to contain criteria for all alternatives TULE-CUL-2.
Resources human remains either in formal cemeteries or buried
Native American remains_(if human remains are
found).
217. Cultural and D.7-84 TULE-CUL-3 Construction of the project would Please consider changing the significance
Paleontological Table D.7-11 | cause an adverse change to Traditional Cultural determination to all alternatives TULE-CUL-3based
Resources Properties. (Class | if TCPs are identified) Class +111 | on identified TCPs.
28. Cultural and D.7-84 TULE-CUL-4 Operation and long-term presence of Please consider changing the significance
Paleontological Table D.7-11 |the project would cause an adverse change to known | determination based on the lack identified historic
Resources significant historic architectural (built environment)  |resources located within the project area.
resources.
Class H-111
29. Cultural and D.7-85 The 138 kV transmission line route is 5:6 5.4 miles Please consider changing calculations based on the
Paleontological shorter when compared with the proposed route. Modified Project Layout.
Resources
30. Cultural and D.7-88 Impact CUL-3: To date, no TCPs have been Please consider changing impacts due to TCPs
Paleontological identified for As-with-the-construetion-ef-the proposed |based on the previous discussions.
Resources Tule Wind Project. Considering no TCPs have been

identified to date, no adverse impact is identified and
under CEQA, a less than significant impact is
identified (Class IlI).

In the event a TCP is identified, its NRHP eligibility
must be assumed, and the impact determination would
change. lin some cases, avoiding direct and indirect

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS

Iberdrola Renewables
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No.

Section/
Appendix

Page

Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision

Justification

impacts to TCPs (such as traditional landscapes,
topographic elements including sacred mountains, or
use areas) during construction of this alternative may

expanse-of some-of theseresources-occur. If identified
In-this-event, the residual impact on TCPs would be
adverse and therefore-mitigation-has-been-provided:

However-the-identified-impact-cannot be mitigated.
Under CEQA, impacts would be considered

significant and cannot be mitigated to a level that is
considered less than significant (Class I).-ever-with
- : £ Mitiaation M UL 1
threugh-CUL-1E,-CUL-2-and- CUL-3-

31.

Cultural and
Paleontological
Resources

D.7-90

Impacts CUL-3, CUL-4, and PALEO-1: CUL-3,
CUL-4, and PALEO-1 impacts under this alternative
would be similar to those identified in Section D.7.3.3
for the proposed Tule Wind Project. ldentified CUL-3

Fule-Wind-Project: 1dentified CUL -3 impacts would

be less than significant (Class I11), unless a TCP is
identified, and then it would be considered adverse,
significant impact and unmitigable (Class I).

Please consider changing impacts due to TCPs
based on the previous discussions.

32.

Cultural and
Paleontological
Resources

D.7-92

Impacts CUL -3, CUL-4, and PALEO-1: Although
the potential for impacts would be slightly greater
under this alternative because of undergrounding
activities along the transmission line alignment, CUL-
3, CUL-4, and PALEO-1 impacts under this
alternative would be similar to those identified in
Section D.7.3.3 for the proposed Tule Wind Project.
tdes “Fl'eel Q.U.E 3. impacts-would b'eladl.uase ane 4

Please consider changing impacts due to TCPs
based on the previous discussions.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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Section/
No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification

Identified CUL-3 impacts would be less than
significant (Class I1), unless a TCP is identified, and
then it would be considered adverse, significant
impact and unmitigable (Class I).

33. Cultural and D.7-90 Impacts CUL-3, CUL-4, and PALEO-1: Please consider changing impacts due to TCPs
Paleontological based on the previous discussions.
Resources ldentified- CUL-3-impacts-would-be-adverse-and

Identified CUL-3 impacts would be less than
significant (Class I1), unless a TCP is identified, and
then it would be considered adverse, significant
impact and unmitigable (Class I).

34. Cultural and D.7-113 TULE-CUL-3 Construction of the project would Please consider changing determination based on no
Paleontological Table D.7-14 | cause an adverse change to Traditional Cultural TCPs identified within the project area.
Resources Properties.
Attachments

D.7.1 - Revised Table D.7-6 (February 2011)

Technical Reports

ASM Affiliates, Draft Addendum Class 111 Cultural Resources Inventory Report (February 2011)

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 12 Cultural and Paleontological Resources
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TULE WIND PROJECT DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/STATEMENT

COMMENTS & SUGGESTED REVISIONS

IBERDROLA RENEWABLES

Section D.8: Noise

Section/
No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
1. Noise D.8-3 ... they nevertheless are considered adverse to Please consider revising to include the County of
public health according to the County of San Diego |San Diego as guidelines for noise impacts.
General Plan Noise Element (San Diego County
General Plan, Part VIII, Chapter 2).
2. Noise D.8-5 The Tule Wind Project is located within a rural area | Please consider revising the language to correctly
Fifth paragraph | with approximately 2050 homes scattered describe the number of homes in the operational
throughout the proposed power noise study area. See HDR Noise Technical
generating/transmission corridor area. Report, dated February 2011.
3. Noise D.8-6 The greatest noise levels in the project area Please consider revising the language to clarify the
Third paragraph | typically occurred during early morning rush-hours. | period of greatest noise level.

4. Noise D.8-7 Figure D.8-1 Please consider revising to reflect the Modified
Project Layout.

5. Noise D.8-9 ...General Plan document. However-iln 1974, “However” appears to be a non-sequitur. The two
statements it separates do not conflict. Please
consider revising.

6. Noise D.8-10 The EPA guidelines, which do not have the force of | Please consider revising to reflect the correct

law or requlation, has-indicated that residential regulation.
noise exposure of 55 dBAa to 65 dBA is acceptable
when analyzing land use compatibility (EPA 1981);
7. Noise D.8-10 Generally-speaking, noise levels less than ... Please consider revising to reflect this language.
8. Noise D.8-12 In addition, the code requires that between the Please remove the comma between “property” and
Last paragraph | hours of 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. no equipment “where.” The comma implies a 3" location: “where
shall be operated so as to cause an 8-hour average |the noise source is located.”
construction noise level in excess of 75 dBA when
measured at the boundary line of the property; The standard does not include this comma and
where the noise source is located, or on any should be “measured at the property line where the

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
Iberdrola Renewables

Noise
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Section/

First paragraph

No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
occupied property where the noise is being noise source is located.” The comma implies the
received. noise level should not be exceeded right at the noise
source- when there is no such implication within the
code.
0. Noise D.8-13 The County of San Diego Noise Ordinance Section |Please remove the comma between “property” and
First paragraph | 36.410 (2009b) includes applicable limitations for | “where.” The comma implies a 3" location: “where
impulsive noise. Specifically, except for emergency | the noise source is located.” The standard does not
work or work on a public road project, no person include this comma and should be “measured at the
shall produce or cause to be produced an impulsive |property line where the noise source is located.”
noise that exceeds the maximum sound level (as The comma implies the noise level should not be
described in the following significance thresholds) |exceeded right at the noise source- when there is no
when measured at the boundary line of the such implication within the code.
property; where the noise source is located; or on
any occupied property..
10. Noise D.8-13 Specifically, except for emergency work or work | Please consider revising the description of the

on a public road project, no person shall produce or
cause to be produced an impulsive noise that
exceeds the maximum sound level (as described in
the following significance thresholds) when
measured at the boundary line of the property;
where the noise source is located, or on any
occupied property where the noise is received for

Exceedence of the impulsive noise limit is
determined with the maximum sound pressure level
measured in one-minute intervals. Exceedences are
not allowed for 75 percent of the minutes within a

measurement period (one-hour minimum period),

but exceedences of any level of impulsive sound
are allowed for 25 percent of the minutes, as long
as those impulsive sounds don’t increase the 8-hour
average construction noise level to exceed limits set
in Section 36.4009.

County of San Diego Noise Ordinance Section
36.410 to reflect the actual ordinance, its intent and
its interpretation in enforcement.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS

Iberdrola Renewables
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No.

Section/
Appendix

Page

Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision

Justification

11.

Noise

D.8-14
First paragraph

Source: FTA 2006. Notes:

1. For Categories 2 and 3 with occupied facilities,
isolated events such as blasting are significant
when the peak particle velocity (PPV) exceeds 1
inch per second. Nontransportation vibration
sources such as impact pile drivers or hydraulic
breakers are significant when their PPV exceeds 0.1
inch per second. More specific criteria for
structures and potential annoyance were developed
by the California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans2004) and will be used to evaluate these
continuous or transient sources in San Diego
County.

2. “Frequent Events” is defined as more than 70
vibration events per day. Most rapid transit projects
fall into this category.

3. “Occasional or Infrequent Events” are defined as
fewer than 70 vibration events per day. This
combined category includes most commuter rail
systems.

4. This criterion limit is based on levels that are
acceptable for most moderately sensitive equipment
such as optical microscopes. Vibration sensitive
manufacturing or research will require detailed
evaluation to define acceptable vibration levels.
Ensuring lower vibration levels in a building often
requires special design of the heating, venting, and
air-conditioning (HVAC) systems and stiffened
floors.

5. Vibration-sensitive equipment is not sensitive to
groundborne noise.

6. There are some buildings such as concert halls,
TV and recording studios, and theaters that can be
very sensitive to vibration and noise but do not fit
into any of these categories. The County of San
Diego has established guidelines for these special
buildings.

The vibration criteria stated in Table D.8-5 only
apply to transportation related vibration sources.
More specific criteria for blasting and structures
were developed by Caltrans, as stated in Table D.8-
5 footnote 1. Please consider revising to include the
Caltrans vibration criteria, referred to in footnote 1,
which applies to blasting and construction related
vibration.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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Section/
Appendix

Page

Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision

Justification

12.

Noise

D.8-14
Table to be added
after Table 8.8-5
New Table D.8-6

More specific vibration criteria to evaluate the
potential for impact to structures and annoyance
were developed by the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans2003). Caltrans Guidelines
are provided in Tables D.8-6 and D.8-7 below.

Table D.8-6 Vibration Induced Damage Impact
Threshold

Structure and Condition Maximum PPV (in/sec)

Transient Sources® Continuous/
Freguent Intermittent Sources?

Extremely fragile historic buildings, ruins, ancient
monuments 0.12 0.08

Fragile buildings 0.2 0.1

Historic and some old buildings 0.5 0.25
Older residential structures 0.5 0.3
Newer residential structures 1.0 0.5
Modern industrial / commercial buildings 2.0

0.5
Source: Jones & Stokes 2004. Transportation —
and construction-induced vibration guidance
manual. June (J&S 02-039). Sacramento, CA.
Prepared for California Department of
Transportation, Noise, Vibration, and Hazardous
Waste Management Office, Sacramento, CA.
Notes: *Transient sources create a single, isolated
vibration even, such as blasting or drop balls.

2 Continuous / frequent intermittent
sources include impact pile drivers, pogo-stick
compactors, crack-and-seat equipment, vibratory
pile drivers and vibratory compaction equipment.

Please consider revising to include vibration
thresholds and CALTRANS guidelines regarding
vibration annoyance potential.

13.

Noise

D.8-14
New Table D.8-7
to be added

Isolated vibration events such as blasting are
significant when the peak particle velocity exceeds
1 inch per second. Non-transportation sources such
as impact pile driver or hydraulic breakers are
significant when their peak particle velocity
exceeds 0.1 inch per second.

Table D.8-7

The vibration criteria stated in Table D.8-5 only
apply to transportation related vibration sources.
More specific criteria for blasting and structures
were developed by Caltrans, as stated in Table D.8-
5 footnote 1. Please consider revising to include the
Caltrans vibration criteria, referred to in footnote 1,
which applies to blasting and construction related
vibration.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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Section/

No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
CALTRANS Guideline for Vibration
Annoyance Potential
Maximum Peak Particle
Velocity (in/sec)
Continuous/
Frequent
Structure and Transient | Intermittent
Condition Sources! Sources?
Barely perceptible 0.04 0.01
Distinctly perceptible 0.25 0.04
Strongly perceptible 0.9 0.10
Severe 2.0 04
Source:  Jones & Stokes. 2004. Transportation and
Construction-Induced Vibration Guidance Manual.
June. (J&S 02-039.) Sacramento, CA. Prepared for
California Department of Transportation, Noise,
Vibration, and Hazardous Waste Management Office,
Sacramento, CA.
Notes: ! Transient sources create a single, isolated vibration
even, such as blasting or drop balls.
2 Continuous/frequent intermittent sources include
impact pile drivers, pogo-stick compactors, crack-and-
seat equipment, vibratory pile drivers and vibratory
compaction equipment.
14. Noise D.8-15 ... and will combine to exceed 60 CNEL at exterior | Please remove redundant word.
noise NSLU.
15. Noise D.8-15 d. Impulsive Noise: Construction-related noise in | Please consider revising the noise impulsive
Paragraphs 9 excess of the following significance thresholds significance threshold to comply with the County of
through 11 would be considered significant: San Diego Noise Ordinance Section 36.410, its

i. More than 82 dBA maximum sound pressure
level for residential, village zoning, or civic land
use where the-neise-isreceived-for-15-minutesor
more the exceedence in any whole minute does not
occur for more than 15 minutes during a one-hour
time period

ii. More than 85 dBA maximum sound pressure
level for agricultural, commercial, or industrial land
use where the-noise-isreceived-for-15-minutes-or
more-the exceedence in any whole minute does not

intent and its interpretation in enforcement.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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Section/
No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
occur for more than 15 minutes during a 1-hour
time period.
16. Noise D.8-15 Use of Vibration Thresholds Please consider revising for clarity. The vibration
Last paragraph thresholds stated in Table D.8-5 only apply to
Project implementation-transportation related operational vibration for transportation related
vibration sources will expose the uses previously | sources. More specific criteria for blasting and
listed in Table D.8-5 to groundborne vibration or | structures were developed by Caltrans, as stated in
groundborne noise levels equal to or in excess of | Table D.8-5 footnote 1. Please include a discussion
the levels shown. of the Caltrans vibration critieria, which applies to
blasting and construction related vibration is the
Project implementation will expose structures to “Use of Vibration Thresholds” section.
construction-related or blasting related groundborne
vibration equal to or in excess of the levels outlined
in the Caltrans Vibration Induced Damage Impact
Threshold or Caltrans Guideline for Vibration
Annoyance.
17. Noise D.8-16 Tule Wind, LL C Pacifi Please consider revising the number of proposed
proposed APMs TULE-NOI-1 through TULE-NOI- | APMs to reflect the mitigation measures outlined
176 to reduce impacts related to noise (as described | within the Applicants Environmental Document
in Section B.4.4, Tule Wind Project Applicant (AED).
Proposed Measures, of this EIR/EIS).
18. Noise D.8-17 TULE-NOI-1 Construction noise would Please consider revising classification of Tule-NOI-
Table D.8-6 substantially disturb sensitive receptors and 1 to reflect revisions requested in Comment #25,
(Renumbered | temporarily violate local rules, standards, and/or #26 and #28.
Table D.8-8) ordinances during construction.
Row 1, Columns 2 | Class 4 11
&3
19. Noise D.8-17 TULE-NOI-2  Construction activity would Please consider revising classification of Tule-NOI-
Table D.8-6 temporarily cause groundborne vibration. 2 to reflect revisions stated in the proposed project. .
(Renumbered Class HIl
Table D.8-8)
Row 4 Column 3
20. Noise D.8-19 The nighttime construction noise levels could be Please consider revising to include the noise
Second paragraph |above the ambient noise level and would occur variance procedure set forth in County Code
outside the hours of construction permitted under | Section 36.423(a) of the County Noise Ordinance,
Section 36.408 of the County Noise Ordinance. which provides that “A person who proposes to
Therefore, SDG&E would partially mitigate for the | perform non-emergency work on a public right-of-
nighttime noise impacts with implementation of way, public utility facility, public transportation

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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Section/

... If necessary the applicant will temporarily
relocate impacted residents on an as-needed basis
for the duration of the blasting activities, physical
damage to potentially vulnerable structures will be
addressed by avoiding construction blasting near
the structures wherever possible, and, if necessary,
non-blasting construction methods will be
evaluated. To ensure that potentially impacted
residents are informed, the applicant will provide
notice by mail to all property owners within 300
feet of the project at least 1 week prior to the start
of construction activities. Blasting would be
completed between 7 a.m. and 7 p.m. to be
compliant with County noise ordinances. A rock
anchoring or min-pile system may be used to
reduce the risk of damage to structures during
blasting activities. Fair compensation for lost use
will be provided to the property owner.

No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
APM ECONOI-1, which will ensure that nighttime |facility or some other project for the benefit of the
construction activities would not cause noise that | general public, who is unable to conform to the
would exceed an hourly average of 45 dB when requirements of this chapter may apply to the
measured at the border of the nearest residence. If [ County for a variance authorizing the person to
this standard cannot be met, SDG&E will temporarily deviate from the requirements of this
communicate this to the County in advance. chapter.”
However, since the nighttime construction impacts
cannot be fully mitigated, impacts would remain
adverse. Under CEQA, these impacts would be
significant and cannot be mitigated to a level that is
considered less than significant (Class I).

21. Noise D.8-20 Based upon the previous assumptions, any blasting |Please consider revising to make clear that these

Second paragraph | occurring without mitigation would exceed the levels will only exceed the level component of the

County’s impulsive noise standard limit in any one |county impulsive noise ordinance, irrespective of
minute at the boundary of any parcel used for the time component. The Proposed PROJECT is
agricultural purposes at a distance of approximately | allowed under county ordinance to exceed the
1,100 feet, and for residential purposes at a distance | impulsive noise standard level for a limited amount
of approximately 1,550 feet. of time.

22 Noise D.8-21 MM NOI-1 Blasting Plan Please consider revising the text to reflect the

design considerations and mitigation measures
outlined on page 34 of the HDR Noise Technical
Report, dated February 2011.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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No.

Section/
Appendix

Page

Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision

Justification

23.

Noise

D.8-23
Fifth paragraph

Existing traffic-related noise levels in the area
range from 4718 to 68 69 dBA CNEL. Project-
related traffic noise levels, during the peak of
project construction, would range from 47 to 57
dBA CNEL. Modeling of existing, project-related,
and existing plus project-related average daily
traffic volumes were calculated, and the existing
plus project noise levels during the peak of the
project construction are anticipated to range from
50 26 dBA to 69 dBA CNEL at the closest noise
sensitive areas of residences adjacent to McCain
Valley Road, Old Highway 80, and Ribbonwood
Road.

Please consider revising the existing traffic-related
noise levels to reflect the results presented within
HDR’s Noise Technical Study, dated February
2011.

24.

Noise

D.8-24
First paragraph

The project creates an increase of more than 3 dBA
CNEL along several roadway a-segments-of
RibbenwoodReadneorth-of1-8 with low existing
traffic, but does not increase the existing noise
levels above the 60 dBA CNEL County threshold
to noise-sensitive areas (HDR 2010). Based on the
modeled results prepared by HDR, no traffic-
related roadway

impacts are anticipated due to project-related traffic
(HDR 2010)._Under CEQA, noise impacts due to
construction traffic noise activity are considered
less than significant (Class I11).

Please consider revising the existing traffic-related
noise levels to reflect the results presented within
HDR’s Noise Technical Study, dated February
2011.

25.

Noise

D.8-24
Third paragraph

Impacts to sensitive noise receptors along the 138
kV transmission line ROW due to blasting noise
would not be adverse if scheduling constraints are
implemented so to comply with Sections 36.409
and 36.410 of the San Diego County Noise
Ordinance theresidents-agree-to-relocation, as
described in APM ECO-NOI-4TULE-NOI-2
TULE-NOI-4 and Mitigation Measure NOI-1.

Id location-the-blasti

! drill ria noise i . idored ad l
cannot-bereliably-mitigated-Under CEQA, noise
impacts from blasting and drill rig use are
considered significant but would be mitigated to a

Please consider revising to reflect how the blasting
will be scheduled to comply with the county
ordinances as outlined in HDR’s Noise Technical
Study, dated February 2011.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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Section/

Fourth paragraph

levels have been calculated to range up to 94 99
dBA at the property lines of nearby properties
without mitigation and are summarized in Table
D.8-8. Results reported in Table D.8-8 represent
construction noise levels without the
implementation of the applicant proposed
measures. As indicated in the table, the
construction noise would exceed an 8-hour average
sound level of 75 dBA at several residences
associated with the transmission line and roadway
construction activities without applicant proposed
measures.-TFhe-construction-noise-would-resultin-an
Mitigation of the noise impacts would occur with
implementation of APMs Tule-NOI-2, Tule-NOI-4,
and Tule-NOI-6 through Tule-NOI-16, and
Mitigation Measure NOI-1. With the
implementation of BMPs, APMs Tule-NOI-2,
Tule-NOI-4, and Tule-NOI-6 through Tule-NOI-
16, and Mitigation Measure NOI-1 construction
noise will comply with Section 36.409 of the San
Diego County Noise Ordinance. With the
incorporation of BMPs and mitigation measures,
the highest predicted construction noise level at an
adjacent property boundary is reduced from 94
dBA to 74 dBA Leq, one decibel under the county
limit. Under CEQA, impacts would be significant
but would be mitigated to a level that is considered
less than significant (Class |1)and-cannet-be
n_ntlg_ﬁa.ted te{ a; Ile.,elz 't atis-considered-less thay

As discussed in Section B, Project Description,
Tule Wind, LLC anticipates that construction
activities would occur between 7 a.m. and 7.p.m,

No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
level that is considered less than significant (Class
m > lovel -
26. Noise D.8-24 The resulting 8-hour average construction noise Please consider revising the existing traffic-related

noise levels to reflect the results presented within
HDR’s Noise Technical Study, dated February
2011.

Mitigation of construction noise impacts has been
proposed by introduction of time constraints on the
construction activities, Best Management Practices
(BMPs) and movable noise barriers which would
bring the closest receptors in compliance with the
noise ordinance.

County code section 36.423(a) provides that “A
person who proposes to perform non-emergency
work on a public right-of-way, public utility
facility, public transportation facility or some other
project for the benefit of the general public, who is
unable to conform to the requirements of this
chapter may apply to the County for a variance
authorizing the person to temporarily deviate from
the requirements of this chapter.” The Tule Wind
Project will follow this variance procedure if non-
emergency construction work is required outside of
normal construction hours. The granting of the
variance would reduce the impact of any
construction noise below a level of significance. If
a variance cannot be obtained, however, the Project
will conform to the normal hours of construction.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision

Justification

Monday through Saturday, but may involve
extended hours as needed to complete certain
construction activities. Where construction would
occur outside of the hours permitted by the County
of San Diego, Tule Wind, LLC would follow
established protocol and seek a variance from the
County noise requirements consistent with County
Code section 36.423. Tule Wind, LLC would also
provide advanced notice to property owners within
300 feet of planned activities. The advanced notice
would include 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. If a variance from the
construction hours of 7 a.m. to 7 p.m. cannot be
obtained from the County, no construction will
occur outside the normal hours of construction.
Under CEQA, impacts would be significant but
would be mitigated to a level that is considered less
than significant (Class I1).

27.

Noise

D.8-25
Table D.8-8
(Renumber Table
D.8-10)

Please update all tables to reflect information found
in HDR Noise Technical Report, dated February
2011.

The current Table D.8-8 (renumbered Table D.8-
10) is based on an out-dated noise technical report,
dated June 2010. Please consider revising the
construction noise levels to reflect the results
presented within HDR’s Noise Technical Study,
dated February 2011.

28.

Noise

D.8-28
First paragraph

Since turbine foundations would be left in place,
blasting is not expected to be blasting-may-be
required. Mitigation of the noise impacts would
occur with implementation of APMs Tule-NOI-2,
Tule-NOI-4, and Tule-NOI-6 through Tule-NOI-
16, and Mitigation Measure NOI-1. With the
implementation of BMPs, APMs Tule-NOI-2,
Tule-NOI-4, and Tule-NOI-6 through Tule-NOI-
16, and Mitigation Measure NOI-1 construction
noise will comply with Section 36.409 and Section
36.410 of the San Diego County Noise Ordinance.

Please consider revising to reflect how the blasting
will be scheduled to comply with the county
ordinances.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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Justification

Even if blasting is required, scheduling constraints
would be implemented so to comply with Sections
36.409 and 36.410 of the San Diego County Noise
Ordinance.-and-itis-unknown-whether residents
close-to b.IIaS“ Ig aet"" me_s "."el"ld agree tle

i i - Under
CEQA, impacts would also be significant but and
would be mitigated to a level that is considered less
than significant (Class 1I).

29.

Noise

D.8-28

APMs ECO-NOI-1 through ECO-NOI-4, TULE-
NOI-2, TULE-NOI-4, TULE-NOI-5-6 through
TULE-NOI-16, and ESJ-NOI-1, along with
Mitigation Measure NOI-1, would be implemented
as part of the Proposed PROJECT.

Please make APMs consistent with what is
presented on page D.8-24.

30.

Noise

D.8-28
Third paragraph

However, even with mitigation, the construction
noise from the Proposed PROJECT would result in
an adverse and unmitigated noise impact as a result
of nighttime construction_only if variances from the
County’s noise ordinance cannot be obtained, and
blasting, and helicopter operations associated with
the ECO Substation portion of the project-and
blast g d dl.'” Hg-operations, & |e|_|eae|wa_§| a'l d

lo Wind nortion of the praioet

Please consider revising the construction noise text
to reflect revisions requested in Comment #25, #26
and #28, to clarify that no nighttime construction
would occur for the Tule Wind project without a
variance issued by the County.

31.

Noise

D.8-28
Last paragraph

While components of the Tule, Campo, and
Manzanita wind ...

Please consider revising to clarify that portions of
the Tule project are also under sole jurisdiction and
regulation by Tribal law.

32.

Noise

D.8-29
First paragraph

... project is expected to result in similar
construction noise impacts as the Tule Wind
Project.

Please correct the typographical error.

33.

Noise

D.8-29
Last paragraph

Based on calculations, vibration levels beyond 15
feet from construction activities are below the
damage threshold for older and newer residential
buildings (HDR, 2010). Residences within
approximately 50 feet of most construction
activities could exceed the County’s annoyance
threshold for frequent events (HDR, 2011).

Please consider revising the text to reflect the
design considerations and mitigation measures
outlined on page 34 of the HDR Noise Technical
Report, dated February 2011.

The noise technical report discusses blasting as a
technical source of groundborne vibration.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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Section/

Second paragraph

construction of the Proposed PROJECT would not
result in adverse impacts be-adverseand-with

No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
No residential structures would be within 50 feet of [ However, blast events are extremely short in
construction activities; therefore, construction- duration, groundborne vibration dissipates very
related groundborne vibration would not result in [ quickly in soil, and best-management practices will
an adverse impact, and under CEQA, impacts be in place to control airborne noise effects from
would be considered less than significant (Class blasting, which are historically much greater than
1n. vibration effects from blasting. Considering these
factors, vibration due to blasting is not likely to
Construction-and-decommissioning-could-include | affect residences at all. Therefore, a blast vibration
activities-that-may-temporarily-expose-people-to analysis is not needed.
| : lting £ ;
vibration-—Blasting-may-berequired-in-some-areas | Furthermore, the sections regarding Impact NOI-1
to-removerock-General-areas-or-exact-locations for both the ECO Substation Project and the ESJ
wil-be-identified-byresults-of a-geotechnical Gen-Tie Project discuss airborne noise effects from
vestigation—tmplementation-of- Mitigation blasting but do not discuss vibration effects from
Measure NO-Twould-mitigate these-impacts blasting in regard to Impact NOI-2. The impacts
through-the preparation-ancHmplementation-ofa should be assessed consistently throughout the
blasting-plan-that would-ensure-that- potentiatly document. And in any case, blasting activities will
impacted-residents-were notified-and-that other have to conform to San Diego County Code of
mitigating-actions-are-identified-and-implemented; | Regulatory Ordinances, Sec. 96.1.3301.2
such-asrelocatingresidents-anchoring-structures; | Explosives and Fireworks — Applicability, wherein
and/orproviding-compensation—The-groundborne | monitoring and inspection procedures are required.
vibration b OFF CORStrUEHOR & d sleee_ FRISSIORIRG
elated blast_n.g “el"ld. cause adverse pacts that
”e.b'.ld b_e itigated-with .pleme |tat,|e ol -
Mitigation-Measure NOI-1-However BecaLse-Hs
Rotknown whet e e’swle S "“G.Hld agree-to
temporary relocation; blasting .,|Ie|at|_e| pactsare
€o |_5|ele|eld adverse and e,a ot b. € |e_l|ably
mmg_ated J eIm_SEQ, o "'b. FatoR-1Mpacts b
bla. StiRg-arecof sidered Sig ||I|ea_ tand-may-Rotbe
n_utlg_ﬁa.ted te{ a; Ile"e! 'E ats-considered-less-tha
34. Noise D.8-30 ... a greater level than each individual project Please consider revising to clarify that not all
Second paragraph | because these projects are located in different areas, | projects analyzed the Proposed PROJECT will be
will be constructed during different time frames, constructed concurrently.
and would impact different sensitive receptors.
35. Noise D.8-30 Therefore, groundborne vibration as a result of Please consider revising the text to reflect the

revisions requested in Comment #33.
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Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision

Justification

implementation-of-Mitigation-Measure NOI-1
wouldremain-adverse. Under CEQA, construction-
related vibration impacts would be less than
significant (Class I11) and-cannetbe-mitigated-to-a
levelthat-is-considered-ess-than-significant (Class
; last] ities,

36.

Noise

D.8-31-32

The 138 kV project transmission line and poles
would be located within a 180—-125-foot ROW
easement. The—proposed-transmission—line—would
have-three—conductors—supported-by—insulators—on
ol ‘ | | ; | )
teresemble-wooed:

Based on the corona noise model, using a typical
138 kV single-circuit or double-circuit transmission
line configuration, transmission line noise would
comply with the County’s noise ordinance
requirements at the 100 125-foot ROW. Corona
noise levels under wet weather conditions at the
ROW are calculated to be 26 22 dBA below the
County nighttime noise-level limits (HDR 201180).

Please consider revising the text to reflect
information found in HDR Noise Technical Report,
dated February 2011.

37.

Noise

D.8-32
Third paragraph

In the analysis of wind-turbine project-related
noise, HDR modeled noise from-134-GE1L5XLE
128 Gamesa G87 2.0 MW wind turbines, substation
noise and a SODAR unit. A worst case scenario hot
weather package based on the manufacturer’s
specifications was used in the modeling. The hot
weather package at maximum operation adds an
additional 2.6 dBA, making the total noise
emissions of the G87s, 109 DBA, with an
additional 2 decibels were used in the model to
account for uncertainty. If the 2.0 MW turbines
were utilized, approximately 100 locations would
be built versus the 128 locations analyzed. Actual
noise impacts utilizing a 2.0 MW turbine would be
less than modeled due to fewer turbines. The
turbine locations include 96Z wind turbines on
BLM land, 187 turbines on tribal lands, 7 turbines

Please consider revising the text to reflect
information found in HDR Noise Technical Report,
dated February 2011. The noise analysis evaluated
noise impacts based on the maximum project build-
out in terms of number of turbines and utilized the
turbine of greatest noise emissions. All other
currently considered turbines have lower noise
emissions, including the 1.5 MW and 3.0 MW
options. If 3.0 MW turbines were to be used it is
likely that noise levels would decrease due to the
greater setbacks, the reduced number of turbines
and lower noise emissions.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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No.

Section/
Appendix

Page

Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision

Justification

on state lands, and 437 wind turbines on private
parcels (Rough Acres Ranch). Wind-turbine
pProject-related noise levels range from 33 36 dBA
to 49 54 dBA, as shown in Table D.8-9. Without
mitigation, assuming all turbines utilized a
maximum noise emissions of 111 dBA installed-at
1.5-megawatt- (MW, the project would exceed
maximum allowable noise limits for-nighttime
noise-of 45-dBA-(refer to-Table- D-8-4) at two five
property boundaries-Hemes-1-and-2-by 2 dB-and-4
5-dB respectively. As currently modeled, daytime

noise limits may be exceeded at three parcels and
nighttime noise limits have the potential to be
exceeded at five parcels. The noise analysis
utilized the turbine of greatest noise emission, a 2.0
MW Gamesa turbine in the assessment of project-
related noise. All other currently considered
turbines have lower noise emissions, including the
1.5 MW and 3.0 MW options. Therefore, utilizing
the currently considered 3.0 MW turbines noise
levels would decrease due to larger setback
distances and lower noise emissions. If 3:0-M\A/
different wind turbines are used, additional
residences may or may not be adversely impacted.
Under CEQA, noise from turbine operations would
be significant but would be mitigated to a less than
significant level (Class II).

38.

Noise

D.8-32
Table D.8-9
(Renumber Table
D.8-11)

Table D.8-9 12 Wind Turbine Noise Levels at
Residences within 1 Mile of the Proposed Turbine
Locations

The current Table D.8-9 (renumbered to Table D.8-
12) was based on a previous version of the noise
technical report, dated June 2010. Please consider
revising the construction noise levels to reflect the
results presented within HDR’s updated Noise
Technical Study, dated February 2011.

39.

Noise

D.8-33

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 34-404. Mitigation of the turbine
noise may include revising the turbine layout,

Please consider revising mitigation measure MM-
NOI-3 to reference the applicable noise standard.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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Section/

Prior to construction, a site-specific noise
mitigation plan will be developed to ensure that
noise from turbines will not adversely impact
surrounding residences. The noise mitigation plan
will ensure that operations of the turbines will
comply with County General Plan Policy 4b and
County Noise Ordinance Section 34-404-36.404.
Mitigation of the turbine noise may include
revising the turbine layout, curtailment of nighttime

No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
curtailment of nighttime use of selected turbines,
utilization of an alternate turbine manufacturer, and
implementation of noise reduction technology, or
other methods of compliance with applicable noise
standards.
40. Noise D.8-32 [Tule Wind, LLC is aware that some individuals Please find the following supporting attachments:
maintain that wind turbine operations cause health
effects, generally labeled “wind turbine syndrome.” | D.8.1 — Colby, et al., Wind Turbine Sound and
Medical experts have investigated these claims, and | Health Effects: An Expert Panel Review (December
found them to be without scientific merit. Please |2009).
accept the attached references addressing “wind
turbine syndrome.”] D.8.2 — O’Neal, et al., A Study of Low Frequency
Noise and Infrasound from Wind Turbines (July
2009).
D.8.3 — Province of Ontario, Chief Medical Officer
of Health, The Potential Health Impact of Wind
Turbines (May 2010).
D.8.4 — Public Service Commission of Wisconsin,
Rebuttal Testimony of Dr. Mark Roberts on behalf
of Wisconsin Electric Power Company (October 20,
2009)
D.8.5 — Roberts, et al., Evaluation of the Scientific
Literature on the Health Effects Associated with
Wind Turbines and Low Frequency Sound (October
20, 2009)
41. Noise D.8-33 MM NOI-3 Please consider revising MM NOI-3 as suggested in

order to allow the applicant to identify measures
that may not be technologically available now but
may be available in the future to enable the
applicant to meet the noise threshold.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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Section/

No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
use of selected turbines, utilization of an alternate
turbine manufacturer, or combination of
manufacturers, and-implementation of noise
reduction technology, or other methods of
compliance with applicable noise standards.
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 would not create noise levels due
to deterioration that would violate County
standards.
42. Noise D.8-57 Table D.8-14 — Mitigation Measure NOI-3 Please revise Mitigation Measure NOI-3 in Table
D.8-14, as suggested in Comment # 41 above
43. Noise D.8-34 There are also five twe residences in the vicinity of |Please consider revising the 3.0 MW turbine
First paragraph | turbines that would be adversely impacted by noise |discussion to reflect the results presented within
from wind turbine related noise :-5-MW-turbines; |HDR’s Noise Technical Study, dated February
as-well-as-additional-residences-that may-be 2011. The noise analysis evaluated noise impacts
tmpacted-by-30-MW turbines. based on the maximum project build-out in terms of
number of turbines and noise emissions. If 3.0 MW
turbines were to be used it is likely that noise levels
would decrease due to the greater setbacks, the
reduced number of turbines and lower noise
emissions.
See also Comment #37 regarding the lack of basis
for concluding that 3.0 MW turbines may impact
additional residences.
44. Noise D.8-35 A-tTemporary, o periodic inerease-ir-noise from | Please make clarification that periodic maintenance
Third paragraph | infrequent truck traffic would result from would occur, but the impact would be negligible;
maintenance crews inspecting and maintaining the |accordingly there is no basis for an “increase.”
substations and turbines.
45. Noise D.8-41 Class-} Class |1 Please consider revising classification of Tule-NOI-
Table D.8-11 1 under Tule Wind Alternative 1 to reflect revisions
Third Row, Third requested in Comment #53.
Column

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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Section/
No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
46. Noise D.8-41 Class+Class 111 Please consider revising classification of Tule-NOI-
Table D.8-11 2 under Tule Wind Alternative 1 to reflect revisions
Fourth Row, Third requested in Comment #54.
Column
47. Noise D.8-42 Class+ Class 1l Please consider revising classification of Tule-NOI-
Table D.8-11 1 under Tule Wind Alternative 2 to reflect revisions
Third Row, Third requested in Comment #56.
Column
48. Noise D.8-42 Glass Class 1l Please consider revising classification of Tule-NOI-
Table D.8-11 1 under Tule Wind Alternative 3 to reflect revisions
Eighth Row, Third requested in Comment #61.
Column
49, Noise D.8-42 Class+Class Il Please consider revising classification of Tule-NOI-
Table D.8-11 2 under Tule Wind Alternative 3 to reflect revisions
Ninth Row, Third requested in Comment #62
Column
50. Noise D.8-42 Class-t Class |1 Please consider revising classification of Tule-NOI-
Table D.8-11 1 under Tule Wind Alternative 4 to reflect revisions
Thirteenth Row, requested in Comment #65
Third Column
51. Noise D.8-42 Class Class |1 Please consider revising classification of Tule-NOI-
Table D.8-11 1 under Tule Wind Alternative 5 to reflect revisions
Eighteenth Row, requested in Comment #68.
Third Column
52. Noise D.8-42 Class+Class 11l Please consider revising classification of Tule-NOI-
Table D.8-11 2 under Tule Wind Alternative 5 to reflect revisions
Nineteenth Row, requested in Comment #69.
Third Column
53. Noise D.8-43 Thus, with this alternative, the noise level without |Please consider revising the construction noise text
Second paragraph | mitigation would exceed the County’s 8-hour to discuss mitigated noise levels as presented in the
average sound level of 75 dBA associated with the |noise technical report.
transmission line construction noise activities at the
same residential locations as the proposed Tule Mitigation of construction noise impacts has been
Wind Project. With the implementation of APMs | proposed by introduction of time constraints on the
TULE-NOI-2, TULE-NOI-4, and TULE-NOI-6 construction activities, Best Management Practices
through TULE-NOI-16, and Mitigation Measure (BMP’s) and movable noise barriers which would
NOI-1 would-partially reduce the-noise-impacts bring the closest receptors in compliance with the
resulting-from-this-alternative., construction noise | noise ordinance.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision

Justification

levels would comply with the San Diego County
noise ordinance. The highest predicted
construction noise level at an adjacent property
boundary is reduced from 94 dBA to 74 dBA Leq.

However-the construction-and-decommissioning

Under CEQA, for this alternative, impacts would
be significant but would be and-cannot-be mitigated
to a level that is considered less than significant

(Class 1) {Class-h.

See new construction noise mitigation analysis.

54.

Noise

D.8-43
Third paragraph

Ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise
levels under this alternative due to construction
would be similar to those identified for the
proposed project. The moving of the project
components does not result in any significant
increase in ground-borne vibration or ground-borne
noise levels compared to those identified for the
project. Under CEQA, for this alternative, impacts
would be considered less than significant (Class
11).

Please consider revising the vibration discussion to
reflect the discussion in the corresponding
alternative of the Applicant’s Environmental
Document.

Please omit the discussion of blasting vibration with
the same justification as previously stated for the

Proposed Project.

55.

Noise

D.8-43
Fourth paragraph

Therefore, this alternative would not expose
sensitive receptors to adverse corona noise,
substation noise, or turbine noise impacts with
implementation of Mitigation Measures NOI-2 and

Please consider revising the operational noise
discussion to include transmission line, substation
and wind turbine generated noise as presented in the
Applicant’s Environmental Document.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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Last paragraph

No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
NOI-3 or adverse routine inspection and
maintenance related noise impacts.

56. Noise D.8-44 Impact NOI-1 As shown in Table D.8-11 14, the Please consider revising the construction noise text

Third paragraph | construction noise level would be expected to to discuss mitigated noise levels as presented in

exceed the County’s construction noise ordinance |HDR’s Noise Technical Study, dated February
criteria without mitigation due to transmission line [2011.
construction. Implementation of APMs TULE-
NOI-2, TULE-NOI-4, and TULE-NOI-6 through Muitigation of construction noise impacts has been
TULE-NOI-16, and Mitigation Measure NOI-1 proposed by introduction of time constraints on the
would partiatly reduce the noise impacts resulting | construction activities, Best Management Practices
from this alternative. However;-the-construction (BMP’s) and movable noise barriers which would
noise-would-remain-a-significantand-unmitigated | bring the closest receptors in compliance with the
noise-impact{Class-H. With the implementation of |noise ordinance.
APMs TULE-NOI-2, TULE-NOI-4, and TULE-
NOI-6 through TULE-NOI-16, and Mitigation See new construction noise mitigation analysis.
Measure NOI-1 construction noise levels would
comply with the San Diego County noise
ordinance.
Under CEQA, for this alternative, impacts would
be significant and mitigated to a level that is
considered less than significant (Class 1) However;

57. Noise D.8-44 Impact NOI-2 Open trenching for the transmission | Please consider revising the text to discuss the

line may occur closer to residences when compared
to construction activities in the proposed Tule Wind

Project. Groundborne vibration may be higher.

vibration impact of trenching activities for this
alternative.

Please omit the discussion of blasting vibration with
the same justification as for Comment #33.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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Section/

Second paragraph

No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
58. Noise D.8-45 NOI-3 and NOI-4 Therefore, this alternative would | Please consider revising the operational noise
First paragraph |not expose sensitive receptors to adverse corona discussion to include transmission line, substation
noise, substation noise, or turbine noise impacts and wind turbine generated noise.
with implementation of Mitigation Measures NOI-2
and NOI-3, or adverse routine inspection and
maintenance related noise impacts.
59, Noise D.8-45 The property boundaries of all receptors (parcels) |Please consider revising the construction noise text
Third paragraph | south of I-8 are located within 105 feet or less of clarify the sound levels presented in tables D.8-10
the construction area. The noise level at all of the |and D.8-15.
parcels within this analysis and south of I-8 would | Impacts have been removed due to new layout.
exceed an 8-hour average sound level of 75 dBA
associated with the transmission line construction
noise activities without mitigation.
60. Noise D.8-46 The resulting unmitigated noise levels associated Please consider revising the construction noise text
First paragraph [ with the construction of the transmission line at all | clarify the sound levels presented in tables D.8-8
the parcels south of 1-8 are shown in Table D.8-12. |and D.8-12. Note that it is recommended that Table
D.8-12 be renumbered to D.8-15 due to additions of
additional noise tables.
Impacts have been removed due to new layout
61. Noise D.8-46 NOI-1 As indicated in Tables D.8-810 and D.8- Please consider revising the construction noise text

4215, the construction and decommissioning noise
level would be expected to exceed the County’s
construction noise ordinance criteria due to
transmission line construction without mitigation.
APMs TULE-NOI-2, TULE-NOI-4, and TULE-
NOI-6 through TULE-NOI-16, and Mitigation
Measure NOI-1 would partiath-reduce the adverse
noise impacts resulting from this alternative. With
the implementation of APMs TULE-NOI-2, TULE-
NOI-4, and TULE-NOI-6 through TULE-NOI-16,
and Mitigation Measure NOI-1 construction noise
levels would comply with the San Diego County
noise ordinance. The highest predicted
construction noise level at an adjacent property
boundary is reduced from 99 dBA to 74 dBA Leq.

However-construction-and-decommissioning-noise
Id : i A
#mpact-Under CEQA, for this alternative,

clarify the sound levels presented in tables D.8-8
and D.8-12.

Please consider revising the construction noise text
to discuss mitigated noise levels as presented in the
AED and noise technical report dated October
2010.

Mitigation of construction noise impacts has been
proposed by introduction of time constraints on the
construction activities, Best Management Practices
(BMP’s) and movable noise barriers which would
bring the closest receptors in compliance with the
noise ordinance.

See new construction noise mitigation analysis.
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Justification

construction noise impacts would be significant and
cannot-be mitigated to a level that is considered less

than significant (Class Il) {SlassH-

62.

Noise

D.8-47
First Paragraph

NOI-2 Ground-borne vibration or ground-borne
noise levels under this alternative due to
construction, operation and maintenance would be
similar to those identified for the proposed project.
The moving of the transmission line or
O&M/Substation Facility does not result in any
significant increase in ground-borne vibration or
ground-borne noise levels. Under CEQA, for this
alternative, impacts would be considered less than
significant (Class IlI).

Please consider revising the vibration discussion to
reflect the discussion in the corresponding
alternative of the Applicant’s Environmental
Document.

Please omit the discussion of blasting vibration with
the same justification as for Comment #33.

63.

Noise

D.8-47-48

Therefore, this alternative would not expose
sensitive receptors to adverse corona noise,
substation noise, or turbine noise impacts with
implementation of Mitigation Measures NOI-2 and
NOI-3, or adverse routine inspection and
maintenance related noise impacts.

Please consider revising the operational noise
discussion to include transmission line, substation
and wind turbine generated noise.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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Section/

Fourth paragraph

No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
64. Noise D.8-48 NOI-1 As previously shown in Table D.8-1114, the | Please consider revising the construction noise text
Third paragraph | construction noise level would be expected to to discuss mitigated noise levels as presented in
exceed the County’s construction noise ordinance | HDR Noise Technical Report, dated February 2011.
criteria due to transmission line construction
without mitigation. Muitigation of construction noise impacts has been
proposed by introduction of time constraints on the
construction activities, Best Management Practices
(BMP’s) and movable noise barriers which would
bring the closest receptors in compliance with the
noise ordinance.
See new construction noise mitigation analysis.
65. Noise D.8-48 NOI-1_With the implementation of APMs TULE- [Please consider revising the construction noise text
Third paragraph | NOI-2, TULE-NOI-4, and TULE-NOI-6 through |to discuss mitigated noise levels as presented in the
TULE-NOI-16, and Mitigation Measure NOI-1 AED and noise technical report.
| iall he ad .
resulting-from-this-alternative., construction noise | Mitigation of construction noise impacts has been
levels would comply with the San Diego County proposed by introduction of time constraints on the
noise ordinance. The highest predicted construction activities, Best Management Practices
construction noise level at an adjacent property (BMP’s) and movable noise barriers which would
boundary is reduced from 99 dBA to 74 dBA Leq. |bring the closest receptors in compliance with the
However-theconstructionnoise-would-remainan | noise ordinance.
adverse-and-unmitigated-noise-impact: Under
CEQA, for this alternative, construction noise See new construction noise mitigation analysis.
impacts would be significant and eannet-be
mitigated to a level that is considered less than
significant (Class 1) {ClassH-
66. Noise D.8-48 NOI-2 Open trenching for the transmission line Please consider revising the text to discuss the

may occur closer to residences when compared to
construction activities in the proposed Tule Wind
Project. Groundborne vibration may be higher.

vibration impact of trenching activities for this
alternative.

Please omit the discussion of blasting vibration with
the same justification as for Comment #33.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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Section/

levels under this alternative due to construction
would be similar to those identified for the
proposed project. The reduction of turbines does
not result in any significant increase in ground-
borne vibration or ground-borne noise levels
compared to those identified for the project. Under
CEQA, for this alternative, impacts would be
considered less than significant (Class I11).

No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
Wel uld-ag eel to- eleea_te_ a_duelse "'b'at'el. |||Ipaets

67. Noise D.8-49 Therefore, this alternative would not expose Please consider revising the operational noise

First paragraph | sensitive receptors to adverse corona noise, discussion to include transmission line, substation

substation noise, or turbine noise impacts with and wind turbine generated noise.
implementation of Mitigation Measures NOI-2 and
NOI-3 or adverse routine inspection and
maintenance related noise impacts.

68. Noise D.8-49 NOI-1 With implementation of APMs TULE-NOI- | Please consider revising the construction noise text

Third paragraph |2, TULE-NOI-4, and TULE-NOI-6 through TULE- |to discuss mitigated noise levels as presented in the
NOI-16, and Mitigation Measure NOI-1 the AED and noise technical report.
construction and decommissioning noise would be
an adverse-and-unmitigated noise impact. Under Mitigation of construction noise impacts has been
CEQA, for this alternative, construction and proposed by introduction of time constraints on the
decommissioning noise impacts would be construction activities, Best Management Practices
significant and eannetbe mitigated to a level that is | (BMP’s) and movable noise barriers which would
considered less than significant (Class 11){Class-H. |bring the closest receptors in compliance with the
noise ordinance.
See new construction noise mitigation analysis.
69. Noise D.8-49-50 Ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise Please consider revising to discuss vibration levels

due to construction equipment.

Please omit the discussion of blasting vibration with
the same justification as for Comment #33.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS

Iberdrola Renewables

23

Noise
March 2011



Section/
No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
, — I hel -
weluld 9 eel to- eleea_te_ a_duelse "'b'a“el. |||Ipaets
i . 1 i i ]
|_n|t|gated Under CEQA. for this-alternative
HApacts wokld-be sig |I|_ea| Ea'.d cannotbe
n_nug_Fa_Eed te; alleuelz -t atis-considerec-ess tha
70. Noise D.8-54 The Tule Wind and ESJ Gen-Tie projects would be |Please consider revising the text to reflect the
Second paragraph | constructed and would interconnect with an design considerations and mitigation measures
existing substation or with a new substation outlined in the noise technical report. Both blasting
expected to be proposed by SDG&E. Impacts and construction noise would be mitigated to
associated with the Tule Wind and ESJ Gen-Tie comply with San Diego County ordinances.
projects would be expected to be similar to those
described in Section D.8.3.3, including temporary
construction impacts that would be considered
significant and #amitigated {(Class-H-as-aresult-of
blasting-(Class I1).
71. Noise D.8-54 Temporary construction impacts would still be Please consider revising the text to reflect the
Last paragraph | considered significant and unmitigated (Class I) as |design considerations and mitigation measures
a result of blasting, helicopter operations, and outlined in the noise technical report. Both blasting
nighttime construction associated with the ECO and construction noise would be mitigated to
substation;-as-well-as-roadway-and-transmission comply with San Diego County ordinances.
72. Noise D.8-54 CoronaProject related noise from operations would | Please consider revising to the text to clarify or
Last paragraph | be expected to be similar to that described for the  |include that operations related noise includes
Proposed PROJECT. corona noise, turbine generated noise and substation
noise.
73. Noise D.8-55 Table D.8-14 — Mitigation Measure NOI-1 Please revise Mitigation Measure NOI-1 in Table
Table D.8-14 D.8-14, as suggested in Comment # 22 above.
74. Noise D.8-56 Table D.8-14 — Mitigation Measure NOI-1 Please revise Mitigation Measure NOI-1 in Table
D.8-14, as suggested in Comment # 22 above.
75. Noise D.8-57 Table D.8-14 — Mitigation Measure NOI-3 Please revising Mitigation Measure NOI-3 in Table
D.8-14, as suggested in Comment # 41 above.
76. Noise D.8-57 Add APMs TULE-NOI-2, TULE-NOI-4, and Please consider revising to permit all methods of
Table D.8-14 | TULE-NOI-6 through TULE-NOI-16 because they |complying with noise regulations.
have been implemented to address Impact NOI-1.
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77. Noise D.8-58 Tule-NOI-1 is no longer a Class | impact, based on | Mitigation of construction noise impacts has been
Table D.8-15, Tule |applied mitigation. Please see Comments # 24 proposed by introduction of time constraints on the
NOI-1 through 28 above. construction activities, Best Management Practices
(BMPs) and movable noise barriers which would
bring the closest receptors within the noise
ordinance.
78. Noise D.8-58 Tule-NOI-2 is no longer a Class | impact, based on |Except for Tule Wind Alternatives 2 and 4,
Table D.8-15, Tule |applied mitigation. Please see Comment # 33 groundborne vibration will not create an impact.
NOI-2 above.
Attachments

D.8.1 — Colby, et al., Wind Turbine Sound and Health Effects: An Expert Panel Review (December 2009).

D.8.2 - O’Neal, et al., A Study of Low Frequency Noise and Infrasound from Wind Turbines (July 2009).

D.8.3 — Province of Ontario, Chief Medical Officer of Health, The Potential Health Impact of Wind Turbines (May 2010).

D.8.4 — Public Service Commission of Wisconsin, Rebuttal Testimony of Dr. Mark Roberts on behalf of Wisconsin Electric Power
Company (October 20, 2009).

D.8.5 — Roberts, et al., Evaluation of the Scientific Literature on the Health Effects Associated with Wind Turbines and Low

Frequency Sound (October 20, 2009).

Technical Reports

HDR Engineering, Inc. Tule Wind Draft Noise Analysis Report (February 2011)
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TULE WIND PROJECT DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/STATEMENT

IBERDROLA RENEWABLES

COMMENTS & SUGGESTED REVISIONS

Section D.9: Transportation and Traffic

No.

Section/
Appendix

Page

Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision

Justification

Transportation and
Traffic

D.9-1

Second paragraph

Existing roadway classifications and conditions identified in
this section are based on review of the County of San Diego
(County) General Plan Circulation Element (1994),
Mountain Empire Subregional Plan (County of San Diego
1995), the Proponent’s Environmental Assessment (PEA)
prepared for the ECO Substation Project (SDG&E 2009),
the Applicant’s Environmental Document for the Tule
Wind Project (tberdrola-Renewables;-the-Tule Wind, LLC
2010), and San Diego Association of Governments
(SANDAG) and California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans) traffic data. In addition, a Traffic Impact Study
was prepared for the Tule Wind Project (LLG 20362011)
and was reviewed during preparation of this Environmental
Impact Report (EIR)/Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS).

Please revise all references to Pacific Wind
Development to reflect Tule Wind, LLC.

Please revise language on the most recent version of
the Traffic Impact Study prepared to reflect changes
made per the Modified Project Layout.

Transportation and
Traffic

D.9-2

Third and fourth paragraph

State Route 94 (SR-94)

According to the County Draft General Plan Mountain
Empire Mobility Network, SR-94 is classified within the
project area as a Community Collector with Improvement
Options (County of San Diego 2009-2010a).

Old Highway 80 is currently built as a two-lane roadway
providing access between the communities of Boulevard
and Jacumba in the project area. The current County
General Plan classification for Old Highway 80 is Major

Please reference the most recent version of the Draft
General Plan Update Recommended Project

October 2010
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Justification

Road with bike lanes. According to the County Draft
General Plan Mountain Empire Mobility Network, Old
Highway 80 (between SR-94 and Jacumba Street) is
classified as a Light Collector with Improvement Options
(County of San Diego 2009-2010a).

Transportation and
Traffic

D.9-3

Figure D.9-1 Transportation Facilities in the Project Area
Map

Please update figure to reflect the Modified Project
Layout.

Transportation and
Traffic

D.9-8

Third paragraph

Ribbonwood Road is currently classified and built as a
two-lane Rural Light Collector roadway north of 1-8.
Ribbonwood Road is paved for approximately 1.65 miles
north of 1-8...

Fifth paragraph

McCain Valley Road is currently built as a two-lane Rural
Light Collector roadway north of 1-8. McCain Valley Road
is a paved roadway for approximately 1.8 miles north of
1-8...

Please consider making the textual modifications to
properly identify the current road classifications per
the Existing County of San Diego General Plan
Circulation Element

Transportation and
Traffic

D.9-9

Second paragraph

Crestwood Road is a north-south, two-lane Rural
Collector roadway located off 1-8. The County General Plan
Circulation Element dees-net-only assigns an official
roadway classification to_a portion of Crestwood Road just
north of 1-8. Hewever+The Traffic Impact Study prepared
for the Tule Wind Project (LLG 20102011) does assign a
functional classification/designation of Rural Collector to
this road; and for purposes of this analysis, the Rural
Collector classification is used. Crestwood Road would be
used as a haul route, and if utilized, construction vehicles
would traverse the Campo and Manzanita Indian
Reservations along Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) Road
12.

“To provide additional access to the Tule Wind Project

area, Pacific-Wind-DevelopmentTule Wind, LLC is

negotiating with the Manzanita and Campo Indian tribes to
obtain access through tribal lands along BIA Road 12.”

Please consider making the textual modifications to
properly identify the current road classifications per
the Existing County of San Diego General Plan
Circulation Element

Please revise all references to Pacific Wind
Development to reflect Tule Wind, LLC.
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6. | Transportation and D.9-9 Classification Category (Column 3, Rows 3, 4, and 5) Please consider making the textual modifications to
Traffic Table D.9-3 properly identify the current road classifications per
Ribbonwood Road the Existing County of San Diego General Plan
- Rural Light Collector (north of 1-8) Circulation Element
- Rural Light Collector (I-8 TO Old Highway 80)
McCain Valley Road
- Rural Light Collector (north of Old Highway 80)
Crestwood Road
- Local Road/dnelasified®Rural Collector®
7. | Transportation and D.9-10 |Table D.9-3 (Footnotes) Please update language to reference the most recent
Traffic Table D.9-3 version of the revised Traffic Impact Study

Sources: LLG 20402011; tberdrola-Renewablestre—2010
Tule Wind, LLC. 2011.

Notes:

'Roadways identified as “Unclassified” do not appear on
the County of San Diego Circulation Element Map.

% Roadways designated as having one lane do not have any
formal lanes, shoulders, medians, or markings. These are
dirt roadways.

¥ N/A - The County of San Diego does not actively
maintain traffic counts for these roadways.

*Average daily traffic (ADT) identified for Old Highway 80
from Ribbonwood Road to McCain Valley Road (LLG
2010-2011).

*According to the County of San Diego General Plan
Circulation Element, Crestwood Road is an undesignated
roadway; however, the Traffic Impact Study prepared for
the Tule Wind Project (LLG 2046-2011) assigns a
functional classification/designation of Rural Collector.
ADT and LOS data were also provided by LLG (2048
2011).

®These roadways were not included in the Traffic Impact
Study prepared for the Tule Wind Project. They are
included here because they would be located in the project
area and represent additional access routes for the Tule
Wind project.

prepared for the Modified Project Layout (January
2011)
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Transportation and
Traffic

D.9-10

Second paragraph

The transmission line would span-cross 1-8 and Old
Highway 80 before interconnecting with the rebuilt
Boulevard Substation.

Please revise language as suggested.

Transportation and
Traffic

D.9-11

Bicycle Facilities

Old Highway 80 is the only bicycle facility in the vicinity
of the Tule Wind Project. SR-94 is designated as a Class I,
and Old Highway 80 (from Ribbonwood Road to McCain
Valley Road) is designated as a Class 11 bike lane in the
Mobility Element of the Draft County of San Diego General

Plan Update.

Please revise language as suggested.

10.

Transportation and
Traffic

D.9-11

Third paragraph

Construction of the proposed Tule Wind Project would
extend approximately 24 months (Iberdrela-Renewables;
tnre-Tule Wind, LLC 2010).

Please revise all references to Pacific Wind
Development to reflect Tule Wind, LLC.

11.

Transportation and
Traffic

D.9-11

Fifth paragraph (County of San Diego)

“...Construction of the Tule Wind Project is anticipated to
occur shortly after acquisition of all required permits and
right-of-way (ROW) property acquisitions, and according to
the preliminary construction schedule presented in Section
B (see Table B-9) of this EIR/EIS, construction is
anticipated to begin in December 20362011. Therefore,
construction of the proposed Tule Wind Project and the
Ribbonwood Road Sightline Improvement Project eeuld are
not anticipated to occur within the same time frame and no
conflicts would occur eoncurrenthyr-overa-period-of several

The project construction schedule is not current.

Consider change based on updated schedule. The
delay in the Tule project construction would not
conflict with the Ribbonwood Road Sightline
Improvement project. Therefore, there would not be
a conflict with construction schedules.

12.

Transportation and
Traffic

D.9-16-18

Please consider deleting the County of San Diego Draft
General Plan Update Mobility Element (D.9-16-17), and
Draft Boulevard Subregional Planning Area Community
Update (D.9-17-18) discussions.

Neither plan has been adopted by the County of San
Diego; and the goals and policies therein are not
applicable to the Proposed Project.

If references to the Draft General Plan are kept
within the Draft EIR/EIS, please consider making
the revisions as noted below in the following
comments.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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13.

Transportation and
Traffic

D.9-16

County of San Diego Draft General Plan Update Mobility
Element

The following policies of the San Diego County Draft
General Plan Update, Chapter 4, Mobility Element (County
of San Diego 2010a) are associated with transportation and
traffic and are provided for informational purposes, but are
not applicable to the Proposed PROJECT because they have

yet to be adopted:

e Policy Mobility (M)-2.1: Level of Service Criteria.
Require development projects to provide associated
road improvements necessary to achieve a level of
service of “D” or higher on all Mobility Element roads
except for those where a failing level of service has
been accepted by the County pursuant to the criteria
specifically identified in the accompanying text box
(Criteria for Accepting a Road Classification with
Level of Service E/F). When development is proposed
on roads where a failing level of service has been
accepted, require feasible mitigation in the form of
road improvements or a fair share contribution to a
road improvement program, consistent with the
Mobility Element road network.

Criteria for Accepting A Road Classification with
Level of Service E/F. Identified below are the
applicable situations, and potential improvement
options, for accepting a road classification where a
Level of Service E/F is forecast. The instances
described belew-within the Mobility Element specify
when the adverse impacts of adding travel lanes do not
justify the resulting benefit of increased traffic
capacity.

Draft Boulevard Subregional Planning Area Community
Plan

The following goals and policies of the Draft Boulevard
Subregional Planning Area Community Plan are associated

Please clarify language to reference the Mobility
Element instead of saying “as descried below.”

Please clarify discussion to include language that
the Draft General Plan has yet to be adopted and
therefore the policies and regulations within are not
applicable to the project.

Please revise Policy CM 3.1.1 and delete Policy
CM 3.1.2 to reflect the most recent version of the
Draft General Plan Update — Recommended Project

( October 2010).
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with transportation and traffic and are provided for
informational purposes, but are not applicable to the
Proposed PROJECT (County of San Diego 2010a) because
they have yet to be adopted:

e Goal CM 3.1: Avoid the proliferation of unauthorized
access to private property via improperly located,
authorized, or secured fire access routes.

» Policy CM 3.1.1: Require secondary fire
access/egress routes to connect to a public road, when
feasible unless-the-approval-of-the Boulevard
Planning-Group-and-all-impacted-property-and-road
deeded-easement-grants.

>
on-the-eo dition that t ey-uist mee_tlemelge_ Y

14.

Transportation and
Traffic

D.9-20

tberdrola-Renewables—tne-Tule Wind, LLC has proposed
APMs TULE-TRA-1 (Transportation Plan), TULE-TRA-2
(Traffic Management Plan), and TULE-TRA-3 (Caltrans
Design Requirements) to reduce impacts related to
transportation and traffic.

Please revise all references to Pacific Wind
Development to reflect Tule Wind, LLC.

15.

Transportation and
Traffic

D.9-22
Table D.9.4

Tule-TRA-3 (Impact Classification, Column 3))

Tule-TRA-3 Construction activities would result in unstable
flow, or fluctuations in volumes of traffic that temporarily
restrict flow; or in an unacceptable reduction in
performance of the circulation system, as defined by an
applicable plan (including a congestion management
program), ordinance, or policy establishing measures of
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system.

Class H-111-impact classification.

Please consider changing the impact determination
to Class I1l. The impact discussion at pg. D.9-34
states that the project falls below the County
threshold of an additional 200 ADT to reduce the
LOS or meet the 2,400 ADT. Therefore, the project
would not be an impact during the construction
phase requiring mitigation.

16.

Transportation and
Traffic

D.9-27

Second paragraph

Approximately 256,600 50,000 to 100,000 gallons of water
per day over a period of 60t 72 days is anticipated to be
needed for dust suppression and for road construction; with

Please update language to reflect corrected analysis
per the Modified Project Layout and conclusions of
the Water Supply Evaluation (See Attachment
D.12.2, Modified Construction Water Supply
Evaluation (February 15, 2011).
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approximately 100,000 gallons per day for dust suppression
alone for the remainder of the 9-month active construction
period--whie-instalation-of-conerete-turbine-foundations
and-road-construction-activities would-be-conducted

simultaneocushy:

17.

Transportation and
Traffic

D.9-28

Third paragraph

The project would be accessed by trucks. No helicopter use
is anticipated for turbine delivery at this time. The project
proposes the construction of 98 75 new roadways and
improvements to 2% 15 existing roadways to access the
project area....

Please revise number of roads affected per the
Modified Project Layout.

18.

Transportation and
Traffic

D.9-31

Third paragraph

Proposed access roads are described in detail in Section
B.4. In order to access proposed turbine

locations and facilitate delivery of wind turbine
components, approximately 27-6-23.4 miles of existing
roadways in the project area would be improved, and
approximately 36-4-36.8 miles of new access roads would
be constructed.”

Please revise language to reflect corrected analysis
per the Modified Project Layout.

19.

Transportation and
Traffic

D.9-34

The project would require five twelve permanent full-time
and-five-part-time employees during the O&M phase. These
employees would be on site during regular business hours.
This would only add an additional 20 24 trips per day to the
existing traffic conditions, which is considered minimal.

Please change to reflect language update.

20.

Transportation and
Traffic

D.9-35

Impact TRA-3

Overall, identified impacts would not be adverse;-therefore;
provided-to-mitigate-this-impact. Under CEQA, impacts
would be significantbut-can-be-mitigated-to-a-level- that-is

considered less than significant (Class H 111).

Please consider changing the impact determination
to Class Ill. The impact discussion at pg. D.9-34
states that the project falls below the County
threshold of an additional 200 ADT to reduce the
LOS or meet the 2,400 ADT. Therefore, the project
would not be an impact during the construction
phase requiring mitigation.

21.

Transportation and
Traffic

D.9-36

Fifth paragraph

The project proposes improvements to approximately 27-6
23.4 miles of existing roadways and 36-4 36.8 miles of new
roads.

Please revise language to reflect corrected analysis
per the Modified Project Layout.
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22. | Transportation and D.9-37 Second Paragraph Please revise all references to Pacific Wind
Traffic Development to reflect Tule Wind, LLC.

Oversized construction trucks would be required to haul in
turbine and other project components. Some construction
vehicles are oversized trucks with up to 38 wheels and
would require accompanying pilot trucks. tberdrola
Renewables;-tne: Tule Wind, LLC is required to obtain
relevant encroachment and traffic permits from Caltrans
and the County, and, as part of the permit process, will be
required to ensure the safe travel of vehicles within
construction work zones.

23. | Transportation and D.9-46  [Second paragraph Please revise all references to Pacific Wind
Traffic Development to reflect Tule Wind, LLC.
The applicant has contacted FAA regarding the proposed
Tule Wind Project to minimize any potential conflict with
aviation requirements. tberdrola-Renewables;-Ine: Tule
Wind, LLC filed a Notice of Proposed Construction or
Alteration (7460-1) with the FAA on December 15, 2006.

24. | Transportation and D.9-69 Third paragraph Please revise language to reflect corrected analysis
Traffic per the Modified Project Layout.

Under this alternative, the setting would be the same as
described in Section B of this EIR/EIS, with the exception
that this alternative would remove 62 of the proposed 134
128 turbines (2% 5 turbines on County jurisdictional land
abutting the BLM In-Ko-Pah Mountains ACEC and 5% 57
turbines adjacent to wilderness areas on the western side of
the project site).

25. | Transportation and D.9-87 References: Please revise reference source to include latest
Traffic technical study.

LLG (Linscott, Law, and Greenspan Engineers). 2010. Full
Traffic Impact Study for the Tule Wind Project (MUP 09-
019).Mareh-26,-2010-January 28, 2011.

Technical Reports

Linscott, Law and Greenspan. Full Traffic Impact Study Tule Wind Project (February 18, 2011)

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 8 Transportation and Traffic
Iberdrola Renewables March 2011



TULE WIND PROJECT DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/STATEMENT

IBERDROLA RENEWABLES
COMMENTS & SUGGESTED REVISIONS

Section E: Comparison of Alternatives

Alternatives

Section/
No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
1. E. Comparison of E-12 - E-13 Last paragraph Please revise language as suggested. With
Alternatives implementation of mitigation measures presented in

The proposed Tule Wind Project would have Section D.2, Biological Resources, D.15, Fire and
significant Class I unmitigable impacts in the following Fuels Management, and D.7, Cultural and
issue areas: biological-resources{bird/goldeneagle Paleontological Resources, it is anticipated that
strikes-with-turbines)-visual resources (visual potentially significant impacts can be mitigated to a
characteristics);-wildland-fire-and-fuels-management, | level less than significant.
eultural-resources{potentialadverse change to
traditional-cultural-properties); and short-term
construction neise-and air emissions (see Table E-2).
Impacts in the remaining 1% 15 issue areas were either
found to be not adverse and under CEQA less than
significant (Class 1), and/or following implementation
of mitigation measures presented in this EIR/EIS to be
mitigable and under CEQA less than significant with
mitigation implemented (Class 11).

2. E. Comparison of E-13 Under this alternative, the O&M facility and collector |Please revise language as suggested.

substation would be relocated to Rough Acres Ranch
(private land under the jurisdiction and permitting
approval of San Diego County). This alternative would
also reroute the 138 kV transmission line to run from
the relocated collector substation partially along
McCain Valley Road to the rebuilt Boulevard
Substation also under the jurisdiction and permitting
approval of San Diego County. All other project
components would be the same and would require
approval from the BLM, BIA, Ewiiaapaayp Band of
Kumeyaay Indians, and CSLC. The proposed 138 kV
transmission line would decrease in distance by 5

miles as-aresult-of this-alternative from 97 9.2 mlles to

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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3.8 miles and would decrease the amount of
transmission line poles by 36 poles from 116 80 poles
to 44 poles. However, as a result of this alternative, the
34.5 kV overhead collector lines would substantially
increase in distance by 7.7 miles from 9:4 9.3 miles to
17 miles, and would increase the amount of collector
line poles by 202 poles from 250 to 452 poles. The
underground collector lines would decrease in distance
from 29:3 35.1 miles to 28.9 miles. Under this
alternative, short-term construction impacts to air and
neoise would remain significant and unavoidable (Class
1). The remaining short-term construction impacts
would remain less than significant with implementation
of mitigation measures (Class Il). The impact to
vegetation communities from the Tule Gen-Tie
Alternative 2 would increase decrease by 8 17.4 acres
(23%) more than the proposed Tule Wind Project.
Altheugh-tThe Gen-Tie Alternative 2 would result in a

slightinerease-decrease in impacts to vegetation

communities, this-alternative-would-substantiathy
reduce-the-and a reduced distance of the farger 138 kV

transmission line, which would reduce potential avian
collision and electrocution risk asseciated-with-the
farger-tines. This alternative would also relocate the
substation to an area of existing development on Rough
Acres Ranch, which would reduce the construction and
operations related disturbance to wildlife and cultural
resources associated with the substation; however
would increase air pollution, dust, truck traffic, and
fossil fuel use because the O&M building would not be
centrally located. Additienalhy+This alternative would
not minimize scenic vista and visual contrast impacts
associated with the collector substation/O&M facility
and transmission line because the 500 kV Sunrise
transmission line currently under construction in the
adjacent and overlapping ROW would place larger
transmission line facilities in the vicinity of the project
area and therefore reducing the length of the 138 kV
line would not reduce visual impacts in any significant
manner. Moving the collector station/O&M facility and
transmission line off BLM land would tend to reduce

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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Alternatives

No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
overall construction operations activity in the McCain
National Co-op Land, which would reduce impacts to
recreational activities occurring there. As summarized
in Table E-2, impacts to all other issue areas would be
similar to the proposed Tule Wind Project, each of the
Tule Wind Project Alternatives, and the Proposed
PROJECT.
3. E. Comparison of E-14 - E-20 Please see changes made to impact determinations for | Implementation of mitigation measures outlined
Alternatives Table E-2 the following resource areas: Biological Resources, within the Draft EIR/EIS would result in less than
Visual Resources, Land Use, Cultural and significant impacts to Biological Resources,
Paleontological Resources, Noise, Fire and Fuels Cultural and Paleontological Resources, Noise, and
Management, and Air Quality. Fire and Fuels Management. Please consider the
textual modifications and changes to impact
determinations associated with the Modified Project
Layout.
4. E. Comparison of E-21 First paragraph Please consider adding language that describes the

... This alternative would have simitar greater impacts
to those described previously in Section E.3.1.
Additionaly, because this alternative would increase
the short-term construction impacts and long-term
permanent impacts (i.e., biological and cultural
resources) associated with trenching and boring
activities. Short-term construction impacts from dust
and air emissions would remain significant and
unavoidable (Class I). The remaining short-term
construction impacts would remain less than significant
with mitigation (Class I1). While-lengLong-term fire
and visual impacts and conflicts with the County of San
Diego policies related to degradation of existing visual
character rural-character-wildland-and-visual-reseurees
would remain significant and unavoidable (Class 1),
and this alternative would not reduce some-ofthe
unmitigable-fire-and-visual impacts asseciated-with
resulting from undergrounding the proposed 138 kV
transmission line because the 500 kV Sunrise
transmission line currently under construction in the
adjacent and overlapping right-of-way would be the
dominant transmission line feature in the landscape to

less-than-significant(ClassHH). Since this alternative

tradeoff of impacts resulting from the
undergrounding of the transmission line. Because
the 500 kV Sunrise transmission line currently
under construction in the adjacent and overlapping
ROW, placing the line underground will not reduce
impacts in any significant manner. Additional long-
term permanent impacts to biological resources and
cultural resources would also occur because of
trenching and boring.
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would relocate the substation to an area of existing
development on Rough Acres Ranch, construction and
operations related disturbance to wildlife and cultural
resources due to the substation would be reduced;
however would increase air pollution, dust, truck
traffic, and fossil fuel use throughout operations
because the O&M building would not be centrally
located. As summarized in Table E-2, impacts to all
other issue areas would be similar to the proposed Tule
Wind Project, each of the Tule Wind Project
Alternatives, and the Proposed PROJECT.

E. Comparison of
Alternatives

E-21-E-22

Second paragraph

... This alternative would reduce the overall length of
the proposed 138 kV transmission line by 3.8 miles
from 9:6 9.2 to 5.4 miles; however, the length of the
overhead collector line system would increase in
distance by 7.7 miles from 9.3 miles (proposed) to 17
miles. and-develop-the- O&M-and-collectorsubstation
on-a-more-disturbed-site: This alternative would have
similar and slightly greater impacts to those described
in Section E.3.1 due to the increased length of the 138
kV transmission line. Short-term construction impacts
to air and-neise would remain significant and
unavoidable (Class I). The remaining short-term
construction impacts would remain less than significant
with implementation of mitigation measures (Class I1).
Since this alternative would relocate the substation to
an area of existing development on Rough Acres
Ranch, construction and operations related disturbance
to wildlife and cultural resources due to the substation
would be reduced; however would increase air
pollution, dust, truck traffic, and fossil fuel use
throughout operations because the O&M building
would not be centrally located. As summarized in
Table E-2, impacts to all other issue areas would be
similar to the proposed Tule Wind Project, each of the
Tule Wind Project Alternatives, and the Proposed
PROJECT.

Please consider the revised language as suggested.
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E. Comparison of
Alternatives

E-22

Second paragraph

... This alternative would have simitar greater impacts
to those described previously in Section E.3.3:
Additionalys-because this alternative would increase
the short-term construction impacts and long-term
permanent impacts (i.e., biological and cultural
resources) associated with trenching and boring
activities. Short-term construction impacts from dust
and air emissions would remain significant and
unavoidable (Class I). The remaining short-term
construction impacts would remain less than significant
with mitigation (Class I1). Whie-+Long-term fire-and
visual impacts would remain significant and
unavoidable (Class I), and this alternative would not
reduce seme-of the-unmitigable-fire-and visual impacts
associated-with resulting from undergrounding the
proposed 138 kV transmission line because the 500 kV
Sunrise transmission line currently under construction
in the adjacent and overlapping right-of-way would be
the dominant transmission line feature in the existing
landscape te-less-than-significant{ClassH). Since this
alternative would relocate the substation to an area of
existing development on Rough Acres Ranch,
construction and operations related disturbance to
wildlife and cultural resources due to the substation
would be reduced; however would increase air
pollution, dust, truck traffic, and fossil fuel use
throughout operations because the O&M building
would not be centrally located. As summarized in
Table E-2, impacts to all other issue areas would be
similar to the proposed Tule Wind Project, each of the
Tule Wind Project Alternatives, and the Proposed
PROJECT.

E. Comparison of
Alternatives

E-22 - E-23

Last paragraph

Under this alternative, 62 of the proposed 434 128
turbines would be removed on lands under the
jurisdiction of the BIA, Ewiiaapaayp Band of
Kumeyaay Indians, BLM, California State Lands

Please revise language as suggested.
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Commission (CSLC), and County of San Diego. As
proposed, this alternative would remove 17 18 turbines
from Ewiiaapaayp Indian Reservation lands, 27 32
from lands administered by the BLM, 7 from lands
administered by the CSLC, and 4% 5 from lands under
the jurisdiction of the County of San Diego. All other
project components would be the same and require
approval from the BLM, BIA, County, and CSLC. By

dwtaneete%nemmaem;enests—unnﬂmgabieL&Adverse
impacts to golden eagles weuld-be are not substantially
reduced under this alternative because the risk of
collision for golden eagle is already low based on
golden eagle use of the area. However—+tThe risk of
mortality due to collision with the remaining operating

turbines to golden eagles-albeit-substantiallyreduced;
remains significant and-unmitigable-despite but can be

mitigated to a less than significant level with
implementation of the proposed mitigation measures:.
While this alternative would reduce impacts to all other
issue areas, as summarized in Table E-2, impact
conclusions would be similar to the proposed Tule
Wind Project, each of the Tule Wind Project
Alternatives, and the Proposed PROJECT. This
alternative would adversely affect the Ewiiaapaayp
Band of Kumeyaay Indians’ wind and solar energy
resources policies to develop renewable energy projects
to serve economic and social benefits of its
Ewiiaapaayp Band of Kumeyaay Indians’ Reservation
as it eliminates all turbines on their lands (2% 18
turbines). This alternative would also reduce the
benefits for the BLM (2% 32 turbines eliminated),
CSLC (7 turbines eliminated), and the County of San
Diego (32 5 turbines eliminated).

E. Comparison of
Alternatives

E-23

Second paragraph

The conclusions in Sections E-4-1 E.3.1 through E4-5
E.3.5 for the Tule Wind Project Alternatives result in
the overall environmentally superior alternative as Tule

Please correct references accordingly.

The overall ranking of alternatives has identified a
combination of Alternative 2 and Alternative 5 as
the overall environmentally superior alternative.
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Reduction in Turbines Alternative combined with
Alternative Gen-Tie Route 2 Underground with
Collector Substation/O&M Facility on Rough Acre
Ranch. Consideration and adoption of this alternative
and/or a variation or other combination of alternatives
would be at the discretion of the BLM, BIA,
Ewiiaapaayp Band of Kumeyaay Indians, CSLC, and
County of San Diego.

The combination of such alternatives can not be
considered “environmentally superior” for the
following reasons.

Reasons why Alternative 2 should not be
considered as part of the “BLM-Preferred
Alternative” per NEPA requirements or the
“Environmentally Superior Alternative” per
CEQA requirements within the DRAFT
EIR/EIS.

Increased Collector Line System - The analysis
provided for Alternative #2 fails to recognize the
tradeoff of impacts associated with a longer
collector line system. The collector line system
would increase by 7.7 miles and would necessitate
202 extra poles than the Modified Project Layout;
thereby increasing the project footprint and the
potential for additional temporary and permanent
environmental impacts.

Undergrounding the 138 kV Transmission Line -
The analysis provided for Alternative #2 fails to
recognize the increased potential for permanent
biological and cultural impacts associated with open
trenching and boring of an underground
transmission line. Open trenching along the
alignment of the transmission line would result in a
higher risk for discovering buried cultural deposits
not indicated on the surface and permanent impacts
to cultural resources where such known resources
have been identified. The results of recent cultural
resource surveys indicate that seven (7) sites known
to have cultural resources would be permanently
impacted from open trenching associated with the
undergrounding of Transmission Line #2. Of the
seven sites that would be permanently impacted
from open trenching, one site is listed as a
“Potentially Eligible Archaeological Site” under the
National Historic Resource Preservation (NHRP)
Assessment. Three of the remaining sites are
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classified as “Likely Ineligible Archeological Site,”
and the remaining three are classified as “Uncertain
Eligibility Archaeological Site.” Permanent impacts
to biological resources would increase along the
transmission line corridor as a result of long-term
maintenance requirements that would limit the
habitat function provided by revegetation.

Visual Characteristics - The analysis provided for
Alternative #2 fails to recognize that
undergrounding the 138 kV transmission line would
not reduce visual impacts to the surrounding area in
any significant manner because the 500 kV Sunrise
transmission line currently under construction in the
adjacent and overlapping ROW would be the
predominant feature in the landscape. The most
visible portions of the 138 kV transmission line
would be from Interstate 8 at McCain Valley Road.
As shown in Attachment D.3.2, Revised Visual
Simulation with Sunrise 500 kV Line (February
2011), the proposed 138 kV transmission line would
run parallel to the 500 kV transmission line. Visual
impacts associated with the proposed 138 kV
transmission line would be minimal relative to the
500 kV Sunrise transmission line.

Non-Central Location - Air pollution, dust, truck
traffic, fossil fuel use would all increase throughout
operations because the O&M building and
substation facility would not be centrally located.

Reasons why Alternative 5 should not be
considered as part of the “BLM-Preferred
Alternative” per NEPA requirements or the
“Environmentally Superior Alternative” per
CEQA requirements within the DRAFT
EIR/EIS.

No reduced impacts to ACEC Areas - Potential
impacts to Areas of Critical Concern (ACEC) were
not identified as a result of the proposed project;

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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and therefore are not substantially lessened as a
result of the Reduced Turbine Alternative. On June
9, 2010, a meeting conducted with biologists from
Tule Wind LLC’s consultants (HDR) and the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) concluded that
the Tule Wind project (as proposed), including the
11 turbines adjacent to the BLM In-Ko-Pah
Mountains Area of Critical Concern (Turbines R-1
through R-10 and R-13), is located outside of
critical habitat areas and will not have any
detrimental impacts on sheep, and available
evidence indicates that detrimental impacts to
bighorn sheep are unlikely to occur. The Biological
Assessment (August 2010) concluded that the
project may affect, but is not likely to adversely
affect Peninsular bighorn sheep. Furthermore, the
portion of the project area on private land is not
subject to ACEC restrictions and regulations set
forth by the BLM because the Project facilities are
not located within the ACEC.

No reduced impacts to Golden Eagle - Potential
impacts to golden eagles are not quantifiable, and
there is no support that a reduced turbine alternative
would substantially lessen that unquantifiable risk
or reduce the risk of eagle mortality from collisions
with turbines when compared with the Tule Wind
Project.

Similar to the proposed project (and Modified
project Layout) Tule Wind LLC will maximize
mitigation options to avoid, minimize, and mitigate
potential impacts to the golden eagle through
implementation of various measures, as deemed
appropriate by the various agencies and/or Tule
Wind, LLC. Both the proposed project and the
reduced turbine alternative exhibit a similar low risk
of eagle collision based upon anticipated eagle
foraging patterns (i.e. over valleys and open habitat
communities) and low observation rates over the

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 9 Comparison of Alternatives
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proposed project. Alternative 5 is not necessary
because similar to the proposed Tule Wind Project,
the low risk of mortality due to collision with
operating turbines by golden eagle resulting from
the proposed project would be potentially
significant but can be mitigated to less than
significant levels (Class Il) through implementation
of Mitigation Measures BIO-10a through B10O-10h.
Specifically, BIO-10f includes requirements to
construct the Tule Wind Project in two portions
(phases). Construction of the first portion of the
project would occur at those turbine locations
deemed to present less risk to the eagle populations
and would not include turbines on the northwest
ridgeline. Construction of turbines in the second
portion of the project will only be authorized
following detailed behavioral telemetry studies and
continued nest monitoring of known eagles in the
vicinity of the Tule Wind Project (considered to be
within approximately 10 miles of the project).
Behavior studies will be used to determine eagle
usage and forage areas, and authorization for
construction at each turbine location in the second
portion will be at the discretion of the BLM or the
appropriate land management entity. The final
criteria determining the risk each location presents
to eagles will be determined by the BLM or the
appropriate land management agency, in
consultation with the required resource agencies,
tribes and other relevant permitting entities and will
be detailed in the Avian Protection Plan.

Construction of the proposed project (per the
Modified Project Layout) with implementation of
the requirements of Mitigation Measures B1O-10a
through BIO-10h will mitigate potential impacts to
golden eagles without necessitating the elimination
of 62 turbines. Potential impacts to golden eagles
(bird strikes) would remain regardless of the
reduction in turbines as proposed by the reduced
turbine alternative. From a CEQA perspective both

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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alternatives still represent significant unmitigable
risk to eagles; and therefore this alternative is not
environmentally superior.

9. E. Comparison of E-32 Environmentally Superior Alternative/Agency Alternative 2 or Alternative 5 should not be
Alternatives Table E-4 Preferred Alternative considered as part of the “BLM-Preferred
Alternative” per NEPA requirements or the
“Environmentally Superior Alternative” per CEQA
requirements within the DRAFT EIR/EIS for the
reasons stated above in Comment 8.

10. | E. Comparison of E-33 As with the Proposed Project, the environmentally Please revise the language to reflect corrected
Alternatives superior alternative would result in the following Class |analysis per the Modified Project Layout and
| impacts: revised analysis and conclusions in Section D.2

. . . th h Section D.18.
e Air Quality: Short-term construction MO&; NOx rough Section

and PM,q-and dust emissions associated with
the Tule Wind Project, short-term construction
NOXx and dust emissions associated with the
ECO Substation Project, and short-term
construction dust emissions associated with the
ESJ Gen-Tie Project.

¢ Noise: Short-term construction noise associated
with the ECO Substation Project and-TFule-Wind
Project.

¢ Biological Resources: Direct loss of QCB
habitat associated with the ECO Substation
Project and-bird/golden-eaglestrikesfrom-wind
turbines.

e Visual Character: Scenic vistas; and visual
character;-and-new-sources-of-hight associated
with the ECO Substation, Tule Wind, and ESJ
Wind Phase | projects.

o Fire Fuels: Possibility of fire ignition from
transmission lines and interference with
firefighting associated with the ECO Substation
Project;Fele-Wind-Projeet; and ESJ Gen-Tie
Project.

e Cultural Resources: Without confirmation that
Traditional Cultural Properties are not in the
project area, impacts to cultural resources would
remain adverse and unavoidable for the ECO

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 11 Comparison of Alternatives
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Substation e Wind-and ESJ Gen-Tie
projects.

This alternative would result in greater short-term and

temporary air quality emissions and noise effects

compared to the Proposed Project, but these would be

during construction and short-term only. This

alternative’s long-term reduction in visual resource

impacts and-fire-and-fuels-impacts-(for-the Tule Wind
. . L oroi

issioning) while still itigable. | |
ina-greater-overallreduction-in-impaets would not be
of any significant manner when-compared-to-the
Proposed-Preject-considering the visual effects of the
500 kV Sunrise transmission line currently under
construction in the adjacent and overlapping ROW.
This alternative would not reduce unmitigable Class |
impacts associated with bird/golden eagle strikes from
wind turbines because potential impacts to golden
eagles are not quantifiable, and therefore, a reduced
turbine alternative would not substantially lessen that
unquantifiable risk or reduce the risk of eagle mortality
from collisions with turbines when compared with the
proposed project. Furthermore, and-would-reduce avian
collision and electrocution risk and-thereforefrom-a

ive would be reduced
to a less than significant level through appropriate
mitigation measures outlined in Section D.2, Biological
Resources. However-tThis alternative would also
remove 1718 turbines on the Ewiiaapaayp Band of
Kumeyaay Indians Reservation, thereby affecting the
Ewiiaapaayp Band of Kumeyaay Indians’ wind and
solar energy resources policies to develop renewable
energy projects to serve economic and social needs of
its Ewiiaapaayp Band of Kumeyaay Indians
Reservation. In addition, 27 32 turbines would be
removed from lands administered by the BLM, 7
turbines would be removed from lands administered by
the CSLC, and % 5 from lands under the jurisdiction of
the County of San Diego.
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11.

E. Comparison of
Alternatives

E-34

The BLM’s preferred alternative per NEPA
requirements and pending public comment on the Draft
EIS for the ECO Substation project component is ECO
Substation Alternative Site, combined with ECO Partial
Underground 138 kV Transmission Route Alternative,
combined with Boulevard Substation Rebuild and for
the Tule Wind Project component is the Tule Wind
Alternative 5, Reduction in Turbines, combined with
Tule Wind Alternative 2, Gen-Tie Route 2
Underground with Collector Substation/O&M Facility
on Rough Acres Ranch. This conclusion is based on the
analysis presented in Sections D.2 through D.18.

Based on the revised analysis presented in Sections
D.2 through D.18, it is recommended the Modified
project layout be considered as the BLM Preferred
Alternative.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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TULE WIND PROJECT DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/STATEMENT
IBERDROLA RENEWABLES
COMMENTS & SUGGESTED REVISIONS

Section F: Cumulative Scenario and Impacts

Section/
No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
1. Cumulative Scenario F-2 There is discussion of two methods to meeting intent | GLOBAL COMMENT: The DEIS states preferred
and Impacts of cumulative impact assessment: “list of projects” | use of “list” method but does not provide any detail
and “summary of projects.” as to what constitutes “summary” method. Please
clarify what the “summary” method entails.
2. Cumulative Scenario F-3 “Applicant proposed measures (APMs) include GLOBAL COMMENT: Project assets have been
and Impacts environmental measures that are already required transferred from Pacific Wind Development, LLC to
by existing regulations and/or requirements, or are | Tule Wind, LLC. Both are wholly owned
standard practices that are already in place from San | subsidiaries of Iberdrola Renewables, Inc.
Diego Gas and Electric (SDG&E), Pacific-\Wind
Development Tule Wind, LLC, and/or Energia Sierra | Please revise all references to Pacific Wind
Juarez (ESJ) in order to minimize or prevent any development to reflect Tule Wind, LLC.
potential impacts.”
3. Cumulative Scenario F-4 San Diego County — An Ordinance Amending the GLOBAL COMMENT: It should be noted this
and Impacts Table F-1 San Diego County Zoning Ordinance Related to ordinance has not been approved to date for the wind
Solar Power and Wind Power (2010). portion; and therefore, would not be applicable to the
Tule Wind Project.
4. Cumulative Scenario F-9-F-18 Cumulative Scenario-Approved and Pending GLOBAL COMMENT: Table F-2 does not describe
and Impacts Table F-2 Projects guantitative environmental impacts from each of the
identified projects, only the current status.
5. Cumulative Scenario F-32 The risk of mortality due to collision with operating | Please update language to reflect the change in
and Impacts turbines by golden eagle resulting from the Proposed | impact determination regarding special status species.
PROJECT would be significant and-unmitigable APMs and mitigation measures would be
under CEQA, despite and implementation of implemented to mitigate any adverse effects to the
Mitigation Measures BI1O-10a through BIO-10ij golden eagle, and impacts would be considered less
would reduce impacts to a level of less than than significant with implementation of proposed
significant (Class I1) and would therefere not mitigation.
represent an adverse impact.
Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 1 Cumulative Scenario and Impacts
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6. Cumulative Scenario F-32 The risk of mortality due to collision with operating | General Comment: There appears to be an elevated
and Impacts turbines by Vaux’s swift and special-status bat classification of impact based solely on what type of
species would be significant but can be mitigated to | species are being impacted (Golden Eagle = Class 1
a level that is less than significant under CEQA versus all other avian species = Class Il). Please
(Class I1) and would therefore not represent an indicate the evidence that the BLM or FWS relies on
adverse impact. The risk of mortality due to collision | that says direct impacts by turbines adversely impacts
with operating turbines by other special-status bird | the golden eagle, when the population is not in severe
species resulting from the Proposed PROJECT decline.
would not be adverse and, under CEQA, would be
less than significant (Class I11). If there is a difference, describe why risk of
electrocution and collision could be minimized to a
Class 11 (including golden eagle) yet cumulatively is
a Class I Impact when evaluated as part of the
analysis.
7. Cumulative Scenario F-32 The energy-related reasonably foreseeable Bats are not susceptible to electrocution by
and Impacts cumulative projects, which includes the Sunrise transmission lines. Please consider removing text
Powerlink Project, would result in a significant from this section.
increase in risk of electrocution by special-status bird
and-bat species;...
8. Cumulative Scenario F-36 Tue Wind Alternative #1 (second paragraph) See Comment #5 above.

and Impacts

Adverse cumulative impacts would remain regarding
impacts to special-status plant and wildlife species
with this alternative combined with the reasonably
foreseeable cumulative projects;-despite; however
species avoidance, minimization, and mitigation
measures that would likely be implemented by each
project—Fhis-would result in an adverse cumulative
impact and under CEQA would be less than
significant and-unmitigable with mitigation (Class
I1). All cumulative impact categories would remain
the same or similar to those evaluated under the
Proposed PROJECT.

Tule Wind Alternative #2 (third paragraph)

Furthermore, project-specific and cumulative
impacts related to Impact BIO-10 and B10-11 would
be less than what was evaluated under the Proposed

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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PROJECT. However, this reduction in impact would
not alter the cumulative impact determinations as
evaluated under the Proposed PROJECT:-and-in
paricularthe aliernative eeupl_eel I .
Fease ab_ly fo .ese_ea_lale a."e' atives '.“guld continue
tel |esult|_ *sig ||I|e|a||_ H elneasu . 'ISIEQI ircand

S s ‘

Cumulative Scenario
and Impacts

F-37

Tule Wind Alternative #3 (second paragraph)

However, this reduction in impact would not alter
the cumulative impact determinations as evaluated
under the Proposed PROJECT-and—in-particular-the
X .
aliex rathve soupled WiR-the-Feaso ab_ly Im_ese_e_able
& ternati ves .‘“‘gald contiteto esuit Hasig Hhcant
terease i ||sle_el electrocutio e d_eelhsm by
speelal_sta_ fus Dire-and bat Fspeelels stce-the |

remain.
Third paragraph

... This would result in an adverse cumulative
impact and under CEQA would be less than
significant and-unmitigable with mitigation (Class
I1). All cumulative impact categories would remain
the same or similar to those evaluated under the
Proposed PROJECT.

See Comment #5 above.

10.

Cumulative Scenario
and Impacts

F-38

Tule Wind Alternative #4 (first paragraph)

However, this reduction in impact would not alter
the cumulative impact determinations as evaluated
under the Proposed PROJECT:-and-in-particular-the
; .
et ative cotpled with-tne-reaso ab_ly Iel_ese_e_able
@ Hernat ves _ueulel Continueto FesuiE a5t Hicant
Hcrease 1h "SIE.GI electrocutio -2 d_eslhsne by
SBEG'E‘I.SE.“HS bird-and-bat FSBEG'EIS since the |

See Comment #5 above.
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This alternative would reduce impacts to biological
resources to all of the impact categories by reducing
the number of turbines by 62 and therefore reducing
both the permanent and temporary impacts to land
under this alternative. This would reduce the overall
cumulative impacts for Impact BIO-1 through B1O-9

and B10-11;-butwould-notalterthe significance
conclusionsfor-all-reasonably foreseeable projects-as

identified-underthe Proposed PROJECT
respectively. Hewever-the A reduction in these
particular turbines—while would not altering the
cumulative impact analysis for electrocution of
species under Impact BIO-10;-weuld-have-a-mere
substantial reduction-of impacts-to-colisions because
this alternative exhibits a similar low risk of eagle
collision, as compared to the proposed project, based
upon anticipated eagle foraging patterns (i.e. over
valleys and open habitat communities) and low
observation rates over the proposed project area to
the golden eagle in particular. Although-all turbines
considered high risk for golden eagle collision would
be removed under this alternative and-this but would
not substantially reduce the risk of golden eagle
mortality. As with the proposed project,
implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-10a
through BIO-10h will mitigate potential impacts to
golden eagles without elimination of 62 turbines the
Flsleef—mertalwdae%eemswm operating

and under
CEQA would continue to be less than significant and
unmitigable-despite with implementation of the
proposed mitigation measures (Class 11). Therefore,
while cumulative impacts from all reasonably
foreseeable cumulative projects would be reduced
overall, the cumulative impacts would remain
adverse.

No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
remain.
11. Cumulative Scenario F-38 Tule Wind Alternative #5 (third paragraph) See Comment #5 above.
and Impacts

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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12. Cumulative Scenario F-42 As discussed in Section D.3.3.3, implementation of | Please update to reflect the impact determination
and Impacts the Proposed PROJECT would result in significant | between County and BLM jurisdictional areas.

impacts to scenic vistas occurring within the project
area. Due to the large-scale size, light color, and Please consider revising to a Class Il determination
blade movement, scenic vista impacts attributed to | to avoid overstating impacts. Many of the KOPs
wind turbines viewed from the Table Mountain identified are located on BLM lands. BLM has
ACEC, Carrizo Overlook, and Ribbonwood Trail classified the McCain area as a Class IV for visual
and the Ribbonwood Road Pathway (County classification, which takes into consideration visual
facilities established in the Boulevard Community impacts due to renewable energy projects. According
Trails and Pathways Plan) would be adverse and to this BLM classification, the level of change to the
cannot be mitigated. BLM jurisdictional areas fall | characteristic of the landscape can be high. Given the

within the Visual Resource Management (VRM) BLM visual classification, no visual impacts located
Class IV which permits major modification of the | on BLM jurisdictional lands are identified.
landscape, and therefore, visual impacts are
considered less than significant within the BLM

areas (Class I11).

Under CEQA, impacts would be significant and
cannot be mitigated to a level that is considered less
than significant for the County jurisdictional areas

(Class I).
13. Cumulative Scenario F-43 - F-44 The Sunrise Powerlink transmission line would be Please consider revising to reflect that the 138 kV
and Impacts highly visibly at foreground viewing distances along | line is adjacent to the route of the Sunrise Powerlink
I-8 through southwestern Imperial County and 500 kV transmission line and would not be the
southeastern San Diego County and at foreground dominant feature if this cumulative project is
viewing distances along Old Highway 80 in constructed.

southeastern San Diego County. The transmission
line would cross 1-8 twice (at McCain Valley Road | Consider including a description of the Sunrise
where the line would cross 1-8 from the south and at/ | Powerlink as a cumulative impact in the Key

near La Posta Road (west of the Campo Indian Observation Points. The Sunrise Powerlink has been
Reservation) where the line crosses I-8 from the approved by the relevant agencies and is under
north) and would cross Old Highway 80 once just construction.

north of the ECO Substation site. Based on GIS data
provided by the applicant, the Sunrise Powerlink
transmission line would also traverse the BLM
McCain National Cooperative and Wildlife
Management Area, primarily adjacent to McCain
Valley Road, and would clearly be visible at
foreground viewing distances from southern and

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 5 Cumulative Scenario and Impacts
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western oriented views at the Carrizo Overlook.
Although The approved Sunrise Powerlink
transmission line these-features would be located
“behind” adjacent to the proposed wind-turbines
transmission line of the Tule Wind Project, and the
overall bulk and scale of the 500 kV transmission
line structures is are expected to increase-the
visibility-of these-project-components be the

dominant feature in the landscape.

14. Cumulative Scenario F-45 Please consider removing KOP 16 from Table F-3. | No simulation was produced for this view, therefore
and Impacts Table F-3 no determination can be made.

Please consider including the Sunrise 500 kV
transmission project, its location, and depiction in the
visual analysis and simulations, to accurately depict
the cumulative impact of the Sunrise Powerlink.
According to Table F-3, the Sunrise Powerlink is
identified in the following KOPs: 1, 2, 3, 6, 8, 9, 10,
11,12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 18, 21, and 22. Specifically,
KOPs 11, 12, 14, and 15 should have additional
simulations including the Sunrise Powerlink, which
has been approved and is currently under
construction, to accurately represent known future
existing conditions. Please see Attachment F.1
Revised Visual Simulation with Sunrise 500 kV Line
(February 2011) that depicts the scale of the proposed
138 kV compared to the 500 kV. The Sunrise
Powerlink, once constructed, would result in a
reduction of the impacts of the Tule Wind Project.
Excluding the Sunrise Powerlink overstates the
impacts of the Tule Wind Project.

15. Cumulative Scenario F-46 For the same reasons, VIS-3 long-term landscape Please consider changing the long-term visual
and Impacts alteration impacts were determined to be significant | contrast impacts to Class 11 on BLM lands and Class
(Class I for County and Class |11 for BLM lands). I on County lands.

Proposed PROJECT components would be highly
visible from numerous sightlines throughout the
project area and therefore, the long-term visual
contrasts resulting from the Proposed PROJECT

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 6 Cumulative Scenario and Impacts
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1 ol off. I
ighttt i i i - Given the
general topography and the limited number of
turbines visible to Boulevard residents, impacts from
lighting sources due to the Proposed PROJECT will
be minimal. According to FAA Advisory Circular
70/7460-1K wind turbine farms (wind turbine
developments consisting of three or more wind
turbines greater than 200 feet above ground level)
must provide a site specific lighting scheme that
provides for the safety of air traffic (FAA 2007).
Due to proposed height of wind turbines (all wind
turbines would be over 200 feet above ground level)
the Tule, Campo, Manzanita, and Jordan wind
energy projects would also be required to install
FAA obstruction lighting on wind turbines (not all
turbines within an installation need to be lighted).
The addition of over 300 wind turbines and required
obstruction lighting to the McCain Valley area
would not likely result in a constant source of visual
nuisance for area residents as obstruction lighting
(flashing red and white lighting), which-cotld would
not trespass outside of the individual project
boundaries and into residential areas and sensitive

No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
were assessed as an adverse impact and under CEQA
would represent a significant and unmitigable impact
(Class I).
16. Cumulative Scenario F-48 All Reasonably Foreseeable Cumulative Projects OCAS has not been approved by the FAA, please
and Impacts (Class I) consider removing. See Attachment D.3.3, FAA

memo (November 2010) and Attachment D.3.4, FAA
Letter (June 2009). Given the general topography and
the limited number of turbines visible to Boulevard
residents, impacts due to lighting sources due to
Proposed Project will be minimal. In addition,
operation of the project would not affect nighttime
views. The O&M/Substation facility would utilize
fully shielded low pressure sodium lamp types not to
exceed 4050 lumens output. Implementation of the
additional lighting sources due to the FAA lighting is
not anticipated to contribute a significant light source
that will impact night skies to the area. Please
consider changing the determination to reflect this
information.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS

Iberdrola Renewables

7

Cumulative Scenario and Impacts
March 2011




No.

Section/
Appendix

Page

Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision

Justification

nighttime viewing areas would not be altered. Since
the Proposed PROJECT would not introduce new
sources of nighttime lighting to the project area and
since the wind project components would alse-be
required-to-install include mandatory FAA nighttime
obstruction lighting, the Proposed PROJECT’s VIS-
4 visual impacts would not represent an adverse
cumulative impact and under CEQA would be less

than significant and-unmitigable (Class 111).

17.

Cumulative Scenario
and Impacts

F-49 — F-50

Therefore, sinee the Proposed PROJECT would net
be consistent with all applicable policies established
for the protection of visual resources, although and
since cumulative projects are also likely to result in
conflicts with applicable policies and plans, the
Proposed PROJECT’s VIS-5 impacts would
represent an adverse impact and under CEQA would
be significant and unmitigable (Class I).

The Tule Wind Project is the portion of the Proposed
PROJECT that is identified as not consistent with the
identified plans and policies. Please change to reflect
the change in significance determination.

18.

Cumulative Scenario
and Impacts

F-52 — F-53

Tule Wind Alternative #1, through Alternative #4

thisal . I . ;

adverse cumulative impacts .EIateI oo |g|l ml.'“.e

bl ‘ . fvicual .
the-project-area—Thus, cumulative impacts would be
anticipated to remain the same or similar to those

evaluated under the Proposed PROJECT.

Impacts relative to Tule-VI1S-4 and Impact Tule VIS-
5 were determined to be less than significant. See
Comment # 16 and #17 above.

19.

Cumulative Scenario
and Impacts

F-87

As described in Section D.7.3.3, the Proposed
PROJECT would have a low potential to cause an
adverse effect to the characteristics of a historic
property or Traditional Cultural Property (TCP) as
defined by federal guidelines. Implementation of
CUL-4 would reduce impacts, but in some cases
given the expansive geographic nature of some of
these resources, impacts to TCPs would be adverse
and residually significant if they are identified, and
under CEQA would represent a significant and
unmitigable impact (Class I).

Class | impacts to TCPs would only be identified if
TCPs are found to present. Since no TCPs have been
identified to date, please clarify the language in the
text for the reader to state that currently, no Class |
impacts are identified due to no identified TCPs.

20.

Cumulative Scenario

F-87

Fwo One potentially significant historic resources—

Please consider removing the reference to Old

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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and Impacts the San Diego and Arizona Railroad and-Old Highway 80. This resource is considered a visual
Highway-80—are is within the proposed ECO resource and not a historic architectural (built
Substation Project 138 kV transmission line environment) resource.

alignment; however, these resources would be
spanned by the line and would not be physically
altered during construction or operation.

21. Cumulative Scenario F-94 As indicated in Section D.8.3.3, there are many Please update language to reflect changes made in
and Impacts sensitive receptors in the vicinity of the Proposed Section D.8. The proposed project would be
PROJECT site that are likely to be temporarily consistent with the County’s Noise Ordinance during
affected by construction noise related to construction activities, therefore, impacts would be
development of the Proposed PROJECT. APMs considered less than significant with implementation

ECO-NOI-1 through ECO-NOI-4, TULE-NOI-2, of mitigation.
TULE-NOI-4, and TULE-NOI-65 through TULE-
NOI-16, and ESJ-NOI-1, along with Mitigation
Measures NOI-1, would be implemented as part of
the Proposed PROJECT. However, even with
mitigation, the construction noise from the Proposed
PROJECT would result an adverse noise impact and,
under CEQA, a significant and unmitigated noise
impact (Class 1) as a result of nighttime construction,
blasting, and helicopter operations associated with
the ECO Substation portion of the Proposed
PROJECT;-and b. Blasting and drill rig operations,
and roadway and transmission line construction
associated with the Tule Wind portion of the
Proposed PROJECT would comply with San Diego
Noise Ordinances and impacts due to construction
noise would be considered less than significant with
the proposed mitigation measure NOI-1 and APMs
TULE-NOI-2, andTULE-NOI-3.

22. Cumulative Scenario F-95 As described in Section D.8.3.3, groundborne Please clarify that construction activities associated
and Impacts vibration as a result of construction of the Proposed | with the Tule Wind Project would be conducted in
PROJECT would result in an adverse impact and, accordance with Sections 36.409 and 36.410 of the
under CEQA, would represent a significant and San Diego County Noise Ordinance.

unmitigable impact due to blasting activities (Class
). All construction noise associated with the Tule
Wind Project will comply with Section 36.409 and
Section 36.410 of the San Diego County Noise
Ordinance. Even if blasting is required, scheduling

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 9 Cumulative Scenario and Impacts
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constraints would be implemented so to comply with
Sections 36.409 and 36.410 of the San Diego County
Noise Ordinance.

23.

Cumulative Scenario
and Impacts

F-95

There are many sensitive receptors in the vicinity of
the Proposed PROJECT site, as described in Section
D.8.3.3, that are likely to be affected by corona noise
from operations of the transmission lines and noise
from other project components. There are also tweo
three parcels exceed daytime noise and fire parcels
may exceed nighttime noise limits residenees in the
vicinity of turbines that would be adversely impacted
by noise from 1.5 MW turbines;-as-wel-as-additional
turbines.

Please update language to reflect corrected analysis
per the Modified Project Layout.

24,

Cumulative Scenario
and Impacts

F-102

As indicated in Section D.9.3.3, a maximum of
approximately 1,600 truck trips per day would be
required to construct the Proposed PROJECT, which
does not exceed the 2,400 ADDT or 200 peak hour
vehicle trip threshold. While truck trips associated
with the proposed Campo, Manzanita, and Jordan
wind energy components of the Proposed PROJECT
are currently unknown, they would likely use similar
construction routes particularly along the 1-8, Old
Highway 80, and Ribbonwood Road. Impacts would
be significant, but with implementation of Mitigation
Measure TRA-1 requiring the preparation and
implementation of a traffic control plan, anticipated
impacts would be-adverse-but-mitigated further
reduced. snd-u-Under CEQA would be mitigated-to
be considered less than significant (Class Il1).

Please update language to reflect changes per the
Modified Project Layout.

25.

Cumulative Scenario
and Impacts

F-104

As discussed, the maximum of approximately 1,600
truck trips per day would be required for
construction of the Proposed PROJECT. This could
create a substantial; short-term increase in traffic that
would result in a temporary unstable flow over a
period of two years, although the additional traffic
does not exceed the 2,400 ADT or 200 peak hour

vehicle trip threshold eran-unacceptable-reductionin

Please update language to reflect changes in the
impact determinations made in Section D.9.

Cumulative traffic impacts will most likely not occur,
as the area projects will not occur concurrently in the
same area. The additional area projects will be
required to submit traffic management plans as part
of the project design to reduce impacts to area

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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. residents. In addition, this general area has a LOS of
Implementation of Mitigation Measure TRA-1 “A” throughout. Please considering revising this
requiring a detailed traffic control plan would further | cumulative determination based on this information.

reduce ensure-the impacts-would-be-adverse-but
mitigated;-and-. uUnder CEQA would-reduce-the
project-level impacts to be less than significant

(Class I11).
26. Cumulative Scenario F-119 Blade throw is also a uniquely localized potential Please update to reflect the mitigation measure
and Impacts impact and would only have the potential to result in | proposed for HAZ-7 in Section D.10.

a cumulative impact when combined with wind
projects that are located in close proximity to the
Proposed PROJECT site. None of the other
reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects would
have the unique potential impacts related to blade
throw, and therefore, would not increase the
cumulative impacts. Cumulative impacts would be
adverse but mitigated with MM-HAZ-6 to provide
proper safety zones and setbacks, and under CEQA
impacts would be mitigated to be less than
significant (Class II).

27. Cumulative Scenario F-119 ...Cumulative impacts would not be adverse but Please update to reflect the impact determination
and Impacts mitigated, and under CEQA impacts would be listed in Section D.10.
considered mitigated-to be less than significant
(Class I11).
28. Cumulative Scenario F-131 ...Operation of the project would not require a Please update language to reflect the benefits of the
and Impacts substantial number of vehicle trips; therefore, the Tule Wind Project as a clean renewable energy

Proposed PROJECT is not expected to exceed the source which offsets conventional fossil-fuel
thresholds, and mitigation is not required. In addition | electricity.

the Tule Wind Project is a clean renewable energy
sources which provides a beneficial impact and will
result in negative emission numbers when compared
to the conventional, fossil-fuel generated 201 MW of

electricity.
29. Cumulative Scenario F-143 Impact HYD-4: The project could deplete local Please add additional language to this impact
and Impacts water supplies_or interfere substantially with significance critera to clarify the basis of what

groundwater recharge such that there would be a net | “deplete local water supplies” means.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 11 Cumulative Scenario and Impacts
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deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local
groundwater table (e.q., the production rate of pre-
existing adjacent wells would drop to a level that
would not support existing land uses or planned land
uses for which permits have been granted).
According to the County of San Diego’s Guidelines
for Determining Significance and Report Format and

Content Requirements — Groundwater Resources,
“groundwater impacts will be considered significant
if a soil moisture balance or equivalent analysis,
conducted using a minimum 30 years of precipitation

data including drought periods, concludes that at any
given time groundwater in storage is reduced to a
level of 50 percent or less as a result of groundwater
extraction.

30.

Cumulative Scenario
and Impacts

F-155

Mineral deposits have been found in the vicinity of
the Tule Wind Project, and two active tungsten ore
mines are located near proposed Turbines N-7-N-8;
M-10, M-11, and P-5.

Please update language to reflect corrected analysis
per the Modified Project Layout.

31.

Cumulative Scenario
and Impacts

F-157

Tule Wind Alternative #1

While this alternative would increase the amount of
land disturbance by 2.0 49.3 acres, this change
would not be sufficient to alter the overall impact
determinations. The cumulative impacts would
remain similar to those discussed under the Proposed
PROJECT and would not represent any substantial
new or reduced adverse cumulative impacts.

Please update language to reflect corrected analysis
per the Modified Project Layout.

32.

Cumulative Scenario
and Impacts

F-158

Tule Wind Alternative #3

While this alternative would increase the amount of
land disturbance by 5 54.7 acres, this change
would not be sufficient to alter the overall impact
determinations. The cumulative impacts would
remain similar to those discussed under the Proposed
PROJECT and would not represent any substantial
new or reduced adverse cumulative impacts.

Please update language to reflect corrected analysis
per the Modified Project Layout.
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33. Cumulative Scenario F-171 Reduction in Firefighting Effectiveness. Please consider revising the text to reflect the training
and Impacts BethFirefighters are trained to operate both ground | that firefighters receive in operating around
and aerial-based firefighting operations transmission lines.

are-significanthy-Hmited-adjacent to transmission

lines and other aboveground system

components (turbines, collector lines). Avoidance of
transmission lines and aboveground

components within a 500-foot safety buffer greatly
reduces the risk of electrical structure contact

for firefighters but creates an indefensible corridor
along the transmission line alignment where
firefighting is tactically difficult or too dangerous.
Avoidance of this corridor may negatively

effect initial attack operations and sustained attack
efforts and can exacerbate fire conditions by
allowing uncontrolled spread through an area that is
critical for containment. Furthermore, from

a regional perspective, the proximity of transmission
line projects or those with aboveground

system components can create larger or contiguous
avoidance corridors which negatively impact
firefighting efforts across a wider geographical

extent.
34, Cumulative Scenario F-173 The two additional impacts, which are not addressed | Please note that two additional significance
and Impacts in Section D.15, include: determinations were added in the cumulative section

and not in the Fire and Fuels Management Section
e Impact FF-5: The presence of the Project- | D.15.
related facilities would alter historic fire
regimes

e Impact FF-6: Project-caused wildfires
would adversely affect natural resources.

35. Cumulative Scenario F-174 ... Therefore, the Proposed PROJECT will Please update language to reflect the provisions of
and Impacts implement Mitigation Measures FF-1-FF-2-FF-3; | mitigation measures approved by the SDRFPD and
and-FF-4 through FF-6. Implementation of SDCFA, and reflected in the Tule Wind Project Fire

Mitigation Measures FF-1 and FF-2 would provide a | Protection Plan.
proactive plan for educating construction and
ongoing maintenance personnel about the fire hazard | Please also include a reference to additional proposed

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 13 Cumulative Scenario and Impacts
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risk associated with wind energy projects. These mitigation measures included in the approved Fire
measures would also provide training for practices to | Protection Plan (FPP-4 through FPP-7).

reduce the likelihood of fire ignition and to quickly
extinguish ignitions that may occur utilizing Type VI
firefighting equipment. Furthermore, they provide
for coordination with CAL FIRE and the local fire
authority and restrict construction activities during
the days when fire spread would be most likely (Red
Flag Warning periods). Additionaths-Mitigation
Measures FF-3 and FF-4 would provide for better
prepared and equipped responding fire fighting
forces and provide additional fire prevention,
protection and suppression capabilities to reduce the
increased probability of a wildfire during project
construction or maintenance. Mitigation Measure
FFE-5 provides for fire suppression systems within the
nacelle of each wind turbine, and Mitigation
Measure FF-6 would provide funding for fire
inspection to the west of the project area throughout
operations. Additional mitigation measures (included
in the approved Fire Protection Plan) are also
proposed to further minimize potential for fire
ignition throughout the project area (see Mitigation
Measures FPP-4 through FPP-7). This mitigation
would ensure related fire safety impacts associated
with the Proposed PROJECT increasing the risk of
wildfire would be less than significant under CEQA
(Class I1) and would represent an adverse, but
mitigated impact.

36. Cumulative Scenario| F-174-F-175 | Impact FF-2: Presence of project facilities Please consider updating language to reflect the
and Impacts including overhead transmission lines would change in impact determination made in Section
increase the probability of a wildfire. D.15. With implementation of proposed mitigation
(including proposed Mitigation Measures FPP-8 and
All Reasonably Foreseeable Cumulative Projects FPP-9) included in the approved FPP, it has been
(Class 1) determined that the probability of a wildfire due to

overhead transmission lines would be low and
... While Mitigation Measures FF-1 through FF-5 | therefore considered less than significant.

would reduce the potential for wildfire ignitions or
fire spread by requiring intensive pre-planning, fire
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safety procedures, customized operation and
maintenance restrictions and requirements, and
customized fire detection warning and suppression
systems (as technology made these systems available
in a tested and accepted format), Mitigation Measure
FFE-6 would provide funding for fire inspection to the
west of the project area throughout operations, and
additional proposed Mitigation Measure FPP-8
includes provisions for visual inspections of project
structures and overhead lines, and proposed
Mitigation Measure FPP-9 requires adequate line
clearance in accordance with CPUC GO 95 among
other fire safety features. Therefore,; the Proposed
PROJECT’s likelihood of increasing the occurrences
of wildfires is considered less than significant and
upmitigable with mitigation (Class I1) under CEQA.
: lospite mitiaation. Id .

adverse:

37. Cumulative Scenario

and Impacts

F-175

Based on expected increases in ignition sources
within the Boulevard and La Posta Firesheds, a
significant cumulative impact may exist, however
and-the Proposed PROJECT would contribute to a
reduction in that impact through the application of
Mitigation Measure FF-6and-be-cumulatively
considerable. Therefore, the Proposed PROJECT’s
impacts under CEQA, when combined with the
proposed cumulative wind energy projects, are
considered less than significant-and-unmitigable
cumulative-impaets (Class 11).-Cumulative-impaets
wouldremain-adverse-despite-mitigation:

Please consider revising this impact determination to
reflect revised Mitigation Measure FF-6, as proposed
by the SDCFA.

38. Cumulative Scenario

and Impacts

F-175-F-176

Impact FF-3: Presence of the overhead
transmission line/facilities would reduce the
effectiveness of firefighting.

All Reasonably Foreseeable Cumulative Projects
(Class 1I)

The transmission lines and other aboveground
system components associated with the Proposed

Please consider updating language to reflect the
change in impact determination made in Section
D.15. With implementation of proposed mitigation
(including proposed Mitigation Measures FPP-11
through FPP-13) included in the approved FPP, it has
been determined that the effectiveness of ground or
aerial firefighting would not be jeopardized, but
rather enhanced, and therefore considered less than
significant.
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PROJECT and the Campo, Manzanita, and Jordan
wind energy project components may result in
significant conflicts with wildfire containment.
Although However, Mitigation Measures would
provide for fire protection planning, coordination
and training for local fire personnel, and funding for
local firesafe-counecHs-fire inspection throughout the
project area. Additional proposed Mitigation
Measures included in the approved Fire Protection
Plan include requirements to de-energize the
electrical system during fire emergencies (see FPP-
11), provide maps and construction drawings to
appropriate fire agencies (see FPP-12) and equip
operations personnel with communication devices to
allow for immediate reporting of fires (see FPP-13).
Therefore, with proposed mitigation measures, the
constraints-associated-with transmission lines and
aboveground system components would not reduce
the effectiveness of both ground-based and aerial
firefighting capabilities over the life of the project.
Based on the specialized training and equipment
necessary to effectively fight fires related to
electrical transmission lines, conductors,
transformers, wind turbines, substations, and related
components, and the obstacles that these facilities
present across a naturally vegetated wildland
landscape and as airborne complications, it was
determined the Proposed PROJECT’s direct impacts
are considered less than significant and-unmitigable
(Class 11), despite with the incorporation of
Mitigation Measures FF-2, FF-3, FF-5, and FF-6,and
additional proposed Mitigation Measures FPP-11

through FPP-13. Hmpacts-would-remain-adverse
despite-the-incorporation-ef-mitigation-

30. Cumulative Scenario

and Impacts

F-177

Impact FF-5: The presence of the Project-related
facilities would alter historic fire regimes.

All Reasonably Foreseeable Cumulative Projects
(Class 1)

Please consider updating language to reflect the
change in impact determination made in Section
D.15.
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The Proposed PROJECT would incrementally
contribute to an ongoing fire regime change in this
portion of San Diego County by increasing potential
ignition sources, however, this incremental effect
would be mitigated by implementation of Mitigation
Measures FF-1 through FF-6. The incremental
effects of the Proposed PROJECT, including the
Campo, Manzanita, and Jordan wind energy projects,
would not represent an adverse cumulative impact.
This impact under CEQA would represent a

signhificant-and-unmitigableless than significant

cumulative impact (Class I1).

40. Cumulative Scenario

and Impacts

F-178

Impact FF-6: Project-caused wildfires would
adversely affect natural resources.

All Reasonably Foreseeable Cumulative Projects
(Class 1)

These potentially significant impacts to biological
resources would be more severe with increases in
wildfire frequency, intensity, and duration. Increased
ignition sources associated with the Proposed
PROJECT, as well as the Campo, Manzanita, and
Jordan wind energy projects, would result in an
incremental increase in fire frequency resulting in
potentially significant cumulative impacts to
biological resources, however, this incremental
effect would be mitigated by implementation of
Mitigation Measures FF-1 through FF-6. The
incremental effects of the Proposed PROJECT would
not represent an adverse cumulative impact and,
under CEQA, would represent a significant-and
unmitigableless than significant cumulative impact
(Class I1).

Please consider updating language to reflect the
change in impact determination made in Section

D.15.

41. Cumulative Scenario

and Impacts

F-179

In addition to the impacts associated with the release
of particulate matter, wildfires also release
significant quantities of carbon dioxide. Resulting
from a release of atmospheric carbon stored in

Please consider updating language to reflect the
change in impact determination made in Section

D.15.
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biomass (vegetation), carbon dioxide is a significant
contributor to the greenhouse gas (GHG) effect.
Wildfires in shrubland vegetation types typically
consume the entire aboveground portions of the
plant, resulting in a potentially large short-term
carbon dioxide release. Conversely, the
sequestration (uptake) of atmospheric carbon occurs
over a much longer time period in these vegetation
types (decades). As-aresultincreases-in-wildfire
frequency-associated-with-tThe Proposed PROJECT
would not result in a net increase in short-term
carbon emissions over the life of the projects,
however, because any incremental effect would be
mitigated by implementation of Mitigation Measures
FF-1 through FF-6. It is expected that the
construction, operation, and maintenance activities
associated with foreseeable cumulative projects in
the southeastern portion of San Diego County would
increase fire frequency through increased ignition
sources. The incremental effects of the Proposed
PROJECT would not represent an adverse
cumulative impact and, under CEQA, would be a

significant-and-unmitigableless than significant

cumulative impact (Class I1).

42. Cumulative Scenario

and Impacts

F-179 — F-180

Due to varying system components, distribution and
transmission lines of varying voltages are susceptible
to different wildfire-causing events, including
transformer or capacitor failure, vegetation and
powerline conflicts, arcing, and maintenance
activities. Additionally, although transmission and
distribution system structures are designed to retain
their structural integrity in high wind environments,
high winds can (in rare cases) blow over high
voltage transmission structures. Distribution line
ignitions caused by high winds were responsible for
four of the largest fires recorded in California
between 1923 and 2007, two of which occurred
within SDG&E territory. The Proposed PROJECT
would, therefore, incrementally contribute to an

Please consider updating language to reflect the
change in impact determination made in Section
D.15.
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increased risk of wildfire ignition. Even a small
increase in ignitions resulting from the Proposed
PROJECT could result in a catastrophic wildfire
event, especially if the ignition occurred during a
Santa Ana wind event. The Mitigation Measures
associated with fire and fuels management presented
in Section D.15.3.3 would reduce project-related
ignitions to a level considered less than significant,
which in turn would reduce-atthough-the impacts to
biological resources, air quality, and water quality
would-beto a level that is less than cumulatively
considerable-and-when-evaluated-in-the-contextof

etherforeseeable cumulative projects-would
represent-an-adverse-cumulative-impact. Under

CEQA, this cumulative impact would remain

significant-and-unmitigablebe less than significant
(Class I).

.. As such, because the Proposed PROJECT’s
incremental contribution to increased probability of
wildfire ignitions has been mitigated below a level of
significance, it would not beis considered an adverse
cumulative impact. Under CEQA, this cumulative
impact would be less than significantremain

sighificant-and-unmitigable (Class I1).

43. Cumulative Scenario

and Impacts

F-182

Tule Wind Alternative 1

However, turbines and overhead collector lines
would remain, thereby providing improved potential
access to some remote areas; as well as
disadvantages related to the presence of turbines and
overhead transmission lines that-woeuld-impact
firefighting-operations-and-increaserisk-to

firefighters-and-the potential-for-delaying-initial
attack-capabilities. As discussed previously, Impacts
FF-2 and FF-3 were found to be-individualy-adverse
and-under- CEQArepresented-a less than significant
and-unmitigable-impact with mitigation (Class 11).;
and-atHmpacts-{(F--1-through-F--6)represented-an

See please consider the following based on the
justification presented in Comment #35 through
Comment #42 above.
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adue]s_e GHI HEIaIE'“e npact that was sighiicas ta d
The changes from this alternative would not alter any
of these cumulative impact determinations.

44. Cumulative Scenario

and Impacts

F-182 - F-183

Tule Wind Alternative 2

However, turbines and overhead collector lines
would remain, thereby providing improved potential
access to some remote areas; as well as
disadvantages related to the presence of turbines and
overhead transmission lines that-would-impact
Tirefighting-operations-and-increase-risk-to

firefighters-and-the potential-for-delaying-initial
attack-capabilities. While-uUndergrounding parts of
the transmission line would further reduce impacts

related to Impacts FF-2 and FF-3;-these-impacts
would-remain-adverse. As discussed previously,
Impacts FF-2 and FF-3 were found to be-individuathy
adverse-and-under CEQArepresented-a less than
significant and-unmitigable-impact with mitigation
(Class 1) ;-and-al-impacts{FF-1-through-FF-6)

i
Feprese Hed-a aelne_s.e curulative-impact that- was
sighifica ta dun _|t|gable (Class II) :'de' SEQI: '

cumulativeprejects: The changes from this

alternative would not alter any of these cumulative
impact determinations.

See please consider the following based on the
justification presented in Comment #35 through
Comment #42 above.

45. Cumulative Scenario

and Impacts

F-182 — F-183

Tule Wind Alternative 3

However, turbines and overhead collector lines
would remain, thereby providing improved potential
access to some remote areas; as well as
disadvantages related to the presence of turbines and
overhead transmission lines that-would-impact
firefighting-operations-and-increaserisk-to

firefighters-and-the potential-for-delaying-initial
attack-capabilities. As discussed previously, Impacts
FF-2 and FF-3 were found to be-individuaty-adverse

See please consider the following based on the
justification presented in Comment #35 through
Comment #42 above.
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and-under- CEQArepresented-a less than significant
and-unmitigable-impacet with mitigation (Class I1).;
and-al-impacts-(FF-1-through-FF-6)-represented-an

adverse GHI Hglalt"’e' pact that was signiticar .Ea'dl

The changes from this alternative would not alter any
of these cumulative impact determinations.

46, Cumulative Scenario F-183 Tule Wind Alternative 4 See please consider the following based on the
and Impacts justification presented in Comment #35 through
However, turbines and overhead collector lines Comment #42 above.

would remain, thereby providing improved potential
access to some remote areas; as well as
disadvantages related to the presence of turbines and
overhead transmission lines that-weuld-impact
IF."EIE'gI'“ -operations a 'd. 'I' eﬁneasel Hskto |
attack-capabilities. As discussed previously, Impacts
FF-2 and FF-3 were found to be-individuaty-adverse
and-under-CEQArepresented-a less than significant
and-unmitigable-impaet with mitigation (Class I).;
and-alHmpacts(FF-1-through-FF-6)-represented-an

aelue] S€ GHI HE I;alt"’el'; pact tI;aEt ;‘”?s sightficant 2 d |
The changes from this alternative would not alter any
of these cumulative impact determinations.

47. Cumulative Scenario F-185 No Project Alternative 3 — No Tule Wind Project Please revise as suggested.
and Impacts

Under the No Project Alternative 3, the Tule Wind
Project would not be built and the existing conditions
on the project site would remain. This alternative
would_not remove a significant source of ignitions
and obstruction to firefighting effectiveness and
operations_because those impacts have been
mitigated to below a level of significance; therefore,
its removal from the project would not significantly
reduce the likelihood of wildfires. Additionally,
removal of the wind turbines from the landscape
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would not result in substantially reduced obstructions
for firefighting response and would not avoid a large
area of disturbance that could lead to establishment
of non-native, fire-prone plant species because
mitigation has been applied to reduce these impacts
below a level of significance. While this reduction
would certainly lessen the overall impacts related to
fire and fuels for all impacts, since the other
components would remain, the cumulative impacts,
when considered with the reasonably foreseeable
cumulative impacts, are anticipated to remain similar
as evaluated in the Proposed PROJECT. The ECO
Substation component of the Proposed PROJECT
would likely support similar cumulative impact
conclusions when considered with the reasonably
foreseeable cumulative impacts. Therefore,
cumulative impacts would remain similar under this

alternative.
48, Cumulative Scenario F-192 Additionally, project-related revenues for BLM, Please provide a discussion regarding the tribe’s loss
and Impacts California State Lands Commission (CSLC), and the | of economic benefit resulting from the Reduced

County of San Diego would be substantially reduced | Turbine Alternative. To state that this alternative
due to the removal of 27 32 turbines located on BLM | does not have fiscal impacts is inaccurate.

land, 7 turbines located on CSLC land, and 41 7
turbines located on County of San Diego land, and
18 turbines located on the Ewiiaapaayp Indian
Reservation. With the exception of the loss in
economic benefit for the Ewiiaapaayp Indian
Reservation, itmpacts to the revenues of these
entities, as well as impacts to other business
operations resulting from the construction and
presence of this alternative, would be offset by the
economic benefits resulting from project
construction, operation, and decommissioning. The
tribe would be particularly impacted since this
alternative would remove a funding source to the
tribe as it relates to the Tule Wind component.
Therefore, the project would be beneficial under
NEPA, and the cumulative impacts would remain
similar to those discussed under the Proposed
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PROJECT.

49,

Cumulative Scenario
and Impacts

F-200

The primary contributors to GHG emissions in
California relating to existing cumulative climate
change conditions include transportation, electric
power production from both in-state and out-of-state
sources, industry, agriculture and forestry, and other
sources, which include commercial and residential
activities. According to the 2004 GHG inventory
data compiled by CARB for the California 1990
GHG emissions inventory, California emitted
emissions of 484 million metric tons of carbon
dioxide equivalent (MMTCO,E), including
emissions resulting from out-of-state electrical
generation (CARB 2007).

GLOBAL COMMENT: Discussion of GHG
emission inventory for California should be
augmented with what the life of the Proposed Project
(including the Tule Wind Project) is estimated to
offset GHG emissions. See Attachment D.18.3.

50.

Cumulative Scenario
and Impacts

F-200 — F-201

Impact GHG-1: Project construction would cause a
net increase of greenhouse gas emissions.

All Reasonably Foreseeable Cumulative Projects
(Class 111)

Construction-related GHG emissions would be
associated with the use of construction equipment
and worker vehicle trips. Because GHG emissions
generated during construction would contribute to a
global accumulation of emissions, and are not a
temporary addition to the local airshed, the extent to
which these projects and the Proposed PROJECT
would result in significant cumulative impacts does
not depend on their proximity or time schedules. As
suehHowever, the Tule Wind Project is expected to
be in operation by 2012, prior to the construction of
the Jordan, Campo, and Manzanita wind energy
projects, and it will be offsetting approximately
232,210 metric tons of GHG emissions per year.
Accordingly, generation of these emissions would
not result in an unavoidable significant cumulative
impact to climate change. Altheugh-tThe Proposed
PROJECT s-construction-impacts-would-eventuatly
be-offsetresulting-in-a would create a net beneficial

To characterize the cumulative temporary impacts as
Class | is inaccurate, and is more appropriately
classified as Class I1l. The cumulative impact
analysis does not consider the temporal differences of
the projects (i.e., construction not occurring at the
same time, greenhouse gas offsets being generated
while later projects are under construction, etc.).
Secondly, even the cumulative temporary impacts do
not rise to a significant level when compared with
thirty years of offset greenhouse gas emissions.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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impact-and-its-construction-emissions-within-the
eumulathve study area-would-netexceed-the

St |_I|ea ce-threshold '.E'“’GHId Ia_eeu ulatively
eFe |5|ele|lab| le-w ell €0 |5|de|_ed wit IE € |e|ase 1ably
a-significant-and-unmitigable-cumulative-impact

uhder CEQA(Class-h. Therefore, cumulative

impacts regarding construction-related GHG
emissions would not be adverse for the reasonably
foreseeable cumulative projects coupled with the
Proposed PROJECT, and would represent no impact
under CEQA (Class 111).

51. Cumulative Scenario

and Impacts

F-201 - F-202

Impact GHG-2: Project operation would cause a net
increase of greenhouse gas emissions.

All Reasonably Foreseeable Cumulative Projects
(Class 111).

... As discussed under Section D.18.3.3, GHG
emissions during operations and maintenance of the
Proposed PROJECT were estimated to be
approximately 3:8493,741 MTCO2E/yr.

... In addition, when combined with the amortized
annual construction emissions, the Proposed
PROJECT’s GHG emissions would be 4,8244,514
MTCO2E/yr.

... Because GHG emissions generated during
operational phases would contribute to a global
accumulation of emissions, and are not a temporary
addition to the local airshed, the extent to which
these projects and the Proposed PROJECT would
result in significant cumulative impacts does not
depend on their proximity. As-suehHowever, the
Tule Wind Project is expected to be in operation by
2012, prior to the construction of the Jordan, Campo,
and Manzanita wind energy projects, and it will be
offsetting approximately 232,210 metric tons of

Please consider making the proposed change based
on updated greenhouse gas emissions figures from

Section D.18.

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS
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GHG emissions per year. When the Jordan, Campo,
and Manzanita wind energy projects come online,
they will also offset substantial amounts of GHG
emissions. Accordingly, generation of these
emissions would not result in an unavoidable
significant cumulative impact to climate change, as
the Proposed PROJECT would create a net

beneficial impact-and-would-representa-significant

{CSlassH. Therefore, cumulative impacts regarding
GHG emissions for operations of the Proposed
PROJECT would not be adverse when considered
with the reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects-

52 Cumulative Scenario F-202 Impact GHG-3: Project activities would not conflict | GLOBAL COMMENT: This impact should be
and Impacts with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted | comparing the cumulative impact of development

for the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs. | with the proposed PROJECT approved versus the
same growth supported by conventional fuel sources.
The residential and commercial development, for
example, represents foreseeable future activity that
will be independent of whether the PROJECT goes
forward or not. In this more accurate light, the

PROJECT has a net benefit.
53. Cumulative Scenario F-205 Tule Wind Alternative 5, Reduction in Turbines Please make the proposed revisions, based on the
and Impacts justification provided in comments to Section D.18,
Cumulative impacts related to Impact GHG-1 and the calculations provided in Attachments D.18.3,

through GHG-3 would be thesamesimilar as those | Iberdrola Renewables, Inc., Letter from Edmund V.
assessed for the Proposed PROJECT when combined | Clark, Gennaro H. Crescenti, to Dr. Fisher and Mr.
with the reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects, | Thomsen (March 2011)

although Tule Wind Alternative 5 would reduce by
at least 50% the amount of GHG emissions that
would be offset by the Tule Wind Project. While this
alternative would slightly lessen construction-related
GHG emissionsthe-impacts due to reduced
construction requirements for these 62 wind turbines,
this slight reduction amortized over the life of the
project would not make up for the large decrease in
the amount of GHG emissions that the Tule Wind
Project would otherwise offset. This change would
not be sufficient to alter the overall impact

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 25 Cumulative Scenario and Impacts
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determinations. The cumulative impacts would
remain similar to those discussed under the Proposed
PROJECT and would not represent any substantial
new or reduced adverse cumulative impacts.

54, Cumulative Scenario F-206 No Project Alternative 1 — No ECO Substation, The conclusion that the no action alternative would
and Impacts Tule Wind, ESJ Gen-Tie, Campo, Manzanita, or have no impact with respect to Impact GHG-3 means
Jordan Wind Projects that required energy would come from other sources,

thus there is a negative impact by virtue of increased
No Project Alternative 3 — No Tule Wind Project GHG emissions.

Attachments

F.1 — Revised Visual Simulation with Sunrise 500 kV Line (February 2011)
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TULE WIND PROJECT DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/STATEMENT
IBERDROLA RENEWABLES
COMMENTS & SUGGESTED REVISIONS

Section G: Required CEQA/NEPA Topics

Section/
No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification

1. Required G-3 Furthermore, construction of the transmission lines, | Please update to reflect the Modified Project Layout
CEQA/NEPA wind turbines, and substation improvements would | impacted vegetation acreages.

Topics necessitate the permanent loss of between 616.6 and
617.6 acres of native vegetation (dependent on the
230 or 500 kV ESJ Gen-Tie Route), which would
include £5 2.85 acres of USFWS Quino checkerspot
butterfly (Euphydryas editha quino) critical habitat,
as well as additional suitable habitat for the Quino
checkerspot butterfly that is to be determined by
USFWS, as evaluated in Section D.2, Biological
Resources. The permanent loss of 2.85 acres of
USFWS Quino checkerspot butterfly critical habitat
would be adverse and unavoidable. With the
implementation of the mitigation measures provided
in this EIR/EIS, adverse impacts to checkerspot
butterfly critical habitat would be mitigated and
permanent loss would be reduced to between 616.6
and 617. 26 acres of native vegetation (dependent on
the 230 or 500 kV ESJ Gen-Tie Route). However,
permanent impacts to habitat would remain adverse.

2. Required G-4 Once the project is built, public lands that are Please refer to Tule Wind, LLC’s comments to
CEQA/NEPA currently isolated due to inaccessible or difficult Section D.5, Wilderness and Recreation, with respect
Topics terrain would include new access roads to the to how gates will be employed.
turbines. New permanent access roads would be
gated off McCain Valley Road, where required by
the BLM, in order to prevent unauthorized vehicle
access. The installation of gates off of McCain
Valley Road, if required, would not impact the use of
existing OHV roads and trails within BLM

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 1 Required CEQA/NEPA Topics
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recreation areas. Fhis-Hincrease in access to these
lands accessible from new permanent access roads, if
allowed by BLM, would be irreversible.

3. Required G-5 Please see proposed edits to Table G-1. Please see Attachment G.1, Revised Table G-1
CEQA/NEPA Table G-1 (February 2011). The right-hand column of
Topics Attachment G.1 provides justification for the

proposed changes to Class | impacts in accordance
with revisions made to Sections D.2 through D.18.

4. Required G-10 The Proposed Tule Wind Project will be required to
CEQA/NEPA Table G-2 obtain a USFWS incidental take permit Section-404
Topics permitfrom-the- ACOE-due to proposed permanent
impacts to 2.85 acres of Quino checkerspot butterfly | Please update to reflect the correct agency and permit
critical habitat as designated by the USFWS. type required due to impacted QCB critical habitat.
Attachments

G.1 - Revised Table G-1 (February 2011)

Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 2 Required CEQA/NEPA Topics
Iberdrola Renewables March 2011



TULE WIND PROJECT DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/STATEMENT
IBERDROLA RENEWABLES
COMMENTS & SUGGESTED REVISIONS

Section H: Mitigation Monitoring & Reporting

Section/
No. Appendix Page Draft EIR/EIS Text Revision Justification
1. Mitigation H-1 “An MMCRP table for the Proposed PROJECT is Please consider revising the text to add Applicant
Monitoring & provided at the end of each issue area in Section D | Proposed Measures (APMSs), which also will be
Reporting (Sections D.2 through D.18) that lists each implemented to address potential impacts. APMs are
mitigation measure and Applicant Proposed Measure | mentioned on pg. H-4.
(APM) and outlines procedures for successful
implementation.”
2. Mitigation H-2 “. .. Pacific-Wind-Development-Tule Wind, LLC’s | Tule Wind, LLC now is the Tule Wind Project
Monitoring & proposed Tule Wind Project . . .” applicant. “Pacific Wind Development” should be
Reporting replaced throughout the document with “Tule Wind,
LLC.”
3. Mitigation H-3 “In taking actions on SDG&E’s ECO Substation See Comment #2.
Monitoring & Project, Pacific- Wind-Development-Tule Wind
Reporting LLC’s Tule Wind Project, and on the Energia Sierra
Juarez (ESJ) U.S. Transmission, LLC’s ESJ Gen-Tie
Project, the CPUC, BLM, and responsible agencies
identified in Section H.1.3 will implement an
MMCRP.”
4. Mitigation H-5 “Each applicant (SDG&E, Racific- Wind See Comment #2.
Monitoring & Development Tule Wind LLC, and ESJ U.S.
Reporting Transmission, LLC) is responsible for successfully
implementing all the adopted mitigation measures in
the MMCRP.”
Tule Wind Project Draft EIR/EIS 1 Mitigation Monitoring & Reporting
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