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8.
Responses to Draft SEIR Comments

8.

The Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) for the Strauss Wind Energy Project
(SWEP) was circulated for public and agency review from April 24 to June 14, 2019. In accordance with
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15132, the Final SEIR includes
comments received on the Draft SEIR during the public review period and provides the responses of
the lead agency (the County of Santa Barbara) to those comments.

Responses to Draft SEIR Comments

The County received 54 sets of written comments on the Draft SEIR during the public review period.
Comments were received from public agencies, organizations, and individuals, as well as the Project
Applicant. In addition, 14 members of the public provided verbal comments on the Project and the
Draft SEIR at the public meeting conducted in Lompoc, California, on May 30, 2019. Table 8-1, below,
lists the entities and individuals that submitted comments. Each set of comments has been assigned a
number and the individual comments within each comment set are also numbered. Responses to the
comments immediately follow each set of comments. The Draft SEIR comments and the responses to
those comments are presented on the following pages of this Chapter.

Some comments received on the Draft SEIR resulted in decisions by the County to revise or add
information to the Final SEIR. When a comment resulted in a change to the Final SEIR, the change is
noted in the response to that comment. In the various sections of the Final SEIR, deletions are shown

in strikeeut text and additions are shown in underlined text.

Table 8-1. Comments Received on the Draft SEIR
ng:n&ght Name Affiliation Comment Date
Public Agencies

1 Patricia A. Abel California Dept. of Conservation, Division of Oil, May 20, 2019
Coastal District Deputy Gas, and Geothermal Resources

2 Carly Barham Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control June 7, 2019
Planning Division District

3 Jim Throop, City Manager City of Lompoc June 14, 2019

4 Erinn Wilson, Environmental Program | California Department of Fish and Wildlife June 14, 2019
Manager

5 John J. Olejnik, Senior Transportation | California Department of Transportation June 21, 2019
Planner, District 5

Tribes

6 Kenneth Kahn Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians June 14, 2019

Tribal Chairman
Organizations

7 Sigrid Wright Community Environmental Council June 13, 2019
Executive Director/CEQ

8 Ana Citrin, Representing the Santa Audubon Society and La | June 14, 2019
Law Office of Marc Chytilo, APC Purisima Audubon Society

9 Dolores Pollock, President Santa Barbara Audubon Society and La Purisima | June 14, 2019
Santa Barbara Audubon Society Audubon Society
Michael Taaffe, President
La Purisima Audubon Society

10 Andrew J. Graf, Associate Representing Citizens for Responsible Wind June 14, 2019
Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo Energy

11 Andrew Smith, Land Planner, Pacific Gas & Electric Company June 14, 2019
Environmental Planning and Permitting
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Table 8-1. Comments Received on the Draft SEIR

C(S)Qrplgr]t Name Affiliation Comment Date
12 Garry George National Audubon Society June 14, 2019
Clean Energy Director
Applicant
13 | Daniel Duke, Vice President | Baywa r.e. Wind, LLC June 14, 2019
Individuals
14 Eric Trubschenck N/A May 1, 2019
15 Susan Horne N/A May 5, 2019
16 Karen Dorfman N/A May 25, 2019
17 Sally and Don Webh N/A May 25, 2019
18 Randall Moon, Ph.D. N/A May 27, 2019
19 David Grill N/A May 31, 2019
20 Jon Picciuolo N/A May 31, 2019
21 Leo Solari N/A May 31, 2019
22 Chiara Volpi N/A May 31, 2019
23 Mikal Kirwin N/A June 1, 2019
24 Paulina Conn N/A June 1, 2019
25 Stephen Ferry N/A June 1, 2019
25 Tina Brenza N/A June 3, 2019
26 Jeanette Desmond N/A June 3, 2019
27 Sally and Don Webb N/A June 4, 2019
29 Charlotte Mountain N/A June 4, 2019
30 Kathleen G. McGuinness N/A June 5, 2019
31 Rebecca B. Adams N/A June 6, 2019
32 Wim van Dam N/A June 6, 2019
33 Peter Thompson N/A June 7, 2019
34 Jayne Wamsley N/A June 7, 2019
35 Kenneth Pearlman N/A June 7, 2019
36 Kathleen Griffith N/A June 7,2019
37 Susan Horne N/A June 7,2019
38 Lori Gaskin N/A June 8, 2019
39 Betty Ferry N/A June 8, 2019
40 Edward Benhart N/A June 10, 2019
41 Lynn Benhart-Bonham N/A June 10, 2019
42 Ellen Bonham N/A June 10, 2019
43 Jean Beattie N/A June 11, 2019
44 Alexandra Loos N/A June 13, 2019
45 John Callender N/A June 13, 2019
46 Jessica Altstatt N/A June 13, 2019
47 Bill and Dolores Pollock N/A June 13, 2019
48 Cherie Topper N/A June 13, 2019
49 Karen Osland N/A June 14, 2019
50 David and Janice Levasheff N/A June 14, 2019
51 Teresa Fanucchi N/A June 14, 2019
52 Richard E. Adam, Jr. Juarez, Adam & Farley, LLP June 14, 2019
53 Aaron Kreisherg N/A June 15, 2019
54 Maureen McFadden N/A June 17, 2019
Verbal Commenters at the May 30, 2019, Public Meeting

55 Michael Taffe La Purisima Audubon Society and Santa Barbara | May 30, 2019

Chapter
56 Stacey Lawson City of Lompoc May 30, 2019
57 Ana Citrin Law Office of Marc Chytilo, APC, representing the | May 30, 2019

Santa Audubon Society and La Purisima Audubon

Society
58 Sam Cohen Government Affairs Legal Officer for the Santa May 30, 2019

Ynez Band of Chumash Indians
59 Jean Beattie Resident of Miguelito Canyon, Property Owner May 30, 2019
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Table 8-1. Comments Received on the Draft SEIR

Comment

Set No. Name Affiliation Comment Date
60 Dolores Pollock President of the Santa Barbara Audubon Society May 30, 2019
61 Jessica Altstatt Resident, Conservation Committee, Santa May 30, 2019

Barbara Audubon Society
62 Stephen Ferry Santa Barbara Audubon Society May 30, 2019
63 George Bedford Resident of Miguelito Canyon May 30, 2019
64 Cheri Young Santa Barbara Audubon Society May 30, 2019
65 John Callender Resident of Carpinteria May 30, 2019
66 Bill Mullings Private citizen May 30, 2019
67 Leo Solari Land owner May 30, 2019
68 Richard Adam Resident May 30, 2019
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8.
Responses to Draft SEIR Comments

8.1 General Responses

The general responses presented in this section address similar comments received on the Draft SEIR
from multiple commenters. Therefore, many of the responses to individual comments refer back to
these general responses, which provide a more complete response regarding the subject of these
comments. The general responses presented below include:

e GR-1: Reasonable Range of Alternatives

e GR-2: Bird-Friendly Alternative/Low-Impact Project Design Alternative

e GR-3: Consistency with State and Federal Guidelines for Wind Energy Facilities
e GR-4: Use of More and Smaller Turbines

e GR-5: Removal of Oak Trees

e GR-6: Use of a Supplemental EIR

e GR-7: Recirculation of the Draft SEIR

GR-1  Reasonable Range of Alternatives

One aspect of EIR preparation is the identification and assessment of a reasonable range of Project
alternatives. CEQA provides guidance on selecting alternatives for evaluation in an EIR. The State CEQA
Guidelines (Section 15126.6(a)) state that:

An EIR shall describe a reasonable range of alternatives to the project, or to the location of the
project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid
or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the
comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative
to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that
will foster informed decisionmaking and public participation.

An EIR is not required to evaluate all possible alternatives to a proposed project. Rather, an EIR is
required to evaluate a reasonable range of feasible alternatives that have the potential to reduce the
significant impacts of a proposed project (State CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(c)). Further, CEQA does not
require in-depth analysis of alternatives, but instead indicates that sufficient information be provided
for a meaningful comparison with the proposed project and suggests the use of a matrix to display the
major characteristics and significant effects of the alternatives (State CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(c)).
The Draft SEIR meets these requirements.

The Draft SEIR considered a reasonable range of alternatives, consisting of nine alternatives, including
the No Project alternative and the Environmentally Superior Alternative (ESA) for the Lompoc Wind
Energy Project (LWEP) EIR. All of these alternatives were designed to reduce or avoid the significant
impacts of a wind energy facility at the Project site. Of the nine alternatives, five were eliminated from
further review and four were analyzed further. This represents a reasonable range of alternatives. As
indicated above, there is no requirement to analyze all feasible alternatives, including all possible
alternatives capable of reducing environmental impacts. The fact that some alternatives were not
analyzed does not mean that a reasonable range of alternatives was not analyzed.

The reasoning for not analyzing five of the nine alternatives in more detail is because they had certain
disadvantages compared to the other feasible alternatives. Section 5.4 of the Draft SEIR and has been
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expanded in the Final SEIR to better explain why the five alternatives were eliminated from further
review.

Some suggestions for alternatives provided by the public during the scoping period for the SEIR lacked
specificity and instead only indicated that a type of alternative might be possible. For a suggestion to
be considered valid for analysis it the SEIR, it must present a clear concept for an alternative and that
alternative must be capable of reducing one or more of the Project’s significant impacts.
Unfortunately, some suggested alternatives were vague and did not articulate a clear concept for the
formulation of an alternative. Further, some who suggested alternatives did not provide a basis for the
presumption that the alternative would reduce a significant impact. In providing guidance on the
submission of EIR comments, Section 15204.5(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines indicates that the basis
of suggestions and comments should be explained, including submission of “data or references
offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in support
of the comments.” CEQA requires that analysis and conclusions be based on substantial evidence and
states that substantial evidence “is not argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative...”
(Section 21080(e)) For these reasons, some suggestions did not lead to the formulation of viable
alternatives for analysis in the SEIR.

Local chapters of the Audubon Society requested a more “bird-friendly” alternative during the scoping
period but did not provide specific information at that time on the specific elements of such an
alternative, although keeping wind turbines away from ridges was suggested as a possible idea. In its
letter commenting on the Draft SEIR, the Audubon Society provided more specificity on what it termed
a “low-impact alternative,” which focuses on reducing impacts to both birds and oaks. For responses
to Audubon’s comments regarding a low-impact alternative, please see the following General
Responses below:

e GR-2: Bird-Friendly Alternative/Low-Impact Project Design Alternative

e GR-3: Consistency with State and Federal Guidelines for Wind Energy Facilities
e GR-4: Use of More and Smaller Turbines

e GR-5: Removal of Oak Trees

Some of the public comments recommended carrying out a scientific study to design the wind turbine
layout. It is not clear that such an investigation would produce the desired results and provide clear
guidance for siting individual WTGs to minimize bird mortality more so than the proposed Project
which design took into consideration significant site-specific bird and bat observation data (please also
refer to the more detailed discussion in General Response GR-2: Bird-Friendly Alternative and GR-3:
Consistency with State and Federal Guidelines for Wind Energy Facilities). Therefore, the results of
such an investigation would be too speculative to be the basis for a SEIR alternative (State CEQA
Guidelines § 15145). It is neither reasonable nor practical for a lead agency to engage in new scientific
study and research to develop the basis for a potential alternative, especially given the timeframe
articulated in the State CEQA Guidelines for preparing an EIR. (State CEQA Guidelines § 15108).

Designing a wind energy facility is a complex task and requires knowledge and expertise the County
does not possess. Designing a wind energy facility necessitates knowledge on how to harness the wind
energy at the site in a way that is commercially viable, while also minimizing environmental impacts.
While the County and its consultants possess some knowledge and experience in reducing
environmental impacts, they do not have the expertise to design a wind energy facility and to make
determinations as to the financial feasibility of a project. The Applicant has provided information
detailing how environmental constraints, including bird and bat usage at the Project site, were utilized
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during the site plan development (See Appendix C-8).! Locations of the following sensitive resources
were used to develop the wind turbine layout (See the General Responses GR-2: Bird-Friendly
Alternative/Low-Impact Project Design Alternative, and GR-3: Consistency with State and Federal
Guidelines for Wind Energy Facilities for more detail).

Given the level of constraints analysis conducted during the turbine siting process, including limiting
or removing turbines from areas of higher raptor use such as the Sudden Road Pass, Sudden
Bench/Quarry Ridge, Middle Ridge, North Ridge, and Signorelli Ridge/South Ridge (see Appendix C-8),
it is unclear how a different site layout would reliably further reduce potential avian and bat impacts.
Based on all information available to the County, it is not conclusive that an alternative site layout
would substantially reduce risks to birds and bats and, in fact, alternative layouts would likely have a
greater impact on other sensitive resources described in this SEIR.

Some commenters suggested that designing the Project to take full advantage of the wind resource at
the Project is not an explicit objective and, therefore, should not be a foremost consideration in
formulating alternatives. However, not taking advantage of the wind energy production capacity of
the site would be incongruent with the concept of developing a viable wind energy facility. What the
Applicant would ideally endeavor to achieve is the design of a viable wind energy project that
minimizes environmental impacts to the degree feasible. While taking advantage of the wind resource
at the Project site may not be explicitly stated as a Project objective, it is clearly fundamental to the
underlying Project purpose. The Applicant has a power purchase agreement with Marin Clean Energy
for the delivery of 102 MW of wind energy, so developing a project of approximately this capacity is a
valid consideration in the formulation of alternatives.

It is logical and reasonable to seek a balance between environmental impact and maximum wind
generation capacity and the Draft SEIR appropriately focuses on reducing significant environmental
impacts through mitigation and alternatives. While taking full advantage of the wind energy generation
potential of the site may not be an explicit Project objective, developing a facility capable of generating
approximately 102 megawatts of power is an express objective of the Project. Therefore, developing
a project at least close to this capacity is a valid consideration in formulating alternatives.

GR-2  Bird-Friendly Alternative/Low-Impact Project Design Alternative

General Bird-Friendly Alternative

During scoping, members of the public suggested development of a “bird-friendly” alternative without
adequately defining what such an alternative would entail. The only specific suggestion was to keep
wind turbines generators (WTGs) off ridgelines, but these suggestions did not provide information as
to how and why that would reduce avian mortality. The SEIR preparers conducted research to try to
determine what such a bird-friendly alternative might entail, including the potential benefits of moving
wind turbines off ridgelines.

There are anecdotal and written recommendations to avoid wind turbine siting on ridgelines to reduce
potential bird or bat mortality, although the available guidelines provide little guidance regarding
ridgelines (see General Response 3: Consistency with State and Federal Guidelines for Wind Energy
Facilities). As discussed in GR-3, the generality has had little predictive value and most understanding
of potential hazards has come from post-construction mortality monitoring. These factors can also be

L Strauss Wind Energy Project - Avian and Bat Survey Results and Wind Turbine Siting Process Description. Project
Memorandum from Brock Ortega (Dudek) to Daniel Duke (Strauss Wind, LLC). September 12, 2019.
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very site specific dependent upon numerous contributing factors. For example, at the Altamont Pass
Wind Resource Area, red-tailed hawk fatalities occur more frequently than expected by chance at
WTGs located on ridge tops and swales, whereas golden eagle fatalities are higher at WTGs located on
slopes (Marques et al. 2014, cited below).

Under the SWEP site layout, only 11 of the 30 proposed WTGs are located near what could be
considered relatively prominent ridgelines. The highest ridges within or along the edges of the Project
site exceed 1900 feet in elevation and connecting to these highest ridgelines are lower elevation ridges
above 1600 feet in elevation. Eleven of the Project’s proposed WTGs are sited on or very near to
ridgelines over 1600 feet in elevation and several of these are slightly over 1600 feet. Nine of the WTGs
over 1600 feet in elevation are located below a nearby ridge that exceeds 1900 feet in elevation.
Seventeen of the proposed WTGs are located at elevations between 1300 and 1600 feet in elevation
and three WTGs are located at elevations below 1300 feet.

The elevations of the proposed WTG locations are shown in the table below. The locations of the WTGs
relative to prominent ridgelines are shown in Figures 5-1a and 5-1b of the Final SEIR.

Wind Turbine Elevations (at base)*
West String North String East String

W-1 1,448.9 N-1 1,387.2 E-1 1,452.8
W-2 1,471.2 N-2 1,382.4 E-2 1,606.4
W-3 1,401.4 N-3 1,406.1 E-3 1,562.7
W-4 1,627.1 N-4 1,414.9 E-4 1,695.4
W-5 1,847.6 N-5 1,538.0 E-5 1,683.0
W-6 1,600.4 N-6 1,187.9 E-6 1,742.0
W-7 1,387.2 N-7 1,472.8 E-7 1,708.4
W-8 1,438.4 N-8 1,166.1 E-8 1,755.3
W-9 1,702.8 N-9 1,148.0

W-10 1,554.9

W-11 1,463.1

W-12 1,404.7

W-13 1,479.7

* Based on USGS digital elevation model.

Several of the proposed WTGs in the west string are located north of a ridge that includes an unnamed
peak with an elevation of 1,933 feet. The closest of these WTGs to that peak (WTGs W-4, W-5, W-6,
and W-9) are between 635 and 2,040 feet from that peak. The remainder of the west string WTGs are
located further than 5,500 feet from the peak at elevations ranging from 1,387.2 to 1,554.9 feet.

The north string of WTGs includes two WTGs (N-5 and N-7) that are near a ridge containing two
unnamed peaks that reach elevations of 1,852 feet and 1,821 feet. WTG N-5 is about 730 feet from
the first of these peaks and WTG N-7 is about 880 feet from the second peak on this ridge. The
remainder of the north string WTGs are located further than 1,420 feet from either peak at elevations
ranging from 1,148.0 to 1,414.9 feet.

The east string of WTGs is located north of a ridge that includes Sudden Peak (2,122’). The closest of
these WTGs to Sudden Peak (WTGs E-4, E-5, and E-6) are between 1,700 and 2,760 feet from Sudden
Peak. The remainder of the east string WTGs are located further than 2,825 feet from Sudden Peak at
elevations ranging from 1,452.8 to 1,755.3 feet.
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Audubon’s Low-Impact Project Design Alternative

The Santa Barbara Audubon Society submitted a letter during the Draft SEIR comment period and
suggested an alternative, The Low-Impact Project Design (LIPD), which focuses on reducing impacts to
both birds and oaks. The Audubon respected the Applicant’s goal of providing approximately 100 MWs
and included five thoughtful components. However, below is a brief description of why the LIPD is not
considered as a feasible alternative in the Final SEIR.

1.

The LIPD would have 56 GE 1.79-MW WTGs, producing 100 MWs. These are the smaller of
the SWEP’s WTGs, which have a height of 427 feet tall. These WTGs are only 65 feet shorter
than the taller of the SWEP WTGs (SWEP proposes 6 of the 427" WTGs and 24 of the 492’
WTGs). The LIPD would have 26 more WTGs than SWEP (and 27 more WTGs than the Modified
Project Layout Alternative described in Section 5.5.2 of the SEIR). From a bird/bat collision
perspective, 26-27 more WTGs on site that are only 65 feet shorter than the tallest SWEP
turbine would not be considered a benefit. Please see General Response GR-4: Use of More
and Smaller Turbines, below, for more information.

Site WTGs similar to the LWEP layout and base WTGs exact location on scientific analysis of
wind resources and bird use of site. As you can see from Figure 2-2 that the Audubon
references, approximately 22 of SWEP’s 30 WTGs are located where some of LWEP’s 65 WTGs
were proposed. Of the eight SWEP WTGs that do not line up with LWEP WTGs, two would be
eliminated with the Modified Project Layout Alternative. Please see General Response GR-3:
Consistency with State and Federal Guidelines for Wind Energy Facilities for information on
how SWEP used over 15 years of wind and avian/bird data to site its WTGs.

Air lift WTG blades via helicopter to Project site so there wouldn’t be a need to widen San
Miguelito Road and remove 158 oak trees. Audubon states that the 1.79 MW WTG's blades
weigh 21,000 pounds each and could be air lifted to the Project site. Unfortunately, the weight
of these blades with their stand and rigging is more than the maximum lift capacity of a heavy-
lift helicopter. Please see Section 5.4.3 of the FSEIR that explains why helicopters cannot
transport SWEP’s WTG blades.

Incorporate elements of the Modified Project Layout Alternative (eliminating WTGs E-7 and
E-8, saving 387 oaks. The Audubon correctly states that this would save 387 oak trees and this
is why this Alternative is analyzed in the FSEIR.

Incorporate the LWEP transmission line design, saving 62 oak trees. Pursuant to the LWEP
project description, the transmission line was to be designed and constructed by PG&E,
whereas the transmission line for the proposed Project would be designed and constructed by
the Applicant. The Applicant explains that the Point of Interconnect agreement for SWEP
requires that the transmission line be built by the applicant and not PG&E. Even if the
Interconnect Agreement were modified to allow PG&E to construct the line, it is unknown if it
is viable for PG&E to construct the line, and it would likely result in a substantial delay in Project
implementation while PG&E performed the necessary work to build the 115-KV line, including
planning, engineering, and easement acquisition. It is also unclear that a PG&E-constructed
line would reduce oak tree impacts when compared to the proposed Project transmission line
alignment.
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Audubon also suggested that IdentiFlight, an active control technology to identify large soaring birds,
such as the Golden eagle and California Condor, be used in the initial project design. MM BIO-15b has
been revised in the FSEIR to require active control technology as part of the initial project design to
minimize collision risk to eagles and other large birds.

As noted above, the Applicant considered multiple siting constraints, including the results of avian
studies on the Project site to develop the proposed site plan. Siting considerations, recommendations
from biologists, and their effect on the SWEP siting process include the following (see Appendix C-8):

e Sudden Bench/Quarry Ridge, Middle Ridge, North Ridge, and Signorelli Ridge/South Ridge were
areas where most of the golden eagle, peregrine falcon, and red-tailed hawk observations were
made during pre-application studies for the LWEP. The SWEP layout reduces turbines in the
Sudden Bench/Quarry Ridge strings from 11 under LWEP to the currently proposed 6. In the
Middle Ridge string, turbines were reduced from 9 under LWEP to 6. The North Ridge turbine
strings were reduced from 11 under LWEP to 4 under SWEP to reduce risks to eagles. The South
Ridge turbine strings were reduced from 17 to 8 turbines. Under SWEP, WTG W-6 replaces two
turbine locations under LWEP and moves the turbine south toward the larger group of turbines
and off of Signorelli Bench.

e The North Ridge area was observed during studies to be an important golden eagle use area.
The North Ridge turbine strings were reduced from 11 under LWEP to 4 under SWEP and sited
in grasslands to reduce risks to eagles. The WTG N-7 location was moved downslope and off the
ridgeline.

e Sapphos, the consultant that conducted many of the onsite avian point count and raptor
surveys, stated that turbine placement in grasslands and grassland-scrub habitat should reduce
the collision risk for foraging raptors because species diversity and abundance was generally
lower in these habitats. Turbines that were proposed for more densely vegetated areas under
SWEP were moved to grassland areas, in particular along the Middle Ridge and North Ridge
strings.

e Sapphos also noted a concentration of early morning flights along the southern boundary of
the Sudden Road Pass between turbine strings that were proposed for the LWEP. The SWEP
layout reduces approximately three turbine locations under LWEP into the one W-1 turbine,
and the location was pulled back slightly from the pass.

GR-3  Consistency with State and Federal Guidelines for Wind Energy
Facilities

Several commenters stated that the proposed Project was not consistent with state and federal
guidelines for wind energy facilities. However, the commenters did not indicate how the Project would
contradict such guidelines. The SEIR preparers researched published guidelines for wind energy
facilities and reviewed the following such guidelines:

e (California Energy Commission and California Department of Fish and Game. 2007. California
Guidelines for Reducing Impacts To Birds And Bats From Wind Energy Development.
Commission Final Report. California Energy Commission, Renewables Committee, and Energy
Facilities Siting Division, and California Department of Fish and Game, Resources Management
and Policy Division. CEC-700-2007-008-CMF.
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e U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 2010. Interim Guidelines for the Development of a Project Specific
Avian and Bat Protection Plan for Wind Energy Facilities.

e U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 2012. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Land-Based Wind Energy
Guidelines.

e U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 2013. Eagle Conservation Plan Guidance: Module 1 — Land-based
Wind Energy Version 2.

e R. Miao, et al. 2019. Effect of wind turbines on bird abundance: A national scale analysis based
on fixed effects models. Energy Policy. 132. 357-366. 10.1016/j.enpol.2019.04.040.

In addition, the EIR preparers reviewed:

e A.T. Marques et al. 2014. Understanding bird collisions at wind farms: An updated review on
the causes and possible mitigation strategies. Biological Conservation 179:40-52.

e M. Ferrer et al. 2011. Weak relationship between risk assessment studies and recorded
mortality in wind farms. Journal of Applied Ecology. doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2664.2011.02054 .x.

These guideline documents are compilations of agency recommendations for wind project site
selection, site evaluation, field surveys to identify bird and bat usage, turbine layout and “micrositing,”
operations phase mortality monitoring, and adaptive management planning to minimize bird and bat
impacts if monitoring identifies unexpected impacts. Many of these guidelines direct wind project
applicants in initial site selection and evaluation, and in on-site field surveys to evaluate bird and bat
usage or to develop a risk assessment. The SWEP Applicant has selected a project site, submitted a
proposed turbine layout and provided extensive pre-project bird survey data (see SEIR Section 4.5.1.1,
Methods and Appendix C-8). The guidelines that are relevant to the County’s CEQA review of the
proposed SWEP are primarily the latter three, addressed below.

Turbine Layout and Micrositing

Turbine layout and micrositing guidance is vague. These guidelines and others recognize that specific
turbine locations affect the potential hazard to birds or bats, and identify certain siting generalities
such as avoiding locations near wetlands or nests, or on flight paths such as migratory routes or
between habitat areas such as foraging areas or nest sites. But the guidelines provide little detail
beyond these generalities and the generalities themselves seem to have minimal predictive value. For
example, the CEC guidelines cite multiple publications reporting that turbine siting “contributes
substantially to bird fatalities” and recommending that “careful siting of new wind turbines could
substantially reduce fatalities.” Yet the CEC concludes that “these predicted associations, however,
have not been field tested.” Detailed review of many research articles by Marques et al. (2014) finds
large variability in risk among bird species groups, raising the concern that siting considerations that
may benefit one bird may put another at higher risk. Still, some generalities are useful, in that turbines
should avoid close proximity to major bird or bat resources where feasible. The SWEP turbine layout
is consistent with these generalities.

The Applicant has provided additional information explaining pre-application studies and data, and the
process for developing the SWEP site plan with regard to avian and bat data and other sensitive
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environmental resources (Appendix C-8).% The Applicant indicated that federal (USFWS 2012, 2013,
2010) and state guidelines (CEC and CDFG 2007) were used to voluntarily develop focused survey
methods and duration in order to better understand avian and bat use of the Project area. The results
of those studies and current ongoing studies are discussed in detail in Appendix C-8. Those studies
produced siting recommendations based on bird abundance and diversity in areas across the site, and
avian work performed to date informed, in part, the current turbine configuration and layout relative
to the previously proposed LWEP (see Appendix C-8). For example, studies for the previously proposed
LWEP recommended that two proposed turbines be relocated away from the southern boundary of
the Sudden Road Pass area. The SWEP site layout implemented this recommendation to the extent
feasible by reducing the number of turbines in this area and pulling them back from the southern
entrance to the pass. The current project design includes the following modifications to address
various recommendations to reduce usage of the Sudden Bench/Quarry Ridge, Middle Ridge, North
Ridge, and Signorelli Ridge/South Ridge where golden eagle and peregrine falcon and most of the red-
tailed hawk observations were situated, as well as the Sudden Road Pass area where apparent on-site
migration occurs. to the SWEP layout also places most wind turbines in grassland and grassland-scrub
habitats to reduce collision risk to most birds and foraging raptors during winter. As noted in greater
detail in Attachment 1 of Appendix C-8, the following turbine reductions were made:

e Removed 3 of 4 turbines from the North Ridge West area to address eagle recommendations;

e Removed 1 of 2 turbines from the North Ridge Central area to address eagle recommendations;

e Removed 3 of 5 turbines from the North Ridge East area to address eagle recommendations;

e Removed 4 of 5 turbines from the Scolari Ridge area to generally reduce avian and bat risk;

e Removed 3 of 5 turbines from the West Ridge area to generally reduce avian and bat risk;

o Removed 1 of 4 turbines from the South Ridge West area to reduce eagle, Peregrine falcon, and
red-tailed hawk risk and address recommendations;

e Removed 3 of 4 turbines from the South Ridge Central area to reduce eagle, Peregrine falcon,
and red-tailed hawk risk and address recommendations;

e Removed 5 of 7 turbines along the South Ridge East area to reduce eagle, Peregrine falcon, and
red-tailed hawk risk and address recommendations;

e Removed 3 of 5 turbines from the Middle Ridge South area to reduce eagle, Peregrine falcon,
and red-tailed hawk risk and to address on-site avian migration recommendations;

e Removed 2 of 5 turbines along the Quarry Ridge area to reduce eagle, Peregrine falcon, and
red-tailed hawk risk and address recommendations;

e Removed 2 of 3 turbines from the Sudden Bench Northwest area to reduce eagle, Peregrine
falcon, and red-tailed hawk risk and address recommendations;

e Removed 1 of 3 turbines in the Sudden Bench Northeast area to reduce eagle, Peregrine falcon,
and red-tailed hawk risk and address recommendations, and;

e Removed all 4 of the turbines in the Northeastern portion near La Tinta Hill to generally reduce
avian and bat risk.

However, as described in Appendix C-8, there are multiple constraining factors that also affected the
layout beyond avian and bat issues, including:

e The distribution and numbers of Gaviota tarplant;

2 Strauss Wind Energy Project - Avian and Bat Survey Results and Wind Turbine Siting Process Description. Project
Memorandum from Brock Ortega (Dudek) to Daniel Duke (Strauss Wind, LLC). September 12, 2019.
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e The distribution and numbers of other rare plants, including Horkelia;
e The distribution of El Segundo blue butterfly habitat and populations;
e The distribution of wetlands and waters;

e The distribution of Critical Habitat for listed species;

e The distribution of California red-legged frog habitat;

e The distribution of native grasslands;

e The distribution of sensitive vegetation communities;

e The distribution of cultural resources

e The distribution of potential landslide areas or unstable slopes

e The distribution oak trees; and,

e The Coastal Zone boundary

Regardless of the inherent uncertainty of micrositing strategies in minimizing bird and bat hazard, SEIR
Mitigation Measures BIO-15a (Siting) and BIO-15b (Appropriate WTG and Project-Element Design)
specify micrositing considerations for the SWEP, particularly that micrositing must be consistent with
the USFWS Land-based Wind Energy Guidelines. This approach is consistent with turbine micrositing
strategies in the Altamont Pass Wind Resources Area® and consistent with some of the commenters’
recommendations that an expert should participate in turbine siting. These micrositing measures are
feasible, but the SEIR analysis does not depend on them to reduce bird or bat mortality. In fact, no
amount of data collection and modeling can determine with certainty where to place turbines to avoid
significant risk now or in the future. As shown in Appendix C-8, the Applicant has incorporated
substantial avian data into the development of the SWEP site plan, while also considering a variety of
other sensitive environmental resources. Therefore, the County concludes that there is no evidence
that a different site layout could substantially reduce avian and bat impacts. See also the General
Response GR-2: Bird-Friendly Alternative/Low-Impact Alternative.

Operations Phase Mortality Monitoring and Adaptive Management

Most understanding of wind turbine hazards to birds or bats has come from site-specific post-
construction mortality monitoring. There have been few formal studies comparing pre-project risk
evaluation with actual operational fatalities and there appears to be only a weak relationship between
predicted risk and actual recorded fatalities. The Ferrer report (cited above) found no relationship
between risk predictive factors and actual mortality for most birds, and only a weak relationship for
two species.

Because of the inherent uncertainty in pre-operational siting or micrositing and the greater utility of
operational phase monitoring, the SEIR identifies a robust monitoring and adaptive management
strategy to be implemented during Project operation. These measures are consistent with published
guidelines, which recommend establishing mortality thresholds and conducting operational phase
monitoring to identify bird and bat mortality impacts that may exceed the thresholds. The SWEP SEIR
recommends Mitigation Measures BIO-16a through 16d. These measures would require the
Owner/Applicant to prepare and implement a Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan, to be
incorporated into a Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy in consultation with the USFWS and CDFW.
The Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan / Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy specified in the

3 For example, Summit Repower Siting Process - Update to August 23, 2016 and November 10, 2016.
https://www.acgov.org/cda/planning/landuseprojects/documents/SummitWindTurbineSitingProcess-

June2017.pdf
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mitigation measures include before and after bird usage studies (MM BIO-16a), a bird and bat mortality
study (MM BIO-16b), consistent with guidelines cited above. Additionally, MM BIO-16d would require
an adaptive management plan. The measure specifies level 1 and level 2 mortality thresholds and lists
a series of management actions which may be implemented if thresholds are exceeded. These
management actions are consistent with published guidelines and other literature sources.

In addition, MM BIO-15b has been revised in the Final SEIR to install active control technology prior to
and during operations to minimize collision risk to eagles and other large birds.

GR-4 Use of More and Smaller Turbines

The letter submitted by the Santa Barbara and La Purisima Audubon Societies on the Draft SEIR
generally describes a “Low-Impact Project Design” alternative. The Audubon letter suggests using
“more and smaller turbines” similar to the LWEP design, without indicating why this would be effective
in reducing impacts. The SEIR preparers have found no evidence that more, smaller turbines would
reduce or avoid bird or bat mortality. On one hand, individual larger turbines (as proposed by the
SWEP) each present a larger and taller hazard to birds or bats than individual smaller turbines formerly
proposed for the LWEP. Yet the SWEP would consist of fewer than half as many turbines (please refer
to SEIR Section 2.3, Comparison of Lompoc Wind Energy Project and SWEP and Table 2-1, Comparison
of Lompoc Wind Energy Project and SWEP). The more and smaller “low impact” design would only
reduce the risk to birds and bats if each turbine presents less than half the risk of each larger SWEP
turbine. To the contrary, however, “there is increasing evidence that fewer but larger, more power-
efficient [wind turbines] may have a lower collision rate per megawatt” (Marques et al. 2014). A recent
study analyzing a dataset of 1,670 wind turbines in the U.S. between 2008 and 2014 found increasing
the number of turbines results in fewer breeding birds on a wind project site. They estimated each
additional turbine leads to the disappearance of three breeding birds, on average (Miao et al., 2019).
Repowering old-generation smaller turbines with fewer larger turbines appears to be an effective
method of reducing mortality for certain birds*. In the Altamont Pass area, several Audubon chapters
have reached settlement agreements with wind operators to replace existing small old-generation
wind generators with fewer large turbines as a measure to reduce bird mortality®. Various other risk
comparisons between small and large turbines are summarized by Marques et al. (2014), such as
differences between migrant versus resident birds, songbirds versus raptors, and seasonal or year-to-
year variation. Research into these differences is ongoing and future guidelines or recommendations
may be developed “as credible results become available” Marques et al. (2014). It is not certain
whether the relative benefit of fewer new larger turbines compared with many smaller old-generation
turbines is applicable to the proposed SWEP and formerly proposed LWEP turbines because both
designs use relatively few, large turbines as compared to the older generation wind farms.
Nonetheless, the suggested “low impact design” would have no expected benefit for birds or bats, and
there is a meaningful possibility that it may be worse.

4. Smallwood and B. Karas. 2009. Avian and Bat Fatality Rates at Old-Generation and Repowered Wind Turbines
in California. Journal of Wildlife Management 73:1062—-1071.

5 For example: Media Release: Audubon Society Chapters, California Attorney General and Wind Companies
Reach Agreement on Altamont Pass Old wind turbines to be replaced with new turbines that are safer for
birds.  http://goldengateaudubon.org/wp-content/uploads/101203-Audubon-PR-re-Altamont-Settlement-
_final_.pdf
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GR-5 Removal of Oak Trees

Several comment letters raised concerns about the Project’s impacts to oaks. The proposed SWEP
layout would significantly affect native oak trees, oak woodlands, and oak forests. The SEIR addresses
oaks in Section 4.5, Biological Resources. The oak trees, woodlands, and forests are described and
mapped in Section 4.5.1, Environmental Setting. Impacts to oak trees, woodlands, and forests are
described in Section 4.5.4.2, Proposed Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures under Impact BIO-2a
(Construction Impacts to Woodland and Forest site). A total of 607 oak trees comprising 7.41 acres of
oak woodland and forest would be lost (see Table 4.5.3, Impacts to Vegetation and Landforms and
Table 4.5.4, Impacts to Trees; note that two of the trees identified in Table 4.5.4 are not oaks). The
analysis describes these impacts in detail, in the context of the County’s Environmental Thresholds and
Guidelines Manual, including direct and indirect impacts. In addition to the trees themselves, oak trees,
woodlands, and forests provide important habitat for multiple wildlife species. The LWEP EIR describes
indirect impacts to wildlife in all habitats (including oak woodlands) in qualitative terms and the SWEP
SEIR summarizes and incorporates that analysis by reference. The SEIR analysis addresses multiple
aspects of ecological function in oak forest and woodland, including wildlife habitat, potential
disruption of wildlife movement, landscape patterns, fragmentation, canopy disruption, and oak
pathogens. In addition to the Biological Resources analysis, SEIR Section 4.13, Land Use and Planning,
addresses oak tree, woodland, and forest impacts and concludes that the proposed Project would be
inconsistent with Santa Barbara County plans and policies in the Oak Tree Protection Supplement of
the Conservation Element, Land Use Element, Coastal Land Use Plan, and Coastal Zoning Ordinance.

The SEIR identifies three extensive mitigation measures (MMs BlO-4a, BIO-4b, and BIO-4c) to mitigate
for oak tree, woodland, and forest impacts to the extent feasible through tree planting and ecological
restoration. Mitigation Measures BIO-4a through BIO-4c specify tree protection and tree replacement
performance standards, a conservation easement, and a performance security to ensure the greatest
feasible likelihood for success. Under Mitigation Measure BIO-4b, oak forest and woodland
replacement habitat would be protected at a ratio of 3 acres preserved for each acre removed. Oak
trees would be replaced by planting at least 10 acorns or saplings for each tree removed, to result in
at least 6 established self-sufficient trees for each tree removed, allowing for mortality before they
become established. In addition to these three measures, Section 4.5.4.2 of the SEIR identifies MMs
BIO-1, BIO-2, BIO-8, and BIO-11b through BIO-11d that would minimize the proposed Project’s impact.
With inclusion of all feasible mitigation identified, the SEIR concludes that the proposed Project’s
impacts to oak trees and woodlands would remain significant (Class 1), primarily due to the temporal
loss of oak trees and habitat.

Several comments noted that the LWEP’s impacts to oak trees, woodlands and forests were small as
compared to the SWEP. The number of oaks that would be removed or pruned for LWEP cannot be
determined because the actual turbine layout was not identified in that application. However, oak
impacts of the LWEP were much less by comparison with SWEP and mitigation would have reduced
those impacts to less than significant (Class Il). The SEIR compares the SWEP and LWEP impacts to oak
trees and woodlands in Section 4.5.4.2, Proposed Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures, under
Impact BIO-2a (Construction Impacts to Oak Woodland and Forest) and in Section 5.5, Alternatives
Analysis, Table 5-1 (Comparison of Alternatives).

Due to the proposed SWEP Project’s significant Class | impacts to oaks, the SEIR identifies a feasible
Project alternative that would substantially reduce oak tree losses (see SEIR Section 5.5.2, Modified
Project Layout, Including Elimination of WTGs E-7 and E-8). Even with this substantial reduction and
application of feasible mitigation (above), the oak impacts of the Modified Project Layout Alternative
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would remain significant (Class 1). Nonetheless, this alternative’s impacts to oaks would be reduced by
67 percent, to 225 oaks. Some comments recommended the LWEP design as a reduced impact
alternative. Please refer to General Response GR-1: Reasonable Range of Alternatives and the
expanded discussion in Section 5.4.1 of the Final SEIR.

GR-6  Use of a Supplemental EIR

The proposed Project is substantially similar to the previous Lompoc Wind Energy Project (LWEP) as
both projects are wind energy facilities located on the same site with substantially similar facilities
(wind turbine generators, substation, O&M facility, power collection lines, 115-kV transmission line,
and substation). As shown in Figure 2-2 of the Draft SEIR, the SWEP wind turbine generators (WTGs)
are located in similar locations to those of the LWEP, although the SWEP has substantially fewer WTGs
than LWEP. In particular, the proposed SWEP has fewer WTGs in the western, northern, and
northeastern portions of the site. Both projects placed WTGs in corridors along the southern edge of
the site (i.e. the west and east strings of WTGs) and in a north-south line near the center of the site
(i.e. the north string of WTGs), although the LWEP includes WTGs in other areas where the SWEP does
not propose turbines. The transmission line route for the SWEP is also similar to that of the LWEP, with
a notable difference being that the central portion of the SWEP transmission line is located just east of
San Miguelito Road whereas the portion of the LWEP transmission line would have been located
adjacent to San Miguelito Road (see SWEP SEIR Figure 2-1 and LWEP EIR Figure 2-4). These substantial
similarities make preparation of a Supplemental EIR an appropriate choice in order to build upon and
update the information and analysis about constructing and operating a wind energy facility at this
site, and to also avoid unnecessary duplication of information and analysis in the Lompoc Wind Energy
Project EIR. The SWEP fits the situation defined in Sections 15162 and 15163 of the State CEQA
Guidelines for preparation of a Supplemental EIR, including the situation in which “Substantial changes
are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the previous EIR”.

A Supplemental EIR contains the same content that is required for a regular EIR, but it does not need
to unnecessarily repeat relevant information contained in the original EIR. A Supplemental EIR also has
the same noticing and public review requirements as a regular EIR. The SWEP SEIR contains all the
components found in a regular EIR, including: a summary; project description; descriptions of existing
environmental conditions; analyses of all significant direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts;
mitigation measures; and analysis of a reasonable range of feasible alternatives. There is nothing
missing or deficient in comparison to a regular EIR and, therefore, there is no substantive reason to
object to the preparation of a Supplemental EIR for the proposed Project.

Preparation of a Supplemental EIR is consistent with several concepts expressed in CEQA, including:

e Reducing delay and paperwork through the use of incorporation by reference (State CEQA
Guidelines § 15006(t) and PRC § 21061)

e Preparation of a supplemental EIR when substantial changes are proposed in a project which
will require major revisions of the previous EIR (State CEQA Guidelines § 15162(a)(1))

e Providing only the information necessary to make the previous EIR adequate for the project as
revised (State CEQA Guidelines § 15163(b))

GR-7 Recirculation of the Draft SEIR

CEQA only requires recirculation of an EIR prior to certification when significant new information is
added to the EIR after the Draft EIR has been circulated for public review. Significant new information
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includes the identification of new significant impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of a
previously identified significant impact. It could also include analysis of an alternative or mitigation
measure considerably different from others previously analyzed. Recirculation is not required when
new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies information already in the EIR or makes
insignificant modifications to the EIR. (State CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5(a) and (b))

Some commenters indicated that the Draft SEIR should be recirculated to expand the discussions of
certain impacts. This is an insufficient basis for recirculation of the SEIR, particularly if the SEIR already
characterizes the impact and concludes that the impact is significant based on evidence presented in
the SEIR. The SEIR only needs to provide the amount of information necessary for the identification
and characterization of impacts, and to make determinations about the significance of those impacts.
Recirculation would only be warranted if a new significant impact is identified or if a previously
identified significant impact is substantially more severe than indicated in the Draft SEIR. Similarly,
updates, corrections, or expansions of information about the project, environmental conditions,
sensitive resources, or regulations do not necessitate recirculation of the SEIR. Therefore, requests for
more information or more analysis are not sufficient to warrant recirculation of the SEIR.

The County has taken all comments received on the Draft SEIR seriously and has been responsive to
these comments. Thoughtful responses have been prepared to each comment; however, this does not
mean that the County agrees with all of the statements expressed in the comments nor necessarily
agrees that more information or analysis needs to be added to the SEIR. CEQA does not require the
impact analysis in an EIR to be exhaustive, and disagreements about information or analysis, even
among experts, does not make an EIR inadequate (State CEQA Guidelines § 15151) nor is it a
justification for recirculation. CEQA does not require a lead agency to “conduct every test or perform
all research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by commenters” nor “provide
all information requested by reviewers.” (State CEQA Guidelines § 15204(a).)

Commenters on the Draft SEIR must provide substantial evidence to support their comments, just as
the County needs to present substantial evidence to support the impact analysis in the SEIR. Reviewers
need to explain the basis for their comments and should “submit data or references offering facts,
reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts” to support their
comments. (State CEQA Guidelines § 15204(c).) Some comments expressed concerns about the
Project’s impacts without providing evidence to substantiate the concerns. In accordance with Section
15064 of the State CEQA Guidelines, an impact cannot be considered significant in the absence of
substantial evidence.
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8.2 Responses to Public Agencies

Comment Set 1: Patricia A. Abel, Coastal District Deputy, California Department
of Conservation, Division of QOil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources
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. The Project does not involve building over any known oil, gas, or

. The Project does not involve building over any known oil, gas, or

. The Project does not involve building over any known oil, gas, or

. The Project does not involve building over any known oil, gas, or

. The Project does not involve building over any known oil, gas, or

1.1 Thank you for this information
geothermal wells.

1.2 Thank you for this information
geothermal wells.

1.3 Thank you for this information
geothermal wells.

1.4 Thank you for this information
geothermal wells.

1.5 Thank you for this information
geothermal wells.
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Comment Set 2: Carly Barham, Planning Division, Santa Barbara County Air
Pollution Control District
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Response to Carly Barham

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

The date of the SBCAPCD reference on page 2-25 of the Draft SEIR has been corrected to 2017 in
the Final SEIR as suggested in the comment. The reference was also added to Section 2.10 of the
Final SEIR.

The sentence below the significance thresholds list on page 4.4-11 that was noted to be inaccurate
has been removed as suggested in this comment.

In the LWEP EIR, both mitigation measures were required to provide maximum feasible particulate
emissions reductions. The LWEP analysis, unlike the SWEP analysis, did not find that the estimated
NOx emissions exceeded significance thresholds. Therefore, the information provided in Table 4.4-
4 in regard to the two LWEP mitigation measures being required as part of LWEP Impact AQ-2 is
correct. However, edits have been made to Table 4.4-4 to better explain that both of these
mitigation measures are now required under SWEP Impact AQ-1, which combines the two LWEP
construction emissions impacts into one construction emissions impact.

The ROG emissions total in Table 4.4-5 has been corrected to 9.58 tons per year as suggested in this
comment.

Final SEIR 8-23 October 2019

2.3

24



8.
Responses to Draft SEIR Comments

Comment Set 3: Jim Throop, City Manager, City of Lompoc
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Response to Jim Throop

3.1
3.2

3.3

3.4

Thank you for this information. This information has been included in the Final SEIR.

In their comment letter on the Draft SEIR, dated June 14, 2019, the Applicant describes this
proposed change to the Alternate Surface Transport Route alternative (Section 5.5.4). The descrip-
tion of Alternate Surface Transport Route alternative, including the accompanying figure (Figure 5-
4), has been modified in the Final SEIR to reflect the change requested by the Applicant. The
transport of the WTG components in oversized/overweight trucks would require a total of 240 truck
trips (30 WTGs with 3 blades, 3 tower sections, a hub, and an axle nacelle for each WTG). This
transport activity would occur over a 3-month span (i.e., months 5, 6, and 7 of a 10-month
construction period). It is anticipated that the number of oversized/overweight truck trips would
range from 4 to 10 trips per day and the duration of the interruption would be 30 minutes to an
hour at each critical intersection where turning movements would occur. Additional details on the
number of trips per week and timing of truck trips for turbine and blade delivery are still being
finalized by the Applicant. The Applicant will share this information with the City when it is finalized.

The Applicant’s current grading plans do not directly affect the Frick Springs Water Treatment
Facility. A new figure (Figure 2-6d) has been added to the Final SEIR showing proposed grading in
relation to the Frick Springs facility. Regarding steelhead, a habitat assessment was conducted for
the Project and found no suitable habitat in the Project area (see Appendix C-1). The SEIR notes the
occurrence of red-legged frog in San Miguelito Creek (see Section 4.5.1.4) and assesses potential
impacts to this species (see Impact BIO-9). MM BIO-14g is recommended to minimize impacts to
California red-legged frog and requires pre-construction surveys and monitoring, and notification
to the resource agencies if any frogs are found. San Miguelito Road modifications have been added
to this measure to clarify all areas where the measure would apply. Best management practices and
avoidance measures to prevent impacts to wetland habitats are required under MM BIO-9, which
includes the requirement that all wetland areas within 50 feet of ground disturbance shall be
protected from siltation by placement of silt fence, straw bales (composed of certified weed-free
straw), or other barriers. Barriers shall be in place prior to ground disturbance. Therefore, the SEIR
includes adequate mitigation for aquatic species and measures to protect water quality in San
Miguelito Creek.

There will be no voltage transformers at the switchyard. Those would be installed at the Project
substation. The comment requests quantification of noise impacts that could be experienced at a
residential receptor near the proposed switchyard. The analysis in SEIR Section 4.14 notes that three
homes “would be less than 150 feet from the switchyard” (Draft SEIR, p.4.14-4). The methodology
identifies that the switchyard would provide service to power lines at “115 kilovolts (kV) or less and
would not include any notable sources of noise” (Draft SEIR, p.4.14-8). Each WTG tower site would
include the step-up power transformers to increase the WTGs voltage up to the 34.5 kV of the
collector system, and the step-up power transformer to the 115-kV system level would be at the
on-site Project substation, not at the switchyard.

The Final SEIR clarifies that power transformers would not be sited at the switchyard (see Section
2.5.3). The circuit breaker, energy metering devices, disconnect switches, and other switchyard
equipment would not create notable levels of noise and would be in compliance with the 60 dBA
Ldn standard set by the City’s General Plan.
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The fact that the Project would connect to the same electric grid used by the City (PG&E’s system)
has been noted in the Final SEIR in Section 4.8.4 under Impact FPES-2 and in Section 4.18.4 under
Impact USS-4.

The Point of Interconnection (POI) is a single pole location on the existing Manville 115-kV
transmission line. This line is not associated with the Cabrillo Substation on 12th Street. The POl was
originally intended to be located on 12th Street across the Street from Cabrillo Substation, which
would have resulted in the Applicant building the Project switchyard adjacent to the POI and
building a new 115-kV transmission line in parallel to the existing Manville line. This would have
resulted in the construction of the switchyard within the City limits. This potential POI location is no
longer available to the Applicant has it has been reserved by PG&E for another interconnection
project. The currently proposed Project places the POl on private property outside of City limits and
within the Imerys property.

The Applicant’s current grading plans do not directly affect the Frick Springs Water Treatment
Facility. Please note that the Applicant’s Transportation Study (Appendix G of the SEIR) was revised
in March 2018 and is not as accurate or detailed as more recently developed information about the
Project. Rather than revising Figure 2-6a, which is not at a suitable scale to display the requested
information, a new figure has been added to the Final SEIR showing proposed grading in relation to
the Frick Springs facility (Figure 2-6d).

Thank you for this information. It has been added to the Final SEIR in Section 2.9.2.

The traffic-related mitigation measures presented in the Draft SEIR would be enforceable because
they would become a legal requirement of the Applicant subsequent to the certification of the Final
SEIR. In addition, the Applicant or the Applicant’s contractors would be required to obtain permits
and/or other agreements from the City of Lompoc to operate oversized or overweight vehicles on
the City roadways and to modify any features in the public right-of-way that would have to be
relocated to accommodate the truck movements. The City would, therefore, have the authority to
revoke the permits, halt the progress, and re-negotiate the terms if extreme safety or operational
impacts were to ensue. With regard to the effectiveness of the proposed mitigation measures to
alleviate the level of service impacts of truck traffic on northbound F Street at Ocean Avenue, the
proposal is to deploy flag persons and pilot vehicles to facilitate the truck movements and to restrict
truck travel during the peak periods. As the substandard level of service at this intersection would
occur only at the stop sign on northbound F Street, the proper use of flaggers and the avoidance of
the peak periods would ensure that the delays would be reduced to an acceptable level.

With regard to the proposal to route all of the truck traffic onto | Street through the intersection of
| Street and Ocean Avenue, as opposed to the proposed routing along F Street and Cypress Avenue,
a level of service analysis indicates that the intersection of | Street and Ocean Avenue would operate
at the following levels of service for the “year 2020 with project” scenario.

With ICU Methodology: AM Peak Hour — ICU of 0.416 — LOS A
PM Peak Hour — ICU of 0.390 — LOS A

With HCM Methodology: AM Peak Hour — Delay of 9.9 seconds — LOS A
PM Peak Hour — Delay of 10.0 seconds — LOS B

It should be noted that this level of service analysis is representative of a typical day of operation
during construction of the Project when workers and conventional trucks would be traveling to and
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3.9

3.10
3.11
3.12

3.13

3.14

from the Project site. It does not represent the scenario where an oversized and/or overweight
truck passes through the intersection because the intersection would temporarily be closed during
those maneuvers to accommodate the truck movements through the intersection. If | Street is used
as the truck access route instead of the proposed routing along F Street and Cypress Avenue, the
impacts of closing the intersection and temporarily removing signs, street light poles, traffic signal
poles, trees, etc., to accommodate truck turning movements would be shifted to the | Street/Ocean
Avenue intersection and would not occur at the Ocean Avenue/H Street, Ocean Avenue/F Street,
Cypress Avenue/F Street, and Cypress Avenue/| Street intersections. The proposed route was
selected because the routing involves streets that are designated as truck routes, whereas the |
Street alternative would involve a street segment that is not a truck route (i.e., | Street south of
Ocean Avenue).

The impacts of the alternative truck routing along Santa Lucia Canyon Road and through the
intersection of Ocean Avenue and | Street for oversized trucks would, in general, be similar to the
impacts described in the Draft SEIR for the proposed truck routing, except that the impacts would
occur along a different set of roadways. The Applicant states that the only improvements required
on any portions of the routes within the City of Lompoc are at the intersection of Ocean
Avenue/South | Street and as described in the Draft SEIR along San Miguelito Road. The direct turn
from Ocean to | Street in Lompoc includes temporary removal of four trees, two signs, and two stop
lights to accommodate the movement of oversized trucks through the Ocean Avenue/l Street
intersection. The Applicant is working with the City and Caltrans on these truck routing details.

If the Ocean Avenue/| Street intersection were to be temporarily converted to a 4-way stop (if the
traffic signal had to be removed for the truck movements), the levels of service at the intersection
would be as follows for the “year 2020 with project” scenario.

With 4-way Stop Signs: AM Peak Hour — Delay of 13.1 seconds — LOS B
PM Peak Hour — Delay of 14.3 seconds — LOS B

As presented in the response to Comment 3.8, it should be noted that this level of service analysis
is representative of a typical day of operation during construction of the project when workers and
conventional trucks would be traveling to and from the Project site. It does not represent the
scenario where an oversized and/or overweight truck passes through the intersection because the
intersection would temporarily be closed during those maneuvers to accommodate the truck
movements through the intersection.

Text has been added to MM TC-1, as requested.
Text has been added to MM TC-3, as requested.

The description of the Alternate Surface Transport Route alternative, including the accompanying
figure, have been modified as requested in the Final SEIR.

Thank you. This change has been made in the Final SEIR. The revised alternative routing for
oversized and overweight trucks would shift the truck turning maneuvers to the Ocean Avenue/I
Street intersection and would not require turning maneuvers at the Ocean Avenue/H Street, Ocean
Avenue/F Street, Cypress Avenue/F Street, and Cypress Avenue/| Street intersections.

The Project will include the installation of a dedicated repeater for emergency response, which is
also a requirement of the Santa Barbara County Fire Department (see Section 2.7.4 of the Final
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SEIR). A new secondary evacuation route is not currently proposed and is not required by the Fire
Department.

3.15 The Applicant has confirmed with PG&E that there will be no impacts to the City’s electric
infrastructure as a result of the Project.

3.16 Thank you for pointing this out. Mitigation Measure AQ-2 has been revised to include the
requirement to clean up any soil tracked onto roadways.

3.17 The County agrees that the Applicant should compensate private property owner for any damage
caused by the transport of equipment and turbine parts.
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Comment Set 4: Erinn Wilson, Environmental Program Manager, California
Department of Fish and Wildlife
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Response to Erinn Wilson

4.1 The County understands that the Applicant is currently consulting with the CDFW to obtain
incidental take authorization pursuant to the California Endangered Species Act (CESA). Responses
to specific comments including comments regarding Gaviota tarplant and recommended mitigation
follow.

4.2 The Applicant provided further clarification on the proposed leach lines®. The O&M Facility waste
would be disposed of through a proposed leach line septic system. Leach lines are subsurface
wastewater disposal facilities used to remove contaminants and impurities from the liquid that
emerges after anaerobic digestion in a septic tank. Organic materials in the liquid are catabolized
by a microbial ecosystem. The drain field typically consists of an arrangement of trenches containing
perforated pipes and porous material (often gravel) covered by a layer of soil to prevent animals
and surface runoff from reaching the wastewater distributed within those trenches. The septic tank
and leach lines would be located just north of the O&M building and would be identified on Project
plans. The Applicant informed the County that no alternative or specific avoidance and minimization
measures were discussed with CDFW for this Project component. According to the original Gaviota
tarplant survey data incorporated in the Draft SEIR analysis, and new Gaviota tarplant location data
from 2019 surveys provided to the County’, the leach line location is not within or adjacent to any

6 Email communication from Daniel Duke, BayWa r.e. to Kathy Pfeifer, Santa Barbara County Planning &
Development dated July 18, 2019.

" Dudek. 2019. Pre-construction Botanical Surveys for the Strauss Wind Energy Project. Prepared for Strauss Wind,
LLC. — see Appendix C-9
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4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

mapped occurrences of Gaviota tarplant. The nearest occupied Gaviota tarplant habitat is about
100 feet west of the proposed O&M site. The leach line would be about 100 to 200 feet from the
Gaviota tarplant location. Therefore, the County concludes that the potential impacts to Gaviota
tarplant suggested by CDFW, including invasive ant establishment, overgrowth of weeds, and
changes to soil hydrology are unlikely and alternatives to the proposed leach lines are unnecessary.

The commenter believes that the field dates of the vegetation mapping indicated in Table 4.5-1
(Summary of Surveys Conducted on the Site) were late in the season and may have resulted in plant
misidentifications and perhaps incorrect vegetation classification. Vegetation mapping and
classification in shrublands and woodlands is based on conspicuous and common plants that may
be identified at any time of year. The date of the field surveys would not affect its accuracy.
Vegetation mapping in grassland or other herbaceous communities may rely on season due to the
seasonal nature herbaceous plants. The only herbaceous vegetation types for which this comment
is relevant are the grasslands and forb-dominated types. The 2018 mapping revision was based on
detailed quantitative late spring field effort that followed earlier spring season identification of
potential native grassland locations. These field surveys were conducted at the appropriate time of
year for mapping and classifying all vegetation types on the Project site.

The comment addresses Gap Area Survey Results (Appendix C-5), where biological surveys were
conducted late in 2018 to supplement prior field work. The comment expresses concern similar to
Comment 4.3, regarding season of the field work and plant identification. Please see response to
Comment 4.3. As recommended in the comment, the vegetation mapping used 10 percent or
greater cover of native grass species as a lower threshold for mapping native grassland stands
(summarized in SEIR Appendix C, Table 6, Native Grassland Assessment Results). Additionally, based
on the detailed quantitative vegetation mapping approach taken by the applicant’s consultant for
herbaceous vegetation, the County is confident that the gap area surveys provide a suitable basis
for evaluating Project impacts to these vegetation types. The 2018 surveys identified in the table
and described in Section 4.5.1.2 (Vegetation and Habitats) were themselves updates and revisions
to prior vegetation mapping first completed in 2008, then revised during spring 2017 and winter
2018 field work (please refer to Draft SEIR Appendix C-1, Biological Resources Technical Report
[BRTR], page 4-21, Section 4.2.6 [Plant Community Mapping]). The purpose of the 2018 vegetation
mapping (see Draft SEIR Appendix C-3, BRTR Addendum No. 2, Section 2.2.1 Vegetation
Communities and Habitat Mapping) was to refine the prior maps. Much of the previously identified
non-native grassland was remapped as native grassland (Final SEIR Table 4.5-3 and Figures 4.5-1a
and 4.5-1b). The 2018 mapping revision was based on detailed quantitative late spring field effort
that followed earlier spring season identification of potential native grassland locations. The field
approach described in SEIR Appendix C-2 properly distinguished grassland types and provides a
suitable basis for evaluating Project impacts to these vegetation types.

Vegetation mapping was conducted along the transmission line within a previous iteration of the
route, and the current transmission line disturbance footprint has been mapped. Please see Figure
4.5-1b (Vegetation), Section 4.5.1.2 (Vegetation and Habitats), and Table 4.5-3 (Impacts to
Vegetation and Landforms). Section 4.5.1.2 (Vegetation and Habitats) of the SEIR has been revised
to clarify the vegetation mapping along the transmission line.

CDFW'’s recommendation to require white FAA lighting with longest possible duration has been
added to MM BIO-15b.
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The comment addresses Gaviota tarplant. It summarizes background information from online
sources and USFWS and CDFW records. The comment states that “the Project proposes to impact
the entire Tranquillon Mountain / Sudden Peak population of Gaviota tarplant except for
approximately 12 acres and 202 plants outside of the Project’s footprint” and later states that the
CDFW'’s interpretation of impacts includes both direct and indirect impacts. While the entire
Tranquillon Mountain / Sudden Peak population is within the SWEP site, only a small portion of the
population would be directly impacted by the Project (including permanent direct impacts for new
land uses and temporary impacts during Project construction, that would be subject to revegetation
identified as mitigation in the Supplemental EIR). The SEIR describes indirect impacts but does not
quantify them.

The comment emphasizes Gaviota tarplant counts (see response to comment 4.9 regarding
numbers of annual plants) and it does not indicate how it arrived at its estimated acreage of indirect
impacts. The comment goes on to name several potential indirect impacts, and briefly describe four
of them: isolation/ fragmentation, pollination, surface hydrology, and heat island effect.

The comment’s claim regarding extent of the Project’s impacts does not distinguish between direct
and indirect impacts and thus may leave the reader with a mistakenly exaggerated understanding
of the actual impacts. In fact, more than 87 percent of the Gaviota tarplant habitat is outside the
project footprint. The Project’s impacts to Gaviota tarplant are described in SEIR Section 4.5.4.2
under Impacts BlO-5a (Construction Impacts to Gaviota Tarplant) and BIO-5b (O&M Impacts to
Gaviota Tarplant). Impact acreages to Gaviota tarplant occupied habitat have been updated in the
Final SEIR to include cumulative results of all field surveys reported, including Dudek’s 2019 surveys
(Appendix C-9), increasing the total occupied acreage on the Project site from 192 acres to 207
acres. In addition, Project impact acreage has been revised to incorporate the most recent Project
disturbance area, slightly reducing the total impact area. The proposed Project would have 26.33
acres of permanent impacts to Gaviota tarplant occupied habitat, or 12.7 percent of the 207 acres
of total known occupied habitat on the site. Additional temporary direct impacts to occupied habitat
were calculated as 0.01 acres. Project facilities such as roads or turbines would be located within
most of the mapped Gaviota tarplant polygons within the site (see Draft SEIR Figure 4.5-4a, Special-
Status Plant Survey Results). The comment seems to include 100 percent of the area of each
affected polygon, regardless of the distance from proposed Project facilities, in its estimate of total
directly and indirectly affected habitat. The apparent assumptions within the comment’s estimate
of indirect impact area, especially as to the implied severity and distance of these indirect effects
from the actual project activities, may cause readers to misunderstand the environmental effects
of the proposed Project.

The SEIR properly addresses indirect impacts to Gaviota tarplant by summarizing the LWEP Final EIR
assessment and incorporating it by reference. The LWEP Final EIR (Section 3.5.7.3 Project Impacts,
under Impact Bio-5, Gaviota Tarplant) described the direct and indirect impacts of construction and
O&M to Gaviota tarplant. That analysis addresses fragmentation and pollinators, and points out
evidence of Gaviota tarplant’s disturbance tolerance (see also Comment 10.77 footnote 52 and
citations therein). By their nature, indirect impacts tend to be more substantial immediately
adjacent to a work site or facility, and their importance declines with increasing distance. These
impacts cannot be quantified in terms of acreage, but are far less important than direct impacts
even immediately adjacent to the Project footprint and decline in importance over short distances.
The great majority of Gaviota tarplant habitat on the site would be subject to little or no indirect
Project disturbance.
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Regarding isolation and fragmentation, the comment states that the project may affect “every
occurrence of Gaviota tarplant on the Project [site] over time, (indirectly) and cumulatively. Direct,
indirect, and cumulative impacts to Gaviota tarplant are properly addressed in the SEIR in the
sections cited above and in Section 4.5.5 (Cumulative Effects). The comment notes that project
facilities (mainly roads) often would bisect occupied Gaviota tarplant occurrences. The Gaviota
tarplant distribution on the site as mapped in 2018 and presented in the Draft SEIR consists of 103
separate groupings or patches. About 34 of these patches are large enough to be depicted on Figure
4.5-4a. About 14 are contiguous patches of roughly one acre to several dozen acres, and about 20
are smaller, some only a few hundred square feet. Many other patches are smaller still and cannot
be seen on the figure. In the existing patchy Gaviota tarplant distribution, gaps between occupied
habitat patches are often several hundred feet and in one case about 2,000 feet. Project access
roads crossing occupied Gaviota tarplant habitat would be 22 to 40 feet wide (SEIR Section 2.5.9,
On-Site Access Roads). More recent Gaviota tarplant survey results are mapped at a finer scale (see
Final SEIR Figure 4.5-4c) but the overall patchy distribution with gaps between occupied patches are
commonly larger than gaps that would result proposed access roads or WTG sites. In the context of
the plant’s existing patchy distribution, these roads and pad sites would not cause significant
isolation or fragmentation effects to Gaviota tarplant beyond those evaluated in the SEIR.

The comment states that Gaviota tarplant occurrences would be “surrounded by structures and
edge disturbance.” To the contrary, the proposed Project consists only of 30 wind turbines and a
few other structures. A limited amount of “edge disturbance” would occur along roadways and
adjacent to facilities, but would consist only of project O&M activities. Other than this, no land use
change is proposed for the site. Existing open space and agricultural practices would remain and the
edge effects that are caused by new residential/commercial land uses would not occur.

Regarding pollination, the comment cites research regarding effects of eliminating pollinator
habitat within 1,000 meters of plants, and that habitat degradation may affect pollinator
abundance. The proposed project would eliminate small patches of potential insect habitat, as
shown by the proposed Project footprint on Figure 4.5-4a, but would leave the vast majority of
surrounding habitat undisturbed. No Gaviota tarplant occurrences would be isolated from
pollinator habitat and surrounding land uses would remain unchanged. Habitat isolation,
fragmentation, or degradation on the scale of the cited literature would not occur, and these
potential indirect impacts would not cause significant effects to Gaviota tarplant beyond those
evaluated in the SEIR.

The comment states that “all but 5 percent of the Tranquillion / Suden Peak Gaviota tarplant
population” would be affected. This statement reiterates the earlier evaluation by assuming indirect
impacts would be more severe and extend further than supported by available information,
including the citations in the earlier comment. Please see response to Comment 4.7. The comment
addresses potential effects on Gaviota tarplant’s adaptation or persistence in response to climate
change, claiming that only the the Santa Ynez Mountains population would persist if the low-
elevation coastal populations are lost. The comment concludes that the indirect effects discussed
in Comment 4.7 would potentially cause the entire Tranquillon Mountain / Sudden Peak population
to be extirpated. In fact, more than 87 percent of the Gaviota tarplant habitat is outside the Project
footprint. No Gaviota tarplant occurrences would be significantly fragmented or isolated from
pollinator habitat, and the surrounding land uses would remain unchanged. The comment presents
no evidence that Tranquillon Mountain / Sudden Peak population would not persist under future
climate change scenarios.
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The comment names several conservation considerations for Gaviota tarplant, paraphrased and
addressed individually below. The proposed Project and recommended mitigation are consistent
with these considerations.

e Protection and management of existing populations. Mitigation Measures BIO-5 (Pre-
construction Rare Plant Surveys and Restoration) and BIO-6 (Gaviota Tarplant Disturbance)
specify on-site management, on-site or off-site compensation, as well as other measures that
are consistent with protecting and managing existing Gaviota tarplant occurrences.

e Maintenance of sufficient habitat area size. As described above, extensive occupied habitat
and surrounding open space would remain on the Project site, consistent with this
consideration.

e Protection of substrate, connectivity, and gene flow. As described above, extensive occupied
habitat and surrounding open space would remain on the Project site, leaving substrates
unchanged, minimizing habitat fragmentation, and presenting little or no interruption to
potential gene flow (pollinators or seed dispersal).

e Adjacent suitable habitat for vegetative reproduction and population expansion. Adjacent
habitat would remain unchanged; it is unclear whether Gaviota tarplant can expand into these
areas or, if so, why it would not currently occupy them. As an annual species, Gaviota tarplant
does not reproduce vegetatively.

The comment describes a “future open space area that would be surrounded by future
development, trails, and irrigated slopes” pointing out that such an area would be substantially
compromised in terms of its habitat value. The comment goes on to cite edge effect research
indicating that relatively small habitat patches suffer ecological degradation. The comment
mentions a variety of adverse direct and indirect effects of residential and commercial development
including non-native Argentine ants and irrigated slopes. This comment appears to be wholly
unrelated to the proposed Project, instead referring to some other project involving small set-aside
areas in an urban landscape. Instead, the proposed SWEP would affect only a small proportion of a
large open space area, and the existing open space and agricultural practices would remain. The
edge effects that are caused by new residential/commercial land uses would not occur.

Regarding pollination, the comments states that Gaviota tarplant is self-incompatible, names types
of pollinators, and notes the flight distances of some pollinators (100 to 500 m [330 to 1,640 ft] for
some flies and at least 1,000 m [3,280 ft] for some bees). The proposed Project features (roads and
turbine sites) are smaller than these pollinator flight distances and would not interrupt insect
movement. The comment presents no evidence that the proposed Project could adversely affect
Gaviota tarplant pollination. Please also refer to response to Comments 10.77 and 10.78 regarding
pollination.

The comment speculates that habitat impacts could affect surface hydrology, by altering moisture
availability in the root zone. The applicant indicates that most sections of road that would impact
Gaviota tarplant occupy ridgetops where runoff is expected to flow laterally away from both sides
of the road. Thus, no effects to overland sheet flow are expected in these areas. The road design
will allow for sheet flow across the road where the road occupies a mid-slope position to maintain
sheet flow into and between Gaviota tarplant areas. The comment presents no evidence that
surface water effects could affect Gaviota tarplant and no significant impacts are expected.
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The comment indicates that heat island effects could affect pollination and flowering times for some
plants and infers that Gaviota tarplant could be similarly affected. Heat island effect is an urban
phenomenon resulting from dense concentration of rooftops, paved surfaces, and other
development. The proposed Project is not expected to cause any heat island effect and the
comment presents no evidence that it could.

The comment recommends a series of new analyses and conservation measures, addressed in the
following bullets.

e Analysis of the proposed Project’s impacts to Gaviota tarplant throughout its range, evaluation
of potential Project impacts on its “long-term persistence as a species,” including impacts to
“stable, healthy, higher-elevation populations... that would not be at risk from climate change,
including sea level rise....“ The project’s impacts to Gaviota tarplant would be limited to the
impacts identified and described in the SEIR, including the direct, indirect, and cumulative
effects described in responses to comments above and Comment Set 10. Long-term persistence
of the species in light of global climate change is beyond the scope of the SEIR. It is not
reasonable nor practical to expect a lead agency to engage in new scientific study, especially
given the timeframe articulated in the State CEQA Guidelines for preparing an EIR. (State CEQA
Guidelines § 15108). The commenter is referred to the USFWS 5-year review of Gaviota tarplant
(2011) cited elsewhere in the comment letter for further detail. More than 87 percent of the
Tranquillon Mountain / Sudden Peak Gaviota tarplant population would be unaffected or
minimally affected by the proposed Project and is expected to persist into the long-term future.
Mitigation Measures BIO-5a (Construction Impacts to Gaviota Tarplant) and BIO-5b (O&M
Impacts to Gaviota Tarplant) would reduce the proposed Project’s impacts to Gaviota tarplant
below a level of significance.

e An assessment of surface water flow. The comment recommends that drainage analysis should
be disclosed. Please refer to surface water impacts provided earlier in this response to
Comment 4.8. Additionally, please refer to SEIR Section 4.12, Hydrology. The comment presents
no evidence that surface water effects could affect Gaviota tarplant.

e An “analysis with supporting evidence that the Project... facilities have been located to avoid or
minimize impacts to Gaviota tarplant to the maximum extent practicable,” and quoting the
CEQA Guidelines regarding project alternatives. The requested information is not required by
CEQA. Instead, the lead agency’s responsibility is to evaluate the proposed Project and a
reasonable range of alternatives, as provided in the SEIR. The lead agency need not evaluate all
possible alternatives. Please refer to General Response GR-1: Reasonable Range of Alternatives.

e The comment recommends “conserving a buffer of 1,000 meters” around Gaviota tarplant
occurrences pending a future pollinator study. The recommended requirement would not
mitigate any potential significant impact of the proposed Project and thus is not within the
scope of CEQA. The Project would not affect most habitat or land use surrounding the Gaviota
tarplant occurrences. Further, the recommendation does not define the intent, scope, or
duration of the pollinator study. The Project is not expected to affect Gaviota tarplant
pollination or reproduction and the comment presents no evidence that it would. Please refer
to text of this response above and response to Comments 10.77 and 10.78. The proposed
additional mitigation is not adopted.
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e The comment identifies Project design and conservation considerations that CDFW may
consider in its evaluation under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA). Thank you for
providing this additional information.

The comment states that impacts disclosed in the SEIR do not appear consistent with the ITP
application data provided to CDFW on February 2, 2019. The County has requested updated
information from the Applicant, who replied as follows: “Strauss Wind, LLC has been working to
continue to refine the project design largely to further reduce the impacts of the project on
resources (e.g., Gaviota tarplant) and is currently conducting additional pre-construction surveys,
including for Gaviota tarplant, both of which will be folded into final permit authorizations with
CDFW and final approvals with the County. All of the impacts are within the context of the Project
Description and Impact analysis in the DSEIR.” Since then, the Applicant has provided updated
Gaviota tarplant surveys data (Appendix C-9 and Final SEIR Figure 4.5-4c). Differences between
CDFW'’s impact estimates and the acreages identified in the Draft and Final SEIR may in part result
from CDFW'’s approach to quantifying indirect impacts.

The comment states that it is unclear how the impacts disclosed in the SEIR correlate to the
estimated individuals associated with a numbered occurrence. The County did not base its
evaluation on numbers of plants at individual mapped occurrences. Instead, the SEIR analyzes
Gaviota tarplant impacts in terms of occupied habitat. During 2018, the Gaviota tarplant population
on the site was estimated at more than 4.5 million plants. But for annual plants, numbers are a poor
metric for project impacts. As an annual species, Gaviota tarplant numbers fluctuate by orders of
magnitude from one growing season to another, dependent on rainfall or other environmental
considerations. Please also refer to the final paragraph of Comment 4.12 and the commenter’s
citations therein. Outside the growing season, its numbers fall to zero living plants. Regardless of
the number of plants that may be present in any given year, the Project’s impacts are evaluated in
terms of occupied habitat (including all occupied habitat mapped in any year, where the County
assumes that a viable seed bank is present and expects the tarplant to be present in some, if not all
future years).

The comment indicates that “it is unclear” if the botanical surveys conducted on the site properly
identified Gaviota tarplant (as opposed to other tarplant species). The possibility for
misidentification was resolved during the 2019 field surveys (Appendix C-9). All Gaviota tarplant
occurrences mapped in the 2018 and 2019 surveys (Final SEIR Figure 4.5-4c) are confirmed as proper
identifications®.

The comment cites acreages of permanent and temporary direct impacts to Gaviota tarplant of the
LWEP presented in Table 4.5-2 (Table 4.5-2. LWEP Impacts and Mitigation Measures — Biological
Resources), page 38 of the Draft SEIR and notes correctly that these acreages differ from the
proposed SWEP impacts. It also notes differing acreages presented in Appendix C. The impacts to
Gaviota tarplant presented in SEIR Section 4.5.4.2 (Proposed Project Impacts and Mitigation
Measures) under Impact BIO-5a (Construction Impacts to Gaviota Tarplant) are based on the
proposed Project footprint provided by the Applicant and analyzed in the SEIR. Note that the Project
has undergone several refinements to the proposed grading plan, and the impacts cited in
appendices to the SEIR correspond to a previous iteration. The impact acreages listed in Section

8 Telephone communication between Kelly Schmoker (CDFW Botanist) and Scott White (Aspen Environmental

Group), September 13, 2019.
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4.5.4.2 reflect the current proposed site plan and reflect the most up-to-date information that has
been provided to the County. Regarding the statement that impacts during operations and
maintenance (i.e., BIO-5b, O&M Impacts to Gaviota Tarplant) would be “the same,” the comment
indicates that the acreage of impacts is not provided. Please note there is no acreage associated
with O&M impacts for either the LWEP or SWEP. Acreages are provided under Impact 5a
(Construction Impacts to Gaviota Tarplant).

The comment indicates that data provided by the Applicant to CDFW differs from data analyzed in
the SEIR, and that maps provided to CDFW “appear to have several locations depicting Gaviota
tarplant impacts that are not included in the SEIR impact analysis.” As above (first paragraph of
response to Comment 4.9), analysis in the SEIR is based on field data and the proposed Project
footprint provided by the Applicant. The comment points out that inconsistency in impact acreage
may be an “unreliable baseline” from which SEIR impacts are analyzed. The County has received
updated information from the Applicant (see Appendix C-9 and Final SEIR Figure 4.5-4c). These data
have been incorporated into Section 4.5, Biological Resources, of the Final SEIR analysis of impacts
to Gaviota tarplant.

The comment states that accurate baseline data is needed to analyze Project impacts, that the
SEIR’s disclosure of impacts would not support CDFW’s CESA requirement to “fully mitigate”
impacts to the Gaviota tarplant and provides a brief explanation of its interpretation of “take” for
its CESA review. The County recognizes that CDFW'’s permitting role under CESA and as a responsible
agency commenting on the SEIR differs from the County’s role as a CEQA lead agency. The SEIR
analyzes and discloses impacts to Gaviota tarplant and identifies feasible mitigation for those
impacts, supporting its conclusion that the impact would be mitigated to less than significant (Class
II) under CEQA. The SEIR properly analyzes indirect impacts of the Project. The SEIR does not
quantify these impacts and the County believes that the CDFW's effort to do so (in Comments 4.7
and 4.8) largely overstates the extent and severity of indirect impacts (please refer to the discussion
of indirect impacts throughout responses to Comments 4.7, 4.8, and 4.9). The SEIR does not (and
must not) assume the CDFW’s CESA permitting role, to evaluate whether or not the “fully mitigate”
standard is met. Insofar as the SEIR evaluates take of any plant or animal, it implicitly adopts the
California Fish and Game Code definition: to “...hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill, or attempt to
hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill.” In the County’s analysis, this definition would apply to direct
impacts to Gaviota tarplant.

The comment concludes by recommending a new analysis of Gaviota tarplant impacts, to be based
on updated baseline data, and that new Gaviota tarplant surveys should be conducted. Section 4.5,
Biological Resources, of the Final SEIR presents a revised analysis of impacts based on these new
data.

The comment reiterates earlier comments regarding indirect impacts to Gaviota tarplant, long-term
viability of the population, verification of species identification. Please see responses to Comments
4.7, 4.8, and 4.9 above. The comment states that “inadequate avoidance, minimization, and
mitigation measures for impacts ... will result in [significant impacts, quoting from CEQA Guidelines
checklist criterion IV.a.]” This determination is the responsibility of the CEQA Lead Agency, in this
case, the County. The SEIR properly evaluates direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to Gaviota
tarplant, identifies feasible mitigation for those impacts, and concludes that these impacts would
be less than significant with mitigation (Class Il). The comment recommends an alternative project
design to avoid certain Gaviota tarplant occurrences, referring to the Applicant’s Incidental Take
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Permit (ITP) application submitted to CDFW (pursuant to the California Endangered Species Act).
The County has not been provided with the ITP application and cannot comment on that
information. Regarding turbine siting as recommended in the comment, please refer to General
Response GR-1 (Reasonable Range of Alternatives) which identifies multiple siting considerations
and constraints including Gaviota tarplant occurrences. General Response GR-1 also discusses the
complexity and multiple considerations involved in designing WTG layout design, the County’s belief
that a balance is needed between environmental impact and wind generation capacity, and the
SEIR’s focus on reducing significant environmental impacts through mitigation. In the case of
Gaviota tarplant, potentially significant impacts are reduced to less than significant through
Mitigation Measures identified in the Supplemental EIR and described in responses to comments
4.8 and 4.9. Finally, the comment recommends designating 1,000-meter (3,280 feet) buffer areas
surrounding undisturbed Gaviota tarplant occurrences. The comment does not provide a basis for
the recommended distance. However, newly recorded Gaviota tarplant occurrences at the
northwestern Project site boundary near San Miguelito Road are roughly 1,000 meters from any
proposed project disturbance areas (Final SEIR Figure 4.5-4c).

See the response to Comment 4.5 regarding vegetation mapping along the transmission line.
Regarding sawtooth golden bush scrub, the Draft SEIR identifies this alliance as a sensitive
community (see page 4.5-5: “California brittle bush scrub, Menzies’s golden bush scrub, sawtooth
golden bush scrub, and toyon chaparral are considered sensitive by CDFW.” [Italics added for
emphasis]). That same paragraph refers the reader to Appendix C-2, Biological Resources Technical
Report, Addendum No. 2, in which communities and habitat mapping performed by the Applicant’s
previous consultant (Sapphos 2017 revised 2018) was updated to include the sensitive vegetation
communities Menzies’s golden bush scrub and sawtooth golden bush scrub. See also the response
to Comments 4.3 and 4.4 regarding vegetation mapping. Therefore, the SEIR already includes an
accurate and complete vegetation survey assessment and no revisions are required.

Regarding CDFW’s recommendation that any lands proposed as mitigation to offset impacts to
sensitive vegetation be preserved and managed in perpetuity under a conservation easement and
managed by a qualified entity, this requirement has been added to MM BIO-3. The Applicant has
not yet identified compensatory mitigation lands beyond the conceptual level, but are currently
considering on-site locations that are outside of the development footprint. MM BIO-3 contains
detailed requirements for restoration and compensatory mitigation. See Impact BIO-1a (Vegetation
and Wildlife Habitat Impacts during Construction) for a discussion of how the proposed mitigation
would reduce vegetation impacts to less-than-significant (Class Il).

The comment addresses Mitigation Measure BIO-6 (Gaviota Tarplant Disturbance), stating that the
measure does not identify compensation sites, restoration, or habitat management details. Please
refer to response to Comment 10.106. These details need not be identified in the SEIR. Consistent
with CEQA, Mitigation Measure BIO-6 specifies performance standards to objectively evaluate
compliance with the measure. In some cases, the performance standards in the SEIR may be
accomplished in more than one specified way (e.g., compensation or restoration). The Applicant
has indicated that potential mitigation lands have not been identified to date “beyond the
conceptual level” and that “all options considered to date are on-site.”

Notwithstanding the commenter’s view of rare plant restoration, nothing in the measure relies on
an “experimental approach” to mitigate the identified impact because habitat compensation is
feasible. Population restoration may be implemented in combination with compensation, or
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compensation alone may be used to mitigate the impact. Regarding pollination, please refer to
responses to Comments 10.76 through 10.78. The comment discusses translocating plants as a
potentially infeasible approach; however, nothing in MM BIO-6 suggests translocation of Gaviota
tarplant. Translocation is not a viable horticultural practice for an annual plant, although population
restoration from seed is likely to be effective. The comment again emphasizes numerical measures
of an annual plant population (please see response to Comment 4.9 and the commenter’s closing
paragraph in Comment 4.12 regarding the reasons for relying on acreage rather than numbers).

The comment incorrectly claims that the Draft SEIR analysis relies on future surveys to identify
impacts and deferring the mitigation to future permits from other agencies. Instead, the impacts
are identified and quantified in the Draft SEIR and updated in Section 4.5, Biological Resources, of
the Final SEIR (see response to comments 4.7 through 4.9). Mitigation measures identified in the
SEIR include consultation with the CDFW and USFWS to facilitate a complementary overall approach
to mitigating the impact, but the significant impact itself would be mitigated through
implementation of the identified mitigation. The measure, including consultation and permitting
from other agencies, is fully consistent with CEQA requirements (please see response to Comment
10.106). The comment quotes from CEQA Guidelines regarding the lead agency’s decision to
prepare a negative or mitigated negative declaration. That citation is irrelevant to the SEIR; please
refer to General Response GR-6 (Use of a Supplemental EIR). The comment mentions CESA
standards; the County recognizes that CDFW’s permitting role under CESA and as a responsible
agency commenting on the SEIR differs from the County’s role as a CEQA lead agency. The SEIR
analyzes and discloses impacts to Gaviota tarplant and identifies feasible mitigation for those
impacts, supporting its conclusion that the impact would be mitigated to less than significant (Class
II) under CEQA.

The comment concludes with three “mitigation measures” (to be clear, these are not mitigation
measures in the CEQA context). The first states that the SEIR must disclose impacts (it does) and
assess their significance relative to its range, distribution, population trends, and connectivity. The
broader assessment recommended by the comment is beyond the scope of the SEIR. It is not
reasonable nor practical to expect a lead agency to engage in new scientific study, especially given
the timeframe articulated in the State CEQA Guidelines for preparing an EIR. (State CEQA Guidelines
§ 15108). The commenter is referred to the USFWS 5-year review of Gaviota tarplant (2011) cited
elsewhere in the comment letter for further detail. The second recommends analysis of additional
Project alternatives, referring again to CESA standards. Please refer to General Response GR-1:
Reasonable Range of Alternatives and to the distinct roles of the County as a CEQA lead agency as
compared with the CDFW as a responsible agency. Please also refer to responses to Comments 4.7
through 4.10. The final point recommends revisions to Mitigation Measure BIO-6. These, as well as
other revisions, have been incorporated into the Final SEIR.

The comment indicates that potential pipelines may not have been analyzed regarding Biological
Resources impacts. The Biological Resources analysis addressed the proposed Project footprint as
provided by the applicant, which included the proposed water pipeline.

The commenter is primarily concerned that groundwater drawdown could affect phreatophytes
(i.e., groundwater dependent plants). The commenter cites two species (California sagebrush and
California buckwheat), both of which are arid land upland shrubs and neither of which is
groundwater dependent. The comment misidentifies California sagebrush as Artemisia tridentata,
the Latin name of Great Basin sagebrush. Great Basin sagebrush is another arid land upland species
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not dependent on groundwater. The comment speculates that groundwater use may affect
vegetation, then goes on to speculate that groundwater quality also may be affected which may, in
turn, affect vegetation. But there is no evidence that the proposed well would cause these effects.
The groundwater level at the well to be used for water supply (See Appendix D) is more than 50 feet
below the ground surface. The local aquifer contains approximately 1,000 acre feet of storage.
Project construction would require about 12 to 46 acre feet of water, or about 1 to 5 percent of the
total aquifer volume. This one-time withdrawal would be fully replenished naturally after
construction (see Appendix E-2). O&M use will be approximately 250 gallons per day (roughly the
amount of water used by one single-family residence). Over a period of 30 years, total O&M use
would be approximately 8.4 acre feet, which would be less than 1 percent of total storage. Since
there will be annual recharge of the aquifer from natural sources, this amount of use will be
negligible in terms of aquifer storage. Long-term maximum depth of the cone of depression is
estimated to be less than one foot (Appendix D). Since as shown in Figure 4-5-7b of the SEIR there
are no riparian resources at the location of the proposed well, no adverse effect on riparian
resources is expected. No mitigation would be required.

The County conferred with the Santa Barbara County Fire Department (SBCFD) regarding the
suggestion to underground the transmission line to minimize risk of wildfire.® The SBCFD explained
that there are pros and cons of building the transmission line underground. Above-ground
transmission lines can be inspected more easily, and issues can be identified and corrected easier
than with underground lines. The SBCFD stated that they rarely if ever see line slap, bird strike
encounters, or pole failure in larger transmission lines such as the proposed SWEP transmission line;
these events are the main contributors to wildland fires from power lines and most commonly occur
on lower voltage lines. Lower-voltage power lines are lower to the ground and can be close enough
to trees to make contact, and are usually located on wood poles. In addition, lower-voltage lines are
located closer together allowing for line slap, cross connection in the event of contact with wind-
blown debris, or birds being electrocuted by contacting two lines and dropping to the ground to
start a fire. The vegetation below the SWEP transmission line would need to be properly managed,
but this would only require trimming tall vegetation to maintain required clearance distances and
would not require removing any tarplant or other low-growing vegetation.

The SBCFD stated that while undergrounding the line would eliminate potential line slap, the use of
proper restraints, line separators, and structurally sound poles would adequately avoid this risk for
overhead construction as well.

The SBCFD’s primary concern regarding the transmission line and wildfire risk is the ability to shut
down the wind farm in the event of a fire in the area. This ability is controlled by both local and
remote computer-based systems, and the SBCFD understands from the Applicant that the
shutdown can happen within minutes. SBCFD’s dispatch would have direct contact with the wind
farm operator, which is standard practice for other generating facilities. The SBCFD expressed
confidence that this approach is the best way to avoid and minimize wildfire risk.

In addition, greater temporary impacts would occur to biological and cultural resources. Therefore,
the County does not believe that undergrounding the transmission line is warranted.

9 Email communication from Captain Glenn Fidler, Planning and Engineering Supervisor, Santa Barbara County Fire
Department to Kathy Pfeifer, Santa Barbara County Planning & Development dated August 15, 2019.
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4.18

4.19

MM BIO-14e requires focused surveys for roosting bats at all sites to be disturbed between February
1 and August 31 of each year of construction. However, in response to CDFW’s recommendations,
this measure has been revised to require roosting bat surveys prior to removal of trees, buildings,
and other suitable habitat at any time of the year. Additional details provided by CDFW have also
been added to the measure.

As described in the LWEP EIR, flocks of tricolored blackbirds (TCBL) were documented on site during
surveys in 2002 and 2008. The Fish and Game Commission voted to list the TCBL as threatened
under the CESA on April 19, 2018. As described in the DSEIR and appendices, a flock of
approximately 12 individuals were observed in grasslands during avian surveys and another 66 were
detected in 2009 in grasslands and agricultural fields. Potential suitable foraging habitat occurs
within grasslands throughout the wind development site and transmission line route, but suitable
nesting habitat is not present in Project impact areas and nesting is unlikely. In addition, avian
surveys performed from October 2017 through 2019 have failed to detect any additional TCBL.
Regardless, potential impacts to TCBL were generally discussed in the DSEIR related to nesting
(Impact BIO-8) and collision (Impact BIO-10) and mitigated through implementation of MMs BIO-1,
BIO-2, BIO-3, BIO-11c, and BIO-11d. The Applicant has indicated that it has not sought a take permit
for TCBL because of the low potential to nest on site and minimal detections on site.'® Therefore,
additional focused surveys have not been performed and are not proposed to be performed. The
SEIR analysis provides County decision makers with sufficient information to take intelligent account
of environmental consequences of the proposed Project and alternatives.

The impacts to El Segundo blue butterfly (ESBB) described in CDFW’s comments are disclosed in the
Draft SEIR under Impacts BIO-9 (Special-Status Wildlife). CDFW’s pre-construction survey recom-
mendations have been incorporated into MM BIO-13. This measure also requires habitat
restoration and/or enhancement on site.

Impacts to fully protected, listed, and other sensitive and common raptors, including habitat loss
and impacts with wind turbines and power lines, are discussed in the SEIR under Impacts BIO-13,
BIO-1b, BIO-2a, BIO-2b, BIO-8, BIO-10, BIO-11, BIO-12, BIO-13a, and BIO-13b. MM BIO-16 already
requires the Owner/Applicant to submit a Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy that incorporates the
Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan to USFWS and CDFW for review and approval. The County
has reviewed the website provided in the comment, which discusses collision impacts from
communication towers. Many of the suggested minimization measures are already incorporated into
the mitigation strategy identified in the SEIR (e.g., unguyed communication towers, etc.). As
requested, the buffer distance for burrowing owls identified in MM BIO-12 has been revised to 500
feet.

The comment addresses golden eagles, including potential loss of foraging habitat and mortality
from collision with wind turbines. These potential impacts are identified and described in the LWEP
Final EIR. Golden eagles are known to forage on the site, and some foraging habitat would be lost
or altered by project facilities. In 2019, aerial surveys found a potential nest location approximately
500 feet north of the Project Area (approximately 1,000 feet north of WTG N-7) within oak
woodlands. Subsequent ground observations documented an active nest in this location. There is
also a known nest site approximately 4 miles northeast of the Project area, on a cliff along the Santa

10 Email communication from Daniel Duke, BayWa r.e. to Kathy Pfeifer, Santa Barbara County Planning &
Development dated July 18, 2019.
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Ynez River. Appendix C-8 documents the results of surveys conducted in 2018 and 2019, and Section
4.5 of the SEIR has been revised to incorporate these new results. Impacts to potential raptor
(including golden eagle) nesting and foraging are summarized and incorporated by reference, and
mitigated as feasible in the SWEP SEIR. The comment notes that Project impacts to golden eagle
may be significant, consistent with the SEIR analysis and conclusion (i.e., impacts would be
significant and unavoidable with feasible mitigation applied, Class |; please refer to SEIR Section
4.5.4.2, Proposed Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures under Impact BIO-10, Avian and Bat
Collisions with WTGs). The comment states that this impact would result “because the measures
provided do not condition the Project to implement take avoidance surveys prior to operations...”
The commenter’s wording is unclear (surveys cannot avoid take). Nonetheless, the Applicant has
implemented extensive golden eagle and other avian surveys as summarized in SEIR Section 4.5.1
(Environmental Setting) and Appendix C-8. The comment summarizes California law regarding fully
protected species. This point has been added to Mitigation Measure MM BIO-16 (Monitoring and
Adaptive Management Plan / Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy) in the Final SEIR.

The comment concludes by recommending that the SEIR “should demonstrate how impacts to
golden eagle... would be avoided by the Project,” and that the County should conduct additional on-
site golden eagle point counts, helicopter-based nest surveys over a ten-mile radius surrounding
the Project site, and a one-mile radius buffer surrounding known active and formerly active nest
sites. Please see Appendix C-8 for the results of all surveys conducted to date, including aerial eagle
nest surveys that were completed after the Draft SEIR publication. The SEIR concludes that impacts
to golden eagle cannot be avoided or feasibly mitigated to less than significant (Class I). The analysis
and conclusions in the SEIR are based on known likelihood that golden eagles nest in the project
region and forage over the project site. The recommend point counts and 10-mile survey radius
would not improve our understanding of golden eagle occurrence on the site, or potential Project
impacts. However, MM BIO-12 (Avoidance Measures for Nesting Birds) has been revised in the SEIR
to require nest surveys over a one-mile radius and to avoid Project-related impacts within one mile
of active nests. In addition, MM BIO-15b requires active control technology such as IdentiFlight as
part of the initial Project design to minimize collision risk to eagles and other large birds.

The issue identified in CDFW’s comment appears to refer to a different project than SWEP (Antelope
Expansion 1B Solar Project in the western portion of the City of Lancaster in Los Angeles County).
However, the comment generally addresses nesting birds. See Impact BIO-8 in the SEIR for an
analysis of impacts to nesting birds. CDFW requests to be consulted if the 500-foot buffer (for
nesting raptors) is proposed to be reduced. However, MM BIO-12 already states “The prescribed
buffers may be adjusted to reflect existing conditions, including but not limited to ambient noise,
topography, and disturbance, with the approval of the County of Santa Barbara in coordination with
CDFW.” In addition, this measure has been revised to require daily monitoring of all nests with
buffers that have been reduced below the recommended sizes stated in the measure.

See Impacts WAT-1 (Erosion and Sedimentation), WAT-5 (Riparian Vegetation Removal), and BIO-3
(Wetlands, Seeps, and Springs, and Features Subject to Regulation by the USACE, Santa Barbara
County, or CDFW) for impacts to drainages. Suitable aquatic habitat for unarmored threespine
stickleback is found only outside the Project footprint and the Project would not impact aquatic
habitats that could support this species. MM BIO-9 is proposed to minimize or avoid direct and
indirect impacts to jurisdictional features and would require the preparation and implementation
of a Wetland Avoidance and Riparian Habitat Restoration Plan. MMs BIO-1 through BIO-3, BIO-11c,
BIO-11d, and WAT-2 are also required to avoid or minimize impacts to jurisdictional resources,
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including indirect impacts to downstream aquatic habitats that could support this species.
Therefore, impacts to unarmored threespine stickleback are unlikely to occur.

4.22 Regarding CDFW filing fees, the comment is noted.

4.23 As requested by the commenter and required by CEQA, CDFW will be notified when the Final SEIR
is published and will also be notified of any hearing dates for the Project.
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Comment Set 5: John J. Olejnik, Senior Transportation Planner, District 5,
California Department of Transportation
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Response to John J. Olejnik

5.1

5.2
53

5.4

5.5

5.6

Thank you for this information. It will be shared with the Applicant. The SEIR preparers have been
in contact with the City of Lompoc and the public works departments of the counties of San Luis
Obispo and Kern regarding the transport routes for the blades and turbine components.

Thank you for this information. It will be shared with the Applicant.

The transport of the WTG components in oversized/overweight trucks would require a total of 240
truck trips (30 WTGs with 3 blades, 3 tower sections, a hub, and an axle nacelle for each WTG). This
transport activity would occur over a 3-month span; i.e., months 5, 6, and 7 of a 10-month
construction period. It is anticipated that the number of oversized/overweight truck trips would
range from 4 to 10 trips per day and the duration of the interruption would be 30 minutes to an
hour at each critical intersection where turning movements would occur. For the overall
construction period, there would be a total of 16,190 truck trips spread throughout the 10-month
construction phase, most of which would be conventional-sized trucks. The number of truck trips
per month would range from 200 to 2,348 and the number of truck trips per day would range from
10 to 108.

The Applicant is no longer planning on transporting along Tower Grove Drive. The new route is
described in the response to Comment 5.5 below.

The proposed routes for transporting the WTG materials to the Project site, as described in Section
2.6.2 and listed in Section 4.17.1 of the Draft SEIR, include the following:

Turbine blades for GE 3.8 blades would be delivered using Highway I-5 and would exit at Old
River Road S, CA-166 (Maricopa Highway), N. Thompson Avenue N, Los Berros Road W, turn
to CA-101, E. Union Valley Parkway, CA-135 (Orcut Expressway), CA-1 S, turn south onto
Santa Lucia Canyon Road, Floradale Avenue, and turn to Ocean Avenue, then South | Street,
San Miguelito Road S (Figure 2-5, Turbine Blade Transportation Route).

The remaining GE 3.8 components would be delivered from Port of Stockton through Highway
I-5, CA-132W, CA-140E, CA-165S, CA-152E, CA-33S, and exit at Fairfax Avenue. From Belmont
Avenue, CA-33S, exit at Manning Avenue. From Colorado Road, turn to CA-145S, CA-269S, CA-
33S, CA-166W, CA-101S, CA135S to Donovan Road, turn to Blosser Road, CA-116W, CA-1S to
Santa Lucia Canyon Road, Floradale Avenue, and turn to Ocean Avenue, then South | Street,
San Miguelito Road.

The GE 1.79 components would be delivered via Highway I-5, 1-210W, 1-118W, I-23, CA-101,
CA-135, CA135S to Donovan Road, turn to Blosser Road, CA-116W, CA-1S and use Santa Lucia
Canyon Road, Floradale Avenue, and turn to Ocean Avenue, then South | Street, San Miguelito
Road.

The Applicant states that the only improvements required on any portions of the routes described
in Comment 5.5 are within the City of Lompoc at the intersection of Ocean Avenue/South | Street
and as described in the DEIR along San Miguelito Road. The direct turn from Ocean to | Street in
Lompoc includes temporary removal of four trees, two signs, and two stop lights to accommodate
the movement of oversized trucks through the Ocean Avenue/I Street intersection. If additional
removal and replacement of traffic equipment at any affected roadway and intersection location is
required, agreements will be formulated between the Applicant and/or the Applicant’s contractor
and the responsible jurisdictional agency (i.e., Caltrans, County, and City). In general, the short-term
actions will be to remove or relocate any features that would block the movement of the WTG, such
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5.7

5.8

5.9
5.10

as signs, street light poles, traffic signal poles, trees, etc., If any of the traffic control devices, such
as traffic signals or stop signs, are critical to the safety and operation of the intersection, they will
be installed in a temporary location. If it is infeasible to position the traffic control devices in a
temporary location, traffic control officers or flaggers will be deployed. After the hauling operations
are complete, the Applicant and/or the Applicant’s contractor would return the roadway,
intersection, and affected features back to the original condition, subject to the current standards
of the responsible agency.

Thank you for your comment. The Applicant and/or the Applicant’s contractor would be responsible
for obtaining all required permits from the agencies that are responsible for each affected roadway
and shall satisfy the requirements of each agency, which would include the items cited in the
comment where applicable.

The preparation of a turning route diagram for SR 166E is beyond the scope of this SEIR. However,
the Applicant and/or the Applicant’s contractor will be required to satisfy any details such as this
prior to obtaining permits for the use of SR 166E or any other public roadway for the transport of
oversized/overweight vehicles.

Thank you for this information. It has been included Section 2.9.2 of the Final SEIR.

As stated in the analysis of KOP 2: Southbound SR-1 (Draft SEIR Section 4.2.4.3), screening
vegetation should be planted around the switchyard pad to reduce visibility of the switchyard pad
and, potentially, some of the lower structural elements within the fenced area visible from KOP 2.
Therefore, screening vegetation should achieve a minimum height of six to eight feet at maturity in
order to achieve the screening of a substantial majority of the switchyard pad; fencing; and complex,
industrial-appearing components within the fenced area. However, necessary vegetation heights
will ultimately depend on final grading plans and the final height of the switchyard pad. The text of
MM VIS-4 has been expanded to include these performance criteria for the vegetative screening of
the switchyard.
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8.3 Responses to Tribes

Kenneth Kahn, Tribal Chairman
Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians
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These comments have been withdrawn
per a letter from Kenneth Kahn dated
Oct. 23, 2019.
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Response to Kenneth Kahn

6.1 The proposed Project is substantially similar to the previous Lompoc Wind Energy Project (LWEP) as
both projects are wind energy facilities located on the same site with substantially similar facilities
(wind turbine generators, substation, O&M facility, power collection lines, 115-kV transmission line,
and substation). As shown in Figure 2-2 of the Draft SEIR, the SWEP wind turbine generators (WTGs)
are located in fairly similar locations to those of the LWEP, although the SWEP has substantially
fewer WTGs than LWEP. In particular, the proposed SWEP has fewer WTGs in the western, northern,
and northeastern portions of the site. Both projects placed WTGs in corridors along the southern
edge of the site (i.e. the west and east strings of WTGs) and in a north-south line near the center of
the site (i.e. the north string of WTGs). The transmission line route for the SWEP is also similar to
that of the LWEP, with a notable difference being that the central portion of the SWEP transmission
line is located just east of San Miguelito Road whereas that the portion of the LWEP transmission
line would have been located adjacent to San Miguelito Road (see SWEP SEIR Figure 2-1 and LWEP
EIR Figure 2-4). These substantial similarities make preparation of a Supplemental EIR an
appropriate choice in order to build upon and update the information and analysis about
constructing a wind energy facility at this site, and to also avoid unnecessary duplication of
information and analysis in the Lompoc Wind Energy Project EIR. The SWEP fits the situation defined
in Sections 15162 and 15163 of the State CEQA Guidelines for preparation of a Supplemental EIR,
including the situation in which “Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require
major revisions of the previous EIR”.

A Supplemental EIR contains the same content that is required for a regular EIR, but it does not
need to unnecessarily repeat relevant information contained in the original EIR. A Supplemental EIR
also has the same noticing and public review requirements as a regular EIR. The SWEP SEIR contains
all the components found in a regular EIR, including: a summary; project description; descriptions
of existing environmental conditions; analyses of all significant direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts; mitigation measures; and analysis of a reasonable range of feasible alternatives. There is
nothing missing or deficient in comparison to a regular EIR and, therefore, there is no substantive
reason to object to the preparation of a Supplemental EIR for the proposed Project.

6.2 Thank you for this information. The County is aware of AB 52’s requirements for tribal consultation
and the County has been abiding by those requirements in the processing of the application for the
proposed Project. The County has completed multiple actions in the tribal consultation process with
the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians (SYBCI), including the following:

e On April 20, 2018, the County sent Ms. Julie Tumamait-Stenslie, the designated tribal repre-
sentative, written “Formal Notification of Determination that a Project Application is
Complete or Decision to Undertake a Project, and Notification of Consultation Opportunity,
pursuant to Public Resources Code § 21080.3.1.” The County did not receive a response from
Ms. Tumamait-Stenslie.

e The County also complied Public Resources Code § 21080.3.1 and the County’s Environmental
Thresholds and Guidelines Manual by sending the Native American Heritage Commission
(NAHC) a Local Government Tribal Consultation List Request for the proposed SWEP. The
NAHC responded on June 12, 2018, and supplied a list of six Tribes, including the (SYBCI). In
response, on July 2, 2018, the County sent a Notice of Preparation to the SYBCI and the five
other tribes.
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e County staff members met with SYBCI members and Elders on the SWEP site in September
2018 and again in March 2019. County staff members and County consultants had discussions
with SYBCI members and Elders regarding SYBCI’s concerns about potential SWEP impacts on
cultural and tribal resources at the Project site and in the Project area. The Tribal Resources
analysis in the Draft SEIR is based on these discussion and interactions with the SYBCI Elders.

o After the Draft SEIR public comment period, County staff met with SYBCI members and Elders
on the SWEP site in August of 2019 and in person at the SYBCI Tribal Hall on October 2, 2019.
The revised Tribal Resources analysis in the Final SEIR is based on these discussion and
interactions with the SYBCI Elders.

Thank you for describing the importance of the Tranquillon Peak and Ridge to the Chumash. The
County is aware of the sacred nature of these topographic features. Section 4.6.1 of the Draft SEIR
describes that three Native American sacred sites have been identified near the Project area, which
are Tranquillon Mountain, Swordfish Cave, and Window Cave. Please note the height of the tallest
proposed wind turbine is 492 feet from the ground to the blade tip, not 520 feet.

Thank you for the information about federal Executive Order 13007. Please note that this Executive
Order is a directive to federal land management agencies. The comment does not describe the
relevance of this information to the SEIR, so it is not possible to formulate a specific response to this
comment.

Thank you for stating your intention to have Tranquillon Peak and Tranquillon Ridge included on the
Sacred Lands List. These features are described as sacred sites in the Draft SEIR.

Thank you for this information regarding government-to-government consultation pursuant to
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’
responsibilities relative to this consultation. The comment does not describe the relevance of this
information to the SEIR, so it is not possible to formulate a specific response to this comment.

Thank you for this information. As indicated above, the Draft SEIR acknowledges that Tranquillon
Mountain, Swordfish Cave, and Window Cave are sacred sites even though they are not currently
included in the Sacred Lands List maintained by the California Native American Heritage
Commission.

Thank you for this information. The County is aware of CEQA’s requirements for analyzing impacts
on archaeological and historic resources, and the requirement for reducing or avoiding significant
impacts. The impact analysis in the Draft SEIR takes into the consideration the sacred nature of
Tranquillon Mountain, Swordfish Cave, and Window Cave. Those sites are not located on the Project
site; however, the Draft SEIR describes the Project’s anticipated effects on the sites.

Thank you for this information on California Executive Order W-26-92. The comment does not
describe the relevance of this information to the SEIR, so it is not possible to formulate a specific
response to this comment.

Thank you for this information on CEQA and historic resources. The County is aware of these
provisions of CEQA. As indicated above, Draft SEIR acknowledges that Tranquillon Mountain,
Swordfish Cave, and Window Cave are sacred sites and treats them as such in the impact analysis.

Thank you for this information on cultural landscapes. The County understands that a Traditional
Cultural Property (TCP) is a property that is eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP) based on its associations with the cultural practices, traditions, beliefs, lifeways, arts,

Final SEIR 8-99 October 2019



8.

Responses to Draft SEIR Comments

6.12

6.13

6.14

6.15

6.16

6.17

crafts, or social institutions of a tribal community. TCP is a federal designation established under
the National Historic Preservation Act. A cultural landscape can be an element of a TCP. The
comment does not describe the relevance of this information to the SEIR, so it is not possible to
formulate a specific response to this comment.

The County recognizes the importance of sacred sites to the Chumash. The County also
acknowledges the potential impacts to historical resources that may be eligible for inclusion on the
California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR). Many of the CRHR-eligible resources may also be
eligible for inclusion in the federal government’s NRHP as historic properties. Six have been
identified already, including Swordfish and Window Caves. The latter two sites may be eligible as
TCP per Section 106 in addition to the abundant other elements of each site that qualify them for
NRHP eligibility. Further consideration may be given the known historic properties as TCPs should a
federal permit process be required through a lead federal agency such as Vandenberg Air Force
Base or the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

Thank you for this information regarding the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous
Peoples. The comment does not describe the relevance of this information to the SEIR, so it is not
possible to formulate a specific response to this comment.

Since the publication of the Draft SEIR, the Phase 2 testing for the referenced cultural resource sites
has been completed and the results of that testing program are presented in Final SEIR Section 4.6.

The commenter summarizes three CEQA cases with the apparent intent to support a contention
that mitigation was improperly deferred. However, the facts associated with the cited cases are
different from the facts of the proposed Project. In Madera, the deferral was related to making
determinations as to whether the archaeological sites qualified as historic resources. In the case of
the Draft SEIR, the County is making no contention that the affected sites are not historic resources;
rather, the Draft SEIR assumed the sites are in fact historic resources and treats them as such in the
impact analysis. The Sundstrom case cited by the commenter is also not applicable to the Draft SEIR
because that case dealt with deferring impact assessment to a later date through mitigation, which
is not the case for the Draft SEIR. The Draft SEIR defers no impact assessment, but rather clearly
identifies and describes the Project’s impacts and makes significance determinations for those
impacts as required by CEQA. The Gentry case is not applicable because the SWEP Draft SEIR is not
relying on any future study to determine what mitigation measures should be implemented. The
cultural resource mitigation requirements for the Project are clearly articulated in the Draft SEIR.

Thank you for this information. The SEIR identifies nine archaeological resources that are preserved
in place. All other resources within the Project site have undergone extensive avoidance measures
to reduce potential impacts from ground disturbance. None of the three sacred sites identified will
undergo impacts to their physical locations or future access to them. Please also see the response
to Comment 6.14 above.

The SEIR has identified the significance of impacts to historic resources from the proposed Project
and alternatives and, as noted, successful impact avoidance has been accomplished in many cases.
The inability to avoid some resources is a matter of practicalities in design and the options to
mitigate impacts to resources with implementing data recovery, reporting, and curation
procedures.

Thank you. Your comment is acknowledged. The other comments received on the Draft SEIR are
included in the Final SEIR.
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8.4 Responses to Organizations

Comment Set 7: Sigrid Wright, Executive Director/CEO, Community
Environmental Council
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7.2
cont.

7.3

7.4

Response to Sigrid Wright

7.1 Thank you for expressing your opinion regarding the proposed Project. Your comments will be
shared with the County’s decision makers.

7.2 Thank you for expressing your preference for the Modified Project Layout alternative. Your
comments will be shared with the County’s decision makers.
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7.3 Thank you for this information on avian deaths from other types of power-generation facilities.
Impacts from bird mortality are described in the discussion of Impact BIO-10 in Section 4.5 of the
Draft SEIR. This is considered a significant and unavoidable impact of the Project, although a detailed
mitigation strategy is proposed in the SEIR to reduce this impact to the degree feasible.

7.4 Thank you for expressing your opinion regarding the proposed Project. Your comments will be
shared with the County’s decision makers.
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Comment Set 8: Ana Citrin, Marc Chytilo, Law Office of Marc Chytilo, APC,
Representing the Santa Audubon Society and La Purisima Audubon Society
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8.22
cont.

8.23

Response to Ana Citrin

8.1 Thank you for expressing your opinions regarding the proposed Project. Your comments will be
shared with the County’s decision makers. The opening paragraph of the commenter’s letter claims
the Draft SEIR fails to adequately analyze and mitigate significant impacts. Responses to more
specific comments are provided throughout the responses to the comments that follow.

8.2 This comment asserts that due to flaws in the Draft SEIR the document should be revised and
recirculated. Responses to more specific comments are provided throughout the responses to the
comments that follow.

8.3 This comment claims the Draft SEIR’s project description omits key information and lacks necessary
detail. The County firmly believes that the Draft SEIR’s project description provides the detail
needed to identify and characterize the Project’s significant impacts. Chapter 2, Project Description,
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of the Draft SEIR is 58 pages in length and contains numerous maps and figures. All components of
the construction and operation of the proposed Project are described in detail. The Project’s
transmission line alignments, proposed wind turbine generator locations, and all other components
were mapped and analyzed using a highly accurate geographic information system (GIS). The Draft
SEIR project description provides adequate detail for the assessment of impacts and determinations
of the significance of those impacts. As evidenced from the extensive impact analysis in Chapter 4,
the SEIR preparers had adequate information to identify impacts, characterize those impacts,
determine their significance, and recommend measures to reduce or avoid significant impacts.
When additional information about the Project was needed by the SEIR preparers, it was requested
from and provided by the Applicant. As a result, the Draft SEIR project description provided fully
adequate information for the impact analysis.

The commenter states that the proposed wind turbine locations are not described in sufficient
detail, yet the SEIR preparers had precise GIS-based location information for each turbine and all
other Project components. For example, see Table 4.5-3 (Impacts to Vegetation and Landforms),
4.5-4 (Impacts to Trees), Figure 4.5-1 (Vegetation), Figure 4.5-4 (Special-Status Plant Survey Results),
Figure 4.5-6 (El Segundo Blue Butterfly Habitat), Figure 4.5-7 (Jurisdictional Waters), and the
biological reports in Appendix C. More specific location information is not possible. The maps,
figures, and analysis in the Draft SEIR are based on this detailed GIS location information.

The commenter makes the incorrect statement that the Draft SEIR “designed” the Project site
layout. The Project site layout and all other components of the Project were planned and designed
by the Applicant. See Appendix C-8 for a detailed description of how the Applicant utilized biological
resources data, including avian studies on site, to develop the Project site plan. Note that Mitigation
Measure BIO-15a requires Project features to be micro-sited (i.e., moved up to 100 feet from
current proposed locations) to further avoid sensitive biological resources, as applicable. The
analysis of impacts to biological resources presented in Section 4.5.4 represents a “worst-case
scenario.”

The commenter asserts that the Draft SEIR’s proposed mitigation measures somehow preclude
impact analysis and the development of a project that minimizes avian and bat impacts. The Draft
SEIR’s mitigation strategy is robust and extensive, and the commenter does not explain their
reasoning for how a mitigation strategy could preclude impact analysis. The commenter also does
not indicate how the proposed Project would be inconsistent with state and federal guidelines nor
indicate what guidelines are being referred to, so it is not possible to formulate a specific response
to this statement. Please see General Response GR-3: Consistency with State and Federal Guidelines
for Wind Energy Facilities. Note that extensive surveys have been conducted across the Project site
over the last 10 years, see Table 4.5-1 (Summary of Surveys Conducted at the Project Site) and
Appendix C-8. The results of those surveys are contained in Appendix C and were utilized to develop
the impact analysis and mitigation presented in Section 4.5 of the SEIR. Pre-construction surveys
are intended to identify sensitive resource to be relocated or flagged for avoidance. Pre-
construction surveys are not required to identify new resources; the surveys conducted to date have
provided the required baseline information for CEQA.

Section 2.5.9 of the Draft SEIR mentions the possibility of closing San Miguelito Road and Sudden
Road beyond their intersection during Project operation. While the possibility for these road
closures was proposed by the Applicant, the County has decided not to consider these road closures
as part of the proposed Project and the Applicant has agreed to this. Therefore, the text describing
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the possibility of these road closures as part of the proposed Project has been deleted from Section
2.5.9 of the Final SEIR. These possible permanent road closures are no longer part of the proposed
Project.

The commenter asserts that the descriptions of the environmental setting in the Draft SEIR are
inadequate. Responses to more specific comments follow.

The commenter asserts that the regional environmental setting is not adequately described in the
Draft SEIR, makes statements about the biodiversity of the Gaviota Coast, and mentions the nearby
Dangermond Preserve. The County does not dispute the importance of the region from an
ecological standpoint. The Draft SEIR provides a detailed description of the biological and ecological
resources that exist in the area. This includes descriptions of vegetation (both common and
sensitive); habitat; land cover; wildlife of all types; wildlife migration; endangered, threatened, rare,
and other sensitive species; and wetlands and other sensitive aquatic features. This a
comprehensive description of the biological and ecological resources in the area and provides an
adequate basis for assessing the Project’s impacts. However, additional text has been added to
Section 4.5.1 to describe the regional setting. This information does not change the impact analysis
in the SEIR.

The commenter asserts that the Project would present land use conflicts with the Dangermond
Preserve but does not describe these conflicts, so it is not possible to respond to this assertion.
Please see the response to Comment 8.15 below.

The commenter asserts that the SEIR is inadequate in its description of the environmental setting
for biological resources, including bird and bat usage of the site. However, as stated in the response
to Comments 8.3 and 8.6, the Draft SEIR provides extensive baseline information for the site. This
information includes the results of surveys conducted over a 10-year period (see Table 4.5-1 for a
summary of surveys conducted at the Project site).

The commenter also incorrectly asserts that implementing the California Energy Commission
Guidelines for Reducing Impacts to Birds and Bats from Wind Energy Projects is required; however,
these are voluntary guidelines meant to assist project developers in siting turbines early in the
project design process, well before a proposed project is submitted to the lead agency for the
applicable authorization that is subject to CEQA. Multiple avian surveys dating back to 2008, as well
as other site constraints, informed the Applicant’s design; please see General Response GR-3:
Consistency with State and Federal Guidelines for Wind Energy Facilities, and Appendix C-8.

Avian and bat site use and migration patterns are described in detail in Section 4.5.1.3 of the Draft
SEIR and Section 3.5.3 of the LWEP EIR, and in 13 technical reports from 2007 to 2017 contained in
Appendix A of the Biological Technical Report (Appendix C-2 of the Draft SEIR). Studies included
diurnal raptor transect surveys in which biologists surveyed along each of five major ridgelines at
the Project site once per week over 6 weeks during the migratory periods (e.g., see the Biological
Technical Report Appendix A-17 [Memorandum for the Record No. 2, Autumn 2016 Avian Migration
Survey, December 2016], in Appendix C of the Draft SEIR). Appendix C-8 summarizes all avian and
bat surveys conducted to date, including studies that were completed after the Draft SEIR was
published. Pre-construction surveys are intended to identify sensitive resource to be relocated or
flagged for avoidance. Pre-construction surveys are not required to identify new resources; the
surveys conducted to date have provided the required baseline information for CEQA.
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Regarding the transmission pole survey areas, the Sapphos report that the commenter refers to
described the results of surveys along an earlier iteration of the transmission line route. The final
route as proposed in the Draft SEIR was fully surveyed and the results are contained in Draft SEIR
Appendix C-2 (Biological Resources Technical Report, Addendum No. 1) and Appendix C-3 (Biological
Resources Technical Report, Addendum No. 2).

The County believes that an appropriate level of data collection has occurred over the last decade,
and enough information is available to draw CEQA significance conclusions regarding the Project’s
impacts to birds and bats and other biological resources. See the General Response GR-7 regarding
recirculation of the Draft SEIR.

This comment makes several assertions regarding the adequacy of the Draft SEIR. The Draft SEIR
contains an adequate baseline for assessing impacts and determining their significance. Please see
the responses to Comments 8.4, 8.5, and 8.6. The conclusions regarding impact significance are
supported by factual information presented throughout Chapter 4 of the Draft SEIR. The review of
the Project’s impacts has not been deferred in any way. Responses to more specific comments
follow.

The commenter claims that the Draft SEIR does not adequately characterize the environmental
setting for biological resources but acknowledges that a large number of special-status plants and
wildlife are described in the SEIR as occurring or potentially occurring on site. The commenter also
asserts that a “constraints map” is not included in the SEIR; however, Figure 4.5-1 shows all
vegetation mapped in the Project area, Figure 4.5-4 shows special-status plants identified during
surveys, Figure 4.5-6 shows El Segundo blue butterfly host plants mapped on the Project site, and
Figure 4.5-7 shows jurisdictional waters on site. These figures show the turbine locations in relation
to these biological resources. It is unclear what additional information the commenter is requesting
be included in the SEIR. These sensitive resources are analyzed in detail with respect to the SWEP
and mitigation is proposed for significant impacts. Section 4.5.4 of the SEIR analyzes impacts to
biological resources over 57 pages and includes detailed consideration of the differences between
the SWEP and LWEP. There is no requirement in CEQA for constraints mapping.

The commenter asserts that the Draft SEIR’s analysis of impacts to birds and bats from collisions
with WTGs is inadequate and that the mitigation proposed is “demonstrably ineffective.” Responses
to more specific comments follow. Regarding siting and the CEC guidelines, please see the response
to Comment 8.7, General Response GR-3: Consistency with State and Federal Guidelines for Wind
Energy Facilities, and Appendix C-8.

The commenter mischaracterizes the analysis under Impact BIO-10 (Avian and Bat Collisions with
WTGs) as “devoid of any actual analysis of the Project’s bird strike impacts.” However, the SEIR is a
supplement to the LWEP EIR and, as such, incorporates that document by reference (see Section
1.2.1, Supplemental EIR, and Section 4.1, Introduction to the Environmental Impacts Analysis). The
first sentence of this impact analysis states “The LWEP EIR provides a detailed assessment of the
impacts from birds and bats colliding with WTGs, and the proposed SWEP would result in similar
types of impacts.” Please see the LWEP for the detailed analysis of impacts from bird strikes and see
Impact BIO-10 of the SEIR for the analysis of the differences between the two projects with regard
to this issue. Please also refer to General Responses GR-2: Bird-Friendly Alternative/Low-Impact
Alternative, GR-3: Consistency with State and Federal Guidelines for Wind Energy Facilities, and GR-
4: Use of More and Smaller Turbines. The County firmly believes that enough information is
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provided to conclude that the Project’s impacts to birds and bats would be significant and
unavoidable (Class I).

Regarding siting and the CEC guidelines, please see the response to Comment 8.7, General Response
GR-3: Consistency with State and Federal Guidelines for Wind Energy Facilities, and Appendix C-8.
Regarding the pre-construction surveys identified in Mitigation Measure BIO-15a, this measure was
originally proposed for the LWEP. That project had less information on actual WTG siting than the
SWEP and instead identified development “corridors.” This measure was intended to require the
previous project proponent to consider sensitive biological resources during final WTG siting.
However, the SWEP WTGs have already undergone a siting process during which the location of
sensitive biological resources was considered (see Appendix C-8); therefore, this measure is not as
relevant to the SWEP. MM BIO-15a has been revised to focus on raptor nest deterrents and buffers
near WTGs, as well as sensitive terrestrial resources. Micro-siting has been defined in the measure
as movement of turbines up to 100 feet from the current site plan design to maintain consistency
with the Project’s FAA approvals. See the response to Comment 8.7 regarding avian and bat site use
and migration patterns, and the adequacy of baseline data.

The comment refers to the Draft SEIR assessment of the SWEP’s impacts to oak trees, woodlands,
and forests. It states that the LWEP’s impacts were “relatively minor” and asserts that the Draft SEIR
does not adequately compare the two projects’ impacts to oak trees and woodlands. Further, the
comment asserts that the Draft SEIR does not adequately disclose, analyze, or mitigate the SWEP’s
oak impacts, stating that the Draft SEIR does not analyze the impact in terms of ecological function
on the site or cumulatively. Finally, the comment claims that the Draft SEIR does not meaningfully
discuss lessening or avoiding oak impacts or explain why smaller turbines or an alternative
transmission route are infeasible. It should be noted that, while smaller turbines or an alternative
transmission route are not infeasible, the Project has been designed to minimize ground
disturbance and oak removal associated with turbines and the transmission line alighment.

The comment is correct that the LWEP’s oak impacts were relatively minor. Contrary to the
comment, the SEIR compares the SWEP and LWEP impacts to oak trees and woodlands in Section
4.5.4.2 under Impact BIO-2a (Construction Impacts to Oak Woodland and Forest) and in Section 5.5,
Alternatives Analysis, Table 5-1 (Comparison of Alternatives). The impacts analysis in Section 4.5.4.2
provides an inventory of the affected trees by species and describes the impacts in detail, in the
context of the County’s Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual, including direct and
indirect impacts. The analysis addresses multiple aspects of ecological function including wildlife
habitat, disruption of wildlife movement, landscape patterns, fragmentation, canopy disruption,
and pathogens. While the comment does not specify any aspect of “ecological function” that may
be missing from the analysis, the County is confident that ecological function is properly analyzed
in the SEIR. Additionally, the SEIR identifies three extensive mitigation measures (MMs BIO-4a, BIO-
4b, and BIO-4c, totaling seven pages of text) to mitigate for oak tree, woodland, and forest impacts
to the extent feasible. In addition to these three measures, Section 4.5.4.2 of the DSEIR identifies
MMs BIO-1, BIO-2, BIO-8, and BIO-11b through BIO-11d that would minimize the proposed Project’s
impact as feasible. Cumulative effects to biological resources, including oak woodlands, are
analyzed in SEIR Section 4.5.5. The commenter’s concern regarding fires and climate change, while
valid, are not past, present, or reasonably foreseeable projects required for CEQA analysis.
Nonetheless, the language has been added to the analysis. As stated in the comment, the SEIR
concludes that the proposed Project’s impacts to oak trees and woodlands would remain significant
with inclusion of feasible mitigation (Class I).
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8.14 The discussion of recreation impacts is presented in Section 4.16 of the Draft SEIR. As mentioned in
the comment, one of the two significance thresholds identified for the recreation analysis is
whether the Project would “contribute to the long-term loss or degradation of a recreation use or
facility.” The analysis for Impact REC-1 explains that San Miguelito Road and Miguelito County Park
would be fully accessible for recreation activities (e.g., cycling, running, birding, sightseeing)
following Project construction. Recreation impacts associated with limited access to the Project area
would occur during construction only and, therefore, would be short term in nature.

The changes to the characteristics of the Project site and surrounding area are discussed throughout
the Draft SEIR, including changes related to aesthetic characteristics, noise, traffic, and wildlife. The
Final SEIR Section 4.16.4, Impact REC-1, has been expanded to consider the Project’s impact on the
recreational experience.

As discussed in the response to Comment 8.4, the text describing the possibility of road closures as
part of the proposed Project has been deleted from Section 2.5.9 of the Final SEIR. Road closures
are no longer part of the proposed Project.

8.15 The commenter asserts that the Project would present land use conflicts with the Dangermond
Preserve but does not describe these conflicts, so it is not possible to respond to this assertion. The
Nature Conservancy is currently in the early stages of developing a long-term management and
conservation plan (Nature Conservancy, 2019). As described in Section 4.13.3 of the Draft SEIR,
there is currently no habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan that is
applicable to the proposed Project site.

Responses to concerns regarding Project impacts from tree removal and impacts to coastal
resources are provided in the responses to Comments 8.16 and 8.17, respectively.

8.16 Section 4.13.4 of the Draft SEIR identifies Project impacts to trees and woodlands as significant and
unavoidable. The Draft SEIR further explains that the proposed Project would be inconsistent with
plans and policies of the Oak Tree Protection Supplement of the Conservation Element, the Land
Use Element, the Coastal Land Use Plan, and the Coastal Zoning Ordinance. For this reason, a
feasible Project alternative was identified in Draft SEIR Section 5.5.2 that would result in
substantially fewer oak tree losses (i.e., Modified Project Layout, Including Elimination of WTGs E-7
and E-8).

The comment asserts that further avoidance of impacts to oaks is feasible. See the response to
Comment 8.13 regarding impacts to oaks and mitigation for those impacts. See also the General
Response GR-5: Removal of Oak Trees.

8.17 The impact analysis presented for Impact LU-6 in Draft SEIR Section 4.13.4 is focused on potential
conflicts within the coastal zone that are specific to permitting and zoning. Please note that the SEIR
does not consider birds “coastal resources.” The County believes that the analysis for Impact LU-6
clearly explains that the proposed Project would require grading, tree removal, and road
improvements within the coastal zone, and that these activities would be subject to a County-issued
CDP. The CDP would include site-specific permit conditions that all Project activities within the
coastal zone must adhere to. The County has identified Mitigation Measure LU-1 (Staking of Coastal
Zone) as sufficient mitigation to ensure that no activities occur within the coastal zone except where
specifically permitted. The specific location of the proposed exclusion fencing or staking is provided
in the summary of Mitigation Measure LU-1 (see Draft SEIR Section 4.13.4, Impact LU-6), which
states that the Applicant shall install exclusion fencing or staking in areas where road work is
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permitted under the CDP for modifications of access roads, and that the fencing/staking shall be
installed prior to the start of construction activities within the WTG corridors adjacent to the coastal
zone.

Potential impacts to wildlife habitat and sensitive biological resources within and outside of the
coastal zone are addressed in Draft SEIR Section 4.5.4.2. This section includes a summary of specific
mitigation measures that would reduce impacts to sensitive resources, which include MM BIO-1
(Worker Education and Awareness Program), MM BIO-11b (Fencing), and MM BIO-11c (Biological
Monitoring). Impacts to migratory birds, including water birds, are addressed under Impacts BIO-10
(Avian and Bat Collisions with WTGs), BIO-11 (Avian and Bat Collisions with Power Lines and
Meteorological Towers), and BIO-12 (Avian Displacement from WTGs). Project features would not
impact mapped ESH areas, nor will they impact riparian areas within the Coastal Zone.

The County understands CEQA’s requirements for the evaluation of alternatives. The commenter
quotes text from the State CEQA Guidelines regarding alternatives but does not indicate how this
text is relevant to the assertion that the Draft SEIR’s alternatives analysis is flawed. Any future
determination as to the adequacy of alternatives analyzed within the SEIR will be made by the
County’s decision-makers.

Regarding alternatives dismissed from full analysis in the Draft SEIR, it is important to note that the
State CEQA Guidelines state that an EIR should “identify any alternatives that were considered by
the lead agency but were rejected as infeasible during the scoping process and briefly (emphasis
added) explain the reasons underlying the lead agency’s determination.” The Draft SEIR does this in
Section 5.4 and complies with CEQA’s requirements. Importantly, the alternatives carried forward
for analysis would be capable of reducing one or more of the Project’s significant environmental
impacts as required by Section 15126(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines. It is incorrect to imply that
the alternatives carried forward for analysis are not “true” alternatives. Each alternative addresses
one or more of the Project’s impacts as required by CEQA even if those alternatives modify only a
portion of the proposed Project. The Modified Project Layout alternative results in a substantial
reduction in the removal of oak trees and also reduces the Project’s grading impacts. The Alternative
Switchyard Location would modify the Project’s visual impacts while also reducing grading. The
Alternative Surface Transport Route would reduce transport-related impacts in the City of Lompoc,
which is important consideration for the City. These are all legitimate reasons for analyzing these
feasible alternatives in the Draft SEIR.

Alternative locations for a wind energy facility were addressed in the Lompoc Wind Energy Project
EIR, which the SWEP EIR supplements. Because alternative project locations had already been
considered and addressed, the Draft SEIR did not re-investigate such an alternative, particularly
since no entity suggested a new feasible alternative location during the scoping process. A
supplemental EIR is not required to re-evaluate information and analysis contained in the original
EIR. In fact, the express purpose of a supplemental EIR is to present “only the information necessary
to make the previous EIR adequate...” (State CEQA Guidelines § 15163(b)) It is also important to
note that wind energy facilities can only feasibly be located in area with wind characteristics
conducive to commercial wind energy production, which means that only locations that have been
subject to extensive wind monitoring, such as the proposed Project site, can conceivably be
considered as feasible alternative locations.

The County is fully aware of the special-status wildlife and plant species that are known to exist in
the Project area as Section 4.5 of the Draft SEIR acknowledges the presence of these species,

Final SEIR 8-125 October 2019



8.

Responses to Draft SEIR Comments

8.20

identifies their rare and sensitive status, and describes their habitat and characteristics. Similarly,
Section 4.6 of the Draft SEIR acknowledges the importance of the area to the Santa Ynez Band of
Chumash Indians and describes their ceremonial sites as sacred even though they are not currently
listed in the State’s Sacred Lands List. The Draft SEIR recognizes these sensitive resources and
analyzes the Project’s effects on those resources.

The commenter implies that additional alternatives should have been considered in the Draft SEIR.
Please note that an EIR is not required to analyze all feasible alternatives as that would be
impractical. As stated in State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), “An EIR need not consider every
conceivable alternative to a project.” There is no requirement to analyze all feasible alternatives,
including all possible alternatives capable of reducing environmental impacts. The fact that the
commenter believes that other alternatives should have been analyzed does not mean that a
reasonable range of alternatives was not analyzed. Please see General Response GR-1: Range of
Reasonable Alternatives.

Please see the response to Comment 8.19 above. An EIR is not required to evaluate every
conceivable alternative to a proposed project. Rather, an EIR is required to evaluate a reasonable
range of feasible alternatives that have the potential to reduce the significant impacts of a proposed
project (State CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(c)). There is no requirement to analyze all feasible
alternatives, including all possible alternatives capable of reducing environmental impacts. The fact
that some alternatives were not analyzed does not mean that a reasonable range of alternatives
was not analyzed. Please also see General Response GR-1: Range of Reasonable Alternatives.

The concept for the Siting WTGs Below Ridgelines alternative as proposed by the SBAS is overly
vague and the entities that suggested this alternative have provided no evidence of its effectiveness
in reducing impacts on birds. Please also refer to General Responses GR-2: Bird-Friendly
Alternative/Low-Impact Project Design Alternative, GR-3: Consistency with State and Federal
Guidelines for Wind Energy Facilities, GR-4: Use of More and Smaller Turbines, and the expanded
discussion in the Final SEIR Section 5.4.5, Siting WTGs Below Ridgelines. The letter submitted by the
Santa Barbara Audubon Society goes on to describe a “Low-Impact Project Design” alternative.
Please see General Response GR-2: Bird-Friendly Alternative/Low-Impact Project Design
Alternative, and GR-4: Use of More and Smaller Turbines.

The Audubon letter also suggests siting WTGs “to balance power output with bird mortality.” The
Applicant considered multiple siting constraints, including the results of avian studies on the Project
site to develop the proposed site plan. Siting considerations, recommendations from biologists, and
their effect on the SWEP siting process are summarized in General Response GR-3: Consistency with
State and Federal Guidelines for Wind Energy Facilities.

The commenter suggests that designing the Project to take full advantage of the wind resource at
the Project is not an explicit objective and, therefore, should not be a foremost consideration in
formulating alternatives. However, not taking advantage of the wind energy production capacity of
the site would be incongruent with the concept of developing a commercially viable wind energy
facility. While this may not be explicitly stated as a Project objective, is clearly fundamental to the
underlying Project purpose. The County agrees that a balance is needed between environmental
impact and maximum wind generation capacity. The Draft SEIR appropriately considers feasible
alternatives and focuses on reducing significant environmental impacts through mitigation. While
taking full advantage of the wind energy generation potential of the site may not be an explicit
Project objective, developing a facility capable of generating approximately 102 megawatts of
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power is an express objective of the Project. Therefore, developing a project at least close to this
capacity is a valid consideration in formulating alternatives.

Please see the responses to the comments from Dolores Pollock and Michael Taaffe of the Audubon
Society (Comment Set 9), General Response GR-2: Bird-Friendly Alternative, and General Response
GR-4: Use of More and Smaller Turbines. Please note that an EIR is not required to evaluate all
feasible alternatives. Please see General Response GR-1: Range of Reasonable Alternatives. An EIR,
or in this case a SEIR, does not need to examine an applicant’s motivations for pursuing a project,
such as why the Applicant prefers the proposed Project over the LWEP. Please see the expanded
write-up in Section 5.4.1, which explains why the LWEP was not considered as an Alternative to
SWEP.

The County understands CEQA’s requirements for recirculation of a Draft EIR and does not believe
those requirements have been triggered for the purposes stated by this commenter. The
commenter presents information from the State CEQA Guidelines and CEQA court cases regarding
recirculation but does not indicate how this text is relevant to the assertion that the Draft SEIR’s
needs to be recirculated. As indicated in the preceding responses to the commenter’s comments,
the County does not agree that evidence indicates that the Project would result in any significant
impacts other than those identified in the Draft SEIR. As described in the responses to the preceding
response to comments in this letter, the County firmly believes that the Draft SEIR appropriately
characterizes the Project’s significant impacts related to each of the topics raised in this letter. Just
because the commenter would like the Draft SEIR to contain more information and characterize
impacts differently does not mean the Draft SEIR is inadequate in fulfilling CEQA’s requirements.
The Draft SEIR adequately describes the proposed Project’s impacts and provides significance
conclusions for those impacts based on substantial evidence. While the comments contain several
criticisms of the Draft SEIR, the commenter fails to provide substantial evidence that the impact
analysis is deficient. As described the responses to comments 8.5 through 8.9, the Draft SEIR
provides an adequate description of environmental baseline conditions.

For the reasons explained in the preceding responses to comments, the County does not agree that
the Draft SEIR is flawed and does not agree that CEQA'’s requirements for recirculation have been
triggered. The Draft SEIR meets all of CEQA’s requirements for content and analysis, and the Draft
SEIR has been processed in accordance with both the State CEQA Guidelines and the Santa Barbara
County Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual.
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Comment Set 9: Dolores Pollock, President, Santa Barbara Audubon Society
Michael Taaffe, President, La Purisima Audubon Society
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Response to Dolores Pollock and Michael Taaffe

9.1 Thank you for your comments and your efforts to help reduce the Project’s adverse impacts. Please
see General Response GR-2: Bird-Friendly Alternative.

The Draft SEIR was organized in standard manner for such documents and is consistent with
direction articulated in Sections 15120 through 15132 of the State CEQA Guidelines. Making
references to other sections of the Draft SEIR and to sections of the LWEP EIR is appropriate in order
to avoid unnecessary duplication of information and is consistent with CEQA’s requirements. The
County believes the environmental impacts of the proposed Project are clearly articulated in the
Draft SEIR even if that means the reader must sometimes be referred to other sections of the Draft
SEIR or to the LWEP EIR.

Thank you for expressing your opinion regarding the proposed Project. The County believes the
Draft SEIR fully conforms to CEQA’s requirements and is complete and adequate as explained in the
responses to the remainder of comments in this letter.

Regarding a “Low-Impact Project Design”, please see the response to Comment 9.2 below and
General Response GR-2 (Bird-Friendly Alternative/Low-Impact Alternative).

As noted by the commenter, the Draft SEIR identifies and describes the various common and rare
bird species that utilize the Project site. This information is utilized in the impact analysis conducted
for the proposed Project in Section 4.5.4 of the Draft SEIR.

9.2 Thank you for expressing your preference regarding Project alternatives. Also, thank you for
describing the concept for Audubon’s proposed “Low-Impact Project Design”. Please see General
Response GR-2: Bird-Friendly Alternative/Low-Impact Project Design Alternative.

This comment indicates the commenter’s preference for a Project design and describes the
commenter’s general concept for a Low-Impact Project Design, but the comment does not provide
a basis for concluding that the Draft SEIR should be recirculated. Responses to more specific
comments are provided throughout the responses to the comments that follow.

9.3 The State and federal guidelines for wind energy development projects cited by the commenter are
voluntary guidelines for reducing avian and bat impacts and focus largely on the planning and design
stage of a project that occurs well before a development application is submitted to a CEQA lead
agency for review. The Draft SEIR notes in Section 4.5.1.3, Wildlife — Avian Migration, that “The
Applicant has implemented avian surveys consistent with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Land-
Based Wind Energy Guidelines (USFWS, 2012), Eagle Conservation Plan Guidance: Module 1 — Land-
based Wind Energy Version 2 (USFWS, 2013); and surveys were conducted with the concurrence of
the USFWS Migratory Bird Division staff.” The Applicant states that “[a]ll of these avian studies
provided valuable information regarding site and regional usage by avian species which directly
informed layout design.” See the General Response GR-3: Consistency with State and Federal
Guidelines for Wind Energy Facilities, and Appendix C-8 for a discussion of how the avian studies
conducted on site informed the Project design. In addition, mitigation measures identified in the
Draft SEIR to reduce impacts to birds and bats require turbines to be microsited and designed to
minimize collision potential consistent with the guidelines (MM BIO-15b) and the Before-
After/Control-Impact Study (MM BIO-16a) and Bird/Bat Mortality Study (MM BIO-16b) are required
to conform to the recommendations of the state and federal guidelines.
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9.5

9.6

9.7

Please see General Response GR-1: Range of Reasonable Alternatives, General Response GR-2: Bird-
Friendly Alternative/Low-Impact Alternative, and GR-3: Consistency with State and Federal
Guidelines, which include discussions of Project design with respect to avian protection.

Mitigation Measure BIO-15a was originally proposed for the LWEP. That project had less
information on actual WTG siting than the SWEP and instead identified development “corridors.”
This measure was intended to require the previous project proponent to consider sensitive
biological resources during final WTG siting. Even though the SWEP WTGs have already undergone
more refined turbine siting than the LWEP, during which the location of sensitive biological
resources was considered; this measure still requires micro-siting up to 100 feet based on the results
of pre-construction surveys to account for new resources that may be identified. See the responses
to Comments 8.7 and 9.3 regarding avian and bat site use and migration patterns, and the adequacy
of baseline data.

The commenter asserts that micro-siting has not considered the USFWS Land-Based Wind Energy
Guidelines. As stated in the response to Comment 9.3, please see General Response GR-3:
Consistency with State and Federal Guidelines for Wind Energy Facilities, and Appendix C-8 for a
detailed explanation of how the avian data collected on site informed the site plan development.

Please note that no level of data collection and modeling can determine with certainty where to
place turbines to avoid all risk now or in the future. Therefore, even with the implementation of the
mitigation strategy, impacts from collision with turbines are considered significant and unavoidable
(Class 1).

The commenter provides examples of wind energy facilities in other areas of California (Altamont
Pass) and in other states (Montana, Wyoming) that shut down or repowered with upgraded turbine
technology in response to high numbers of avian fatalities at older, operating wind facilities and
reiterates the comment that “The DSEIR is inadequate because SWEP design made no attempt
whatsoever to site the WTGs in a way that would reduce bird and bat mortality.” See the response
to Comments 9.3 and 9.4, the General Response GR-3: Consistency with State and Federal
Guidelines for Wind Energy Facilities, and Appendix C-8 regarding the micrositing process for the
SWEP related to bird and bat use of the site.

The comment address impacts to oak trees, quoting from SEIR Section 4.3.13.5 Land Use and
Planning, Consistency with Plans and Policies that the proposed Project would not be consistent
with Santa Barbara County’s Oak Tree Protection Policy 1. The comment indicates that this impact
“is new” (i.e., the LWEP turbine layout would not cause this impact). The comment cites additional
conclusions from SEIR Section 4.3.13.5 regarding significant and unavoidable (Class 1) inconsistency
with County land use and development policies impacts to oaks. The comment concludes that these
impacts, as well as impacts to birds and bats, are not in the public interest and recommends that
the County should not proceed with the proposed Project as designed. The SEIR analyzes the
proposed Project as well as the Modified Project Layout Alternative that would reduce
environmental impacts but without taking full advantage of the wind energy generation potential
of the site. The County believes that a balance is needed between environmental impact and wind
generation capacity. Electrical power generation is a valid consideration as the County reviews the
proposed Project and its alternatives.

The proposed modifications to San Miguelito Road are to accommodate delivery of the long blades
for the proposed WTGs. Aerial delivery of the WTG blades was explored as an alternative but does
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not appear to be feasible. Please see the expanded discussion of the Helicopter Transport of
Turbines Blades alternative in Section 5.4.2 of the Final SEIR. The 82.5-MW Wind Energy Project
alternative utilizing shorter blades, which requires fewer modifications to San Miguelito Road, was
analyzed and considered the Environmentally Superior Alternative (ESA) in the LWEP EIR. The
Alternative was considered as an alternative for the proposed Project but was eliminated from
further consideration for various reasons (please see Section 5.4.1 of the Final SEIR. Also, please see
General Responses GR-1: Reasonable Range of Alternatives and GR-2: Bird-Friendly
Alternative/Low-Impact Project Design Alternative.

As noted in the response to Comment 9.7, the 82.5-MW Wind Energy Project alternative was
identified as the ESA in the LWEP EIR; because it was the LWEP EIR ESA, it was considered as an
alternative to SWEP. Section 5.4.1 of the Final SEIR, has been expanded to describe why the
alternative was eliminated from further review.

Please note that an EIR is not required to evaluate every conceivable alternative to a proposed
project. Rather, an EIR is required to evaluate a reasonable range of feasible alternatives that have
the potential to reduce the significant impacts of a proposed project (State CEQA Guidelines
§15126.6(c)). There is no requirement to analyze all feasible alternatives, including all possible
alternatives capable of reducing environmental impacts. The fact that some alternatives were not
analyzed does not mean that a reasonable range of alternatives was not analyzed. Please General
Response GR-1: Reasonable Range of Alternatives. Please also see the responses to Comments 8.19
and 8.20.

Thank you for expressing your opinions on Project alternatives. Please see General Response GR-2:
Bird-Friendly Alternative/Low-Impact Project Design Alternative.

The comment recommends final site design consider and avoid sensitive plants and wildlife
wherever possible. See the General Response GR-3: Consistency with State and Federal Guidelines
for Wind Energy Facilities, and Appendix C-8 regarding how environmental constraints, including
avian use and other sensitive biological resources, informed the site plan development. SEIR
Mitigation Measure BIO-15a (Siting) requires micro-siting turbine locations to further avoid or
minimize sensitive biological resources. The comment also notes several impacts of the SWEP and
the Modified Project Layout alternative, as well as conclusions of the SEIR including the proposed
Project’s significant and unavoidable (Class |) impacts to oaks. The comment states that oak tree
impacts of several Project components would not occur with the commenter’s proposed “Low
Impact Design.” Please see General Response GR-2: Bird-Friendly Alternative/Low-Impact Project
Design Alternative.

The coastal zone boundary has been added to the figure as suggested.

The comment compares the oak tree impacts of the proposed Project to the commenter’s “Low
Impact Project Design”. The comment asks several questions about potential restoration sites, and
states that a conservation easement would be needed to as protection from future disturbance.
The applicant’s potential oak restoration areas are identified based on proximity to existing oak
forests and woodlands, and on topography (see page 5-113 and Figure 5.3.2-1 of Appendix C-1).
Acreage of the sites has not been calculated and historical vegetation cover are not available.
GoogleEarth imagery dating back to 1994 indicates similar vegetation cover in those areas to what
is present today. Obtaining irrigation water for future restoration would be the applicant’s
responsibility. The comment states that “most restorations of oaks are unsuccessful,” but provides
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no substantiation; therefore, it is not possible to formulate a specific response to this claim.
Mitigation Measures BlO-4a through BIO-4c specify extensive feasible tree protection and tree
replacement performance standards, a conservation easement, and a performance security to
ensure the greatest feasible likelihood for success. The commenter finds the mitigation
requirements (i.e., ratios) for oaks and habitats confusing. Under Mitigation Measure BIO-4b oak
forest and woodland replacement habitat would be protected at a ratio of three acres preserved
for each acre removed (paragraph a. of MM BIO-4b). Additionally, oak trees would be replaced to
result in six established self-sufficient trees for each tree removed (paragraph c. of MM BIO-4b). To
achieve the specified six established trees for each tree impacted, the applicant must plant at least
ten acorns or saplings, to allow for mortality before they become established (paragraph g. of MM
BlO-4b). The commenter believes that the Draft SEIR “does not enable the public to make a
comparison of the effect on oak trees between LWEP and SWEP” and recommends adding
additional comparison information to Table 2-1. Contrary to the comment, the SEIR compares the
SWEP and LWEP impacts to oak trees and woodlands in Section 4.5.4.2 (Proposed Project Impacts
and Mitigation Measures) under Impact BIO-2a (Construction Impacts to Oak Woodland and Forest)
and in the expanded write-up in Section 5.4.1, 82.5-MW Wind Energy Project,. Table 2-1
(Comparison of Lompoc Wind Energy Project and SWEP) has been updated to incorporate summary
information on oak impacts. In a footnote the comment recommends preparing an estimate of the
LWEP oak tree impacts for comparison. The number of oaks that would be removed or pruned for
LWEP cannot be determined because the actual turbine layout was not identified in that application.
However, oak impacts of the LWEP were relatively minor by comparison with SWEP and mitigation
would have reduced those impacts to a less-than-significant level (Class Il). MM BIO-9 is proposed
to minimize or avoid direct and indirect impacts to jurisdictional resources, including riparian
habitat near areas proposed for road widening. This measure would require the preparation and
implementation of a Wetland Avoidance and Riparian Habitat Restoration Plan.

MM BIO-9 is proposed to minimize or avoid direct and indirect impacts to jurisdictional resources,
including riparian habitat near areas proposed for road widening. This measure would require the
preparation and implementation of a Wetland Avoidance and Riparian Habitat Restoration Plan.

The commenter’s suggestion of the Dangermond Preserve as a location for offsite mitigation is
noted and will be shared with the Applicant. The County would be receptive to the Applicant
working with the Nature Conservancy to provide restoration at the Preserve in order to satisfy some
of the mitigation requirements identified in MM BIO-3.

The commenter requests that plans required under MMs BIO-1, BIO-3, BIO-8, BIO-4a, and BIO-4b
be made available for public comment before being approved by County staff. Mitigation plans do
not require a public review period. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1)(B) states: “Formulation
of mitigation measures shall not be deferred until some future time. The specific details of a
mitigation measure, however, may be developed after project approval when it is impractical or
infeasible to include those details during the project’s environmental review provided that the
agency (1) commits itself to the mitigation, (2) adopts specific performance standards the mitigation
will achieve, and (3) identifies the type(s) of potential action(s) that can feasibly achieve that
performance standard and that will considered, analyzed, and potentially incorporated in the
mitigation measure.” MMs BIO-1, BIO-3, BIO-8, BIO-4a, and BIO-4b require performance standards
that support decisionmakers’ needs, mitigate the potential impact, and disclose the planned
mitigation to the public.
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The comment recommends using native needlegrass seed on cut slopes. That recommendation has
been incorporated into Mitigation Measure BIO-3 (Site Restoration and Revegetation Plan). The
comment recommends salvaging and relocating Horkelia specimens from work sites; that
recommendation has been incorporated into Mitigation Measure BIO-7 (Kellogg’s and Mesa
Horkelia Habitats). The comment recommends maximum avoidance of Gaviota tarplant,
revegetation with this species on disturbed sites, and recommends a method for seed collection.
Those recommendations have been added to Mitigation Measures BIO-6 (Gaviota Tarplant
Disturbance) and BIO-15a (Siting). Finally, the comment recommends avoiding seacliff buckwheat
(equivalent to coast buckwheat throughout the SEIR). The avoidance recommendation has been
added to Mitigation Measure BIO-15a (Siting). Note that Mitigation Measure BIO-3 (Site Restoration
and Revegetation Plan) includes coast buckwheat in the required seed mix where appropriate.

The comment regarding early control of yellow star thistle is noted. Yellow star thistle is rated high
for negative ecological impact in the California Invasive Plant Inventory Database (Cal-IPC, 2018).
For weed populations considered moderate or high potential, MM BIO-17 requires these
populations to be mapped in the Project disturbance areas according to density and area covered,
and areas of weed infestation are required to be treated prior to ground disturbance. In addition,
this measure requires that the timing of the weed control treatment shall be determined for each
plant species with the goal of controlling populations before they start producing seeds.
Consultation with a County-approved, qualified wildlife biologist or botanist is required prior to
weed control treatments to develop strategies to avoid any adverse impacts to plants and wildlife
in the area.

The LWEP EIR did not identify how many oaks and other trees would be lost to construct that
Project’s transmission line. The SWEP Applicant has provided a greater level of detail for the
currently proposed Project. The transmission line route for the SWEP is similar to that of the LWEP,
with a notable difference being that the central portion of the SWEP transmission line is located just
east of San Miguelito Road whereas that the portion of the LWEP transmission line would have been
located adjacent to San Miguelito Road (see SWEP SEIR Figure 2-1 and LWEP EIR Figure 2-4).

The transmission line alignment for the SWEP was modified after the Project application was
submitted to the County in order to reduce the number of oak trees that would need to be removed.
The original alignment would have required the removal of an estimated 595 oak trees while the
revised alignment would require the removal of 62 oak trees. Please note the Lompoc Wind Energy
Project may also have required the removal of oak trees along San Miguelito Road although likely
substantially fewer than the proposed Project. Section 2.4.3 of Lompoc Wind Energy Project Final
EIR states that because the need for tree removal along San Miguelito Road “cannot be established
with certainty until the specific characteristics of the transport vehicles have been determined, the
analysis assumes that some road widening, grading, tree removal, and tree trimming would be
needed.” Please also see the response to Comment 9.19 below.

Like all elements of the proposed Project, the engineering design of the transmission line had not
been finalized at the time the Draft SEIR was prepared. The design was preliminary, which is the
usual situation at the time a Draft EIR is prepared. As described in Section 1.6 of the Draft SEIR, the
description of the Project presented in the SEIR does not reflect final engineering because
construction-level plans have not yet been prepared for the Project. Therefore, the impact analysis
is based on preliminary project information rather than final design. CEQA recognizes that detailed
project information, such as construction plans, is not required for preparation of an EIR. Section
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15124 of the State CEQA Guidelines states that an EIR should contain a “general description” of a
project’s characteristics and “should not supply extensive detail beyond that needed for evaluation
and review of the environmental impact.” Further, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15004(b) states
that an EIR “should be prepared as early as feasible in the planning process to enable environmental
considerations to influence project ... design.” As a result, detailed designs for the transmission line
were not available at the time the Draft SEIR was prepared and such designs will not be finalized
until sometime after Project approval when the Project goes through the building and safety plan
check process prior to the issuance of building permits.

The transmission line is currently proposed to be constructed with 44 poles as stated in SEIR Chapter
2, Project Description. The two referenced figures (Figures 2-4a and 2-4b) have overlap with 11 poles
shown on both figures. The exact number of poles for the transmission line could change slightly
between now and Project construction. Structural requirements for the transmission line will be
determined during the detailed engineering design process. However, possible changes to the
transmission line design are not expected to substantially alter the preliminary concept described
in the Draft SEIR. The most likely locations for changes to poles would be at places where the
transmission line turns and changes direction because these turn structures will experience
structural loads not experienced at locations where poles are located along a straight line.
Therefore, poles at turn locations will be stronger and will vary in design from other poles. For
example, one possible design solution at a turn would be to place each of the circuit’s three phases
on separate poles, which mean three poles would be located at such turns. There are also design
options for turns that utilize one or two poles, but each has design and construction tradeoffs. For
instance, if a single pole were to be used at a turn, it would likely consist of a stouter design with a
substantial foundation, whereas using multiple poles may avoid the use of heavier materials and
substantial foundations. Again, please see Section 1.6 of the Draft SEIR.

The proposed Project intends to utilize existing roads to a large extent for access to transmission
pole locations. Approximately 9.03 miles of existing access roads are proposed to be used for the
transmission line; however, an estimated 0.91 miles of new access roads would be created for the
proposed transmission line.

The Draft SEIR analyzes the Project as proposed to the County and requires mitigation where
needed to avoid or reduce adverse environmental impacts. The 83-inch transmission line conductor
spacing is required by MM BIO-15b to protect large birds including the condor and golden eagle.
This requirement is a recommendation that will become a condition of approval if the decision-
makers adopt it as part of the Project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, should the
Project be approved. Therefore, including this requirement in the Project Description of the SEIR is
not needed.

The County concurs that the transmission line should be marked to minimize collision risk to birds,
and MM BIO-15b has been revised to clarify this requirement. See the response to Comment 9.20
regarding the role of mitigation requirements.

The commenter states that many of the projects identified in Table 3-1 “surely” have power lines
associated with them and therefore these lines should be analyzed under cumulative effects in
Section 4.5.5. However, not enough information is known regarding whether any of these projects
have overhead transmission lines and, if so, where they would be located with respect to the
proposed SWEP. Section 4.5.5 analyses impacts from other cumulative projects that are reasonably
assumed to combine with the effects of the proposed Project.
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The Applicant stated to the County that the Project cannot use SODAR units alone. At least one
permanent meteorological tower will also be needed to meet the reporting requirements of the
California Independent System Operator (CAISO), which manages the electrical grid. Because wind
is an intermittent resource, CAISO uses a strict data reporting protocol requiring meteorological
towers in order to accurately forecast load and operate the grid. This information has been added
to Section 2.5.8, Meteorological Towers and SODAR.

Section 2.5.8 of the SEIR describes that a single met tower would be guy-wired as part of the
Applicant’s proposal. The Applicant’s description of the proposed Project did not specify that the
met towers would not use guy wires. However, as the commenter points out, MM BIO-15c adds this
requirement. It is not appropriate for the County or the SEIR preparers to change the description of
the Applicant’s proposed Project. Rather, the SEIR proposes modifications to the Project through
mitigation measures. Therefore, the description of the Applicant’s proposed Project in Chapter 2,
Project Description, has not been changed in the Final SEIR. See the response to Comment 9.20
regarding the role of mitigation requirements.

As discussed in the response to Comment 8.4, the text describing the possibility of road closures as
part of the proposed Project has been deleted from Section 2.5.9 of the Final SEIR. Road closures
are no longer part of the proposed Project.

Please refer to the response to Comment 8.4. Road closures are no longer part of the proposed
Project.

The text in Mitigation Measure REC-01 has been revised to include communication with La Purisima
Audubon Society. Because the intent of this measure is to inform the local recreation groups who
regularly use the site of the proposed 10-month construction schedule and anticipated construction
activities, the use of the term “communicate” is more suitable than the term “coordinate.”
Mitigation Measure REC-01 has been modified accordingly to avoid confusion, and the revised text
appears in Section 4.16.4 of the Final SEIR.

As discussed in the response to Comment 8.14, the changes to the characteristics of the Project site
and surrounding area are analyzed throughout the Draft SEIR, including changes related to aesthetic
characteristics, noise, traffic, and wildlife. These include significant and unavoidable (Class I) impacts
to aesthetics and wildlife. The Draft SEIR also addresses whether Project construction and operation
would temporarily or permanently impede an existing recreational use. The Final SEIR Section
4.16.4, Impact REC-1, has been expanded to consider the Project’s impact on the recreational
experience. In addition, the SEIR describes the physical changes associated with Project
implementation and how those changes would affect the environment.

As indicated in the comment, the Draft SEIR identifies several significant impacts associated with
the modifications of San Miguelito Road to facilitate the transport of wind turbine components,
including blades. As indicated in Section 5.4.3 of the Draft SEIR, helicopter transport of the Project’s
turbine blades is not reasonably feasible at this time. The blades of the proposed wind turbine
generators would be too heavy to be safely transported to the site by air. Please see the expanded
discussion of the Helicopter Transport of Turbine Blades alternative in Section 5.4.3 of the Final
SEIR. Airships capable of carrying payloads of this weight are not yet commercially available,
including the Lockheed Martin airship referenced by the commenter. The minor errors in Section
5.4.3 regarding Erickson, Inc., have been corrected in the Final SEIR, including the cited information
source.
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9.37

9.38

9.39

9.40

Thank you for this suggestion. The County is aware that the exclusive use of shorter blades would
reduce the degree of modifications required to San Miguelito Road. See also General Response GR-
4: Use of More and Smaller Turbines.

The requested revisions to the language of MM BIO-16 regarding who pays the biologist that
prepares the Adaptive Management Plan / Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy are unnecessary. The
measure already requires “Approval of the entire Plan by the County, in consultation with CDFW and
USFWS, is required prior to Zoning Clearance for the first and subsequent Project phases.” Therefore,
the commenter has not demonstrated that a conflict of interest exists regarding the preparation of
the plans. The County will not approve the plans until they meet all of the objectives and requirements
outlined in MMs BIO-16a through BIO-16d and have been reviewed by the CDFW and USFWS.

The requested language stating that operation of SWEP shall not commence until the Adaptive
Management Plan is implemented has not been added to the Final SEIR. By definition, adaptive
management is undertaken to address issues that arise during operation of a project, the specific
details of which cannot be known prior to operation. The intent of this plan is to closely monitor the
wind farm during operation to identify whether avian fatalities occur, whether special-status birds
and bats are killed, and to detect issues such as particular WTGs or times of year that result in avian
fatalities, and additional issue-specific measures to be undertaken to address the issues. Note that
MM BIO-16 does require that the Plan be approved by the County, in consultation with the USFWS
and CDFW, prior to Zoning Clearance.

The commenter requested a statement be added to MM BIO-16 acknowledging that take of golden
eagles is prohibited under California law; this statement has been added.

The commenter’s requested revision to MM BIO-16a has been included in the Final SEIR.
The commenter’s requested revisions to MM BIO-16c have been included in the Final SEIR.

The County concurs with the commenter’s request to add active control technology such as
IdentiFlight as part of the initial Project design, and this requirement has been added to MM BIO-
15b.

MM BIO-16d has been revised to require mortality monitoring for the life of the Project.

Most of the suggested revisions have been added to MM BIO-16d. See the response to Comment
9.31 regarding who pays the biologist.

The County concurs with the comment and has removed the requirements for mitigation research
and contribution to a species recovery program.

As stated in the response to Comment 9.3, the General Response GR-3: Consistency with State and
Federal Guidelines for Wind Energy Facilities, and Appendix C-8, the Applicant asserts that avian
studies conducted on the site informed the current site layout design. The commenter requests that
the voluntary state and federal wind energy guidelines be added to Section 4.5.2.2; however, that
section describes adopted regulations and laws that are applicable to the Project. This section is not
the appropriate place to discuss the guidelines in the SEIR, which already includes discussion of
them in Sections 4.5.1.3 and 4.5.4.2. This revision has not been made. The requested revisions to
MM BIO-15b and MM BIO-16b have been made. The National Environmental Policy Act has been
added to Section 4.5.2.2.
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9.41 The comment states the Draft SEIR is inadequate because the commenter believes the Project is
not consistent with the County’s Comprehensive Plan Conservation Element. Section 4.13.5 of the
Draft SEIR presents a thorough analysis of the Project’s consistency with applicable County plans
and policies and provides reasoning for the conclusions that were reached.

Please see General Response GR-1: Reasonable Range of Alternatives. Regarding a bird-friendly
alternative, please see General Response GR-2.

The comment suggests that the Draft SEIR’s mitigation program is inadequate but does not indicate
what is lacking in any of the mitigation measures and instead recommends a different project
design. The Draft SEIR presents a robust mitigation program to address the Project’s significant
impacts, including substantial mitigation measures for reducing impacts related to avian mortality.
Please note that there is a difference between the adequacy of the Draft SEIR’s proposed mitigation
measures and the adequacy of the analysis of alternatives. While mitigation and alternatives serve
a similar purpose, they are not the same thing. An EIR is not required to consider every conceivable
alternative to a project. Please refer to General Response GR-1: Reasonable Range of Alternatives.
There is no requirement to analyze all feasible alternatives, including all possible alternatives
capable of reducing environmental impacts. The fact that the commenter feels that other
alternatives should have been analyzed does not mean that a reasonable range of alternatives was
not analyzed.

9.42 The County was not part of the Dispute Resolution Agreement referred to by the commenter.
Therefore, the County is not able to comment on the referenced agreement. That agreement
apparently involved the owner of the LWEP who is not involved in the proposed SWEP. The
referenced agreement and the terms it contained were not part of the LWEP EIR nor part of the
conditions of approval for that project approved by the County. The SEIR for the proposed SWEP is
under no obligation to explain that previous agreement since the County was not involved in the
agreement and the agreement is not associated with the proposed Project. Please note that
mitigations, conditions, and agreements associated with a previous project are not automatically
made applicable to a new project, even if that project is located at the same site. Rather, the new
project is reviewed and assessed anew based on the specific proposal for the new project.

9.43 Thank you for expressing your opinion regarding the proposed Project. Your concerns will be shared
with the County’s decision makers. Regarding state and federal guidelines for wind energy projects,
please see GR-3: Consistency with State and Federal Guidelines for Wind Energy Facilities. The
Project’s impacts on oak trees in disclosed in Section 4.5, Biological Resources, of the Draft SEIR.
Please see General Response GR-5: Removal of Oak Trees, and the responses to Comments 9.6,
9.10, 9.11, and 9.12 above.
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Comment Set 10: Andrew J. Graf, Associate, Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo,
Representing Citizens for Responsible Wind Energy
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Response to Andrew J. Graf

This comment letter includes two attachments with technical comments and qualifications that the
commenter solicited from consultants for biological resources (Attachment A) and air quality (Attachment
B). Attachments A and B contain detailed technical comments which are summarized or reiterated in
many of the Graf comments, with reference to the attachments. Therefore, responses to the comment
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summaries refer the reader to the responses to the original, more detailed technical comments contained
within the comment letter attachments.

10.1 While various federal approvals are anticipated to be needed for Project implementation, as listed
in Draft SEIR Section 2.9.2, the County does not have any statutory responsibilities relevant to NEPA
and is not in a position to determine whether environmental review pursuant to NEPA would be
required for these federal approvals. The SEIR can be used as a resource by NEPA lead agencies in
preparing NEPA documentation needed for federal approvals.

The commenter is incorrect in stating that the Draft SEIR “mandates” that Applicant obtain federal
approvals to mitigate biological impacts. The Draft SEIR makes no such mandates and has no
authority to do so. The County coordinated with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and other federal
agencies during preparation of the Draft SEIR and used that agency’s input to prepare the impact
analysis for resource impact areas. The County did not “fail” to coordinate with relevant federal
agencies. Please note that NEPA includes a provision for cooperation between federal and
state/local agencies to reduce duplication among NEPA’s requirements and comparable state and
local requirements, such as CEQA (50 CFR 1506.2). Federal agencies may utilize the information in
the SEIR in preparing their NEPA analysis or in their decisions to issue permits.

There is no need or requirement for the County or any other CEQA lead agency to “certify” that
the Applicant receives all required federal permits and approvals. Obtaining such permits and
approvals is the Applicant’s responsibility. If the Applicant does not receive all required permits
and approvals, they will not be able to legally proceed with Project implementation.

The County does not need to wait until all other agencies have issued their approvals before issuing
its own approvals. Usually, permits from other agencies are issued after a project receives its
primary land use entitlement, which in this case would be the discretionary approvals required
from the County. It is for this reason that the County is the “lead agency” for CEQA review since it
has the principal responsibility for approving the Project (State CEQA Guidelines § 15367). Permits
and approvals from other agencies will likely come after the County’s approval of the Project, if it
decides to make such an approval.

10.2 The Draft SEIR project description is complete, thorough, and accurate. It describes the whole of
the action, including all reasonably foreseeable activities required for Project construction,
operation, and maintenance. The Draft SEIR also lists the intended uses of the SEIR in Section 2.9,
Project Approvals. Responses to more specific comments follow.

10.3 The comment states that the Draft SEIR project description fails to describe construction activities
associated with the proposed PG&E upgrades. The State CEQA Guidelines state that an EIR project
description must provide “A general description of the project’s technical, economic, and
environmental characteristics...” (Section 15124(c)) and that the project description “should not
supply extensive detail beyond that needed for evaluation and review of the environmental
impact” (Section 15124). Please refer to Appendix B of the Draft SEIR, Construction and Operation
Emissions Estimate Details, for detailed construction assumptions. Also, please see the response
to Comment 10.122.

In accordance with CEQA, the Draft SEIR analyzed proposed construction activities as a whole,
being sure to include all aspects of construction, including the PG&E upgrades. Timeframes for
Project construction are described in the Draft SEIR project description and those include the PG&E
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upgrades (see Section 2.6.1). Details regarding the PG&E upgrades associated with the Project
were included in the SEIR project description.

10.4 The Draft SEIR acknowledges that blasting might be required for WTG foundation construction
(Sections 2.5.1 and 2.6.11). Blasting is commonly used during construction in areas of rocky
substrate. The commenter implies that there may be a significant impact associated with blasting
during construction but does not identity any such impact. The SEIR preparers are not aware of
any significant impacts that are likely to result from blasting, especially considering the remote
nature of both the Project site and the individual WTG locations. The public would not be in the
vicinity of any blasting activities and, therefore, there is not a public health impact associated with
blasting that is reasonably foreseeable.

10.5 Plans for decommissioning of the Project are too speculative to analyze in detail at this time.
Decommissioning of the Project would be more than 30 years away. The Applicant is not required
to have a detailed decommissioning plan prepared before the Project has been constructed.
Section 15145 of the State CEQA Guidelines clearly indicate that an EIR should not engage in
speculation about impacts. Further, in accordance with Section 15146, the degree of specificity of
an EIR’s impact analysis is limited to the degree of specificity in the description of the underlying
activity. There is no plan for decommissioning at this time, so the SEIR’s impact analysis is
necessarily limited to a general concept for the decommissioning of the Project decades in the
future. To do otherwise would be to engage in speculation.

It is also not practical or meaningful to engage in detailed impact analysis for an activity that is so
far in the future. Environmental conditions could change in important ways between now and
three decades (or more) from now. In addition, environmental regulations and other regulations
that might be applicable to decommissioning activities in the future could change in substantive
ways by the time the Project is ready to be decommissioned. Further, methods and technologies
for undertaking decommissioning activities could evolve in significant ways in the future. For all of
these reasons, a meaningful analysis of decommissioning is not possible at this time. Instead, the
SEIR acknowledges that decommissioning of the Project is expected in the future but does not
attempt a detailed analysis of such ill-defined activities that would occur many years in the future.
Appropriate environmental review would occur when a Demolition and Reclamation Plan is
submitted in the future and would address the environmental conditions and regulations that
would be in place at that time.

While the County’s Energy Element promotes life-cycle analysis of a Project, that does not mean
that the SEIR should engage in speculative analysis contrary to CEQA’s requirements. For the
reasons articulated above, there are practical limits to the ability to conduct meaningful analysis
of decommissioning at this time. The paragraph cited by the commenter from the LWEP EIR
regarding decommissioning is still applicable to the proposed SWEP and a similar paragraph has
been added to the Final SEIR. Thank you for pointing this out.

10.6 As required by CEQA, the Draft SEIR lists the anticipated approvals required to implement the
proposed Project (see Section 2.9). The SEIR preparers did their best to identify all potential
approvals and sought input from the Applicant and agencies in compiling this list. What is most
important in this list of permits and approvals is identifying the discretionary approvals of other
agencies that will need to rely on the information in the SEIR in issuing their approvals. Other
agencies that need to issue discretionary approvals are defined by CEQA as responsible agencies
(State CEQA Guidelines § 15381).
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10.7

10.8

10.9

The commenter cites a California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) “Notice of Construction”,
which was identified in Section 2.5.5 of the Draft SEIR. The comment indicates that this Notice of
Construction should be listed as required approval. The Notice of Construction has been added to
the Section 2.9 of the Final SEIR.

The Draft SEIR analysis includes impacts associated with the proposed PG&E upgrades (see the
response to Comment 10.3 above).

The commenter indicates that inconsistent descriptions of the Project’s size and impacts are
presented throughout the Draft SEIR and its supporting documentation. The total wind farm area
(total property acreage with the WTGs, the O&M building and the substation, excluding the
transmission line and San Miguelito Road) is approximately 2,971 acres and the total Project area
(the wind farm area, the transmission line and San Miguelito Road) is approximately 5,887 acres.
Both of these numbers are presented throughout the document to reference the different
descriptions of the Project area dependent upon circumstances where only the WTG site is
described or the larger Project area including the WTG site and transmission line is described.
Where needed, the Final SEIR clarifies this. In supporting documentation (i.e., Appendices), other
acreage numbers may be referenced for the Project area as these supporting studies may have
been conducted for prior site boundaries that were modified at a later stage. Although these
numbers do not reflect the final acreage numbers presented in the Draft SEIR, they do not
necessarily change the conclusions reached in those supporting studies. All final impact
conclusions are presented in the Draft SEIR.

The total acreage of temporary and permanent disturbance has been calculated at 171.5 acres for
the Project. The presentation of impact acreages ranging between 171.5 and 190.5 throughout the
document have to do with the type of impacts being quantified. Acreage impacts will vary
depending on the issue area section. For example, you will find several different acreage impact
numbers in the Biological Resources section, depending on which type of impact is being quantified
(e.g., vegetation and habitat, aerial impact).

The commenter asserts that the descriptions of the environmental setting in the Draft SEIR are not
described in sufficient detail but does not provide a basis for this assertion. The commenter quotes
text from the State CEQA Guidelines but does not indicate how this text is relevant to the assertion
that the Draft SEIR environmental setting is insufficient. Responses to more specific comments
follow.

The commenter asserts that the regional environmental setting is not adequately described in the
Draft SEIR and cites the lack of description of the Jack and Laura Dangermond Preserve as the basis
for this assertion. The commenter quotes text from the State CEQA Guidelines but does not
indicate how this text is relevant to the assertion that the Draft SEIR environmental setting is
inadequate.

The Draft SEIR provides a detailed description of the biological and ecological resources that exist
in the area. This includes descriptions of vegetation (both common and sensitive); habitat; land
cover; wildlife of all types; endangered, threatened, rare, and other sensitive species; wildlife
migration; and wetlands and other sensitive aquatic features. This a comprehensive description of
the biological and ecological resources in the area and provides an adequate basis for assessing
the Project’s impacts. The Draft SEIR appropriately focuses the description of the environment on
the resources that could be significantly affected by the proposed Project and fully describes those
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resources. The Draft SEIR does not state or imply that the area surrounding the Project site is
“nondescript farmland.”

The commenter asserts that the Project would cause significant impacts on the Dangermond
Preserve. To respond more fully to this comment, the commenter would need to indicate what
type of impact would occur and how that impact would be caused by the proposed Project.

Although the Dangermond Preserve was not specified directly by name, the area was described in
the environmental setting. However, the Final SEIR has been revised to include Dangermond
Preserve.

10.10 The Draft SEIR describes environmental conditions and environmental resources that exist
throughout the area affected by the proposed Project, including the area of the PG&E upgrades.
However, the Draft SEIR uses maps to show where resources are located after they’ve been
described. This is efficient, user friendly, and effective. Where information about resources is
presented quantitatively, those quantities include the area of the PG&E upgrades as well as other
areas where Project facilities would be constructed. The comment provides no example indicating
that important environmental resources in the area of the PG&E upgrades were missed in the
impact analysis.

10.11 The commenter asserts that the SEIR does not accurately and adequately describe the area
affected for “numerous” biological resources. Responses to more specific comments follow.

10.12 This comment reiterates Comment 10.69. Please see the response to that comment.

10.13 This comment reiterates Comments 10.70 through 10.72. Please see the responses to those
comments.

10.14 This comment reiterates Comment 10.73. Please see the response to that comment.

10.15 The text quoted by the commenter from the Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual is
not a significance threshold, rather it is direction for conducting the impact analysis. The
commenter goes on to describe that a Storm Water Quality Management Plan (SWQMP) must be
prepared if a project would have a significant storm water quality impact. As discussed under
Impact WAT-1, the Project will be required to prepare a SWQMP and a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which will require the design and implementation of best management
practices (BMPs) to reduce potential water quality impacts. Adherence to the existing regulations
governing SWPPP and BMPs will ensure that impacts from polluted runoff are avoided and that
sensitive riparian and wetland resources are protected from such runoff. By law, SWPPPs must be
prepared by professionals who are specifically licensed to prepare such plans in accordance with
Clean Water Act regulations. The Draft SEIR cannot describe the specific BMPs that will be required
for the Project because the SWPPP has not yet been prepared and BMP design is very project- and
site-specific. SWPPPs are prepared at a point when much more detailed construction plans are
developed, which typically is sometime after project approval. Existing regulations for SWPPPs
require that BMPs include all feasible measures to avoid adverse storm water quality impacts.

10.16 This comment asserts that the Draft SEIR fails to adequately disclose and analyze all sign impact.
Responses to more specific comments follow.

10.17 Please see the responses to Comments 10.120 through 10.123.
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10.18

10.19
10.20
10.21

10.22

10.23
10.24
10.25
10.26

10.27
10.28
10.29
10.30

10.31
10.32
10.33
10.34
10.35
10.36
10.37
10.38
10.39

This comment reiterates Comments 10.120 and 10.121. Please see the response to those
comments.

This comment reiterates Comment 10.122. Please see the response to that comment.
This comment reiterates Comment 10.123. Please see the response to that comment.

See the responses to Comments 10.67 through 10.119 regarding S. Cashen’s comments on the
Draft SEIR.

This comment reiterates Comments 10.76 through 10.78 regarding Gaviota tarplant. See the
responses to those comments.

This comment reiterates Comment 10.78. Please see the response to that comment.
This comment reiterates Comment 10.79. Please see the response to that comment.
This comment reiterates Comments 10.80 and 10.81. Please see the responses to those comments.

This comment reiterates Comments 10.82 through 10.84. Please see the responses to those
comments.

This comment reiterates Comment 10.85. Please see the response to that comment.
This comment reiterates Comments 10.86 and 10.87. Please see the responses to those comments.
This comment reiterates Comment 10.88. Please see the response to that comment.

This comment reiterates Comments 10.89 through 10.93. Please see the responses to those
comments.

This comment reiterates Comment 10.89. Please see the response to that comment.
This comment reiterates Comment 10.90. Please see the response to that comment.
This comment reiterates Comment 10.91. Please see the response to that comment.
This comment reiterates Comment 10.92. Please see the response to that comment.
This comment reiterates Comment 10.93. Please see the response to that comment.
See the response to Comment 10.5 regarding decommissioning.

This comment reiterates Comment 10.97. Please see the response to that comment.
This comment reiterates Comment 10.101. Please see the response to that comment.

The agency responsible for issuing permits pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA)
is the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USCAE). An EIR is not required to identify and analyze the Least
Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA). Rather that is a type of alternative that
must be identified by the USACE in making a decision to issue an Individual Permit pursuant to
CWA Section 404. The LEDPA is not relevant to CEQA’s requirements for preparation of an EIR and
the County does not need to identify the LEDPA for the proposed Project. Please see the analysis
under Impact BIO-3 (Wetlands, Seeps, and Springs, and Features Subject to Regulation by the
USACE, Santa Barbara County, or CDFW) for impacts to waters and wetlands of the U.S. MM BIO-
9 is proposed to minimize or avoid direct and indirect impacts and would require the preparation
and implementation of a Wetland Avoidance and Riparian Habitat Restoration Plan. MMs BIO-1
through BIO-3, BIO-11c, and BIO-11d are also required to avoid or minimize impacts to
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jurisdictional resources. These measures require development and implementation of a Worker
Education and Awareness Program, minimizing the amount of ground disturbance, clearly marking
disturbance limits and environmentally sensitive habitats in the field, and biological monitoring
and reporting. With the implementation of these measures, impacts would be mitigated to a less-
than-significant level (Class II).

The County’s Energy Element does not state that a full life-cycle analysis of alternative energy
needs to be part of an EIR, and this is also not a requirement of CEQA. The Energy Element states
that the full life-cycle environmental effects of alternative energy use need to be considered by
the County. Section 4.13.5 of the Draft SEIR (p. 4.13-18) states that wind energy projects have a
high net energy payback and low greenhouse emissions. The SEIR’s analysis of the Project’s
consistency with the Energy Element is valid. The fact that the environmental impacts of the
decommissioning phase of the Project cannot be analyzed in detail at this time does not invalidate
the SEIR’s conclusion that the Project would be consistent with the Energy Element. See the
response to Comment 10.5 regarding decommissioning. A full policy consistency analysis for the
project including with the Energy Element will be provided at a later date in the staff report to the
Planning Commission.

Please see the response to Comment 10.4 above.

The comment asserts the Draft SEIR mitigation measures are inadequate. Response to more
specific comments follow.

The referenced avoidance and protection measures listed in Section 2.5.5 are considered part of
the proposed Project and are treated as such in the SEIR. The SEIR considers these measures but
does not rely on them to reduce the Project’s significant impacts. A review of the impact analyses
in Chapter 4 of the SEIR shows that the Project’s avoidance and protection measures are not relied
upon to reduce or avoid impacts. Instead, the SEIR evaluates the impacts of the overall Project,
including all of its constituent parts, and presents mitigation measures to reduce or avoid
significant impacts even if this mitigation is similar to or duplicative of the Project’s avoidance and
protection measures. The mitigation measures presented in the SEIR are more detailed than the
corresponding avoidance and protection measures in Section 2.5.5, making them more effective
in ensuring that significant impacts would be reduced.

Section 4.5 of the Draft SEIR provides a robust mitigation strategy for impacts to biological
resources. The commenter provides no specific examples of how the SEIR fails to incorporate
CDFW’s suggested mitigation measures. In addition, as the commenter states, the measures and
mitigation strategies identified in CDFW’s scoping letter are recommendations, and ultimately it is
the County’s responsibility to develop mitigation that satisfies its own responsibilities under CEQA.
The County has incorporated much of CDFW’s suggestions and CDFW may impose additional
requirements on the Project through the permitting processes for which it is responsible.

This comment reiterates Comment 10.103. Please see the response to that comment.
This comment reiterates Comment 10.105. Please see the response to that comment.
This comment reiterates Comment 10.106. Please see the response to that comment.
This comment reiterates Comment 10.107. Please see the response to that comment.

This comment reiterates Comment 10.108. Please see the response to that comment.
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This comment reiterates Comment 10.109.
This comment reiterates Comment 10.110.
This comment reiterates Comment 10.111.
This comment reiterates Comment 10.112.
This comment reiterates Comment 10.113.
This comment reiterates Comment 10.114.
This comment reiterates Comment 10.115.
This comment reiterates Comment 10.116.
This comment reiterates Comment 10.117.
This comment reiterates Comment 10.118.

This comment reiterates Comment 10.119.

Please see the response to that comment.
Please see the response to that comment.
Please see the response to that comment.
Please see the response to that comment.
Please see the response to that comment.
Please see the response to that comment.
Please see the response to that comment.
Please see the response to that comment.
Please see the response to that comment.
Please see the response to that comment.

Please see the response to that comment.

The commenter states that no scientific data is presented to support the conclusion that
implementation of a SWPPP and SWQMP will effectively reduce potential water contaminants,
including erosion, sediment and other pollutants, on the grounds that project-specific BMPs are
not presented, and without these project-specific BMPs it is impossible to properly evaluate the
impact. The commenter references Mitigation Measure GEO-2 (Grading and Drainage Plan), which
does list BMPs, and states that this measure is not mentioned or analyzed in the Hydrology and
Water Quality section.

By law, SWPPPs must be prepared by professionals who are licensed to prepare such plans in
accordance with Clean Water Act regulations. The Draft SEIR cannot describe the specific BMPs
that will be required for the Project because the SWPPP has not yet been prepared and BMP design
is very project- and site-specific. SWPPPs are prepared at a point when much more detailed
construction plans are developed, which typically is sometime after project approval. Existing
regulations for SWPPPs require that BMPs include all feasible measures to avoid adverse storm
water quality impacts. Implementation of and adherence to a SWPPP that conforms to the
California General Construction Permit is generally considered enough to prevent violation of
water quality standards, as is compliance with other similar legal requirements the intent of which
is to prevent contamination of water.

The same applies to the SWQMP. As stated in the comment, Santa Barbara County Significance
Guidelines presume that implementation of BMPs will reduce water quality impacts to a less-than-
significant level. However, it is not the case that all project-specific BMPs, and their expected
specific effectiveness, must be listed in the EIR. BMPs can be more-effectively developed at the
time construction plans are developed. Until such time, only a general list of typical BMPs could be
developed, and these could be changed by specific construction details. Santa Barbara County does
require certain minimum elements that must be in a SWQMP, which would be reviewed and
approved by Santa Barbara County before construction. These include identification of pollutant
sources, design and placement of project-specific BMPs intended to address the pollutants, and
inspection and maintenance of BMPs over the life of the project.

A Grading and Drainage Plan (referred to in the text as a grading, erosion-control, and drainage
plan) is not listed as a mitigation measure in the Hydrology and Water Quality section of the Draft
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SEIR because it is a standard Santa Barbara County requirement. In this case, the SEIR text does list
a series of general BMPs required by the County. Additional general BMPs are listed in the Santa
Barbara County Grading Code. The purpose of these requirements is to prevent contamination of
surface water. The grading and drainage plan would be prepared by a registered civil engineer and
reviewed and approved by Santa Barbara County prior to construction.

Given these requirements, it is reasonable to conclude, without listing specific BMPs (many of
which cannot be effectively developed prior to the site design), that water quality impacts would
be reduced to a less-than-significant level. Mitigation Measure GEO-2 and the Hazards and
Hazardous Materials mitigation measures also address issues that relate to and would help
mitigate water quality impacts. However, these mitigation measures are mainly oriented to other
issues and are not necessary to arrive at this Hydrology and Water Quality significance conclusion
(Class Il1).

Please see the responses to Comments 10.15 and 10.61.
Please see the responses to Comments 10.15 and 10.61.

This comment raises objections to two of the mitigation measures recommended for short-term
construction noise. The comment requests changing MM NOI-2 to “require all Project activities
within 1,600 feet of non-participating residences” to adhere to a schedule of 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.
Mitigation Measure NOI-2 has been revised in the Final SIER to include these stipulations.

The comment also requests changing MM NOI-6 to clarify when notification should be provided to
nearby residences. The text of MM NOI-6 indicates that “unusually loud” activities include
helicopters, blasting or pile driving, and these activities would warrant notification. MM NOI-2 has
been revised to indicate that the use of helicopters, blasting, or pile driving shall not occur within
1,600 feet of non-participating residences and the MM outlines provisions to reduce noise if
activities are within 1,600 feet of non-participating residences.

No significant impacts related to blasting have been identified; therefore, mitigation related to
blasting is not needed. The measures suggested in the comment primarily consist of existing
requirements. As indicated in Section 4.1.2 of the Draft SEIR, the impact analysis assumed that
applicable laws, regulations, and policies of the County and other jurisdictions with authority over
the Project would be applied as required. Please see the response to Comment 10.4.

As demonstrated in the responses to the commenter’s preceding comments, the Draft SEIR is not
“legally inadequate” nor does it include any “legal errors” as the commenter contends. All of the
Project’s significant impacts have been identified in the Draft SEIR and the information presented
by the commenter does not provide compelling evidence to the contrary. In preparing and
circulating the Draft SEIR, the County has adequately fulfilled its responsibilities under CEQA.

Attachment A: Biological Resources

10.67
10.68

See the response to Comment 10.7 regarding Project size.

The exact length of existing roads that would require widening is not currently known, but the
analysis conservatively assumes that all existing would require widening and grading. There are
existing roads to many of the transmission pole sites. The referenced SEIR figures do not show
these existing roads that provide access to individual pole sites.
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10.72
10.73

Section 4.5 of the SEIR and the supporting documentation in Appendix C identify the potential for
bats, including special-status bats, to roost in the Project area. In addition, MM BIO-14e provides
a detailed mitigation strategy to locate roosts near Project activities, and disturbance-free buffers
to avoid impacts. It is not necessary to undertake a comprehensive survey for all bat roosts within
the Project site, as roosts can vary from year to year. Rather, the appropriate approach is to
conduct pre-construction surveys for roosts in the vicinity of planned activities and implement
avoidance measures.

The bat roosting surveys referenced by the commenter were pre-construction surveys conducted
for the LWEP before that project was abandoned. These surveys were required by that project’s
authorization from the County. The surveys are described in detail in Appendix A-15, Lompoc Wind
Energy Project Final Spring and Autumn Bat Migration Pre-Construction Survey Technical Report,
of the SWEP Biological Technical Report in Appendix C-1 of the SEIR. Although no roosts were
identified, potential roosting habitat for several species was noted on site.

As described in Section 4.5.1.3 of the SEIR, avian surveys including eagle surveys were conducted
with the concurrence of the USFWS Migratory Bird Division staff. See also Appendix C-8 for the
results of surveys completed after the publication of the Draft SEIR. The County has coordinated
with the USFWS during the preparation of the SEIR, and firmly believes that adequate data
collection has occurred at the Project site over the past 10+ years. The SEIR acknowledges that
impacts to golden eagles could occur, and has identified this impact as significant and unavoidable
(Class ). A robust mitigation strategy is proposed to minimize risk to eagles and other birds which
includes active control technology such as IdentiFlight, which is required to be installed prior to
operations, and adaptive management during operations (see response to Comment 9.36).

The commenter suggests that the avian migration surveys conducted in 2016 were not conducive
to detecting golden eagle activity; however, 10 individual eagles were observed during the surveys.
Golden eagles were also identified on site during 2008 surveys. Golden eagle was a target species
of an aerial raptor survey conducted in November 2016. The results of these surveys are described
in MFR No. 3, Autumn 2016 Aerial Raptor Survey (Appendix A-18 of the SWEP Biological Technical
Report in Appendix C-1 of the SEIR). See also Appendix C-8 for the results of avian surveys
completed after the publication of the Draft SEIR, including new aerial raptor nest surveys.

Regarding weather conditions at the time of the autumn 2016 avian migration surveys, Table 2 of
the report referenced by the commenter indicates that the single-point count survey conducted
on 11/23/16 was ended early due to weather conditions. Conditions for the other surveys were
conducive to detecting the target species. The County believes that the body of data that has been
collected on site during surveys for the LWEP, SWEP, and other observations reported on the eBird
website and provided by Audubon members is sufficient to analyze impacts from the proposed
Project.

See the response to Comment 10.70 regarding eagle surveys.

The SEIR has been revised describe that presence/absence surveys rather than abundance surveys
have been conducted on site (see page 4.5-27). However, note that the SEIR does consider all coast
buckwheat mapped on site as potentially occupied habitat. Therefore, the SEIR does not mislead
the reader regarding the presence of El Segundo blue butterfly. Regarding the extent of coast
buckwheat on site, on page 4.5-22 (in the section referenced by the commenter) the text clearly
states “During the spring 2018 rare plant surveys for the SWEP, biologists mapped the locations and
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extent of coast buckwheat to better quantify the distribution of El Segundo blue butterfly habitat
within the current Project configuration (see Figure 4.5-6).” [Italics added for emphasis]. See the
response to Comment 10.7 regarding various previous project configurations. The Draft SEIR reports
the acreages associated with the current Project configuration, and supporting reports often include
areas that are no longer a part of the proposed development footprint.

The comment deals with indirect impacts to wildlife, particularly the indirect impacts resulting
from SWEP’s increased impacts to oak woodland and forest as compared to the LWEP. The
comment also notes potential indirect impacts of habitat fragmentation and low-frequency turbine
noise. The LWEP EIR describes indirect impacts to wildlife in all habitats (not just oak woodlands)
in qualitative terms and the SWEP Draft SEIR states correctly that the SWEP indirect impacts would
be the same. The comment notes that SWEP’s impacts to oak woodlands would be quantitatively
greater than LWEP analysis, but this does not affect the qualitative description of indirect impacts.
The comment quotes from the Draft SEIR’s analysis of impacts to oak trees and woodlands, that
the “effects would be substantial.” That language refers to direct and indirect effects to oak trees
and woodlands, not wildlife, and is not relevant to the commenter’s discussion of indirect wildlife
impacts. The comment cites literature sources on the potential effects of habitat fragmentation
and states that fragmentation should not be characterized as temporary or minor. This point may
be correct in some cases, but it is not relevant to the LWEP EIR or SWEP Draft SEIR, which do not
characterize it in those terms. Finally, regarding noise (including very low-frequency noise) the
potential indirect effects of noise and vibration on wildlife are described in the LWEP EIR and
incorporated by reference and summarized in the SWEP Draft SEIR.

The commenter expresses the opinion that the Draft SEIR does not adequately disclose and analyze
indirect impacts to wildlife and the Project would have several significant indirect impacts on
wildlife. The County firmly believes the Draft SEIR identifies and adequately mitigates indirect
impacts to wildlife. See the response to Comment 10.74.

The comment reviews Gaviota tarplant’s distribution and summarizes impacts described in the
Draft SEIR. The commenter disagrees with the Draft SEIR’s conclusion that the impacts would be
less than significant with mitigation, stating that mitigation measures do not address
fragmentation or pollination. Note that Gaviota tarplant occurrence and impacts discussion in the
Final SEIR has been updated to include more recent field survey data; the 2019 survey report has
been added to the SEIR as Appendix C-9. These two points are expanded in the following two
comments. Please see responses to comments 10.77 and 10.78.

The comment discusses potential habitat fragmentation impacts to Gaviota tarplant, citing Draft
SEIR Figure 4.5-4a (Special-status Plant Survey Results), and quotes from the US Fish and Wildlife
Service’s (USFWS) 5-year Review of the species (citation in footnote 59) regarding self-
incompatibility (Gaviota tarplant cannot self-pollinate and therefore must receive pollen from
another individual in order to produce seeds), gene flow, and potential detrimental effects to small
or isolated plant populations. Note that page 5 of the same USFWS source defines the word
“population” as “a group of interbreeding individuals in the biological sense of the word.” Footnote
47 in the comment letter correctly points out ambiguous usage of “population” in the rare plant
survey results, carried over into the Draft SEIR. The cited USFWS 5-year review recognizes seven
“main populations” of Gaviota tarplant, including the Tranquillon Mountain / Sudden Peak
population at the Project site.
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The SWEP Draft SEIR Section 4.5.1.4, Endangered, Threatened, Rare, and Other Sensitive Species
summarizes the results of field surveys for Gaviota tarplant on the site and maps the locations on
Figure 4.5-43, cited in the comment. Please also refer to updated text and Figure 4.5-4c in the Final
SEIR. The text and figures indicate that Gaviota tarplant is found in separate groupings or patches
(ambiguously termed “populations” in Biological Resources Technical Report Addendum No. 1,
Appendix C2 of the Draft SEIR). This terminology has been clarified in Final SEIR Section 4.5.1.4.
About 34 of these patches are large enough to be depicted on Figure 4.5-4a. About 14 are
contiguous patches of roughly one acre to several dozen acres, and about 20 are smaller, some
only a few hundred square feet. Many other patches are smaller still and cannot be seen on the
figure. Refined surveys and mapping (Figure 4.5-4c of the Final SEIR) indicate many additional small
patches of occupied habitat. Together, these patches constitute the Tranquillon Mountain /
Sudden Peak population identified in the USFWS 5-year review cited by the commenter. The
adverse effects of fragmentation described in the quoted material apply to small or isolated
populations. However, the 2018 field surveys identified more than 4.5 million individual Gaviota
tarplants on the site and the 2019 surveys identified more than 6.0 million (Final SEIR Section
4.5.1.4, Endangered, Threatened, Rare, and Other Sensitive Species). Nothing in the quoted text
regarding self-incompatibility, gene flow, or small populations is reasonably applicable to a
population numbering more than 4.5 million or 6.0 million individuals.

In the existing patchy Gaviota tarplant distribution (SEIR Figures 4.5-4a and 4.5-4c), gaps between
occupied habitat patches are often several hundred feet and in some cases about 2,000-3,000 feet.
Project access roads would cross occupied Gaviota tarplant habitat, and some Project turbines and
the substation would be located within occupied habitat. SWEP roads would be gravel surfaced,
and 22 to 40 feet wide (SEIR Section 2.5.9, On-Site Access Roads). The substation would be about
one acre (SEIR Section 2.5.2, On-site Substation). In many cases there would be no change to
occupied habitat contiguity. In some cases, Project components would create new gaps within
occupied habitat patches, but none of these gaps would cause substantial changes from the
existing patchy distribution of occupied habitat on the site. The SEIR treats all of these habitat
effects as direct impacts to Gaviota tarplant and identifies appropriate mitigation. Further,
temporary soil disturbance occurring during Project construction will be subject to revegetation
and likely to recover as suitable and occupied Gaviota tarplant habitat; see footnote 52 of this
comment letter and citations therein. Surrounding land use (grazing) would remain as it is now.
None of the Project-related habitat impacts are expected to cause or worsen the types of adverse
population-scale fragmentation impacts addressed in the comment or in the USFWS analysis.
Nothing in the comment or the record indicates that Gaviota tarplant habitat fragmentation
(separate from the direct impacts to occupied habitat) would be a significant direct or indirect
impact of the proposed SWEP.

10.78 The comment addresses potential impacts to Gaviota tarplant pollinators, emphasizing the
importance of insect pollinators for its reproduction. The comment asserts that the following
language from the SEIR is an unsupported conclusion: “[t]he Project would not substantially
eliminate access to food sources or habitat for pollinators of the tarplant because the undisturbed
habitat that would surround the finished Project components would continue to support a mixture
of grassland, shrubland, and woodland habitats, and would thus continue to provide habitat for
pollinators.” In fact, the quoted sentence supports its own conclusion by stating that surrounding
undisturbed vegetation would continue to provide habitat for pollinators. The conclusion is based
on text descriptions of the project in the SEIR Chapter 2, Project Description, and acreages in Table
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2-1 (Comparison of Lompoc Wind Energy Project and SWEP). The total permanent and temporary
Project disturbance acreage on the site is 149.9 acres, or 5 percent of the site. No land use changes
are proposed for the remainder of the site. While potential indirect impacts to vegetation and
habitat are not raised in this comment, those impacts also are addressed in the SEIR (see response
to Comment 10.74). The SEIR properly evaluates potential impacts to Gaviota tarplant pollinators
and their habitat, and properly concludes that the Project would not substantially impact them.

The comment points out that wind turbines are likely to kill insects, citing a study of migratory
insects in Germany. The comment names four types of insects (classified in the unrelated insect
orders flies [Diptera], bees [Hymenopteral, and butterflies and skippers [Lepidopteral), citing the
USFWS. The cited report notes that “several species” in these orders pollinate Gaviota tarplant,
but does not name the species. The comment claims that these insects fly at heights where they
are susceptible to wind turbine collision (again, citing the study of migratory insects in Germany),
even though the species themselves have not been identified and are unlikely to have been
identified in the German report. The comment and the literature it cites (1) provide no evidence
that Gaviota tarplant pollinators may be vulnerable to turbine strikes, (2) provide no evidence that
turbine mortality (if it should occur) could substantially affect overall numbers of one or more
Gaviota tarplant pollinators, and (3) provide no evidence that Gaviota tarplant would not
reproduce effectively even if one or more of its pollinators suffered substantial population losses
by simply relying on one of its several other insect pollinators. The possibility that the Project’s
wind turbines could substantially affect multiple unrelated pollinator populations to the point that
Gaviota tarplant reproduction is substantially compromised is entirely speculative and need not be
addressed according to CEQA. (State CEQA Guidelines § 15145)

The comment concludes by raising similar pollination concerns about coast buckwheat,
recommending research on pollinator impacts which may inform future adaptive management
measures or a need for supplemental mitigation. The recommended research project, while
interesting, would not serve to mitigate any potentially significant impact identified in the Draft
SEIR or in the comment. The comment speculates that coast buckwheat pollinator(s) could be
affected by the wind turbines, but provides no further information (e.g., the species or order of
the pollinators, their flight patterns, seasonality, or habitats, or life histories). As above, the
possibility that the Project’s wind turbines could substantially affect pollinator populations to the
point that coast buckwheat reproduction is substantially compromised is entirely speculative and
need not be addressed according to CEQA. In the absence of a potentially significant impact, CEQA
does not provide the County with the authority to require mitigation in the EIR (CEQA Section
15041).

10.79 The comment identifies inconsistencies between the Draft SEIR and the Biological Resources
Technical Report (BRTR, Appendix C-1, dated 2018) regarding potential occurrence of La Purisima
manzanita within project footprint areas. The Project site plan and grading footprint have been
revised slightly since the BRTR was prepared, and the SEIR analyzes the current site plan. The La
Purisima manzanita location is outside the current proposed Project footprint. Section 4.5.1.4,
Endangered, Threatened, Rare, and Other Sensitive Species and Figure 4.5-4a have been revised to
indicate the plant’s correct location relative to the proposed Project disturbance area. The
comment notes that black-flowered figwort has been identified along the access and transmission
line routes, and states that specific impacts to this plant are not identified in the Draft SEIR. Black-
flowered figwort would be impacted by transmission line construction as indicated in Draft SEIR
Section 4.5.4, under Impact BIO-6 (Other Special-Status Plants) and shown in Figure 4.5-4b. Impacts
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to herbaceous plants such as this are evaluated by areal extent rather than numbers of plants.
Measure BIO-5 (Pre-construction Rare Plant Surveys and Restoration) would mitigate any potential
impacts to either species to less than significant. MM BIO-5 specifies performance criteria for
herbaceous plants (such as black-flowered figwort) of 3 acres of occupied habitat to be re-
established and protected for each impacted acre. While no impacts to La Purisima manzanita are
expected, the measure requires 3 plants to be re-established and protected for each impacted tree
or shrub (including La Purisima manzanita).

The paragraph from the Draft SEIR cited by the commenter clearly states that the LWEP EIR
identified over 30 species, and that the list that follows the paragraph focuses only on species that
have new information available to add to the LWEP EIR information. Because this is a Supplemental
EIR, it is appropriate to focus only on what has changed since the original EIR was published. The
SEIR discloses all of the required information for special-status wildlife; however, we have revised
the underlined words in this comment to read as “...the additional following species are also now
known or expected to occur at least occasionally in the Project area, and could potentially be
impacted by Project activities.”

The Draft SEIR was organized in standard manner for such documents and is consistent with
direction articulated in Sections 15120 through 15132 of the State CEQA Guidelines. Making
references to other sections of the Draft SEIR and to sections of the LWEP EIR is appropriate in
order to avoid unnecessary duplication of information and is consistent with CEQA’s requirements.
The County believes the environmental impacts of the proposed Project are clearly articulated in
the Draft SEIR even if that means the reader must sometimes be referred to other sections of the
Draft SEIR or to the LWEP EIR.

The comment notes some of the complexities of defining “habitat,” using the coast horned lizard
as an example. It describes suitable habitat as a combination of vegetation structure, availability
of prey animals (ants), and sandy soil conditions. Whereas the BRTR estimates suitable habitat
acreage for coast horned lizard based on vegetation type alone, the commenter believes that this
approach overestimates actual habitat suitability and may have “obscured the severity of Project
impacts to the coast horned lizard.” The comment concludes with a recommendation to refine the
estimates of total acreage and project impact acreage to habitat for each special-status species.

The comment requests an unreasonable level of analysis. The analysis of potential impacts to
special-status wildlife species, including coast horned lizard, provides decision makers with
sufficient information to take intelligent account of environmental consequences of the proposed
Project and alternatives. Vegetation is a good proxy for habitat suitability for most special-status
wildlife species. In the commenter’s coast horned lizard example, the LWEP EIR and the SWEP Draft
SEIR conservatively estimate impact acreage as the sum of impacts to grassland and scrub habitats.
This estimate does not take into account the localized distribution of prey species or sandy soils
within those vegetation types. However, native ants may be found in any of these habitats and
coast horned lizards can and do occur in scrub habitats where suitably sandy soils are found only
in scattered patches. Adding ant distribution and sandy soil locations to the analysis could refine
the habitat acreage but would necessitate labor intensive field surveys over thousands of acres.
Ant surveys would need to be completed during appropriate seasons, and sandy soil patches could
only be mapped on the ground (a GIS overlay of soil types would not capture localized sand patches
that would suit coast horned lizard habitat needs). Even if it were completed, this level of analysis
would not meaningfully improve understanding of potential coast horned lizard occurrence or
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impacts and would be far out of proportion to the species’ conservation status, considering its
widespread distribution in southern California and that it is not listed, proposed for listing, or a
candidate for listing under State or federal Endangered Species Acts. Expanding the level of field
data collection and geographic analysis from this single example to all 37 special-status wildlife
species potentially occurring on the site (see Draft SEIR Section 4.5.4.2, Proposed Project Impacts
and Mitigation Measures under Impact BIO-9, Special-status Wildlife) would expand the scope of
the SEIR far beyond reason.

10.82 Defensible space was accounted for in developing impact acreages for coast buckwheat, and the
acreages presented in the SEIR include defensible space requirements. The text of the SEIR has
been revised to better clarify this and more precisely report the impact acreage as 8.3 acres.

10.83 The field surveys for coast buckwheat (i.e., the host plant of the endangered El Segundo blue
butterfly, ESSB) were limited to the proposed Project footprint and a 100-foot buffer as well as the
100-foot-wide transmission line corridor and adjacent vehicle access corridor (see Table 4.5-1,
Summary of Surveys Conducted at the Project Site). This point has been clarified in Final SEIR
Sections 4.5.1.4 and 4.5.4.2. Coast buckwheat is widespread and common in Santa Barbara County
and no doubt is much more widespread throughout areas of the property where no inventories
were conducted. This point has been clarified in Final SEIR Section 4.5.1.4. Regarding the temporal
impact to habitat as coast buckwheat plants mature, Mitigation Measure BIO-13 (Conservation of
El Segundo Blue Butterfly) has been revised to require start of revegetation before disturbance of
existing habitat, and use of potted nursery stock and management or maintenance efforts to
accelerate plant development. Regarding impacts to ESSB larvae, MM BIO-13 has been revised to
require conducting disturbance in occupied or potentially occupied habitat during the flight season
and monitoring by a qualified ESSB biologist.

10.84 The comment distinguishes occupied ESSB habitat from potential or suitable habitat, and notes
that some of the mapped ESSB habitat (Figures 4.5-6a and 4.5-6b, El Segundo Blue Butterfly
Habitat) has not been confirmed as occupied. The comment asserts that all occupied habitat on
the site would be directly or indirectly impacted by the Project. The comment notes that large
habitat patches are more important than small patches and recommends that the SEIR should
analyze the Project’s impacts to large patches of occupied ESSB habitat near WTGs W2 and W13
and suitable habitat near WTGs E1, E2, and E3. The comment interprets these impacts, identifying
indirect impacts to one occupied habitat site and direct impacts to another as well as direct impacts
to a suitable habitat patch. The commenter’s descriptions of impacts to occupied habitat are
exaggerated. In fact, the Project would substantially avoid impacts to the occupied habitat near
WTG W13 and directly affect part of the second occupied site near WTG W2, as well as subdivide
the second site and probably cause other indirect impacts. The comment is correct that most of
the suitable habitat near WTGs E2 and E3 would be removed. Direct and indirect impacts to ESSB
habitat are sufficiently described in Draft SEIR Section 4.5.4.2, Proposed Project Impacts and
Mitigation Measures under Impact BIO-9 (Special-Status Wildlife) and depicted on Figures 4.5-6a
and 4.5-6b. As stated in the Draft SEIR, these impacts would be significant without mitigation, and
Mitigation Measure BIO-13 (among others) would reduce this impact to less than significant (Class
Il). The SEIR analysis provides decision makers with sufficient information to take intelligent
account of environmental consequences of the proposed Project and alternatives.

10.85 The comment addresses three special-status reptiles: coast horned lizard, silvery legless lizard, and
coast patch-nosed snake. The comment indicates that the LWEP EIR and SWEP SEIR did not
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quantify habitat in terms of species-specific habitat components for the three species and thus
misrepresents the amount of suitable habitat that would be impacted by the Project. Please refer
to response to Comment 10.81 regarding complexity of habitat components for coast horned
lizard. As described in that response, expanding the field inventories and analysis to account for all
multiple habitat components for coast horned lizard (and dozens of other species, including silvery
legless lizard, and coast patch-nosed snake) would be far out of proportion to the species’
conservation status, would not meaningfully improve the analysis of the species’ potential
occurrence or impacts and would expand the scope of the SEIR far beyond reason. The comment
states that measures identified to mitigate impacts to these species do not address fragmentation,
and claims that SEIR mitigation measures “... may reduce the total amount of mortality, a significant
amount of mortality is still likely to occur.” The commenter’s use of “significant” in this context is
not consistent with the SEIR’s Biological Resource significance criteria. The comment notes that
Mitigation Measure BIO-3 (Site Restoration and Revegetation Plan) would restore or revegetate
temporarily disturbed areas but that some land disturbance would remain. The LWEP EIR and the
SWEP SEIR both describe potential Project impacts to these species (including habitat loss,
fragmentation, and mortality) and correctly conclude that impacts to all three reptiles would be
less than significant with feasible mitigation identified (Class Il). Nothing in the CEQA guidelines
directs a conclusion of Class | impacts for these habitat loss, fragmentation, and mortality impacts.

Impacts to nesting birds, including raptors, are addressed under Impact BIO-8 (Nesting Birds), but
the text has been edited to add reference to nesting Cooper’s hawks and other special-status birds
found on or near the site and to provide additional detail on the types of impacts that could occur.
Note also that the text quoted from the LWEP EIR by the commenter is from Impact BIO-9 (Special-
Status Wildlife), but the LWEP EIR specifically addresses impacts to nesting birds under Impact BIO-
8. Further, Cooper’s hawk nesting is described in the LWEP EIR on pages 3.5-79 to 3.5-80. MM BIO-
12 requires avoidance measures for nesting birds. This measure requires preconstruction nest
surveys, and a 500-foot disturbance-free buffer around active raptor nests. In addition, MM BIO-
15a requires micro-siting so that each WTG and transmission tower is located at least 500 feet
away from active raptor nest sites.

Regarding the potential for the SWEP to create an “ecological trap” for raptors due to strikes with
vehicles and equipment, this scenario is highly unlikely at the SWEP site. The commenter cites the
effects that have been recorded at the Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area (APWRA), which
supports up to 5,400 wind turbines in an area of known concentrated raptor migration.! Repower
efforts have been underway for several years in the APWRA to attempt to reduce the substantial
adverse level of raptor mortality. There is no data to suggest that the SWEP would have impacts to
raptors of the magnitude of what has been recorded at the APWRA. The topography and habitats
are not comparable, and over a decade of surveys at the SWEP site have not demonstrated raptor
use anywhere near the level of use in the APWRA. Finally, the APWRA supports 180 times more
turbines than the SWEP would have. Therefore, there is no evidence to suggest that the SWEP
would create an ecological trap for raptors or other birds or bats.

The commenter states that the only analysis specifically addressing golden eagles is the LWEP EIR’s
statement that “most golden eagle nests are built in large trees, rock outcrops, or overhanging

LICF (ICF International). 2016. Final Report Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area Bird Fatality Study, Monitoring
Years 2005-2013. April. M107. (ICF 00904.08.) Sacramento, CA. Prepared for Alameda County Community
Development Agency, Hayward, CA.
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ledges....” This is incorrect, and out of context as this passage is referring to nesting and golden
eagles have been identified in 2013 nesting approximately 5 miles southeast of the Project site but
not within the site. In addition, 2019 surveys completed after the publication of the Draft SEIR
documented an active golden eagle nest 500 feet north of the Project area, and another nest site
approximately 4 miles northeast of the SWEP along the Santa Ynez River (see Appendix C-8). We
refer the commenter to page 3.5-78 of the LWEP EIR, where impacts to golden eagle are described
under Impact BIO-10 (Avian and Bat Collisions with WTGs).

As described in Section 4.5.1.3 of the Draft SEIR, the Applicant has implemented avian surveys
consistent with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Land-Based Wind Energy Guidelines (USFWS,
2012) and Eagle Conservation Plan Guidance: Module 1 — Land-based Wind Energy Version 2
(USFWS, 2013); and surveys were conducted with the concurrence of the USFWS Migratory Bird
Division staff. MM BIO-16 requires the Applicant to obtain authorization from the USFWS for
potential take of golden eagles, pursuant to the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA), or
obtain concurrence that authorization is not required. For the purposes of CEQA, the Monitoring
and Adaptive Management Plan/Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy described in MMs BIO-16a
through BIO-16d would reduce risks to eagles and other birds, but there is no feasible mitigation
to reduce impacts below a level of significance. Because the golden eagle is fully protected in
California, even one eagle mortality would be significant. Therefore, this impact was considered
significant and unavoidable (Class I) for both the LWEP and the SWEP. The comment states that
the SEIR should include data and analysis as recommended by the USFWS in its Eagle Conservation
Plan Guidance (2012, as cited in the comment) and that the SEIR should estimate the eagle take or
territory loss that may result from the project. Regarding golden eagle observations and
occurrence in the Project vicinity, please see the LWEP Final EIR Section 3.5.4.2.2 Other Sensitive
Wildlife Species and Appendix C-8. The nearest known golden eagle nest site is about 500 feet
north of the Project area, about 1,000 feet north of WTG N-7 (see above and Appendix C-8). See
General Responses GR-2: Bird-Friendly Alternative/Low-Impact Alternative, and GR-3: Consistency
with State and Federal Guidelines for Wind Energy Facilities, for a description of how eagle and
other raptor use data were utilized in the development of the SWEP site plan.

While project construction and O&M activities may at times dissuade golden eagles from foraging
over the site, there is no reason to expect abandonment of a territory. Additional information such
as an estimate of potential golden eagle take would be useful, but not necessary to evaluate
significance of potential golden eagle impacts of the Project and identify feasible mitigation. The
actual level of potential golden eagle take is not known at this time and cannot be predicted with
confidence prior to actual project operations (see SEIR Section 4.5.4, under Impact BIO-10, Avian
and Bat Collisions with WTGs and General Response GR-3 Consistency with State and Federal
Guidelines for Wind Energy Facilities). The analysis and conclusions in the LWEP EIR and SWEP SEIR
provide the needed level of detail required by CEQA and provide decision makers with sufficient
information to take intelligent account of environmental consequences of the proposed Project
and alternatives. There is no need for the SEIR to include or analyze data as recommended by a
non-County regulatory agency for issuance of a non-County authorization.

10.88 The County concluded that impacts to San Diego desert woodrat and American badger would be
potentially significant and would require mitigation for the reasons outlined by the commenter.
This information has also been added to Final SEIR Section 4.5.4.2 (Impact BIO-9: Special-Status
Wildlife) for clarity. However, the County disagrees that the SWEP would have a significant and
unmitigable effect on these species. MMs BIO-1 through BIO-3, BIO-11a through BIO-11d, BIO-14c,
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and BIO-14d are required to minimize or avoid impacts to special-status mammals. These measures
require that workers undergo environmental awareness training, ground disturbance is minimized,
habitats temporarily impacted are revegetated following construction, pre-construction wildlife
surveys are conducted and animals relocated out of harm’s way, disturbance areas and
environmentally sensitive habitats are clearly marked in the field, excavations are covered or
otherwise prevented from entrapping wildlife, and biological monitoring and reporting.
Implementation of these measures would ensure impacts remain less than significant (Class II).

The comment addresses the analysis of bird and bat mortality in the 2008 LWEP Final EIR which
was incorporated into the SWEP Draft SEIR and the discussion of raptor mortality used to identify
adaptive management thresholds in Draft SEIR Mitigation Measure BIO-16d (Adaptive Manage-
ment Plan). The comment recommends revising the morality estimates using more recent
analytical methods and cites two scientific papers. However, neither the comment nor the studies
it cites provide an applicable approach to estimate future bird mortality for the proposed Project.
The analysis and conclusions of the SWEP SEIR provide the decision makers with sufficient
information to take intelligent account of environmental consequences of the proposed Project
and alternatives.

The comment indicates that the larger wind turbine rotor blades proposed for the SWEP would
extend both higher and lower than the smaller blades of the previously proposed LWEP. As such,
the SWEP turbines, while fewer, would each extend over a larger rotor-swept area and could
extend farther into flight heights of birds or bats, either above or below the rotor-swept area of
the LEWP turbines. SEIR Section 4.5.4.2, Proposed Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures,
Impact BIO-10 (Avian and Bat Collisions with WTGs) has been revised to include this point. The
comment states that the Draft SEIR does not analyze potential effects of SWEP road widths or
effects of operating time and turbine cut-in and cut-out wind speed on bird or bat collision risk,
but does not indicate any potential that such an analysis would alter the SEIR’s conclusion that
avian and bat collisions with WTGs would be significant and unavoidable (Class I). A more extensive
analysis of bird or bat strikes with regard to turbine operation, could incorporate general trends
(such as those cited in the comment) but would not improve site-specific assessment of the
expected impact. Please also refer to General Response GR-3: Consistency with State and Federal
Guidelines for Wind Energy Facilities. Again, the analysis and conclusions of the SWEP SEIR provide
the decision makers with sufficient information to take intelligent account of environmental
consequences of the proposed Project and alternatives.

The comment claims that the SEIR does not analyze bird and bat survey data obtained since
publication of the LWEP EIR or explain how the data “affected decisions” on turbine selection,
turbine siting, or risk analysis. General Response GR-3: Consistency with State and Federal
Guidelines for Wind Energy Facilities, describes how avian data and other sensitive resources
informed the SWEP site development process; see also Appendix C-8. The newer bird and bat data
are incorporated in Section 4.5.1 (Environmental Setting) of the SWEP Final SEIR and incorporated
as appropriate in Section 4.5.4.2, Proposed Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures. The new
data, while useful, does not substantially affect the conclusions of the LWEP EIR as incorporated
and updated in the SWEP SEIR. Turbine selection and turbine siting are components of the
applicant’s proposed Project; it is not appropriate for the analysis in the SEIR to drive the
applicant’s decisions or to design the Project (please see General Response GR-1, Reasonable range
of Alternatives). Rather the purpose of the SEIR is to evaluate the impacts of the proposed Project
and identify mitigation measures that reduce those impacts where appropriate. Bird and bat risk
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analysis is a USFWS tool and need not be incorporated into CEQA analysis (please see responses to
comments 10.87, 10.89, 10.90 and 10.92). The comment incorrectly claims that the proposed
Project’s risk to birds and bats is not similar to the LWEP. The comment quotes from scientific
papers to show that individual larger turbines pose greater risk than smaller turbines, while fewer
turbines pose lesser total risk than more turbines. This is the same conclusion presented in the
SEIR Section 4.5.4.2 under Impact BIO-10, Avian and Bat Collisions with WTGs. The comment cites
a scientific paper regarding impacts of wind energy production on the migratory hoary bat. The
hoary bat is not a special-status species. It has been recorded during migration season on the
Project site and at Vandenberg Air Force Base. Potential impacts to migratory bats, including hoary
bat, are analyzed in LEWP Final EIR under Impact BIO-10: Avian and Bat Collisions with WTGs, and
they are summarized, incorporated, and updated with new data in the SWEP Final SEIR.

10.92 The comment states that two USFWS guideline publications “outline the process for conducting
risk assessments.” These guidelines relate to certain USFWS permitting processes, but not CEQA.
See GR-3: Consistency with State and Federal Guidelines for Wind Energy Facilities and Appendix
C-8 for a discussion of how these guidelines were incorporated into Project site design. The
comment notes that the SEIR does not attempt to quantify expected bird or bat collision mortality,
and then discusses scientific publications cited in the SEIR. While the two citations do not address
bats, the SEIR itself addresses them. The commenter believes that bird and bat mortality can be
predicted prior to turbine operation and cites several literature sources. The commenter’s
discussion of the published references does not alter the SEIR’s overall conclusion. Some
micrositing strategies (as identified in the commenter’s citations and required in Mitigation
Measure BIO-15a, Siting) may help to reduce risks for certain birds. Please refer to General
Responses GR-2: Bird-Friendly Alternative/Low-Impact Alternative, and GR-3: Consistency with
State and Federal Guidelines for Wind Energy Facilities. The analysis and conclusions in the SEIR
provide the needed level of detail required by CEQA and provide decision makers with sufficient
information to take intelligent account of environmental consequences of the proposed Project
and alternatives.

I”

10.93 The comment quotes from the SEIR regarding the “unknown but potentially substantial” number
of possible bird or bat mortality, leading to the Class | significance conclusion. The comment then
cites recommendations in the USFWS Land Based Wind Energy Guidelines regarding site selection
and, in some cases, site “abandonment” (i.e., cancelling a project or selecting an alternate site).
The County’s role in CEQA review does not include site selection or rejection. However, see GR-3:
Consistency with State and Federal Guidelines for Wind Energy Facilities and Appendix C-8 for a
discussion of how these guidelines were incorporated into Project site design. The purposes,
methods, and conclusions of the SEIR and the USFWS Guidelines are entirely different and the
SEIR’s conclusion cannot be transposed into the USFWS’s analysis. The significance conclusion in
the LWEP EIR and the SWEP SEIR are properly based on conservative application of CEQA
requirements and guidelines and the unknown mortality risk. The applicant or the USFWS may
carry out a separate analysis according to the USFWS Guidelines. But the County’s CEQA conclusion
has no bearing on any conclusion the USFWS may (or may not) reach under its own standards and
analysis.

10.94 Please see the responses to Comments 10.15 and 10.61.

10.95 See the response to Comment 10.4 regarding blasting. Blasting was considered as one of the
activities that could occur during construction (as identified in the Project Description, Section
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2.6.11) and would contribute to temporary noise and vibration effects as discussed in Impact BIO-
2a (Construction Impacts to Woodland and Forest), Impact BIO-9 (Special-Status Wildlife), and BIO-
13a (Indirect Construction Effects [Wildlife]). Blasting was also a potential component of the LWEP
and impacts to wildlife were addressed in that document; see Impact BIO-7 (Common Wildlife) of
the LWEP Final EIR. This information has also been added to the Final SEIR under Impact BIO-13a
(Indirect Construction Effects [Wildlife]).

See the response to Comment 10.5 regarding decommissioning.

See the General Response GR-6 regarding use of a Supplemental EIR. CEQA Guidelines Section
15130 (b) states: “The discussion of cumulative impacts shall reflect the severity of the impacts
and their likelihood of occurrence, but the discussion need not provide as great detail as is provided
for the effects attributable to the project alone. The discussion should be guided by the standards
of practicality and reasonableness, and should focus on the cumulative impact to which the
identified other projects contribute rather than the attributes of other projects which do not
contribute to the cumulative impact.” The SEIR identified the Lompoc Valley as the appropriate
geographic scope for the analysis of impacts to biological resources consistent with the LWEP Final
EIR. No new information has become available since publication of the LWEP Final EIR that would
necessitate developing a different geographic scope. This area is large enough to adequately assess
cumulative impacts without becoming speculative. The commenter’s assertion that cumulative
impacts should be analyzed for all birds and bats that could fly across the SWEP site in combination
with all other wind farms potentially encountered along all possible migration routes is beyond the
scope of an EIR. A study of this magnitude would require multiple levels of assumption that would
ultimately result in a highly speculative conclusion with a low confidence in its accuracy. Therefore,
the County maintains that the cumulative analysis presented in Section 4.5 is complete and
consistent with CEQA requirements.

The list of projects in Table 3-1 is a list of proposed, approved, or recently constructed projects
known to the jurisdictions within the vicinity of the proposed Project site. It would be impractical
and not beneficial to attempt to list all past projects that have occurred in the vicinity. Instead,
conditions produced by past projects are represented in the descriptions of existing environmental
conditions (baseline) throughout Chapter 4 of the SEIR. The list in Table 3-1 was compiled
consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15130(b)(1) and represents the “list” method for
the identification of projects that could contribute to cumulative impacts that are similar to those
of the proposed Project. For incorporated areas of Santa Barbara County, this list included
proposed, approved, or recently constructed projects that were processed by the County Planning
& Development. The SEIR preparers also contacted the City of Lompoc and Vandenberg Air Force
Base, which are the only other nearby jurisdictions, to request their input for the cumulative
projects list. Consistent with CEQA’s requirements, these lists were compiled shortly after the
Notice of Preparation was published. Additional projects may have since been proposed, approved,
or constructed since the SEIR’s cumulative project list was compiled, but that does not invalidate
the SEIR’s list as it is only intended to represent cumulative projects known to the SEIR preparers
at the time the list was compiled.

Section 4.5.6 (Residual Impacts) is the conclusion of residual effects of the Project itself (as it
references Section 4.5.4) not the cumulative analysis. The conclusions for the cumulative effects
to biological resources are presented in Section 4.5.5 (Cumulative Effects) and address impacts
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described by the commenter. Note that the analysis of cumulative effects to wildlife from
construction and maintenance was determined to be significant.

See the response to Comment 10.99 regarding residual effects vs. cumulative effects and the
response to Comment 10.97 regarding the appropriate scope of cumulative analysis.

The Applicant has indicated that their current dust control plan surface treatment would consist
of a combination of gravel/asphalt paving or water as a dust palliative. The applicant must submit
a dust control plan for approval per MM AQ-2. The County would not approve this dust control
plan if it were to include the use of toxic dust palliatives, such as regulated toxic materials and
palliatives composed of refined petroleum products and various salt-based palliatives such as
magnesium chloride. Additionally, in order to provide additional assurance that all parties
understand this requirement, the term “non-toxic” has been added to mitigation measure MM-
AQ-2, part b.

Please see the response to Comment 10.44.

The commenter asserts that the Draft SEIR defers critical aspects of the mitigation strategy for
biological resources. Each of the SEIR mitigation measures cited in the comment provide objective
and feasible performance standards which would mitigate the significant effect of the project and,
in several cases, which may be accomplished in more than one specified way. MMs BIO-3, BIO-6
through BIO-9, BIO-13, BIO-14, and BIO-17 are addressed in the following responses in response
to more specific comments.

The County, as Lead Agency, must develop an EIR that satisfies CEQA. It is not under the County’s
authority to interpret other agencies’ regulations and make conclusions on behalf of other
agencies. The SEIR complies with the requirements of CEQA and satisfies the County’s obligations
as the Lead Agency in supporting its decision on the Project. As noted in the SEIR and the
commenter’s letter, the Applicant would also be subject to approvals from other agencies
including (but not limited to) incidental take authorization from CDFW under the California
Endangered Species Act and USFWS under the federal Endangered Species Act. It is the purview
of those agencies to impose conditions of approval on the Project in accordance with their own
regulatory requirements, and these conditions may go beyond those required in the SEIR as they
are driven by different regulatory authorities. Therefore, the mitigation contained within the SEIR
is adequate and appropriate to reduce impacts to the extent feasible in accordance with CEQA.

The comment addresses several concerns with Mitigation Measure BIO-3 (Site Restoration and
Revegetation Plan), including confusion in terminology. Regarding the distinction between
revegetation and restoration, MM BIO-3 has been revised for clarification.

Regarding a plant palette, this level of detail is not required in a mitigation measure. Palettes will
be developed according to the species composition at each disturbance area, and are subject to
County approval. However, the suggested edit to clarify that “coast buckwheat” refers to
Eriogonum parvifolium and that E. latifolium is not allowed in the seed mix has been made.

MM BIO-3 has been revised to clarify mitigation requirements for permanent and temporary
impacts to native and non-native vegetation. It has also been revised to require compensatory
mitigation for any areas that have not met the restoration success criteria within 5 years (note
oak mitigation including timeframe is addressed separately, in MM BIO-4a through MM BIO-4b).
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10.106

Regarding the performance security, MM BIO-3 has been revised to specify the form of the
security and the amount will be based on similar securities required for mine reclamation,
according to California Code of Regulations 3803 and 3805.1.

MM BIO-3 has been revised to clarify vegetation success criteria versus performance standards.
The measure adequately defines performance standards. Success criteria for the Restoration and
Revegetation Plan will be developed by qualified botanists, as stated in MM BIO-3. These success
criteria require careful consideration of site-specific details that are beyond the scope of this
measure. The commenter states that “Having a County-approved botanist prepare and
implement the site revegetation and restoration plan does not ensure the plan will be successful,
even if the plan is approved by County staff prior to implementation (as proposed in the DSEIR).”
However, the County notes that no restoration plan is guaranteed to be successful. As the
commenter states, restoration and revegetation projects are inherently difficult and often fail.
Although the science and practice of ecological restoration is still developing, successful
completion of restoration and revegetation as evaluated by performance standards in the SEIR, is
technically feasible based on present state of the practice. That is why MM BIO-3 specifies
performance standards of the plan and requires contingencies if success criteria are not met. In
addition, as described above, the requirement to mitigate temporary impacts as permanent if the
restoration success criteria are not met within 5 years has been added to the measure. See also
the response to Comment 9.15 regarding circulating mitigation plans during the EIR process.

The commenter believes that Mitigation Measure BIO-6 (Gaviota Tarplant Disturbance) defers the
development of the mitigation strategy to consultations with CDFW and USFWS. The comment
qguotes part, but not all, of the relevant CEQA text. Mitigation Measure BIO-3 does not defer
mitigation, although it does include consultation with the two agencies to facilitate a
complementary overall approach to mitigating the impact. Mitigation Measure BIO-3 as it
appeared in the Draft SEIR included consultation with CDFW and USFWS among a series of other
requirements (performance standards), including develop and implement a conservation plan,
turbine micrositing, delineation of occupied habitat, seed bank management, compensatory
mitigation (with applicable compensation ratios), and monitoring methods. In fact, Mitigation
Measure BIO-3 complies to the full list of circumstances quoted in the comment (i.e., it identifies
performance standards and identifies the types of actions that would achieve the performance
standards). Implementation of those requirements, in and of themselves (without CDFW or
USFWS consultations), would reduce the proposed Project’s impacts to Gaviota tarplant to less
than significant (Class Il) as stated in the SEIR. The measure as written is sufficiently detailed to
meet CEQA requirements; a detailed description of the required mitigation is neither impractical
nor infeasible, and in fact is presented in the measure itself. There is no need to demonstrate
otherwise. Note further that, while this measure does not defer to a permitting agency, CEQA
does allow deferral to a permitting agency if “compliance with a regulatory permit or other similar
process may be identified as mitigation if compliance would result in implementation of measures
that would be reasonably expected, based on substantial evidence in the record, to reduce the
significant impact to the specified performance standards.” (CEQA Guidelines Section
15126.4(a)(1)(B). Regarding feasibility of compensation habitat, there is sufficient suitable on-site
occupied Gaviota tarplant habitat to meet the compensation ratio specified in the measure. Off-
site compensation would satisfy the measure, but is presented only as an option. There is no need
to evaluate its feasibility because on-site compensation is feasible. Finally, several details of MM
BIO-3 have been added or revised for clarity.
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MM BIO-12 has been revised to require a 500-foot survey buffer for burrowing owl unless
otherwise authorized by CDFW, consistent with CDFW's comments on the Draft SEIR (see
Comment 4.18) and consistent with the 500-foot raptor nest buffer requirement. The measure
has also been revised to require a 1-mile buffer from active golden eagle nests unless otherwise
authorized by CDFW and USFWS. The buffers suggested by the commenter are larger than
required due to the topography at the Project site.

10.108The comment addresses mitigation for impacts to El Segundo Blue butterfly (ESSB) habitat.

10.109

10.110

10.111

10.112

Regarding “deferral,” as described in the response to Comment 10.105 for MM BIO-3, Mitigation
Measure BIO-13 (Conservation of El Segundo Blue Butterfly) does not defer development of
mitigation. The measure specifies sufficient performance standards to direct development of the
required restoration or enhancement plan, including soil evaluation, location and acreages of
restoration/enhancement, and comparison to adjacent occupied or suitable habitat. Please also
refer to the discussion of deferral in response to Comment 10.106, the response to Comment 9.15
regarding circulating mitigation plans during the EIR process, the revisions to MM BIO-13 in the
Final SEIR, and the discussion of them in response to Comment 10.83. The comment is correct,
that ESSB has been found on the site and MM BIO-13 has been revised accordingly. The comment
recommends several improvements to MM BIO-13 regarding mitigation ratio, “lag time,” location
of mitigation sites, and ESSB occupancy, which have been incorporated into the Final SEIR.
Regarding uncertainty, although the science and practice of ecological restoration is still
developing, successful completion of restoration and revegetation as evaluated by performance
standards in the SEIR is technically feasible based on present state of the practice.

The commenter claims that MM BIO-14a, which requires daily pre-construction sweeps for coast
horned lizard needs to specify survey techniques because the species is difficult to detect when
buried in sand. The commenter cites a paper reporting on a study of Blainville’s horned lizard
population status at Marine Corps Base Camp Pendleton.? However, neither the commenter nor
the referenced study offers a survey protocol that would increase probability of detection during
pre-construction sweeps. Therefore, no revisions have been made.

MM BIO-14b has been revised to identify raking as the survey technique to find legless lizards
during pre-construction surveys and to identify the mitigation technique to minimize, rather than
avoid, impacts to legless lizard.

MM BIO-14d has been revised to require pre-construction surveys for badger dens within 3 days
prior to construction.

Based on the results of roosting bat surveys conducted in 2008 as well as the roosting habitats
and behavior of species likely present on site, it is unlikely that a maternity roost supporting
hundreds or thousands of bats is present in the Project footprint. Habitat for tree-roosting bats is
not limited in the Project and surrounding areas, and the Project would not impact any caves that
serve as significant roost sites. Impacts to bats from collisions with wind turbines is addressed in
the SEIR under Impact BIO-10. The County concludes that direct and indirect impacts to roosting
bats are mitigated to the extent feasible, and no additional mitigation is required.

2 Hollingsworth, B. D. and M. A. Stepek. 2011. Population Status of the Blainville’s Horned Lizard (Phrynosoma
blainvillii) at MCB Camp Pendleton. Technical report prepared for Naval Facilities Engineering Command,
Southwest and Marine Corps Base Camp Pendleton. 37 pp.
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10.113
10.114

10.115

10.116

MM BIO-14h has been revised to require restoration in accordance with MM BIO-3.

The comment addresses turbine micrositing. Some micrositing strategies (as identified in
Comment 10.92) may help to reduce risks for certain birds. These considerations are accounted
for in Mitigation Measure BIO-153, Siting. See also the response to Comment 10.92 and General
Responses GR-1 through GR-3 regarding turbine siting. See also Appendix C-8, which describes
how the Applicant incorporated avian data into micrositing the turbines in the Project site plan.

The Draft SEIR analyzes the Project as proposed to the County and requires mitigation where
needed to avoid or reduce adverse environmental impacts. The unguyed meteorological tower is
required by MM BIO-15b to protect birds from collision. This requirement is a recommendation
that will become a condition of approval if the decision-makers adopt it as part of the Project’s
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, should the Project be approved. Therefore,
including this requirement in mitigation does not conflict with the Project Description of the SEIR.
Regarding turbine micrositing, the comment quotes from the USFWS Land Based Wind Energy
Guidelines and claims that the Draft SEIR should explain how the analytical methods (regression
analysis) suggested in those guidelines were used to determine the “location of the entire
project.” Regarding site selection, the commenter seems to misunderstand the Guidelines’
suggestion that micrositing considerations could help to determine project locations. The
County’s role in CEQA review does not include site selection. The requested analysis for site
selection is not relevant to MM BIO-15a or BIO 15b. The quoted paragraph from the guidelines
states that regression analysis may be used, and that micrositing considerations may be useful
“on a broader scale, in determining the location of the entire project.” Regression analysis is not
required by the Guidelines or by the mitigation measure. Micrositing design, while required by
Mitigation Measures BlO-15a and BIO-15b, has not been completed (as above, mitigation
measures specify future actions to be taken, rather than reiterate project description or other
prior actions). As stated in both measures, County staff will inspect the Project plans and site to
ensure compliance with both measures as appropriate.

Regarding turbine curtailment at low wind speeds, MM BIO-16d has been revised to include
turbine curtailment when wind speeds are 5.0 meters per second or less (or to increase the cut-
in speed as needed) as part of the adaptive management strategy, in accordance with the
suggested American Wind Energy Association voluntary operating protocol.?

The comment addresses Mitigation Measure BIO-16 (Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan
/ Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy). The comment claims that important aspects of the required
Plan “have been deferred until after CEQA terminates.” Please refer to response to Comment 9.15
regarding circulating mitigation plans during the EIR process. The comment recommends that MM
BIO-16 should specify the timing and enforcement mechanism of the required golden eagle take
authorization. MM BIO-16 has been revised to incorporate this recommendation. The comment
identifies certain requirements of the golden eagle take application process, and states that the
SEIR “fails to demonstrate” that Project planning meets these requirements. The purposes of the
SEIR and the USFWS take authorizations are entirely different; USFWS permitting procedure

3 American Wind Wildlife Institute (AWWI). 2018. Bats and Wind Energy: Impacts, Mitigation, and Tradeoffs.
Washington, DC. Available at: https://awwi.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/11/AWW!I-Bats-and-Wind-Energy-
White-Paper-FINAL.pdf
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compliance need not be addressed in this CEQA analysis. The Owner/Applicant will address those
issues in its application process, as required by MM BIO-16.

The comment addresses Mitigation Measure BIO-16b (Bird/Bat Mortality Study), which specifies
that the study “shall be based on CEC Guidelines (2007) or improved methodologies if
appropriate.” The comment states that the CEC Guidelines are out of date, but does not identify
or recommend updated methodologies. The comment identifies several technical details
regarding study design, duration, sample size, data collection, and data analysis. The measure
specifies sufficient performance standards to direct preparation of the study. However, MM BIO-
16b has been revised to include more recent USFWS study guidelines and incorporate some of
the recommended technical considerations. See also the General Response GR-3: Consistency
with State and Federal Guidelines for Wind Energy Facilities and Appendix C-8 for a discussion of
how the state and federal guidelines were incorporated into Project site design.

The comment addresses Mitigation Measure BIO-16d (Adaptive Management Plan). The
comment points out inconsistences between text of the measure and Table 4.5-6, and points out
that bird or bat injuries should be counted as mortalities. Both corrections have been made in the
measure. The comment states some concerns about enhanced monitoring that would be invoked
at Level 1 but does not recommend revisions. The commenter is concerned that interpreting the
cause of bird or bat mortalities may be subjective or may be influenced by conflicting interests.
The commenter recommends that the monitors should “independent” and that monitoring data
should be publicly available. The measure has been revised to specify that the cause of mortality
will be made by a qualified biologist approved by the County, and that carcasses will be made
available to the County or agency biologists on request. Monitoring reports will be submitted to
the County and may be available on request by the public. The comment quotes from the
monitoring section of MM BIO-16d, and asks if the fatality thresholds apply to “actual numbers of
carcasses” (not estimate fatality rates as projected from the monitoring data). To confirm, the
guoted passage is correct, the Level 1 and Level 2 thresholds apply to the “actual numbers.” The
comment goes on to ask, “what is the point of conducting statistical analyses to estimate the
fatality rates?” The point is to generate a Project-wide estimate, including accurate calculation of
standard error and confidence interval. As the commenter states in Comment 10.117, “[f]atality
monitoring data are often plagued by large standard errors and wide confidence intervals.”
Calculating these estimates with their statistical limitations will provide valuable information to
the County and resource agencies. Nonetheless, the thresholds are deliberately based on actual
field data rather than extrapolated estimates, due to those inherent statistical limitations. Note
that Alternative Level 2 thresholds could be triggered by mortality estimates meeting a 90 percent
confidence interval (footnote 14). The comment identifies two inconsistences in MM BIO-16d,
one regarding percentage of turbines sampled (30 percent is correct) and the other regarding
rodent control, which would be initiated (not intensified) under Level 2 Response Options. Both
errors have been corrected in the Final SEIR and language prohibiting anticoagulant rodenticides
has been added. The comment states that the County has the authority to require curtailment in
the event of bird and bat mortality. MM BIO-16d has been revised to remove reference to CDFW
and USFWS as the enforcement agencies for turbine curtailment, as the County would require
adaptive management, which could include curtailment, in the event of high levels of mortality.

See the response to Comment 13.14 regarding County-approved biologists. The restoration
ecologist may be a Certified Ecological Restoration Practitioner, but this certification is not a
requirement because an ecologist may have other qualifications, certifications, and experience
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that would ensure they are qualified to complete the requirements of the restoration and weed
mitigation.

MM BIO-17 has been revised to require equipment washing prior to entering the site in order to
prevent introduction of weeds. Specific weeds in the disturbance areas will be identified via pre-
construction surveys (see MM BIO-17(1)) and areas infested with weeds rated high or moderate
by Cal-IPC will be treated prior to ground disturbance. MM BIO-17 already addresses eradication
versus. control. The measure has been revised to include a 100-foot buffer for weed surveys and
control. The commenter also requests the addition of a mechanism for ensuring success of the
Weed Control Plan, such as a performance security. The monitoring and ongoing weed
management for the life of the Project will be overseen by County staff to ensure the plan is fully
implemented. Therefore, a performance security is not necessary.

Attachment B: Air Quality

10.120 The construction equipment list provided in Table 2-8 of the DEIR includes both off-road

equipment and on-road equipment. The emissions estimate does reflect this understanding for
all construction phases, and the on-road equipment emissions are calculated through the edited
trips and mile/trip inputs to CalEEMod. Specifically, for the example given in the comment the 10
equipment items listed under the Access Roads construction phase includes six off-road
equipment items (1 — excavator, 1 - D-6 bulldozer, 1 — compactor, 1 — backhoe, 1 — 14H grader,
and 1 — Gradall) and four on-road trucks (3 — dump trucks and 1 - water truck). In the case of the
access road construction phase, which provides necessary improvements to San Miguelito Road
the water truck is assumed by necessity to be an on-road truck. On-road water trucks are covered
under the large number of assumed vendor trips, which has a vehicle mix assumption of 50
percent heavy-heavy duty trucks and 50 percent medium heavy-duty trucks. On-site water
distribution is conservatively assumed to be completed using off-road trucks. Separate
calculations for on-site unpaved road fugitive dust emissions for on-road vehicles and off-road
trucks and scrapers, that CalEEMod is not equipped to estimate, have been included to ensure
that the fugitive dust emissions from wheeled vehicles (on and off-road) have not been
underestimated. The assumption of having on-road off-site water delivery trucks and off-road on-
site water distribution trucks is considered to be a conservative assumption for emissions
estimation purposes, as off-road trucks have a much higher emissions profile than on-road trucks.

For this project, a comprehensive review of the applicant’s construction inputs and the emissions
estimate provided by the applicant was performed. This resulted in a large number of corrections
to the emissions estimate to ensure that the CalEEMod inputs matched the equipment list,
including a clear separation of the off-road equipment and the on-road vehicles. Additionally,
substantial revisions to the CalEEMod inputs and additional calculations to address emissions
estimating gaps in the CalEEMod program number of issues with the original emissions estimate
performed for the Applicant were found and corrected.

10.121 The on-road water trucks delivering water to the project site are assumed to be “vendor trips” in

the CalEEMod inputs. Specifically, a total of 16,374 vendor trips were assumed throughout
construction, of which 8,832 would be water truck trips. The vehicle mix assumption for vendor
trips is 50 percent heavy-heavy duty trucks (HHDT) and 50 percent medium heavy-duty trucks
(MHDT). It is unclear if the on-road water delivery trucks would be medium heavy-duty trucks
(capacity up to 2,500 gallons) or heavy-heavy duty trucks (capacity has high as 6,000 gallons). The
estimate of water use during construction is approximately 38 acre-feet (Section 4.18, p. 4.18-8),
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and for the indirect GHG emissions estimate a more conservative quantity of 54 acre-feet was
assumed. Using a 50/50 mix of MHDT and HHDT water trucks more than more than 57 acre-feet
of water can be delivered to the site.

10.122 The PG&E transmission upgrades are considered as part of the Project as defined in the project

description, also see the response to Comment 10.3, and so are not a cumulative project.
However, a detailed separate quantitative analysis of the necessary PG&E system upgrades was
not able to be performed as the specific equipment and vehicle needs are unknown. Additionally,
itis clear that the construction work requirements for the PG&E system upgrades are substantially
less in scope than the Project’s construction requirements. The PG&E upgrades require smaller
structures, are along an existing transmission Line route (so no new access roads), can be accessed
directly from paved roads. Finally, the emissions estimate for the Project’s 7-mile transmission
line were considered to be very conservative and would be expected to cover the minimal
emissions occurring from the comparatively minor work performed to complete the PG&E system
upgrades. Conservative elements of the Project’s transmission line estimates include:

e A conservative number of off-road equipment, 23 separate off-road equipment items that
are all operating every day during the 86-day transmission Line construction phase (over
5,500 horsepower of equipment operating each day, with total use of over 1.1 million
horsepower hours).

e A conservative number of on-road trips (100 worker trips per day, 18 vendor trips per day
and 960 heavy haul trips).

e A conservative amount of medium-lift helicopter use, nearly 1,000 hours of operation and
900 landing/take-offs, for a transmission line that would have access roads cut to haul in
the vast majority of construction supplies.

Additionally, the minor PG&E upgrade work, assuming it is not covered by the conservative
Project transmission line construction emissions estimates are not of a magnitude to affect the
significance findings. Assuming that the PG&E upgrades would have emissions (terrestrial
equipment exhaust emissions only since the work area is paved and medium lift helicopters would
not be necessary) similar to the Project’s transmission line, unmitigated emissions based on a
comparison of the route distances (approximately 10 percent), a very conservative assumption,
the unmitigated emissions estimated for the PG&E upgrades and the affect to the Project
emissions totals would be the following:

Unmitigated PG&E Upgrades Emissions and Project Total Emissions (tons per year)

NOx ROG PM10 PM2.5 co SOx

Project Total Emissions 20.33 8.48 22.11 3.07 18.53 0.28
PG&E Upgrade Emissions Estimate 0.53 0.05 0.02 0.02 0.32 0.00
Total| 20.86 8.53 22.13 3.09 18.85 0.28

Significance Thresholds 25 25 25 25 - 25
Significant? No No No No NA No

Source: Appendix B (Mitigated Emissions Total and 10% of CalEEMod Section 3.9 T-Line Unmitigated Tailpipe
Emissions)
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10.123

This conservative estimate of the PG&E upgrade emissions is well less than would be required to
cause an exceedance of any of the emissions significance thresholds. Therefore, the minor PG&E
upgrade work does create new Project impacts nor increase the significance of any identified
Project impacts.

Regarding analysis of decommissioning, please see the response to Comment 10.5 above. Please
note that it will be the Applicant’s responsibility to prepare a decommissioning plan when the
time comes and appropriate environmental review will be conducted at that time in association
with processing of the required Demolition and Reclamation Plan permit.

A reliable quantitative analysis of Project decommissioning emissions cannot be performed at this
time. The exact work requirements and dates for decommissioning activities are unknown. The
Project “decommissioning” could include actions such as: repowering with different wind
turbines, which would require a separate CEQA action; decommissioning a few turbines at a time
over a long period; or many other potential methods and timing options. Speculative analyses
under CEQA are discouraged. Additionally, the accuracy of the emission factors for off-road
equipment and on-road vehicles at the time of Project decommissioning would be highly suspect
given the likely changes in emissions regulations and vehicle and equipment technology within
the next 20 to 30 years that are not included in the current CARB emissions factor estimates.
However, it can be stated with certainty that the vehicle and equipment emissions factors would
be substantially lower than those assumed for the Project’s construction given how much lower
baseline unmitigated emission factors would be for vehicles and equipment at the time of
decommissioning. Therefore, it can be stated with certainty that the decommissioning emissions
would be lower than the mitigated construction emissions which were found to be below
emissions significance thresholds.
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Comment Set 11: Andrew Smith, Land Planner, Environmental Planning and
Permitting, Pacific Gas & Electric Company

Eﬁg{;cc%%ﬁﬂang, & Andrew Smith, Land 1455 L. Shaw Ave.. Bag 23
J L ﬂ' ¥ Planner Fresno, CA 93710
Environmental Planning OlTice: {359) 263-5237
and Permitting Email:

Andrew. Smithi@pge.com
June 14, 2019

County of Santa Barbara Planning and Development
Attn; Kathy Pfeifer, Project Planner

123 East Anapamu Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93109

RE: Strauss Wind Energy Project - Comments to the Draft Supplemental Environmental
Impact Report (18E1R-00000-0001)

Dear Ms. Pfeifer:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report
(“DSEIR™) for the Strauss Wind Energy Project (SWEP). The County does not have approval authority
over PG&E’s interconnection facilities associated with the project because PG&E’s facilities are under
the sole discretionary jurisdiction of the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC). However, the
County’s DSEIR properly includes an assessment of the direct and reasonably foreseeable indirect
physical changes resulting from the Strauss Wind Energy Project, including PG&E’s interconnection
facilities and related construction along PG&E’s existing Manville 115 kV Power Line.

PG&E has completed, and is in the process of completing, further engineering work on the
interconnection facilities, including the power line and related facilities that PG&E will ultimately own,
and is providing the following updates to the information contained in the DSEIR related to PG&E
facilities. These additional updates provide more specific design details and are within the scope of the
PG&E facilities described and analyzed in the DSEIR.

Transmission Line (T-Line) Construction: Although design is preliminary, interconnection of the

proposed SWEP-owned 115 kV switchyard to the existing transmission grid will require reconductoring

(replacing wires and 12 light-duty steel poles) on a section of the existing Manville Tap 115 kV Power

Line, and installing up to three tubular steel poles in the same alignment. Interconnection will also

require replacing two structures with taller structures where the SWEP gen-tie crosses the Manville Tap 11.1
115 kV Power Line approximately 6000 feet southwest of the new switchyard. The tubular steel poles

will be supported on concrete foundations approximately six feet in diameter and up to 35 feet deep. The

structures will be approximately 90 feet tall.

Temporary Shoo-flv Line: A shoo-fly line is a temporary line built to maintain electrical service while
changes are made to an existing line. PG&E will need to install a temporary shoo-fly to the north and
west of the existing Manville Tap 115 kV Power Line alignment, approximately 4000 feet long, using
approximately 11 temporary wood poles to keep the line in service but away from the construction area.
The actual location of the shoo-fly will be determined upon final engineering but will be located within
the project study area analyzed in the DSEIR.
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In addition, PG&E has the following comments:

2.0 Project Description

General Comment: The PD could better clarify which facilities will be constructed, owned and operated
by the applicant and which will be constructed, owned and operated by PG&E.

Section 2.5.3, first sentence, after “The proposed switchyard” add “, to be owned and operated by the
Applicant,

Section 2.5.4, first sentence, after “would be constructed” add “, owned and operated by the Applicant”™
Section 2.5.4, 5th paragraph, after “The Applicant would construct™ add “, own and operate”

Section 2.5.5, p. 2-24, first line, change 0.6 miles to 0.8 miles to be consistent with other parts of the
SEIR.

Same paragraph, last sentence, change Section XT to Section TIT.

Revise Table 2-5 as follows:

s Delete the Developers Gen Site information, as these are not “Required PG&E Upgrades™ that
PG&E will be constructing or owning.

¢ Delete “& PG&E review”

e Add “Modity” before “Under Voltage Load Shedding Scheme” for Divide Substation
Description entry.

e Delete all references to pole numbers,

¢ Under *Distribution Upgrades (DU),” the first “Transmission Line,” delete everything except
“Install temporary shoo-fly.”

¢ Under “Distribution Upgrades (DU).” the second “Transmission Line,” replace text with
“Reconductor (replace wires and poles) along the existing Manville Tap 115-kV Power Line for
0.8 miles, and replace two structures to accommodate the crossing of the SWEP gen-tie line and
the existing Manville Tap 115 kV line.” 11.2

Page 2-24, bottom paragraph, first sentence, delete “possibly” before “poles™ and add at end “and
construct other upgrades.” Add at the end of the paragraph: “With incorporation of the Avoidance and
Protection Measures listed below, all impacts from construction of the PG&E upgrades will be less than
significant.”

Page 2-25, PL-5, after “same approximate size and height as the existing poles™ add *, except when
necessary to cross other lines,”

Page 2-26, PL-15: second sentence, after “then” add “any necessary regulatory-mandated™ and at end of
sentence add “as needed” so the entire sentence reads: “If a recorded archaeoclogical site cannot be
avoided through power line design, then any necessary regulatory-mandated Phase 1 and 2 subsurface
testing will be conducted to evaluate the nature, extent, and significance of the cultural resources, and
appropriate monitoring by a qualified archacologist and Native American monitor will be conducted
during excavation activities as needed.

Page 2-26, PL-17, at end of first paragraph, last sentence, replace “evaluation and preservation” with
“gvaluation, mitigation and/or preservation.” Add the following sentence: “If recovery of a fossil or
archaeological resource cannot be accomplished in a safe, cost-effective and otherwise feasible manner,
the fossil or other resource will be lett in place.”

Section 2.5.6, p. 2-34, add new paragraph at the end of the Fire section:

As to PG&E’s construction of upgrades, the CPUC strictly oversees utility fire safety issues. On
October 23, 2018, the CPUC entered an Order Instituting Rulemaking to Implement Electric Utility
Wildfire Mitigation Plans Pursuant to Senate Bill 901 (2018), R.18-10-007. The decision implemented
SB 901°s additions to Public Utilities Code Section 8386 requiring that PG&E and other utilities submit
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wildfire mitigation plans. On June 3, 2019, the CPUC approved PG&E’s Wildfire Mitigation Plan

{Decision 19-05-037) and those of the other state utilities as being consistent with the requirements of

SB 901. In a separate decision, the CPUC provided guidance on implementing these plans. (Decision

19-05-036.) Thus, PG&E will not only implement the APMs indicated in Section 2.5.5, but will also

comply with the PG&E’s Wildfire Mitigation Plan, which “describes the enhanced, aceelerated, and new

programs that PG&E is and will aggressively continue to implement to prevent wildfires in 2019 and

beyond.” 11.2
cont.

Section 2.8, please clarify that PG&E’s upgraded facilities would not be subject to decommissioning.

PG&E suggests you add Section 2.9.3 PG&E Permits and Approvals
e (California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC)

o Approval of advice letter authorizing construction of PG&E upgrades

4.1 Environmental Tmpact Introduction

Section 4.1.2, add new bullet before last bullet: “PG&E will implement all Avoidance and Protection
Measures set forth in Section 2.5.5 for construction of its upgraded facilities and will obtain and comply
with all required permits and approvals from other agencies.”

Section 4.1.4, add new paragraph: “With implementation of the Avoidance and Protection Measures set
forth in Section 2.5.5, all impacts from construction of PG&E’s upgrades will be less than significant.
No mitigation measures are proposed for PG&E’s upgrades.”

11.3

4.2 Aesthetics
Section 4.2.4 at the end of the first paragraph, or somewhere else in the Aesthetics analysis, please
include the following information consistent with the conclusions in the PD and at p. 4.7-4 of the Energy
chapter:
PG&E’s upgrades, including the 0.8 miles of reconductoring an existing power line, will take
place in or near existing facilities or in an existing right-of-way, in an arca containing other 11.4
infrastructure and similar facilities. Poles being replaced will be approximately the same size
and height as the existing poles, unless taller poles are needed to cross other lines, and will be
located in the same approximate locations. Any visible changes from the existing facilities will
be minor and incremental, and will be less than significant.

4.5  Biolegy
Section 4.5.1, first sentence, which includes a description of PG&E’s upgrades, please replace “consists
of recontouring” with “include reconductoring™ so that it reads: “PG&E upgrades, which include
reconductoring an existing PG&E power line from the Project’s switchyard location to PG&E’s Cabrillo
Substation in Lompoe.”
Section 4.5.4.2, under Overview of Construction Impacts or elsewhere in the chapter as appropriate, 11.5
please add:
With incorporation of the Avoidance and Protection Measures set forth in Section 2,5.5,
biological impacts from construction of the upgrades to PG&E’s existing facilities will be less
than significant. The upgrades will not impact wetlands or riparian vegetation. Any impacts
related to operation and maintenance activities of the upgraded facilities will not change from
existing conditions.

4.6  Cultural 11.6
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Page 4.6-3, information appears to be missing concerning fieldwork in the areas of PG&E’s planned
construction.
Section 4.6.4, p. 4.6-8, suggest adding bullet under the bullet entitled “Transmission Line Pull Sites” to
include PG&E’s upgrade work:
e PG&E Upgrades. Reconductoring and other upgrades to existing facilities would be
located in or near existing facilities and in an existing right-of-way. Known cultural
resources may be affected by the pole replacement activities.

Page 4.6-8, Table 4.6.2 — this table should be updated concerning ground disturbance within these

locations, based upon available information and any additional fieldwork.

Same section, under CULT-1, p. 4.6-11, please add at end of discussion, before Mitigation Measures:
PG&E’s pole replacement activities could affect known cultural resources. The proposed
Avoidance and Protection Measures will ensure that any impacts to these resources will be less
than significant.

4.7  Energy
Section 4.7.5, EEU-3, p. 4.7-4, last sentence in first paragraph, delete “possibly” before “poles™ since
design indicates that pole replacement will be necessary to support the reconductoring.

0. Other CEQA Considerations
Section 6.1, at the end of the first paragraph, add: “No significant and unavoidable impacts will result
from construction of the PG&E upgrades, as all impacts will be less than significant (Class I11).”

CPUC Permitting: The DSEIR (at 2.5.5) correctly states that the PG&E interconnection facilities are
likely to qualify for an exemption from formal permitting at the CPUC. To clarify, although it is true
that the CPUC has discretionary authority over PG&E’s project and could require discretionary
permitting for PG&E’s interconnection facilities in this case, the project appears likely to quality for an
exemption from formal permitting. If exempt, PG&E would comply with a noticing process under the
CPUC’s General Order 131-D that affords CPUC review and public comment, but this is not a formal
discretionary approval by the CPUC. As a responsible agency, the CPUC will be given the opportunity
to review the CEQA document to confirm whether impacts associated with the PG&E facilities are less
than significant and whether the interconnection work qualifies for exemption from the formal
permitting requirements.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments.

Sincerely,

Ardew Snith

Andrew Smith
Land Planner, Environmental Planning and Permitting

Response to Andrew Smith

11.1 Thank you for the additional information on the preliminary designs for the interconnection
facilities. More detailed information has been incorporated into Final SEIR Section 2.5.5. Although

11.2

11.3

more detailed, this information is consistent with the information in the Draft SEIR.

into the appropriate sections of the Final SEIR as needed.

Thank you for providing these suggestions for wording clarifications. They have been incorporated

The suggested changes to Sections 4.1.2 have been incorporated into the Final SEIR. The County
prefers not to repeatedly make impact significance statements regarding the PG&E upgrades as the
significance conclusions in the SEIR are for the impacts of the overall Project, which includes the
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PG&E upgrades. However, a statement has been added to Section 4.1.4 indicating that the PG&E
upgrades would not contribute to any of the Project’s significant and unavoidable impacts.

The recommended text has been incorporated into Final SEIR Section 4.2.4 with the exception of
the suggested significance conclusion for the PG&E upgrades as the SEIR already contains
significance conclusions for the Project’s visual impacts.

Wording similar to that suggested by the commenter has been added to the Final SEIR.

The recommended text has been incorporated into the Final SEIR with the exception of the
suggested significance conclusion for the PG&E upgrades as the SEIR already contains significance
conclusions for the Project’s cultural resource impacts.

Thank you for this clarification. The text of the Final SEIR has been adjusted accordingly.

Impact significance conclusions for the proposed Project are already included in the Draft SEIR.
Those significance conclusions take PG&E’s upgrades into consideration as they are part of the
proposed Project.

Thank you for this clarification. This information is now reflected in Section 2.9.2 of the Final SEIR.
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Comment Set 12: Garry George, Clean Energy Director, National Audubon
Society

%Audubon

Ms. Kathy Pfeifer

Planner

Santa Barbara County Planning and Development
123 E. Anapamu Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101
kathypm{@countyofsb.org

June 14, 2019

Dear Ms. Pfeifer:

For more than a century, Audubon has built a legacy of conservation success by
mobilizing the strength of its network of one million members and supporters, 450 local
chapters, 41 Audubon centers, 27 state offices, and dedicated professional staff to
connect people with nature and the power to protect it.

Audubon’s 2014 Climate science hosted online at www.climate.audubon.org reveals that
314 species of our North American birds are seriously threatened on their breeding and
wintering grounds by changes in climate suitability depending on how fast we can reduce
our emissions. Transforming our energy sector to emission-free generation by wind, solar
and geothermal energy is a key strategy to combat the effects of climate change on our
birds while providing jobs and economic benefits to our people, and is a priority for
Audubon.

At the national, state and local level in California and elsewhere we have supported policies
that drive a rapid deployment of renewable energy as well as the adoption of siting
guidelines and other policies to aveid, minimize and mitigate effectively for impacts on
birds and other wildlife of that energy.

Audubon’s clean energy policy is below:;

Audubon supports renewable energy that is sited and operated properly to avoid,
minimize and mitigate effectively for the impacts on birds, other wildlife and the places
they need.

Working closely with industry, government agencies, partners, and our Network,
Audubon will work to support, expedile and expand the development of renewable energy
policies and projects to achieve 50% renewables in the US by 2030.
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Audubon chapters are certified by Audubon but are separate 501(c)(3) tax-exempt non-profit
corporations. We work closely with our chapters on conservation issues.

We are not providing comments on the County’s preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact
Report for the Strauss Wind Project. We have not reviewed it nor are we familiar enough with

the local issues to provide useful comments.
12.2

Santa Barbara Audubon Society is one of our strongest and successful chapters in California and
has spent considerable time and resources on preparation of their comments on the Project.

We urge the County the fully consider the comments of Santa Barbara Audubon Society toward
the shared goal of a properly-sited wind project that has the support of the community.

Please let us know if we can assist in this mutual goal.

Regards,

oy —

Garry George

Clean Energy Director
National Audubon Society
ggeorge@audubon.org

Response to Garry George

12.1 Thank you for expressing your support for renewable energy. Your comments will be shared with
the County’s decision makers.

12.2 The County has carefully considered the Santa Barbara Audubon Society’s comments regarding the
Project and prepared responses to those comments. Please see the responses to Comment Sets 8
and 9.
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8.5 Responses to Applicant

Daniel Duke, Vice President — Development
BayWa r.e. Wind, LLC

October 2019 8-330 Final SEIR



8.
Responses to Draft SEIR Comments

13.1
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13.1
cont.

13.2
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13.2
cont.
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13.2
cont.
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13.2
cont.
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13.2
cont.
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13.2
cont.

13.3.

13.4.
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13.4
cont.
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13.4
cont.

13.5.

13.6.
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13.6
cont.

13.7

13.8
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13.8
cont.

13.9

13.10
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13.10
cont.

13.11
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13.11
cont.
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13.12

13.13

13.14

13.15

13.16
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13.16
cont.

13.17

13.18

13.19

13.20
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13.20
cont.
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13.23
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13.23
cont.

13.24

13.25

13.26

13.27

13.28
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13.41
cont.
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Memorandum
Subject: Review of the Draft SEIR Aesthetics/Visual Resources Analysis for the Strauss Wind Energy Project

quality. The application of a colorant to the proposed road cuts and facility pad as depicted in Figure 4.2-3C would
result in reduced color contrast for these compenents in the brief views available to southbound SR-1 motorists.
However, the Draft SEIR provides no support such as visual simulations in either Section 4.2, Aesthetics, or Section
5, Alternatives, for the assertion that selection of the Alternative Switchyard Location would result in substantially
reduced visual impacts at KOP 14 when compared to the visual impacts depicted in the KOP 2 visual simulations.
The comparative analysis in both sections is brief and lacks the support necessary to confidently conclude that the
Alternative Switchyard Location as viewed from KOP 14 would result in substantially reduced view and visual
character when compared to proposed switchyard as viewed from KOP 2.

Alternative Switchyard Location

The aesthetics impacts of the Alternative Switchyard Location are described in Section 5.5.3, Alternative Switchyard

Location, of the Draft SEIR. A cursory comparative analysis between the alternative switchyard and proposed

switchyard is provided in this section and appears to gloss over the potential impacts associated with development

of the alternative. For example, the Draft SEIR minimizes the potential receptors of alternative switchyard-related

impacts and expresses uncertainty regarding the visibility of the facility from public vantage peints: “the

switchyard...would likely be visible from some public roads and residential areas in Lompoc, short portions of SR-1

and San Miguelito Road, and a few residences along San Miguelito Road.” Despite expressing a lack of confidence

regarding the visibility of the alternative switchyard location from public vantage points in the surrounding area, the 13.42
Draft SEIR is able to conclude that the alternative switchyard location would result in less than significant impacts:
“the alternative switchyard location is not likely to result in new significant visual impacts given the partial
screening...provided by intervening terrain and the use of existing power line poles.” Meaningful analysis and
support in the form of visual simulations, exhibits detailing the location of switchyard components and visibility from
public vantage points, and/or a viewshed analysis, is needed to support the Draft SEIR’s claim that selection of the
alternative switchyard would result in less than significant impacts and reduced visual impacts at KOP 14 when
compared to the visual impacts of the proposed switchyard at KOP 2. Absent support, a less than significant
determination and assertion that the Alternative Switchyard Location as viewed from KOP 14 would result in
substantially reduced visual impacts when compared to the Proposed Switchyard at KOP 2 lacks validity.

cont.

Given the prominent ridgeline location of the Alternative Switchyard Location and the resulting wide viewshed,
development of the alternative could result in potentially significant impacts o existing views and visual character
at KOP 14. The Alternative Switchyard would also be located in a landscape inventoried as displaying moderate
visual guality and natural character. According to Section 4.2 of the Draft SEIR, receptors at KOP 14 may be of
greater sensitivity than motorists at KOP 2 due to “hills [that] retain a predominantly natural character” that were
assessed at displaying moderate visual quality. In addition, KOP 14 receptors were determined to have high visual
sensitivity to changes in the landscape and extended view durations. Based on the brief analysis prepared for the
Alternative Switchyard Location in Section b, Alternatives, of the Draft SEIR, there is no indication of how (or if)
viewer sensitivity and exposure factored into the assertion that development of the alternative switchyard location
would not result in new significant visual impacts at KOP 14. Alternatively, it is unclear if viewer sensitivity and
exposure at KOP 14 was considered in the Draft SEIR when forming the conclusion that the Alternative Switchyard
Location would result in substantially reduced impacts when compared to the anticipated impacts of the Proposed
Switchyard at KOP 2.

To illustrate the severity of visual effects associated with development of the Alternative Switchyard Location, a
visual simulation of the alternative was prepared by Dudek from KOP 14 (i.e., East Olive Avenue in Lompoc). Project
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Memarandum
Subject: Review of the Draft SEIR Aesthetics/Visual Resources Analysis for the Strauss Wind Energy Project

data required to prepare the visual simulation was obtained from the Project applicant and baseline images from
KOP 14 towards the Alternative Switchyard Location were taken by Dudek in May 2019. The baseline photograph
from KOP 14 and visual simulation of the Alternative Switchyard as experienced from KOP 14 are included as
Attachment A 1o this memorandum.

As depicted in Attachment A, development of the Alternative Switchyard would be visible from KOP 14. Specifically,
development of the Alternative Switchyard would require the removal of several mature trees on the visible ridgeline
to the south-southwest and as a result, would noticeably alter the existing horizon line. In addition and according to
Figure UD-2, Scenic Ridgelines and Roads, of the City of Lompoc General Plan Urban Design Element, the specific
ridgeline on which the Alternative Switchyard is proposed has been desighated by the City of Lompoc as a Scenic
Ridgeline. The removal of mature trees and modification of a ridgeline identified as scenic by the City of Lompoc
would result in a marked change in existing visual quality and character. For example, in the existing view offered
at KOP 14, trees are scattered atop ridgelines to the south and southwest and contribute to the quality of the
existing view (identified as moderate in the Draft SEIR) and a “predominantly natural” visual character. In addition
to tree removal, development of the Alternative Switchyard would contribute structural complexity to existing views
and introduce new forms and lines atop the visible ridgeline. As the removal of existing trees and development of
the Alternative Switchyard would not adequately protect the ridgeline, the apparent conflict with an established City
of Lompoc General Plan policy must be disclosed and considered in the evaluation of impacts to existing views and
visual character at KOP 14.

The Draft SEIR is also silent on transmission line upgrades that would likely be required to facilitate operation of
the alternative switchyard at the Lompoc Hills location. For example, the Draft SEIR does not disclose whether
existing poles visible on the ridgelines from KOP 14 would need to be replaced and/or upgraded to accommodate
necessary transmission line reconductoring. The installation of replacement or upgraded poles may result in wider
and taller lines that would display a darker silhouette than poles currently visible from KOP 14. The Draft SEIR does
also not disclose whether any existing poles visible from KOP 14 would require relocation to accommodate
necessary interconnection poles for the alternative switchyard and whether any relocation efforts would require
grading. Due 1o the angle of the available view at KOP 14, grading on slopes to the south/southwest would create
new color contrast due to areas of lighter exposed soils that would be viewed alongside dark vegetation. In addition,
if pole relocation from the ridgeline and grading is required, then new pole locations may require the construction
of new access roads that would ostensibly create visible color and line contrast. Lastly, the Draft SEIR should clarify
whether needed reconductoring associated with selection of the alternative switchyard would require wider pole
replacement in the project area landscape (i.e., replacement of poles beyond those visible from KOP 14). These
potential design issues and related visual effects must be clarified and evaluated in the Draft SEIR aesthetics/visual
resources analysis in order to make a meaningful comparison of impacts related to the proposed switchyard at KOP
2.

For the reasons described above and based on the anticipated visual contrast depicted in the visual simulation
included as Attachment A to this memorandum, development of the Alternative Switchyard Location is likely to
result in considerable visual contrast that would be experienced by a moderate to high volume of viewers offered
extended view durations at KOP 14. Further, receptors exposed to views of the alternative switchyard at KOP 14
were inventoried as containing high sensitivity to changes in the landscape.
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Memorandum
Subject:  Review of the Draft SEIR Aesthetics/Visual Resources Analysis for the Strauss Wind Energy Project

views from Jalama Beach. As described on page 4.2-16, MM VIS-3 consists of a one-time $100,000 payment to

the County to be used by the County Parks Department “exclusively to preserve and enhance the natural beauty of

Jalama Beach County Park.” While the preservation and enhancement of the County Park is an admirable goal, the

Draft SEIR does not disclose how the $100,000 payment was calculated or whether there is an existing program

managed by the County (or an existing policy) that establishes a funding apparatus for the visual effects of

development projects. Absent this information, the payment included in MM VIS-3 appears arbitrary. In addition,

the Draft SEIR must clarify how MM VIS-3 reduces Project-related view impacts at KOP 4: Jalama Beach. As the 13.44
Project site is not located with the County Park, it is unclear how the measure would reduce the severity of the cont.
significant and unavoidable (Class 1) impact identified for KOP 4 in the Draft SEIR. Without a meaningful evaluation

of how the measure would reduce the specific impact, and in absence of specifics pertaining to potential County

Park projects that would be funded by the payment, the appropriateness and success of MM VIS-3 cannot be

determined and reliance aon this measure is flawed.
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Response to Daniel Duke, BayWa r.e. Wind, LLC

13.1

13.2

13.3
13.4

Your support for the Modified Project Layout alternative and the Alternate Surface Transport
Route alternative will be shared with the County’s decision makers.

After consulting with the City of Lompoc and Caltrans, the proposed modification that you have
presented is included in the alternative analysis presented in Chapter 5 of the Final SEIR.

The information provided in this comment will be shared with the County’s decision makers.

The commenter suggests that the Draft SEIR visual analysis glosses over the potential impacts of
the alternative switchyard location and lacks confidence in the assessment of visibility and overall
impact conclusion. This is not the case. What the commenter sees as a lack of confidence is simply
an expression of uncertainty regarding final switchyard design. The Draft SEIR accurately
characterizes the potential visibility of the switchyard from the City of Lompoc, SR-1, and San
Miguelito Road (all highly sensitive views), and the simulation provided in the comment (see
Comment Figures 1 and 2) supports the visibility assessment that is presented in the Draft SEIR
analysis. While visible, the subtle change that would be perceptible along the ridgeline as
determined by comparing Figures 1 and 2 for KOP 14 in the City of Lompoc would not introduce
substantial visual contrast, nor would it be overtly noticeable to the casual observer. Combined
with the elimination of the visual impact at KOP 2 on SR-1 and the minimal viewer exposure along
San Miguelito Road, the Draft SEIR’s conclusion that the Alternative Switchyard location would
result in less-than-significant visual impacts due to reduced or eliminated switchyard visibility and
avoidance of a new transmission line descending the ridge to Lompoc is accurate and supported
by the simulation provided in the comment.
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The commenter also suggests that the Draft SEIR fails to disclose the apparent conflict with a
designated scenic ridgeline as shown in Figure UD-2 of the City of Lompoc General Plan Urban
Design Element, and states that the Alternative Switchyard Location would result in “..a marked
change in existing visual quality and character.” As noted in Draft SEIR Section 4.2.3.3, the guiding
ridgeline protection policy in the Lompoc Urban Design Element is Policy 1.2, which states that
“The City shall seek to protect ridgelines and hillsides which lie in view corridors, including those
ridgelines identified on the Scenic Ridgelines and Roads Map (Figure UD-2).” While the Alternative
Switchyard location is sited on a designated ridgeline, the perceived visual change would in fact be
subtle when viewed from public vantagepoints (e.g., KOP 14) in the City of Lompoc as noted above
and illustrated in the comment visual simulation (comment letter Figure 2). In comparison, the
proposed switchyard location would necessitate the extension of the proposed new transmission
line (by at least four additional transmission structures) along the highly visible northeast trending
designated ridgeline, as illustrated in the simulation presented as Draft SEIR Figure 4.2-15B.
Therefore, the adverse visual effects associated with the potential Policy 1.2 inconsistency would
be substantially less with the Alternative Switchyard location compared to that which would occur
with the proposed Project.

The commenter also states that the Draft SEIR is silent on the transmission line upgrades that
would be required with the alternative switchyard including the upgrading, replacement, and
relocation of existing poles; the associated grading; and potentially, new access roads. However,
even with additional structure impacts, the overall visual impacts of the Alternative Switchyard
location are expected to be less than significant and noticeably less than those of the proposed
Project because the construction of a second transmission line along a designated ridgeline would
not be required.

Please see response to Comment 13.5.

The County Fire Department concurs that the proposed switchyard location has certain
advantages over the alternative switchyard location. The proposed location would allow faster
access to the switchyard. The alternative location is more remote and would delay the Fire
Department’s ability to protect it from wildfire or to contain an incident at the switchyard.

It will be shared with the County’s decision makers. The Applicant’s objections to the Alternative
Switchyard Location alternative are noted.

It will be shared with the County’s decision makers. The Applicant’s objections to the Alternative
Switchyard Location alternative are noted.

It will be shared with the County’s decision makers. These benefits of the proposed Project will be
shared with the County’s decision makers.

These benefits of the proposed Project will be shared with the County’s decision makers.

Please see the responses to Comments 13.4, 13.5, and 13.6 above and the responses to Comments
13.43 and 13.44 below.

Mitigation Measure AQ-2, subpart f, was written to formalize a stipulation by BayWa r.e. Wind, LLC
in the project description provided on April 5, 2018, Section 4.6, page G-34, as follows:

Access roads would be gravel surfaced unless extremely steep slopes necessitate paving.
When rough grade is achieved, base rock would be trucked in, spread, and compacted to
create a road base. Capping rock would then be spread over the road base and roll-
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compacted to finished grade. The width of construction access roads will vary between 22
to 40 feet to accommodate roadway cut and fill, and necessary equipment turning radii
and turn-outs. At completion of heavy construction, the road would be regraded to a width
of 16 feet for service as a maintenance road. A final pass would be made with the grading
equipment to level the road surfaces, and more capping rock would be spread and
compacted in areas where needed. In some very steep areas, the road might be paved.
Water bars, similar to speed bumps, would be cut into the roads in areas where needed, to
allow for natural drainage of water over the road surface and to prevent road washout.

This access road treatment description was not amended by BayWa r.e. Wind, LLC, and this
description does not identify that only “segments” of the access roads would be completed in this
manner. However, it is understood that BayWa r.e. Wind, LLC is requesting a revision to the on-
site road treatment description and proposes to allow unpaved on-site access roads. To address
this request Mitigation Measure AQ-2 subpart f., Section 4.4.4, that identifies required on-site
access road treatment methods has been removed in its entirety. This has been done for the
following reasons:

1. The construction emissions estimate assumes all onsite roads are unpaved, not gravel
roads. This assumption is based on the 8.5 percent silt content used in CalEEMod and the
separate on-site road travel fugitive dust emission calculations. The silt content assumption
would be substantially lower for gravel roads. The construction emissions using this
unpaved road assumption did not have particulate (PM10 or PM2.5) emissions that
exceeded significance thresholds. Any roads that BayWa r.e. Wind, LLC may gravel or pave
at their own discretion or need would results in emissions below those that have been
estimated. Additionally, the 2,080 heavy haul trips assumed during the on-site road
construction phase, which would not be needed for unpaved road construction, provide an
additional emissions estimate safety margin.

2. The operation emissions estimate did assume gravel roads, but corrections to the operation
fugitive dust emissions estimate provided in Appendix B indicate that the worst-case daily
operation particulate emissions would be below significance thresholds. These corrections
include the following:

a. The on-site road travel calculations have been revised to use an unpaved soil silt
content of 8.5 percent.

b. The soil moisture content for dozing fugitive dust emissions was noted to be 10.4
percent in the text, but was actually calculated using 2 percent, and so was overly
conservative. The soil moisture content has been corrected to 7.9 percent in the text
and calculations, which is the mean value for overburden soil moisture content given
in AP-42 Section 11.9 Table 11.9-3).

3. The subsection f. edits suggested by BayWa r.e. Wind, LLC would be confusing and
unnecessary given that any form of road treatment, including unpaved roads, would be
allowed for the on-site access roads.

Removing Mitigation Measure AQ-2 subsection f. does not affect the proposed Project’s
significance findings.

Additionally, this access road design specification is reiterated in more detail in the Draft SEIR
project description; Section 2.5.9, as follows:
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Numerous dirt roads are present throughout the Project area and maintained by the
property owners for agricultural operations. To provide access during construction and
operations, 1.76 miles of the existing roads would be improved and widened from their
existing widths of 10 to 14 feet, to 22 to 40 feet. These improved roads would be surfaced
with gravel. Some road sections would need to be 16 feet wide with 10-foot compacted
shoulders on each side or 20 feet on one side to allow crane travel between WTG locations.
The roads would remain at the new widths and surfaces.

In addition, approximately 7.05 miles of new roads would be constructed. These new roads
would be unpaved except in steep areas een&#aeted—a&—g#a—vel—#ead&—exeept—%re#e—the
jen, where they would be
asphalt paved. Short sections of roadway Would also be built in other parts of the Project
area. The road work would include trenching and installing underground electrical
distribution lines and communication cables. New roads would remain after constructed.

13.14 To be a “County approved biologist,” the Applicant must submit the proposed biologist’s resume,
statement of qualifications, and examples of their work to the County for approval prior to being
authorized to work on the Project. The intent of this requirement is to ensure that the County is
aware of all lead biologists on the Project and has vetted their qualifications to ensure they have
the appropriate skills and experience to implement the required mitigation. The Applicant is
correct that all biologists working on the Project must be either a County approved biologist or
work under the direct supervision of a County approved biologist.

13.15 The requested revision to Section 4.5.1 has been made.

13.16 As described in Section 4.5.1.4, the California condor population in southern California has been
expanding, and if current trends continue, it could occur more regularly in the Project area over
the life of the Project. No revisions have been made.

13.17 The habitat assessment for least Bell’s vireo and southwestern willow flycatcher, and the USFWS
concurrence, has not been provided to the County. However, the Applicant’s Biological Technical
Report (Sapphos, 2018) states on page 5-2 “Potentially suitable habitat was present for an
additional five listed or candidate species, including Lompoc yerba santa (Eriodictyon capitatum),
California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii), southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii
extimus), California condor (Gymnogyps californianus), and bald eagle (Haliaeetus
leucocephalus).” Statements noting potential habitat in the Project area are reiterated in that
report on pages 5-10, 5-17, 5-86, in Table 5.1.1-3, as well as in the appendices to the report. This
information, along with information from Aspen’s site visit and eBird records as described in the
SEIR, are the basis of the County’s conclusion that this species has potential to occur in the Project
area, particularly within habitats along San Miguelito Creek. No revisions have been made.

13.18 MM BIO-3 requires that restored areas support at least 80 percent relative coverage of native; i.e.,
80 percent minimum of what was present prior to disturbance. The text of the measure has been
revised to clarify this point. This clarification is a performance criterion that is required to be met
and not an example. Note that the performance standards will include additional quantifiable
targets for measuring revegetation success.

13.19 The County must define an appropriate strategy to mitigate significant impacts. Relying on another
agency’s approvals is considered deferred mitigation. Jurisdictional features, including wetlands
and drainages, are considered sensitive by the County, and therefore, a mitigation ratio of 3:1 is
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13.20

13.21

13.22

13.23

13.24

13.25
13.26

appropriate to mitigate permanent loss of these features. This mitigation may be “nested” within
the mitigation requirements of other agency’s permits if those permits require the same or larger
mitigation ratio. The requested revision to add preservation and enhancement as other options
for fulfilling the mitigation requirements has been made.

If the 2017, 2018, and 2019 surveys met the requirements of MM BIO-5, then the Applicant can
submit the results as pre-construction surveys if ground disturbance occurs within 1 year of the
2019 survey. If ground disturbance would occur more than 1 year after the latest survey, then
additional pre-construction surveys would be required. In addition, surveys must have covered 100
percent of the limits of ground disturbance and a 100-foot buffer. The Applicant is correct that
bryophyte and lichen surveys shall be conducted in all suitable habitat within the disturbance area
and buffer.

The County retains the requirement to obtain copies of the CDFW ITP and Biological Opinion in
order to understand the requirements of other permits in relation to the County’s mitigation
requirements, and the implementation of all conditions of authorization. In addition, the measure
has been revised to require a Gaviota Tarplant Mitigation Plan that must be prepared by a qualified
biologist approved by the County, CDFW, and USFWS.

The requested revision to clarify that only special-status species would be relocated has been
made. However, the measure has also been revised to require moving common wildlife out of the
work areas as feasible. The requested revision to eliminate daily pre-construction sweeps has not
been made; daily pre-construction sweeps are necessary to find any special-status species that
have moved into the work areas. This is a standard requirement for projects in open space areas.

The Applicant refers to MM BIO-14d in this comment and describes clarifications requested
regarding nesting birds. MM BIO-14d requires minimization and avoidance measures for American
badger. The County assumes the Applicant is referring to MM BIO-12, Avoidance Measures for
Nesting Birds. The measure has been revised to refer to native birds; however, active nests are
already specifically stated in the nest buffer requirement so that requested change is not needed.
MM BIO-12 has also been revised to define active nests as those containing eggs or dependent
young.

The Applicant states that no bat maternity roosts have been documented in or near the Project’s
disturbance areas, therefore, mitigation is not necessary. However, without current (pre-
construction) survey data, this statement is not supported by evidence. Many bats roost in
crevices, buildings, and trees, and roosts may be relatively small. The only focused roosting surveys
conducted on site were completed in May and June 2008 for the LWEP project configuration.
During that survey, biologists “searched for roosting habitat for the subject target bat species by
carefully scrutinizing the vegetation and habitat.”! Potential roosting habitat was observed at
multiple locations throughout the site. Therefore, there is potential for maternity roosts on site,
and mitigation is required to ensure that adverse effects are avoided or minimized. No revisions
have been made.

The requested definition of active den has been made to MM BIO-14d.

The requested revision to MM BIO-14f has been made.

! Appendix A-15 (Lompoc Wind Energy Project Final Spring and Autumn Bat Migration Pre-Construction Survey
Technical Report, December 2008) of the Biological Resources Technical Report (Sapphos 2018).
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13.27 The requested revision has not been made. Surveys for spadefoot toad must be completed during
conditions in which it is detectable, otherwise, the survey results would be negative even if
spadefoot are present because the survey cannot detect estivating toads.

13.28 The requested revision to MM BIO-14j has been made because any roost evictions must be
completed in coordination with CDFW.

13.29 The County feels that the requirement for micro-siting is an important component to respond to
additional data obtained during ongoing and pre-construction surveys. However, the micro-siting
distance has been clarified in the Final SEIR that the maximum deviation is up to 100 feet, in
accordance with FAA requirements. The FAA approves each WTG’s location and only allows a
deviation of 100 feet from the proposed location. If a WTG were to be moved more than 100 feet,
the Applicant were need to file a new form 7460-1, Notification of Proposed Construction or
Alteration, with the FAA for relocated WTG.

13.30 The Project has a high likelihood of impacting golden eagles, and MM BIO-16’s requirement to
obtain take authorization is an important component of the overall strategy to minimize impacts.
However, the measure has been revised to require the Applicant to provide the County with the
eagle take authorization or a letter from the USFWS stating that take authorization is not
recommended for the Project.

13.31 The Applicant’s request to remove the requirement for the permanent meteorological tower to be
unguyed has not been made. Guyed meteorological tower contribute substantially to bird
mortality through collision with guy wires, especially at night when birds may be drawn to avian
safety lighting on the towers. The USFWS recommends using free-standing towers such as lattice
towers or monopole structures, and even using several shorter unguyed towers instead of one
large, lit, guyed tower.?

13.32 The Applicant claims that Table 4.5-6 in MM BIO-16d includes thresholds for non-listed and non-
sensitive species. However, this table clearly addresses species that are listed, fully protected,
sensitive species, and raptors so it is unclear what the Applicant is referring to. In addition, the
inclusion of thresholds in MM BIO-16d is appropriate and necessary to satisfy CEQA’s requirements
for mitigation. The Applicant’s request to defer the details of the Adaptive Management Plan to a
future date and a future plan or permit is not accepted.

13.33 Mitigation Measure CULT-10 is a flexible approach to data collection and recognizes that sites not
yet evaluated will be evaluated to determine, among many things, site depth within its boundaries.
Elements of MM CULT-10 recommend non-destructive exploratory studies such as geophysical
surveys and also canine forensics. While it is true that canine forensics have a less than perfect
record of identifying human remains in prehistoric contexts, this lack of success has been the result
of using canines in areas where no prehistoric resources are known. The SEIR recommends canine
surveys only in areas of likely human burials in known cultural resource site areas such as middens
and areas of habitation.

Horizontal directional drilling is recommended as an avoidance measure at resources with known
depths. Placing the conduits two feet below the maximum known depth of each site would ensure
avoidance. It is not necessary that the bore pits be “substantially away” from resources. They may

2 Recommended Best Practices for Communication Tower Design, Siting, Construction, Operation, Maintenance,
and Decommissioning, Migratory Bird Program, USFWS; Falls Church, Virginia; April 2018.
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13.34

13.35
13.36

13.37

13.38

13.39
13.40
13.41

be located adjacent to a resource that has been evaluated. Further, should an important site
require data recovery at a junction box or other facility within the resource, then at least the data
recovery would be limited to that specific location and not the full extent of trenches across and
through a resource, and thus significantly reduce impacts.

Mitigation Measure WAT-1 has been updated in Section 4.12, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the
Final SEIR to require monitoring of offsite wells to avoid excessive drawdown of groundwater
supplies relied on by nearby properties.

Necessary revisions have been made in the Final SEIR.

The impact in question is to Land Use Policies on trees, and the LWEP EIR did not find that the
identified impacts to trees rose to the level of a significant impact on Land Use Policies on trees. In
SWEP’s original design, it proposed to remove over 2,000 trees. This large number led to
discussions with County planners, detailed mapping and project revisions, which was not done for
LWEP, because LWEP’s impacts to trees were anticipated to be relatively minor. Although the
estimated number of trees to be removed for SWEP is currently 607 trees, the scale of tree removal
for SWEP qualifies as a significant impact on Land Use Policies, unlike LWEP. The impacts to
Biological Resources and Land Use Policy are both Class | for SWEP, whereas they were Class Il and
no impact respectively for LWEP. Minor revisions to Impact LU-1b have been made.

This comment claims that limitations on construction hours and notification procedures for
construction noise would be “overly burdensome” if MM NOI-2 were to be adopted as
recommended by the Draft SEIR. Locations along the travel route would experience increased
noise because of the traffic due to construction access (Draft SEIR, p.4.14-11). The comment
suggests revisions that could lead to construction around the clock, which would attract truck
traffic on San Miguelito Road any hour of the day. Because non-participating residences are along
San Miguelito Road and within 1,600 feet of the road, the suggested revisions are not accepted.

This comment seeks to clarify whether the Applicant-sponsored measurements in 2017 to deter-
mine the existing background noise levels (Brennan, 2018) would satisfy the requirement in MM
NOI-8 for monitoring existing conditions. As the final project configuration has not been approved,
it is premature to comment on this during the environmental review period.

Your suggested edit has been incorporated into the Final SEIR.
Your suggested edit has been incorporated into the Final SEIR.

The commenter states that because the methodology (see Section 4.2.4.1) is silent on viewer
response and contains limited references to view duration, it is unclear what role (if any) viewer
exposure/view duration has in the assessment related to the Alternative Switchyard Location. The
commenter goes on to suggest that Sections 4.2.4.1 (Impact Assessment Methodology) and 4.2.4.3
(SWEP Impact Discussion by KOP) should be revised to clarify the role of viewer response and
duration in the assessment.

As stated in Section 4.2.4.1, the basic approach “..requires assessing the existing scenic qualities
and viewing circumstances (e.g., viewing distance, angle of view, view duration) and comparing the
likely sensitivity and reactions of viewers [i.e. response] to the pre- and post-project conditions.”
As noted above, viewer sensitivity and reaction can be considered equivalent to viewer response.
The methodology discussion of Section 4.2.4.1 goes on to state: “Visual Sensitivity encompasses an
assessment of viewers, viewing conditions, and viewer sensitivity,” and “Viewers in public places
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would have varying sensitivities depending on their reasons for travelling or using the public
facilities...” while also noting that “Overall levels of viewer sensitivity are identified as being High,
Moderate, or Low.” Therefore, the importance of Viewer Sensitivity (i.e., Viewer Response) is
clearly noted in Section 4.2.4.1.

With regard to viewer sensitivity, the assessment of KOP 2 (Proposed Switchyard Location) in
Section 4.2.4.3 states: “The scenic qualities and viewer sensitivity are rated moderate and reflect
the transition from the suburban landscape that dominates the southern portion of the City to the
relatively natural, rural setting where SR-1 becomes a State-designated Scenic Highway.” The KOP
2 assessment further states with respect to view duration: “Views of the switchyard site from SR-1
would be relatively brief because of the screening of the site by intervening terrain, vegetation,
structures, and increasing rate of speed as southbound travelers head south out of Lompoc.”
Similarly, the assessment of KOP 14 (Alternative Switchyard Location) states: “Viewer sensitivity is
rated high since most viewers would be either local residents or people accessing the park for
recreation purposes.” And further: “..view durations would be extended.”

Therefore, both the methodology discussion of Section 4.3.3.1 and the KOP assessments of Section
4.2.4.3 adequately address the concepts and contributions of viewer response and duration, and
no changes to the SEIR are warranted.

The commenter makes a number of points that suggest the Alternative Switchyard Location is
unlikely to substantially reduce the significant but mitigable (Class IlI) impacts anticipated for the
proposed switchyard at KOP 2. However, as noted in the response to Comment 13.4, the overall
visual impacts of the Alternative Switchyard Location are expected to be less than significant and
noticeably less than those of the proposed Project because the visual change that would occur at
the Alternative Switchyard Location would be subtle (as shown in the visual simulation provided
as Comment 13.4, Figures 1 and 2), and the construction of a highly visible transmission line along
a designated ridgeline would be avoided. The reader is referred to the response to Comment 13.4
for a more detailed discussion of the Alternative Switchyard Location.

The commenter also suggests that the analyses of the proposed switchyard location and the
Alternative Switchyard Location lack sufficient support (e.g., a visual simulation of the Alternative
Switchyard Location from KOP 14) to conclude that the Alternative Switchyard Location, as viewed
from KOP 14, would result in substantially reduced visual effects when compared to the proposed
switchyard as viewed from KOP 2. However, as noted in the response to Comment 13.4, the Draft
SEIR accurately characterizes the potential visibility and visual change that would be associated
with both the proposed and alternative switchyard locations, as evidenced in the Draft SEIR visual
simulations of the proposed switchyard and associated transmission line extension (Draft SEIR
Figures 4.2-3A/3B and 4.2-15A/15B) and the Comment 13.4 visual simulation of the Alternative
Switchyard Location from KOP 14 (Comment 13.4 Figures 1 and 2). The reader is referred to the
response to Comment 13.4 for a more detailed discussion of the visual effects of the proposed and
alternative switchyards.

The remainder of this comment is a restatement of Comment 13.4 and the reader is referred to
the discussion presented in the response to Comment 13.4 above.

The commenter questions the Draft SEIR statement (in the discussion of KOP 13 on San Miguelito
Road) that viewers on San Miguelito Road use the road for recreational or scenic purposes and,
thus, have a heightened sensitivity to visual change. The commenter also suggests that clarification
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13.44

13.45

13.46

13.47

13.48

is needed as to the potential viewers on this particular segment of San Miguelito Road and asks
whether San Miguelito Road is designated scenic and if there are any nearby recreation areas. It is
true that the Draft SEIR discussion of KOP 13 states that many of the travelers along this portion of
San Miguelito Road (which is not a designated scenic roadway) would use the road for recreational
or scenic purposes or would be local residents. Although Miguelito County Park is located
approximately two miles from KOP 13, recreational and scenic activities are assumed to be
dispersed. The LWEP EIR (in the Section 3.2.5.5, Operation Impacts, subsection titled Possible
Visual Impacts on San Miguelito Road South of Miguelito County Park, and incorporated by
reference in the Draft SEIR) states that:

“This road [San Miguelito Road] is used by local residents (both participating and non-
participating landowners), people driving for pleasure, motorcyclists, bicyclists, runners,
and birdwatchers. The number of viewers is low, but their sensitivity to scenic quality is
assumed to be high...”

Therefore, the viewer characterization presented in the Draft SEIR is consistent with the LWEP EIR
findings and is considered accurate.

The commenter also questions the source information used to prepare the conceptual simulation
presented for the tree removal and road modifications at KOP 13 and suggests that regrowth of
(cleared) vegetation should be considered in the analysis and the simulation, without which, the
conclusion regarding residual visual impacts would lack validation. As noted in the Draft SEIR
discussion of KOP 13, due to the minimal information available from which to approximate the
anticipated effect, the simulation is considered conceptual. Source information was limited to
preliminary GIS files depicting the location of trees to be removed and areas to be graded (and/or
widened) along San Miguelito Road. The simulation depicts a reasonable worst-case effect that
shows minimal vegetation regrowth because it was determined by the Draft SEIR biologists that
the relatively poor quality of the native soils in the impacted areas along San Miguelito Road was
such that re-growth would be very slow, causing the affected areas to exhibit the adverse visual
effects over an extended period of years. Therefore, the conclusion regarding long-term residual
visual impacts at KOP 13 is considered accurate and is supported by the Draft SEIR documentation.

The commenter provides sound reasoning regarding the appropriateness of Mitigation Measure
VIS-3. Therefore, MM VIS-3 has been removed from the Final SEIR because it would not be effective
in reducing the significant effects associated with Impact VIS-2 (Views from Jalama Beach County
Park).

The discussion regarding the well has been updated in Section 4.12, Hydrology and Water Quality,
of the Final SEIR.

The discussion regarding the well has been updated in Section 4.12, Hydrology and Water Quality,
of the Final SEIR.

The discussion of groundwater has been updated in Section 4.12, Hydrology and Water Quality,
of the Final SEIR.

Mitigation Measure WAT-1 has been updated in Section 4.12, Hydrology and Water Quality, of the
Final SEIR to require monitoring of offsite wells to avoid excessive drawdown of groundwater
supplies relied on by nearby properties.
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8.6 Responses to Individuals

Comment Set 14: Eric Trubschenck

Hi, | am sure the following has been covered in any environmental impact report, but just in case. Has
the fact that the whole area of the wind farm is Gaviota tarplant habitat been addressed. Mary Meyers of
Ca Fish & Game made a big deal about this habitat when they found few tarplants on my parcel, so how
can this big project even go forward ? And was the disturbance of recreational bicycling up Miguelito
Canyon addressed ?

Eric Trubschenck
Lompoc

Response to Eric Trubschenck

14.1 The Gaviota tar plant population on the Project site is described in Section 4.5.1.4 of the Draft SEIR
and impacts on that species are described in the discussions of Impacts BIO-5a and BIO-5b. These
impacts are considered significant; however, mitigation measures are presented in the Draft SEIR
to reduce the Project’s impacts on Gaviota tar plant to a less-than-significant level. Projects can be
approved despite significant impacts, but feasible mitigation measures must be adopted to reduce
such impacts. The disturbance to recreation activities in San Miguelito Canyon is discussed in
Section 4.16, Recreation, of the Draft SEIR.

Comment Set 15: Susan Horne (May 5, 2019)

Please include Audubon’s recommendations for bird protections in the Lompoc area Wind Farm
conditions.

Susan Horne

Heath Educator

Response to Susan Horne

15.1 Thank you for your suggestion. Please see the responses to the comments made by the Audubon
Society. Please also see General Response GR-2: Bird-Friendly Alternative/Low-Impact Alternative.

Comment Set 16: Karen Dorfman

From: karendorfman@cox.net <karendorfman@cox.net>
Sent: Saturday, May 25, 2019 9:54 AM

To: Pfeifer, Kathy <Kathypm@co.santa-barbara.ca.us>
Subject: Bird Safety Concerns & Strauss DSEIR

Dear Ms. Pfeifer,

| care about birds & want to protect them from unnecessary harm. The Strauss applicant has designed
the project solely to achieve maximum electrical output from the wind farm. Reducing avian mortality
by strategically locating the wind turbine generators has not even been considered. This approach
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contradicts the State and Federal wind energy guidelines. Most wind farms that have been designed in
the last few years have been designed to reduce avian mortality. Strauss should be designed that way
too.

The County should devise a Bird-Friendly Alternative that would move some of the generators off of
ridgetops and adjust the number and type of generators to meet the project’s energy production goals.
The County should hire an expert with experience in designing wind projects that protect birds and
produce adequate power.

The project as proposed would destroy 607 mature oak trees. | support the Modified Project Alternative
that would substantially reduce the destruction of oaks. The DSEIR claims that the proposed project is
consistent with the Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan Conservation Element. It is not. The
mitigations proposed in the DSEIR would not reduce the project impacts to the maximum extent
feasible. Constructing a Bird- Friendly Alternative, as previously mentioned, would.

The County should do a more thorough investigation of the possibility of transporting the turbine blades
by air (heavy-lift helicopter or blimp). The analysis of this option in the DSEIR appears to have been
rushed and is inadequate. Transporting the blades by air would drastically reduce the damage to the
environment adjacent to San Miguelito Road, including the destruction of 158 mature oak trees. In 2017
Lockheed Martin announced that they had developed a heavy-lift “hybrid airship” which would have a
payload capacity of more than 40,000 Ibs. This would be more than enough to transport the Strauss
turbine blades and would reduce environmental impact significantly.

Thank you,

Karen Dorfman

335 Moreton Bay Lane
Goleta CA 93117

Response to Karen Dorfman

16.1  Please see General Responses GR-2: Bird-Friendly Alternative/Low-Impact Alternative and GR-3:
Consistency with State and Federal Guidelines.

16.2  Please see General Responses GR-2: Bird-Friendly Alternative/Low-Impact Alternative and GR-4:
Use of More and Smaller Turbines.

16.3 The Draft SEIR describes the impact associated with the loss of oak trees in the discussion of
Impact BIO-2a in Section 4.5, Biological Resources. Also, please see General Response GR-5:
Removal of Oak Trees. Thank you for expressing your preference for the Modified Project Layout
alternative. The commenter does not provide the basis for the assertion that the proposed Project
would be inconsistent with the Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan Conservation Element.
The County’s basis for determining that the proposed Project would be consistent with the
Conservation Element is provided in Section 4.13.5.1 of the Draft SEIR. Regarding a bird-friendly
alternative, please see General Response GR-2.

16.4  The blades of the proposed wind turbine generators would be too heavy to be safely transported
to the site by air. Please see the expanded discussion of the Helicopter Transport of Turbine Blades
alternative in Section 5.4.3 of the Final SEIR. Airships capable of carrying payloads of this weight
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are not yet commercially available, including the Lockheed Martin airship referenced by the
commenter.

Comment Set 17: Sally and Don Webb (May 25, 2019)

From: Don & Sally Webb <sdwebb@cox.net>

Sent: Saturday, May 25, 2019 9:42 AM

To: Pfeifer, Kathy <Kathypm@co.santa-barbara.ca.us>
Subject: Strauss wind energy project

Dear Sirs:

The applicant has designed the project solely to achieve maximum electrical output from the
wind farm. Reducing avian mortality by strategically locating the wind turbine generators has not
even been considered. This approach contradicts the State and Federal wind energy guidelines.

Most wind farms that have been designed in the last few years have been designed to reduce
avian mortality. Strauss should be designed that way too!

The County should devise a Bird-Friendly Alternative that would move some of the generators
off of ridgetops and adjust the number and type of generators to meet the project’s energy
production goals. The County should hire an expert with experience in designing wind projects
that protect birds and produce adequate power.

The project as proposed would destroy 607 mature oak trees. | support the Modified Project
Alternative that would substantially reduce the destruction of oaks.

The DSEIR claims that the proposed project is consistent with the Santa Barbara County
Comprehensive Plan Conservation Element. It is not. The mitigations proposed in the DSEIR
would not reduce the project impacts to the maximum extent feasible. Constructing a Bird-
Friendly Alternative, as previously mentioned, would.

The discussion in the DSEIR of the closure of San Miguelito Road to public travel beyond
Sudden Road is vague, and fails to adequately describe potential impacts to public access and
recreation. This stretch of road is regularly used by birdwatchers, runners, bicyclists, and
sightseers. The road’s quiet, isolated, rural character creates a significant recreational resource.
The DSEIR does not discuss the circumstances that might lead to this part of the road being
closed to the public during the operational phase of the project. There is no discussion of the
closure’s likelihood or of the adverse impact such a closure would have on public access and
recreation. The DSEIR should state definitively whether or not this section of San Miguelito
Road will be closed. If so, the impacts to Public Access and Recreation should be designated as
“Class I”.

The County should do a more thorough investigation of the possibility of transporting the turbine
blades by air (heavy-lift helicopter or blimp). The analysis of this option in the DSEIR appears to
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have been rushed and is inadequate. Transporting the blades by air would drastically reduce the
damage to the environment adjacent to San Miguelito Road, including the destruction of 158
mature oak trees. In 2017 Lockheed Martin announced that they had developed a heavy-lift
“hybrid airship” which would have a payload capacity of more than 40,000 Ibs. This would be
more than enough to transport the Strauss turbine blades and would reduce environmental impact
significantly.

Sally and Don Webb
621 Cowles Rd

Santa Barbara, CA 93105

Response to Sally and Don Webb

17.1 Thank you for expressing your concerns regarding the Project’s impact on birds. Please see General
Responses GR-2: Bird-Friendly Alternative/Low-Impact Alternative and GR-3: Consistency with State
and Federal Guidelines.

17.2 Please see General Response GR-2: Bird-Friendly Alternative/Low-Impact Alternative. Relocating
WTGs off ridgelines was considered as an alternative in Section 5.3 of the Draft SEIR. As discussed
in Section 5.4.5, this alternative was eliminated due to its potential to disturb vegetation and wildlife
on lower slopes and disturb land on steep side slopes. As described in General Response GR-2: Bird-
Friendly Alternative/Low-Impact Alternative, most of the proposed WTGs are not located on or very
near to prominent ridgelines.

17.3 The Draft SEIR describes the impact associated with the loss of oak trees in the discussion of Impact
BlO-2a in Section 4.5. Also, please see General Response GR-5: Removal of Oak Trees. Thank you for
expressing your preference for the Modified Project Layout alternative.

17.4 The commenter does not provide the basis for the assertion that the proposed Project would not
be consistent with the Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan Conservation Element. The
County’s basis for determining that the proposed Project would be consistent with the Conservation
Element is provided in Section 4.13.5.1 of the Draft SEIR. The Draft SEIR presents feasible mitigation
measures to reduce all significant impacts as required by CEQA. The Draft SEIR also analyzes a
reasonable range of feasible alternatives that would be capable of reducing the Project’s significant
impacts. Please note that an SEIR is not required to analyze all possible alternatives (State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15126.6). Regarding a bird-friendly alternative, please see General Response GR-
2.

17.5 Thank you for expressing your concerns regarding the Project’s impact on recreation in the area.
The Draft SEIR acknowledges and describes the current recreation uses of San Miguelito Canyon,
including the recreational activities cited by the commenter. The Draft SEIR analyzes the Project’s
impacts on recreation in relation to the significance thresholds presented in Section 4.16.3 and
makes significance conclusions based on these thresholds.
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Section 2.5.9 of the Draft SEIR mentions the possibility of closing San Miguelito Road and Sudden
Road beyond their intersection during Project operation. While the possibility for these road
closures was proposed by the Applicant, the County has decided not to consider these road closures
as part of the proposed Project and the Applicant has agreed to this. Therefore, the text describing
the possibility of these road closures as part of the proposed Project has been deleted from Section
2.5.9 of the Final SEIR. These possible permanent road closures are no longer part of the proposed
Project.

17.6 The blades of the proposed wind turbine generators would be too heavy to be safely transported
to the site by air. Please see the expanded discussion of the Helicopter Transport of Turbine Blades
alternative in Section 5.4.3 of the Final SEIR. Airships capable of carrying payloads of this weight are
not yet commercially available.

Comment Set 18: Randall Moon, Ph.D.

From: Randall Moon <rtmoon@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, May 27, 2019 11:40 AM

To: Pfeifer, Kathy <Kathypm@co.santa-barbara.ca.us>
Subject: Strauss wind energy project

| am writing to express my concerns regarding this wind energy project. In particular | believe this
project will devastate bird populations and that this is not an acceptable outcome.

18.1
Sincerely,

Randall Moon, Ph.D.

5512 Calle Arena
Carpinteria, CA 93013

Response to Randall Moon, Ph.D.

18.1  Thank you for expressing your concerns regarding the Project’s impact on birds. Your concerns
will be shared with the County’s decision makers.

Comment Set 19: David Grill

From: David Grill <davidgrill1700@icloud.com>

Sent: Friday, May 31, 2019 8:43 PM

To: Pfeifer, Kathy <Kathypm@co.santa-barbara.ca.us>
Subject: STRAUSS WND FARM

Dear Ms. Pfeiffer,
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| hope you retain my letter on this subject from a few months back. However, | wish to re-new some
points.

1.) During the arguments on the first wind farm, | read an article from a German scientific magazine
which tracked the consequences of a wind farm planted in the Baltic Sea off the German coast.
Vibrations from the turbines into the sea floor and the sea chased away all of the local sea mammals.

Representative Salud Carbajol is bragging about his intention to plant a second wind farm off-shore from
northern San Luis Obispo County, right in the middle of gray whales and sea otters. How much
environmental damage will be done in the name of green energy?

Just as the German turbines are anchored into bedrock under the sea, the Strauss turbines will be
anchored into bedrock in our mountains. Will vibrations underground drive away mammals, reptiles,
amphibians, echinoderms, mollusks, arachnids, and insects? If all the prey species are driven away, all
predator species will also depart. The Strauss wind farm region, of unknown vibrational dimensions,
might become a mountainous region sterile of life.

Who knows? Where is the research? We know that wind turbines are skilled at knocking life out of the
sky, but does it also evict life out of the earth?

2.) The dimension of the turbine blade is greater than stated when the blade’s wingtip vortex is
included. Each wingtip sheds a violent, spinning vortex to dissipate uncontrolled energy. Itis like a
thunderstorm dissipating uncontrolled energy by releasing a tornado. Thus the danger of the blade to
birds is truly three dimensional, not just two. Any bird flying past the blade but into the vortex is subject
to broken bones and death. So how big is the vortex? | do not know. Neither do you. Neither does
Strauss. Where is the science for this?

3.) When an American bomb falls on an enemy location and damages civilians and their homes, the
military calls it “collateral damage”. The press calls it reckless and outrageous and criminal. The people
of Lompoc are calling Strauss’ "collateral damage” an outrage before the fact.

4.). Where is all of the wind energy going? It is not going to Lompoc because we generate our own
energy, and it is all green energy. We have done this for decades, and without “collateral damage” to
man nor beast.

Is this energy for Bakersfield or the San Joaquin Valley? Letthem make energy in their own back yards,
not ours. Strauss and Representative Carbajol will say the turbine needs the greatest winds for the
greatest efficiency. That is just a question about money and profits. Lompoc does not want to boost
Strauss’ profits at the cost of our flora and fauna.

5.) Sacrificing environment for green energy is a moot trade-off. Unless California has zero population
growth, we will never have enough energy, regardless of the source. Are all of the green energy people
stupid? Are all of the environmentalists stupid? Perhaps, the true issue is money, with green energy
and environmentalism merely a smoke screen. Why should Lompoc be ravaged so some other parties
get rich?

Respectfully Submitted, David Grill 1700 Riverview Terrace, Lompoc, Ca 93436
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Response to David Grill

19.1 The comment concerns vibration levels that may be transmitted underground from the WTG tower
foundations to animals that inhabit the surrounding soils and rock. Design safety features of the
proposed WTGs include monitoring for nacelle vibration (Draft SEIR, p.2-17) with the intent of
avoiding and mitigating vibration that could pose a risk of damage to the various WTG components,
and procedures would halt WTG operation in the event of excess vibration (Draft SEIR, p.2-18). With
these features, the levels of ground-borne vibration propagating from the foundations would be
minimal.

19.2 This issue was addressed in the Draft SEIR in Section 4.5.4 under Impact BIO-12. It discusses avian
displacement from WTGs, including calculated estimates of the loss of aerial habitat around the
WTG blades for each proposed WTG size.

19.3 Thank you for expressing your opinions regarding the proposed Project. Your comments will be
shared with the County’s decision makers.

19.4 The electrical output of the Project would be exported to the PG&E distribution system via the
Cabrillo Substation in Lompoc. The Applicant has an executed power purchase agreement with
Marin Clean Energy. Marin Clean Energy serves numerous communities in the greater Bay Area.
Please note that City of Lompocis a member of the Northern California Power Authority and imports
most of its electrical energy. Over half of Lompoc’s electricity comes from hydroelectric and
geothermal power plants (CEC 2018).

19.5 Your opinions regarding “green energy” will be shared with the County’s decision makers.
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Comment Set 20: Jon Picciuolo

445 Oak Hill Terrace, Lompoc, CA 93436

May 31, 2019

Ms. Kathy Pfeifer

County of Santa Barbara

Planning and Development Department
123 East Anapamu Street,

Santa Barbara, CA 93101 RECEHVEP

Re: Strauss Wind Energy Project _ JUN 03 2018
SB COUNTY
Dear Ms. Pfeifer, PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT

The following comments pertain to Proposed Strauss Wind Energy Project
Supplemental 18EIR-00000-0001, Section 4.6, Archaeological and Tribal Cultural
Resources. My comments are those of a private citizen. | do not represent any agency
or organization.

Section 4.6 is deficient and incomplete because it contains no analysis of the
potential for vibration-induced structural damage to rock art sites on Vandenberg Air
Force Base which are close to the project area. These sites include, but are not limited
to, CA-SBA-0503 (Swordfish Cave) and CA-SBA-0655 (Window Cave).

While the Strauss Wind Energy Project’s environmental review does address visual
and audible impacts to Swordfish Cave and Window Cave, it neglects to address the
potential for vibration-induced structural damage. This is of particular concern for
Swordfish Cave, a fragile cultural resource with a history of natural deterioration of the
cave’s interior wall.

Wind turbines are large vibrating cylindrical towers, strongly coupled to the ground
with massive concrete foundations, through which vibrations are transmitted to the
surroundings, and with rotating turbine blades generating low-frequency acoustic
signals which may couple acoustically into the ground. Additionally, the blade-tower
interaction is a source of pulses at a low repetition rate, which contain components in
the infrasound region. The local and surrounding geology, especially layering, may play
an important part in determining vibration transmission. Wind farms do produce
discernible harmonic signals which can be detected over considerable distances.

Vibration-induced structural damage to rock art sites by wind turbines is a valid
concern, as exemplified by California’s Desert Renewable Energy Conservation Plan
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(DRECP), a collaborative effort between the California Energy Commission, California
Department of Fish and Wildlife, the U.S. Bureau of Land Management, and the U.S. Fish 20.1
and Wildlife Service. Chapter IV.25, Cumulative Impacts Analysis of the DRECP’s Draft cont.
EIR/EIS (2014), Impact CR-2, states: “Continuous vibrations from wind turbines could

damage or degrade rock art sites...”

| also bring to your attention an error in the environmental review. The Winter
Solstice event at Window Cave is a sunset event, not a sunrise event.

20.2

My background: For many years | have assisted Vandenberg Air Force Base’s
Cultural Resources Office in a volunteer capacity by monitoring the condition of rock art
sites. I'm retired from the U.S. Navy and have academic degrees in Aerospace
Engineering and Oceanography.

Sincerely, /

Jon Picciuolo

Response to Jon Picciuolo

20.1 Please see the response to Comment 19.1.

20.2 Thank you for the information clarifying Window Cave as a sunset event. This typographic error
resulted from a review of the Honda Ridge Rock Art Site (SBA-550) which includes both a sunrise
and sunset event but was not within the Project records search area. This has been corrected in the
Final SEIR.
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Comment Set 21: Leo Solari
Hello,

I strongly support the Strauss Wind Energy project. I accept the concerns of the
indigestion people and the birds in this project but i think that it is more
important. I think that we can find way to them respond too. I hope that this gets
build soon

21.1

sincerely,
Leo

Response to Leo Solari

21.1 Thank you for expressing your opinion regarding the proposed Project. Your comments will be
shared with the County’s decision makers.

Comment Set 22: Chiara Volpi

| would also like to add that even though it may be harmful to the birds nearby, every solution will
always have some problems. Look at dams, they are terrible for the environment, while at the same 22.1
time saving it through hydro-electric power. Thanks again!

On Fri, May 31, 2019 at 2:19 PM Chiara Volpi <chiara.volpi@students.lascuolasf.org> wrote:

Hello Kathy,

My name is Chiara Volpi. | am a seventh grader at La Scuola Sf International School in San
Francisco. | think that it is a great idea to have a wind energy farm. Our planet is slowly dying
from the effects of climate change, and even this small contribution can help save it.

Thanks!

Chiara

Response to Chiara Volpi

22.1 Thank you for expressing your opinion regarding the proposed Project and your concerns about
climate change. Your comments will be shared with the County’s decision makers.

Comment Set 23: Mikal Kirwin

From: Mikal Kirwin <mikalkirwinl5@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, June 01, 2019 1:32 AM
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To: Pfeifer, Kathy <Kathypm@co.santa-barbara.ca.us>
Subject: Wind turbine (bird friendly design)

Hello my name is Mikal. I have no background in any type of design nor any engineering work
but I have an idea for a bird friendly wind turbine design. ( if there isn't a bird friendly design
then why have the lompoc populace as well as the Santa Barbra county board fought for the
snowy plovers to be protected they are birds)

I don't know who else to tell this to that would help other than the person in charge of it so
hopefully it helps.

A cylindrical contained turbine (I imagined it to end up looking like a telephone pole but alot
bigger) tall enough to reach the winds with the speed needed to charge the turbines but the
outside could be made of a mesh (teflon?) or metal screen and inside could be several smaller
turbines which would increase the production of electricity as well (smaller turbines mean lighter
[bet space x would have some awesome lightweight materials that could withstand the wear and
tear] the lighter the turbines the less force the wind would have to have to push it) there is a lot
of things that can be done to help our planet with out destroying indigenous animal habitats and
land that people covet due to its deep historical significance. This land is to some is sacred and
the chumash were to protect it and the living things that reside here please try this the resources
are here between space x and the AFVB the money has to be there as well instead of buying the
destructive ugly turbines take that money and design one with one of the two afformentioned
companies. Please if my idea doesn't seem plausible Im sure one of the many engineers that exist
in either one of those workplaces would have a great time coming up with one.

Thank you for reading this random but helpful(hopefully) letter.

Mikal

Response to Mikal Kirwin

23.1 Thank you for your suggestion. Your idea for a new wind turbine design is not commercially available
and so cannot be considered for the proposed Project. Thank you for expressing your concerns
regarding wildlife habitat and tribal cultural resources.

Comment Set 24: Paulina Conn

2612 Foothill Rd.
Santa Barbara, CA 93105

June 1, 2019
Santa Barbara County Planning and Development
123 E. Anapamu St.
Santa Barbara, CA93101

RE: Strauss Wind Farm DEIR
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Dear County Planning Department,

Please deny the Strauss Wind Farm in Miguelito Canyon. The Draft Environmental Impact
Report is inadequate and incomplete. The considerable increase in ambient operational noise,
vibrations, and pollution has not been addressed for the effects on underground, on the ground, in
the vegetation and in the air wildlife and humans. The project could cause a wildlife desert where
diversity now exists. The current and long-term significant adverse impacts on the over 5000
acres of land directly and indirectly for many miles of surrounding area outweigh any benefits.

Although wind is considered a beneficial alternative energy source, this particular project, in this
location causes too much operational pollution now and over time. It takes out nearly 400 ancient
oak trees and other vegetation that is removing CO2 from the atmosphere. CO2 removal benefits
the County and the entire planet more than this wind farm does. This project widens and adds
roads in what is agricultural land and also part of a sustainable biodiversity wildlife corridor
from the ocean into the mountains. This project totally disrupts the natural behavior of the entire
native ecology with excessive human intervention and constant human activity. The method of
construction is the worst possible causing excessive, unconscionable environmental destruction.

Mandated by the Federal Aviation Administration, the 30, 492 feet tall wind turbines will all
have night-time synchronized, flashing red lights, visible for miles in the urban and dark, scenic
Gaviota Coast areas where the night sky is valued by residents and tourists. The flashing lights
will have a devastating impact on night flying bats, owls and others in the food chain.

The daytime movement of the blades will kill raptors and other birds. Wind technology must first
be designed that is quieter, causes less land vibration and pollution, and does not destroy any
wildlife before it is installed anywhere, especially here in Miguelito Canyon.

Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) has a dubious record for ethics and maintenance of their
infrastructure and ecological area where their power lines are strung. They should not be the ones
in control of any wind or other energy project, especially not one in such a sensitive area.

Please deny the DEIR as incomplete. You have already heard from the Chumash that the DEIR
is incomplete. This project should not be built in this location.

Sincerely,

Paulina Conn
805 682-5183

Response to Paulina Conn

24.1 Thank you for expressing your opinion regarding the proposed Project. The Draft SEIR meets all of
CEQA’s requirements and the County does not believe it is either inadequate or incomplete. Impacts
associated with noise and vibration are discussed in Draft SEIR Section 4.14. Impacts related to air
pollution and water pollution are discussed in Draft SEIR Sections 4.4 and 4.9, respectively. Impacts
on vegetation and wildlife are discussed in Draft SEIR Section 4.5. Please note that the proposed
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Project’s direct disturbance area is approximately 171 acres. The majority of Project site’s 5,887
acres would not be directly affected by Project implementation.

Thank you for expressing your concerns. Section 4.10.4 of the Draft SEIR acknowledges that the loss
of oak trees would result in a reduction of plant-based CO2 uptake, but also indicates that the
reduction in plant-based CO2 uptake would be substantially lower than the greenhouse gas
reductions associated with wind power generation. The Project’s adverse effects on wildlife are
discussed in detail in Draft SEIR Section 4.5, including effects related to wildlife movement and
disturbances from human activity. The commenter does not indicate why the proposed “method of
construction is the worst possible” so it is not possible to formulate a specific response to this
statement; however, the proposed construction methods are conventional and typical of wind
energy development projects. Please see General Response GR-5: Removal of Oak Trees.

As indicated in Section 4.2.6 of the Draft SEIR, the nighttime impacts of the required aviation safety
lighting for the wind turbine generators is considered a significant and unavoidable impact. The
effects of nighttime lighting on bats and birds are discussed under Impacts BIO-9, BIO-10, BIO-13b
in Section 4.5 of the Draft SEIR. Impacts BIO-9 and BIO-10 are considered significant. Feasible
measures have been proposed to reduce these impacts; however, Impact BIO-10 remains significant
even with mitigation.

24.4 The Draft SEIR acknowledges that birds and bats would be killed by the wind turbine blades and

24.5

describes this in the discussion of Impact BIO-10 in the Draft SEIR. This is considered a significant
and unavoidable impact of the Project, although a detailed mitigation strategy is proposed in the
SEIR to reduce this impact as much as possible. The noise and vibration impacts of the proposed
Project are discussed in detail in Section 4.14 of the Draft SEIR and are considered significant. The
effects of noise on wildlife are described in the discussions of Impacts BIO-8, BIO-9, BIO-13a, and
BIO-13b in Section 4.5 of the Draft SEIR. The commenter doesn’t specify the type of “pollution” that
would be generated by the Project, but the operation of the proposed wind energy facility would
not generate any substantial air or water pollution.

PG&E Company is only involved in the proposed Project as an interconnection point to the electric
power grid. The proposed Project, including the proposed wind turbines and transmission line,
would be built, owned, and operated by the Project Applicant. To accommodate the inter-
connection of the proposed Project, PG&E would need to replace approximately 0.8 miles of an
existing power line (wires and poles) between the Project switchyard and PG&E’s existing Cabrillo
Substation. PG&E would not be in control of the proposed wind energy project as suggested by the
commenter.

24.6 Thank you for expressing your opinions regarding the SEIR and the proposed Project. Your

comments will be shared with the County’s decision makers.

Comment Set 25: Stephen Ferry

From: Stephen Ferry <stephenjamesferry@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, June 01, 2019 4:22 PM
To: Pfeifer, Kathy <Kathypm@co.santa-barbara.ca.us>
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Cc: Michael Taaffe <michael.taaffe@us.af.mil>; Tam Taaffe <BIMA55@MSN.COM>; Ken Pearlman
<kenpearlman@comcast.net>; Mark Holmgren <maholmgren33@gmail.com>
Subject: Good Article about IdentiFlight

Hi, Kathy,

I received the email below that has a link to a good article about IdentiFlight. | was particularly
interested to read that,

IdentiFlight is now operating at wind farms around the world, even as the company continues to

test the system. Duke Energy Renewables’ has already purchased 47 units for its Wyoming wind

farm. Operations in California, Oregon, Washington, and Utah are also in the process of setting
IdentiFlight units, or have done so already. In September 2018, IdentiFlight received its first 25.1
international purchase for a trial in Germany. Since then, IdentiFlight has been bought for full

scale commercial application in a wind farm in Tasmania, Australia, and is being considered for

projects in Spain, France, and Sweden.

Sounds like IdentiFlight has entered the realm of the practical and operational.
Regards,

Steve

Response to Stephen Ferry

25.1 Thank you for your comment regarding IdentiFlight. The Final SEIR has been revised to require
installation of active control technology, such as one more IdentiFlight units, prior to operation of
the Project (see revised MM BIO-15b).

Comment Set 26: Tina Brenza

From: Tina Brenza <tbrenza@hotmail.com>

Sent: Monday, June 03, 2019 8:23 PM

To: Pfeifer, Kathy <Kathypm@co.santa-barbara.ca.us>
Subject: Strauss wind energy project

| advocate for proven and substantive bird protections to be codified within the EIR for the

Strauss project. Absent that guarantee, the alternative | request will include re-location of the 26.1
wind turbines off the ridge-line.

Thank you,

Tina Brenza

Get Outlook for Android
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Response to Tina Brenza

26.1 Thank you for your suggestions and opinion. Please note that the mitigation measures presented in
the EIR are recommendations for conditions of Project approval. A robust mitigation strategy for
bird protection is proposed in the SEIR, including requirements for installing adaptive control
technology and unguyed meteorological towers prior to Project operation, and development and
implementation of a Monitoring and Adaptive Management Plan, a Before-After/Control-Impact
Study, a Bird/Bat Mortality Study, and removal of carrion near turbines to minimize attracting
raptors to the site. Assuming the mitigation measures are adopted as conditions of approval by the
decision makers, the Applicant will be required to implement these measures and County will
monitor their implementation. Relocating WTGs below ridgelines was considered as an alternative
in Section 5.3 of the Draft SEIR. As discussed in Section 5.4.5, this alternative was eliminated due to
its potential to disturb vegetation and wildlife on lower slopes. Constructing WTG pads and
additional access roads would increase environmental impacts in lower-elevation locations that are
more heavily vegetated. It would also require substantially more earth movement than the
proposed Project. There is also little evidence to indicate that this would be effective in reducing
avian mortality. Further, most of the proposed WTGs are not located on or very near to prominent
ridgelines. Please see General Responses GR-2: Bird-Friendly Alternative/Low-Impact Alternative
and GR-3: Consistency with State and Federal Guidelines, which include descriptions of how the site
plan incorporated recommendations from biologists and the data collected from onsite avian
studies.

Comment Set 27: Jeanette Desmond

From: jen desmond <jendesmond@earthlink.net>
Sent: Monday, June 03, 2019 10:02 AM

To: Pfeifer, Kathy <Kathypm@co.santa-barbara.ca.us>
Subject: WIND FARMS SEIR

| implore you to consider the welfare of birds; and ask that wind farms be designed to reduce bird

. 27.1
mortality.

Thank you.

Jeanette Desmond
Camarillo CA
(former resident of Santa Barbara)

Response to Jeanette Desmond

27.1 Thank you for expressing your concerns regarding the Project’s impact on birds and its contribution
to avian mortality. A robust mitigation strategy for bird protection is proposed in the SEIR, including
requirements for installing adaptive control technology and unguyed meteorological towers prior
to Project operation, and development and implementation of a Monitoring and Adaptive
Management Plan, a Before-After/Control-Impact Study, a Bird/Bat Mortality Study, and removal
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of carrion near turbines to minimize attracting raptors to the site. Your concerns will be shared with
the County’s decision makers.

Comment Set 28: Sally and Don Webb (June 4, 2019)

From: Don & Sally Webb <sdwebb@cox.net>

Sent: Tuesday, June 04, 2019 7:40 AM

To: Pfeifer, Kathy <Kathypm@co.santa-barbara.ca.us>
Subject: Strauss Wind Energy Project

Ms. Kathy Pfeifer

Planner

Santa Barbara County Planning and Development 123 E. Anapamu Street
Santa Barbara, CA 93101

RE: Strauss Wind Energy Project — Comments on Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Report

Dear Ms. Pfeifer:

I am concerned about the environmental destruction that will be caused by the subject wind farm.
The applicant has designed the project solely to achieve maximum electrical output from the
wind farm. Reducing bird deaths by strategically locating the wind turbine generators (WTGS)
was not even considered. This approach contradicts the State and Federal wind energy
guidelines. Most wind farms that have been designed in the last few years in the United States
have been designed to reduce avian mortality by properly locating WTGs. Strauss should be
designed that way too!

The project as proposed would destroy 607 mature oak trees. This is unacceptable! The County
should change the project design to be more similar to the Lompoc Wind Energy Project
(LWEP) that was approved 10 years ago. The County should devise an Environment-Friendly
Alternative that would move some of the generators off of ridgetops and adjust the number and
type of generators to meet the project’s energy production goals. The County should hire an
expert to help with the design who has experience in designing wind projects that protect birds
and produce adequate power.

The County should require the use of more of the smaller 1.79-MW wind turbine generators
already proposed for use by the applicant. Using smaller WTGs would mean smaller blades that
could be transported by helicopter or airship. Then San Miguelito Road would not have to be
modified, eliminating the destruction of 158 mature oak trees.

The County should change the transmission line design to that which was proposed for LWEP.
That alone would eliminate the destruction of 62 mature oak trees.
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Thanks for considering my comments.
Yours truly,

Sally and Don Webb
621 Cowles Rd
Santa Barbara, Ca 93108

Response to Sally and Don Webb

28.1 Thank you for expressing your concerns regarding the Project’s impact on birds. Please see General
Response GR-3: Consistency with State and Federal Guidelines.

28.2 The Draft SEIR describes the impact associated with the loss of oak trees in the discussion of Impact
BIO-2a in Section 4.5. Also, please see General Response GR-5: Removal of Oak Trees. The Modified
Project Layout alternative would substantially reduce the number of oak trees that would need to
be removed. The commenter does not indicate why the previous Lompoc Wind Energy Project
would be preferable to the proposed Project, so it is not possible to formulate a specific response
to this statement. Alternatives capable of reducing some of the significant impacts of the proposed
Project are discussed in Chapter 5 of the Draft SEIR. Regarding a bird-friendly alternative, please see
General Response GR-2.

28.3 The blades of the proposed wind turbine generators, including the 1.79-MW model, would be too
heavy to be safely transported to the site by air. Please see the expanded discussion of the
Helicopter Transport of Turbine Blades alternative in Section 5.4.3 of the Final SEIR.

28.4 Please see General Response GR-5: Removal of Oak Trees. The transmission line alighment was
modified after the Project application was submitted to the County in order to reduce the number
of oak trees that would need to be removed. The original alignment would have required the
removal of an estimated 595 oak trees while the revised alignment would require the removal of
62 oak trees. Please note the Lompoc Wind Energy Project may also have required the removal of
oak trees along San Miguelito Road although likely substantially fewer than the proposed Project.
Section 2.4.3 of Lompoc Wind Energy Project Final EIR states that because the need for tree removal
along San Miguelito Road “cannot be established with certainty until the specific characteristics of
the transport vehicles have been determined, the analysis assumes that some road widening,
grading, tree removal, and tree trimming would be needed.”

Comment Set 29: Charlotte Mountain

From: Charlotte Mountain <mountain.c.i@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 04, 2019 7:30 AM

To: Pfeifer, Kathy <Kathypm@co.santa-barbara.ca.us>
Subject: Strauss Wind Energy Project near Lompoc
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Hello Kathy,

| am a resident of Santa Barbara County and | oppose the proposed Strauss Wind Energy Project

that would be located near Lompoc. Large-scale wind turbine generators are very harmful to
environmental health, especially birds. The applicant has designed the project solely to achieve 29.1
maximum electrical output from the wind farm. Reducing bird deaths by strategically locating

the wind turbine generators was not even considered. Additionally, the project as proposed

would destroy 607 mature oak trees. The County should not approve this project due to the
environmental harms.

Sincerely,
Charlotte Mountain

Response to Charlotte Mountain

29.1 Thank you for expressing your concerns regarding the proposed Project. Your comments will be
shared with the County’s decision makers. The Project’s impacts on birds are described in the
discussion of Impact BIO-10 in Section 4.5 of the Draft SEIR. This is considered a significant and
unavoidable impact of the Project, although a robust mitigation strategy is proposed in the SEIR to
reduce this impact as much as possible. The Project’s impact on oak trees is discussed under Impact
BIO-2a in Draft SEIR Section 4.5. Also, please see General Response GR-5: Removal of Oak Trees.
Please note that the Modified Project Layout alternative was included in the SEIR in order to reduce
the Project’s impacts on oak trees by avoiding the removal of an estimate 382 oak trees (see SEIR
Section 5.5.2).

Comment Set 30: Kathleen G. McGuiness

From: Kate McGuinness <katemcguinness888@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 05, 2019 9:36 AM

To: Pfeifer, Kathy <Kathypm@co.santa-barbara.ca.us>
Subject: Comment re Strauss Wind Project

Ms. Kathy Pfeifer

Planner Santa Barbara County Planning and Development
123 E. Anapamu Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

RE: Strauss Wind Energy Project — Comments on Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Report

Dear Ms. Pfeifer:
| am concerned about the environmental destruction that will be caused by the subject wind farm.

The applicant has designed the project solely to achieve maximum electrical output from the
wind farm. Reducing bird deaths by strategically locating the wind turbine generators (WTGS) 30.1
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was not even considered. This approach contradicts the State and Federal wind energy
guidelines.

Most wind farms that have been designed in the last few years in the United States have been
designed to reduce avian mortality by properly locating WTGs. Strauss should be designed that
way too!

The project as proposed would destroy 607 mature oak trees. This is unacceptable! The County
should change the project design to be more similar to the Lompoc Wind Energy Project
(LWEP) that was approved 10 years ago.

The County should devise an Environment-Friendly Alternative that would move some of the
generators off of ridgetops and adjust the number and type of generators to meet the project’s
energy production goals.

The County should hire an expert to help with the design who has experience in designing wind
projects that protect birds and produce adequate power.

The County should require the use of more of the smaller 1.79-MW wind turbine generators
already proposed for use by the applicant. Using smaller WTGs would mean smaller blades that
could be transported by helicopter or airship. Then San Miguelito Road would not have to be
modified, eliminating the destruction of 158 mature oak trees.

The County should change the transmission line design to that which was proposed for LWEP.
That alone would eliminate the destruction of 62 mature oak trees.

Santa Barbara County is a treasure of biodiversity. Don't let the Strauss Wind Project
tarnish this jewel!

Thanks for considering my comments.

Yours truly,

Kathleen G. McGuinness
744 Cineguitas Rd. Apt C
Santa Barbara, Ca. 93110

Response to Kathleen G. McGuinness

30.1 Thank you for expressing your concerns regarding the Project’s impact on birds. Please see General
Response GR-3: Consistency with State and Federal Guidelines.

30.2 Thank you for expressing your opinion regarding the proposed Project. Please see General
Responses GR-2: Bird-Friendly Alternative/Low-Impact Alternative and GR-3: Consistency with State
and Federal Guidelines for a discussion of project design with respect to avian protection.

30.3 Please see General Response GR-5: Removal of Oak Trees. Alternatives capable of reducing some of
the significant impacts of the proposed Project are discussed in Chapter 5 of the Draft SEIR.
Relocating WTGs below ridgelines was considered as an alternative in Section 5.3 of the Draft SEIR.
As discussed in Section 5.4.5, this alternative was eliminated due to its potential to disturb

Final SEIR 8-395 October 2019

30.2

30.3

30.4

30.5

30.6

30.7



8.

Responses to Draft SEIR Comments

30.4

30.5

30.6

30.7

vegetation and wildlife on lower slopes. Constructing WTG pads and additional access roads would
increase environmental impacts in lower-elevation locations that are more heavily vegetated. It
would also require substantially more earth movement than the proposed Project. There is also
little evidence to indicate that this would be effective in reducing avian mortality. Further, most of
the proposed WTGs are not located on or very near to prominent ridgelines. Please see General
Response GR-2: Bird-Friendly Alternative/Low-Impact Alternative.

Thank you for your suggestion. Please see General Responses GR-2: Bird-Friendly Alternative/Low-
Impact Alternative and GR-3: Consistency with State and Federal Guidelines for a discussion of
Project design with respect to avian protection.

The blades of the 1.79-MW wind turbine generators would be too heavy to be safely transported
to the site by air. Please see the expanded discussion of the Helicopter Transport of Turbine Blades
alternative in Section 5.4.3 of the Final SEIR.

The transmission line alignment was modified after the Project application was submitted to the
County in order to reduce the number of oak trees that would need to be removed. The original
alighment would have required the removal of an estimated 595 oak trees while the revised
alignment would require the removal of 62 oak trees. Please see General Response GR-5: Removal
of Oak Trees.

Thank you for expressing your opinion regarding the proposed Project.

Comment Set 31: Rebecca B. Adams

From: Pete and Becky Adams <adams@teamslack.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 06, 2019 3:45 PM

To: Pfeifer, Kathy <Kathypm@co.santa-barbara.ca.us>
Subject: Strauss DSEIR

| am writing to ask the County to require Strauss to re-do their plan to make it more bird friendly. That
would mean moving some of the generators from ridge tops and adjusting the number and type of
generators. An expert with experience in designing wind projects that protect birds and produce
adequate power should be hired.

| am also concerned about the destruction of 607 mature oak trees and support an alternative that
would substantially reduce the number of oaks destroyed.

The closure of San Miguelito Road beyond Sudden road | am afraid will impede access to areas for bird
watching and other recreational activities.

Please reconsider the Strauss DSEIR to take into consideration not only the electrical output, but also
the birds, oaks and access to the area which are involved to come up with a better plan.

Sincerely,
Rebecca B Adams

Sent from my iPad
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Response to Rebecca B. Adams

31.1

31.2

Thank you for expressing your concerns regarding the Project’s impact on birds and oak trees.
Regarding a bird-friendly alternative, please see General Response GR-2. Alternatives capable of
reducing some of the significant impacts of the proposed Project are discussed in Chapter 5 of the
Draft SEIR. Relocating WTGs below ridgelines was considered as an alternative in Section 5.3 of the
Draft SEIR. As discussed in Section 5.4.5, this alternative was eliminated due to its potential to
disturb vegetation and wildlife on lower slopes. Constructing WTG pads and additional access roads
would increase environmental impacts in lower-elevation locations that are more heavily
vegetated. It would also require substantially more earth movement than the proposed Project.
There is also little evidence to indicate that this would be effective in reducing avian mortality.
Further, most of the proposed WTGs are not located on or very near to prominent ridgelines. Please
see General Responses GR-2: Bird-Friendly Alternative/Low-Impact Alternative and GR-3:
Consistency with State and Federal Guidelines, which include discussions of Project design with
respect to avian protection.

The Project’s impacts on birds are described in the discussion of Impact BIO-10 in Section 4.5 of the
Draft SEIR and the loss of oak trees is described in the discussion of Impact BIO-2a. Also, please see
General Response GR-5: Removal of Oak Trees. The Modified Project Layout alternative would
substantially reduce the number of oak trees that would need to be removed.

The County has decided not to consider these road closures as part of the proposed Project and the
Applicant has agreed to this. Therefore, the text describing the possibility of these road closures as
part of the proposed Project has been deleted from Section 2.5.9 of the Final SEIR. These possible
permanent road closures are no longer part of the proposed Project. After completion of Project
construction, access for bird watching and other recreation activities along public roadways would
be restored.

Thank you for expressing your opinion regarding the proposed Project. Your concerns will be shared
with the County’s decision makers.

Comment Set 32: Wim Van Dam

From: Wim van Dam <wim.van.dam@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, June 06, 2019 1:57 AM

To: Pfeifer, Kathy <Kathypm@co.santa-barbara.ca.us>

Subject: Comments on Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report re Strauss Wind Energy Project

Dear Ms. Pfeifer:

| am very concerned about the environmental damage that will be caused by the
Strauss Wind Farm. The applicant has designed the project solely to achieve maximum
electrical output. Reducing bird deaths by strategically locating the wind turbine
generators (WTGs) was not even considered. This approach contradicts the State and
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Federal wind energy guidelines. Most wind farms that have been designed in the last
few years in the United States have been designed to reduce avian mortality by properly
locating WTGs. Strauss should be designed that way too!

The project as proposed would destroy 607 mature oak trees, which is unacceptable.
The County should change the project design to be more similar to the Lompoc Wind
Energy Project (LWEP) that was approved 10 years ago. The County should devise an
Environment-Friendly Alternative that would move some of the generators off of ridge
tops and adjust the number and type of generators to meet the project’s energy
production goals. The County should hire an expert to help with the design who has
experience in designing wind projects that protect birds and produce adequate power.
The County should also require the use of more of the smaller 1.79-MW wind turbine
generators already proposed for use by the applicant. Using smaller WTGs would mean
smaller blades that could be transported by helicopter or airship. Then San Miguelito
Road would not have to be modified, eliminating the destruction of 158 mature oak
trees.

The County should change the transmission line design to that which was proposed for
LWEP. That alone would eliminate the destruction of 62 mature oak trees.

Thanks for considering my comments.

Wim van Dam

1240 Quail Ridge Rd
Solvang, CA

93463

Response to Wim van Dam

32.1 Thank you for expressing your concerns regarding the Project’s impact on birds. Please see General
Response GR-3: Consistency with State and Federal Guidelines.

32.2 The loss of oak trees associated with the proposed Project is described in the discussion of Impact
BIO-2a in the Draft SEIR. Also, please see General Response GR-5: Removal of Oak Trees. The
Modified Project Layout alternative would substantially reduce the number of oak trees that would
need to be removed. The commenter does not indicate why the previous Lompoc Wind Energy
Project would be preferable to the proposed Project, so it is not possible to formulate a specific
response to this statement. Alternatives capable of reducing some of the significant impacts of the
proposed Project are discussed in Chapter 5 of the Draft SEIR. Regarding a bird-friendly alternative,
please see General Response GR-2. The blades of the 1.79-MW wind turbine generators would be
too heavy to be safely transported to the site by air. Please see the expanded discussion of the
Helicopter Transport of Turbine Blades alternative in Section 5.4.3 of the Final SEIR.

32.3 Please see General Response GR-5: Removal of Oak Trees. The transmission line alignment was
modified after the Project application was submitted to the County in order to reduce the number
of oak trees that would need to be removed. The original alighment would have required the
removal of an estimated 595 oak trees while the revised alignment would require the removal of
62 oak trees. Please note the Lompoc Wind Energy Project may also have required the removal of
oak trees along San Miguelito Road although likely substantially fewer than the proposed Project.
Section 2.4.3 of Lompoc Wind Energy Project Final EIR states that because the need for tree removal
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along San Miguelito Road “cannot be established with certainty until the specific characteristics of
the transport vehicles have been determined, the analysis assumes that some road widening,
grading, tree removal, and tree trimming would be needed.”

Comment Set 33: Peter Thompson

From: peter thompson <mjtpjt@yahoo.com>

Sent: Friday, June 07, 2019 12:46 PM

To: Pfeifer, Kathy <Kathypm@co.santa-barbara.ca.us>
Subject: Strauss Wind Project

Dear Ms. Pfeifer,
I am an avid bird watcher and would like to comment on the proposal to build the Strauss Wind turbines.

I recently visited the site and it immediately became apparent that these massive turbines placed on the crest of the
ridge lines will most definitely result in serious bird mortality, especially during spring and fall migrations.

The question is : has this company offered any serious alternative proposals to mitigate bird deaths? Have they
shown that they are willing to address the issue and work with our County to jointly solve this problem?

If the answer to these questions is NO then we must ask if this is the kind of company we want working in our
community.

Other wind production companies have used advanced techniques to address bird mortality, so it can be done.

This project will be breaking new ground in our county and we welcome alternative energy sources, but we need a
company that we can trust to carry out a responsible and environmentally sensitive plan.

Peter Thompson
Santa Barbara

Response to Peter Thompson

33.1 Impacts from bird mortality are described in the discussion of Impact BIO-10 in Section 4.5 of the
Draft SEIR. This is considered a significant and unavoidable impact of the Project, although a detailed
mitigation strategy is proposed in the SEIR to reduce this impact as much as possible.

33.2 Regarding a bird-friendly alternative, please see General Response GR-2.

33.3 Thank you for expressing your opinion regarding the proposed Project. Your comments will be
shared with the County’s decision makers.

Comment Set 34: Jayne Wamsley

From: Jayne Wamsley <jaysuzwams@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, June 07, 2019 11:38 AM
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To: Pfeifer, Kathy <Kathypm@co.santa-barbara.ca.us>
Subject: Strauss Wind Energy Project

As a member of the Santa Barbara Audubon Society | would like to express my concerns about
the inadequate DSEIR in conjunction with the Strauss Wind Project.

| support wind energy, it is an important source of renewable energy but it is also important to
move slowly, look at all options and build it right from the start. A good example would be the
Lompoc Wind Energy Project approved 10 years ago but scaled to protect the local avian
population through careful placement and installation of 1.79-MW generators.

Another huge concern is the planned destruction of over 600 mature oak trees along San
Miguelito Road. We should not be cutting down trees, period! Strauss needs to consider other
avenues including helicopters for erecting the wind towers.

Please move carefully and keep all options on the table.

Sincerely,

Jayne Wamsley

SB Audubon Society

Response to Jayne Wamsley

34.1 The Draft SEIR meets all of CEQA’s requirements and the County does not believe it is inadequate.
The comment does not indicate why the commenter believes the Draft SEIR is inadequate, so it is
not possible to formulate a more specific response.

34.2. The commenter does not indicate why the previous Lompoc Wind Energy Project (LWEP) would be
preferable to the proposed Project; however, as discussed under Impact BIO-10 (Avian and Bat
Collisions with WTGs) in Section 4.5.4.2 of the SEIR, the proposed SWEP would result in similar types
of impacts. Although the SWEP would have fewer WTGs than the LWEP (30 compared with 65), the
WTGs would be larger and taller (up to 492 feet tall compared with 397 feet tall) and, therefore,
may place the rotor-swept area into the flight paths of birds that would have flown over the LWEP.
However, a recent study analyzing a dataset of 1,670 wind turbines in the U.S. between 2008 and
2014 found that breeding bird abundance decreased with smaller turbines, although it also
decreased with increasing blade length. In addition, the study estimated each additional turbine
leads to the disappearance of three breeding birds, on average (Miao et al., 2019). Therefore, there
is no evidence to suggest that the LWEP, with more and smaller turbines, would reduce risk to birds;
in fact, the LWEP could actually increase adverse impacts. Nonetheless, both the LWEP and the
SWEP were determined to have significant and unavoidable impacts to birds (Class I) even with the
implementation of mitigation, and there are no data available that support the idea that any site
configuration could reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level. It should also be noted that the
mitigation strategy required for the SWEP for avian and bat protection includes three additional
components not required of the LWEP: preparation and implementation of a Bird and Bat
Conservation Strategy in consultation with CDFW and USFWS, requirement to obtain authorization
from the USFWS for potential take of golden eagles, pursuant to the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act (BGEPA), and a requirement for the Owner/Applicant to prepare and implement a
program to prevent carrion attractants to vultures, condors, eagles, and other large birds by locating
and removing carcasses of grazing animals. Please see General Responses GR-2: Bird-Friendly
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Alternative/Low-Impact Alternative and GR-3: Consistency with State and Federal Guidelines, which
include discussions of Project design with respect to avian protection.

34.3 Please see General Response GR-5: Removal of Oak Trees. The loss of oak trees associated with the
proposed Project is described in the discussion of Impact BIO-2a in the Draft SEIR. Approximately
158 would need to be removed along San Miguelito Road to accommodate the transport of turbine
blades, not over 600 as stated in the comment. Approximately 607 oak trees would need to be
removed overall to implement the Project as proposed. The Modified Project Layout alternative
would substantially reduce the number of oak trees that would need to be removed (607 to 225).
The blades of the proposed wind turbine generators would be too heavy to be safely transported
to the site by air. Please see the expanded discussion of the Helicopter Transport of Turbine Blades
alternative in Section 5.4.3 of the Final SEIR. Airships capable of carrying payloads of this weight are
not yet commercially available.

34.4 Thank you for suggestions regarding the proposed Project. Your comments will be shared with the
County’s decision makers.

Comment Set 35: Kenneth Peariman

From: Ken Pearlman <kenpearlman@comcast.net>

Sent: Friday, June 07, 2019 8:41 PM

To: Pfeifer, Kathy <Kathypm@co.santa-barbara.ca.us>

Subject: Strauss Wind Energy Project - Comments on Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact

Dear Ms. Pfeifer:

| am concerned about the environmental destruction that will be caused by the subject wind farm. The
applicant has designed the project solely to achieve maximum electrical output from the wind farm.
Reducing bird deaths by strategically locating the wind turbine generators (WTGs) was not even
considered. This approach contradicts the State and Federal wind energy guidelines. Most wind farms
that have been designed in the last few years in the United States have been designed to reduce avian
mortality by properly locating WTGs. Strauss should be designed that way too!

The project as proposed would destroy 607 mature oak trees. This is unacceptable! The County should
change the project design to be more similar to the Lompoc Wind Energy Project (LWEP) that was
approved 10 years ago. The County should devise an alternative that would move some of the
generators off of ridgetops and adjust the number and type of generators to meet the project’s energy
production goals. The County should hire an expert to help with the design who has experience in
designing wind projects that protect birds and produce adequate power.

The County should require the use of more of the smaller 1.79-MW wind turbine generators already
proposed for use by the applicant. Using smaller WTGs would mean smaller blades that could be
transported by helicopter or airship. Then San Miguelito Road would not have to be modified,
eliminating the destruction of 158 mature oak trees.

Final SEIR 8-401 October 2019

35.1

35.2

35.3


mailto:kenpearlman@comcast.net
mailto:Kathypm@co.santa-barbara.ca.us

8.
Responses to Draft SEIR Comments

The County should also change the transmission line design to that which was proposed for LWEP. That 35.4
alone would eliminate the destruction of 62 mature oak trees. )

Thank you for considering my comments.
Sincerely,

Kenneth Pearlman
33 Sanderling Lane
Goleta, CA 93117

Response to Kenneth Peariman

35.1 Thank you for expressing your concerns regarding the Project’s impact on birds. Please see General
Response GR-3: Consistency with State and Federal Guidelines.

35.2 The Draft SEIR describes the impact associated with the loss of oak trees in the discussion of Impact
BIO-2a in Section 4.5. Also, please see General Response GR-5: Removal of Oak Trees. The Modified
Project Layout alternative would substantially reduce the number of oak trees that would need to
be removed. The commenter does not indicate why the previous Lompoc Wind Energy Project
would be preferable to the proposed Project, so it is not possible to formulate a specific response
to this statement. Regarding a bird-friendly alternative, please see General Response GR-2.

35.3 The blades of the proposed wind turbine generators would be too heavy to be safely transported
to the site by air. Please see the expanded discussion of the Helicopter Transport of Turbine Blades
alternative in Section 5.4.3 of the Final SEIR.

35.4 Please see General Response GR-5: Removal of Oak Trees. The transmission line alighnment was
modified after the Project application was submitted to the County in order to reduce the number
of oak trees that would need to be removed. The original alignment would have required the
removal of an estimated 595 oak trees while the revised alignment would require the removal of
62 oak trees. Please note the Lompoc Wind Energy Project may also have required the removal of
oak trees along San Miguelito Road although likely substantially fewer than the proposed Project.
Section 2.4.3 of Lompoc Wind Energy Project Final EIR states that because the need for tree removal
along San Miguelito Road “cannot be established with certainty until the specific characteristics of
the transport vehicles have been determined, the analysis assumes that some road widening,
grading, tree removal, and tree trimming would be needed.”

Comment Set 36: Kathleen Griffith

From: Kathleen A. Griffith <kateygriffith@hotmail.com>
Sent: Friday, June 07, 2019 9:12 PM

To: Pfeifer, Kathy <Kathypm@co.santa-barbara.ca.us>
Subject: Strauss Project Comments
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To Whom it May Concern:

Public outcry to the Strauss Wind Turbine Project Draft SEIR is significant
enough to indicate that the proposal is unacceptable. Miguelito Canyon
residents George Bedford and Jean Beattie raise serious concerns 36.1
regarding the quality of life impacts to the local residents. Attorneys Rich
Adam and Sam Cohen and planning specialist John Callender raise valid
legal issues. City of Lompoc environmental specialist Stacy Lawson raises
serious logistical concerns on the part of the city. Numerous
representatives from the Santa Barbara and La Purisima Audubon Society
Chapters address the many dangers to the birds and other creatures.

In addition, I'd like to point out some other issues that | was not able to find
in the Draft SEIR.

Impact on Honey Bees

The electromagnetic fields will adversely impact the local honey bees.
Several scientific articles discuss the matter, including “Extremely Low
Frequency Electromagnetic Fields Impair the Cognitive and Motor Abilities
of Honey Bees” listed on the National Institute of Health website

at https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5962564/. See abstract
below.*

36.2

Lompoc is thriving with honey bees, illustrated by the organization of
Lompoc Valley Beekeepers Association and the activity of our members as
swarm and hive relocators. We are fortunate to have this boon in bee
population given the worldwide threat of their extinction. Given the critical
role of honey bees in crop pollination, it would be a travesty to the Lompoc
Valley agricultural sector to endanger our honey bee population.

Additionally, honeybees are indicator species for an eco system. The
harmful impact of neonicotinoids and glyphosates on bees has been widely
reported in the news over the past decade. Now the lawsuits regarding
human cancer from these pesticides and herbicides demonstrate the
dangers to humans. Likewise, future experience is bound to demonstrate
the disruption for human health wellbeing caused by electromagnetic
fields.

Impact on Lompoc Valley Economic Vitality

The visual and noise impacts of wind turbines, transmission lines and
substation will adversely impact Lompoc’s economic vitality, especially in
the tourism sector. Lompoc is well established as a wine destination with
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over 38 tasting rooms. The city’s growing hospitality industries also include
several restaurants known for sourcing local and a successful hotel
association. These local businesses all depend on the continued
desirability of the Lompoc Valley as a tourist destination. Lompoc’s
agricultural and rural cultural landscape is part of the allure. It would be
compromised by 30 50-story turbines on the ridgeline, a 1-acre substation
and 7.3-mile, 115-kilovolt electrical transmission line. This is an industrial
wind turbine project seeking an industrial park in an agricultural zone.

These additional two areas of concern should be taken seriously.
Furthermore, placing the substation and electrical transmission lines within
close proximity of Lompoc’s south side neighborhoods is a public health
risk that will result in legal battles for years to come. This Draft SEIR is not
acceptable!

Regards,

Kathleen (Kate) Griffith
26 Cambridge Dr.
Lompoc, CA 93436
805-588-0996

*Abstract: Extremely low frequency electromagnetic field (ELF EMF)
pollution from overhead powerlines is known to cause biological effects
across many phyla, but these effects are poorly understood. Honey bees
are important pollinators across the globe and due to their foraging flights
are exposed to relatively high levels of ELF EMF in proximity to powerlines.
Here we ask how acute exposure to 50 Hz ELF EMFs at levels ranging
from 20—100 pT, found at ground level below powerline conductors, to
1000—7000 T, found within 1 m of the conductors, affects honey bee
olfactory learning, flight, foraging activity and feeding. ELF EMF exposure
was found to reduce learning, alter flight dynamics, reduce the success of
foraging flights towards food sources, and feeding. The results suggest that
50 Hz ELF EMFs emitted from powerlines may represent a prominent
environmental stressor for honey bees, with the potential to impact on their
cognitive and motor abilities, which could in turn reduce their ability to
pollinate crops.
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Response to Kathleen Griffin

36.1

36.2

36.3

Thank you for expressing your concerns regarding the proposed Project. Your comments will be
shared with the County’s decision makers.

The paper referenced by the commenter describes a study of the effect of extremely low frequency
electromagnetic fields (ELF EMF) from overhead powerlines on honey bees (Shepard et al., 2018).
The study found that ELF EMF exposure reduced honey bee learning, altered flight dynamics, and
interfered with foraging and feeding. It should be noted that the study focused on ELF EMF levels
produced by 400-kilovolt (kV) transmission lines, while the SWEP would include a new 7.3-mile, 115-
kV transmission line to interconnect with the Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) electric grid. While it
is possible that honeybees could be affected by ELF EMF in close proximity to the Project
transmission line, the level of exposure would be reduced over that described in the referenced
study because it would be a lower-voltage line. In addition, EMFs are highest within 5 meters (16
feet) of the power line (see Figure 1 of Shepard et al., 2018) and, therefore, the affected area is
restricted to the immediate vicinity of the line. Given the limited area of elevated ELF EMF, the
Project is expected to have minimal impacts on honey bee colonies in the region. WTGs have been
shown to produce negligible EMF (e.g., McCallum et al., 2014).

The visual and noise impacts of the proposed Project are described in Sections 4.2 and 4.14 of the
Draft SEIR, respectively. The analysis in these sections indicate that the proposed Project would
result in certain significant and unavoidable impacts related to aesthetics, whereas the Project’s
significant noise impacts can be reduced to a less-than-significant level with the implementation of
mitigation measures presented in the Draft SEIR. Please note that the SEIR only evaluates the
Project’s impact on the environment and does not evaluate the Project’s economic impacts. Section
15131 of the State CEQA Guidelines states that the “Economic and social effects of a project shall
not be treated as significant effects on the environment.”
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Comment Set 37: Susan Horne (June 7, 2019)

Ms. Kathy Pfeifer

Planner

Santa Barbara County Planning and Development
123 E. Anapamu Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101
kathypm(@countyofsb.org

RE: Strauss Wind Energy Project — Comments on Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report
Dear Ms. Pfeifer:

I am concerned about the environmental destruction that will be caused by the subject wind farm. The applicant
has designed the project solely to achieve maximum electrical output from the wind farm. Reducing bird deaths
by strategically locating the wind turbine generators (WTGs) was not even considered. This approach
contradicts the State and Federal wind energy guidelines. Most wind farms that have been designed in the last
few vears in the United States have been designed to reduce avian mortality by properly locating WTGs.

Strauss should be designed that way too!

The project as proposed would destroy 607 mature oak trees. This is unacceptable! The County should change
the project design to be more similar to the Lompoc Wind Energy Project (LWEP) that was approved 10 years
ago. The County should devise an Environment-Friendly Alternative that would move some of the generators
off of ridgetops and adjust the number and type of generators to meet the project’s energy production goals.
The County should hire an expert to help with the design who has experience in designing wind projects that
protect birds and produce adequate power.

The County should require the use of more of the smaller 1.79-MW wind turbine generators already proposed
for use by the applicant. Using smaller WTGs would mean smaller blades that could be transported by
helicopter or airship. Then San Miguelito Road would not have to be modified, eliminating the destruction of
158 mature oak trees.

The County should change the transmission line design to that which was proposed for LWEP. That alone
would eliminate the destruction of 62 mature oak trees.

Thanks for considering my comments.

Sincerely yours —

Susan Horne /ﬁ,,«./ra«_/ /%W '
Health Educator

2218 Channing Way, Santa Barbara, CA, 93109
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Response to Susan Horne

37.1 Thank you for expressing your concerns regarding the Project’s impact on birds. Please see General
Responses GR-2: Bird-Friendly Alternative/Low-Impact Alternative and GR-3: Consistency with State
and Federal Guidelines.

37.2 The Draft SEIR describes the impact associated with the loss of oak trees in the discussion of Impact
BIO-2a in Section 4.5. Also, please see General Response GR-5: Removal of Oak Trees. The Modified
Project Layout alternative would substantially reduce the number of oak trees that would need to
be removed. The commenter does not indicate why the previous Lompoc Wind Energy Project
would be preferable to the proposed Project, so it is not possible to formulate a specific response
to this statement. Regarding a bird-friendly alternative, please see General Response GR-2.

37.3 The blades of the proposed wind turbine generators would be too heavy to be safely transported
to the site by air. Please see the expanded discussion of the Helicopter Transport of Turbine Blades
alternative in Section 5.4.3 of the Final SEIR.

37.4 Please see General Response GR-5: Removal of Oak Trees. The transmission line alignment was
modified after the Project application was submitted to the County in order to reduce the number
of oak trees that would need to be removed. The original alignment would have required the
removal of an estimated 595 oak trees while the revised alignment would require the removal of
62 oak trees. Please note the Lompoc Wind Energy Project may also have required the removal of
oak trees along San Miguelito Road although likely substantially fewer than the proposed Project.
Section 2.4.3 of Lompoc Wind Energy Project Final EIR states that because the need for tree removal
along San Miguelito Road “cannot be established with certainty until the specific characteristics of
the transport vehicles have been determined, the analysis assumes that some road widening,
grading, tree removal, and tree trimming would be needed.”
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Comment Set 38: Lori Gaskin
June 7, 2019

Kathy Pfeifer

Planner
Santa Barbara County Planning and Development

123 E. Anapamu Street
Santa Barbara, CA 93101

RE: STRAUSS WIND ENERGY PROJECT - COMMENT ON DRAFT SEIR

Dear Ms. Pfeifer:

Please accept this letter of concern regarding the proposed Strauss Wind Energy Project
and the draft SEIR. I have delineated the issues below:

The applicant has designed the project solely to achieve maximum electrical
output from the wind farm. Reducing avian mortality by strategically locating

the wind turbine generators (WTGs) was not even considered. This approach

contradicts the State and Federal wind energy guidelines. Most wind farms that
have been designed in the last few years in the United States have been designed

to reduce avian mortality by properly locating WTGs. The SWEP must be
designed with this in the forefront.

The County should change the project design to be more similar to the Lompoc

Wind Energy Project (LWEP) that was approved 10 years ago. The County
should devise an Environment-Friendly Alternative that would move some of
the generators off of ridgetops and adjust the number and type of generators to

meet the project’s energy production goals.
The County should require the use of more of the smaller 1.79-MW wind turbine
generators already proposed for use by the applicant. Using smaller WTGs

would mean smaller blades that could be transported by helicopter or airship.
Then San Miguelito Road would not have to be modified, eliminating the

destruction of 158 mature oak trees.
The County should hire an expert to help with the design who has experience in
designing wind projects that protect birds.

The County should change the transmission line design to that which was
proposed for LWEP. That alone would eliminate the destruction of 62 mature

oak trees.

38.1

38.2

38.3

38.4

38.5
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» The DSEIR claims that the proposed project is consistent with the Santa Barbara
County Comprehensive Plan Conservation Element. It is not. The mitigations 38.6
proposed in the DSEIR would not reduce the project impacts to the maximum
extent feasible. Constructing an Environment-Friendly Alternative, as
previously mentioned, would.

» The discussion in the DSEIR of the closure of San Miguelito Road to public travel
beyond Sudden Road is vague and fails to adequately describe potential impacts
to public access and recreation. This stretch of road is regularly used by
birdwatchers, runners, bicyclists, and sightseers. The road’s quiet, isolated, rural
character creates a significant recreational resource. The DSEIR does not discuss
the circumstances that might lead to this part of the road being closed to the 38.7
public during the operational phase of the project. There is no discussion of the
closure’s likelihood or of the adverse impact such a closure would have on public
access and recreation. The DSEIR should state definitively whether or not this
section of San Miguelito Road will be closed. If so, the impacts to Public Access
and Recreation should be designated as “Class 1.”

* The County should do a more thorough investigation of the possibility of
transporting the turbine blades by air (heavy-lift helicopter or blimp). The
analysis of this option in the DSEIR appears to have been rushed and is
inadequate. Transporting the blades by air would drastically reduce the damage
to the environment adjacent to San Miguelito Road, including the destruction of 38.8
158 mature oak trees. In 2017 Lockheed Martin announced that they had
developed a heavy-lift “hybrid airship” which would have a payload capacity of
more than 40,000 Ibs. This would be more than enough to transport the Strauss
turbine blades and would reduce environmental impact significantly.

I appreciate you taking these issues into account as you proceed through the planning
process.

Sincerely,

N
Lori Gaskin
514 Miramonte Drive

Santa Barbara, CA 93109
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Response to Lori Gaskin

38.1 Thank you for expressing your concerns regarding the Project’s impact on birds. Please see General
Responses GR-2: Bird-Friendly Alternative/Low-Impact Alternative and GR-3: Consistency with State
and Federal Guidelines.

38.2 Thank you for your suggestion. The commenter does not indicate why the previous Lompoc Wind
Energy Project would be preferable to the proposed Project, so it is not possible to formulate a
specific response to this statement. Regarding a bird-friendly alternative, please see General
Response GR-2.

38.3 The blades of the proposed wind turbine generators would be too heavy to be safely transported
to the site by air. Please see the expanded discussion of the Helicopter Transport of Turbine Blades
alternative in Section 5.4.3 of the Final SEIR. Airships capable of carrying payloads of this weight are
not yet commercially available.

38.4 Thank you for your suggestion. Regarding a bird-friendly alternative, please see General Response
GR-2.

38.5 Please see General Response GR-5: Removal of Oak Trees. The transmission line alignment was
modified after the Project application was submitted to the County in order to reduce the number
of oak trees that would need to be removed. The original alighment would have required the
removal of an estimated 595 oak trees while the revised alignment would require the removal of
62 oak trees. Please note the Lompoc Wind Energy Project may also have required some removal
of oak trees along San Miguelito Road although substantially fewer than the proposed Project.
Section 2.4.3 of Lompoc Wind Energy Project Final EIR states that because the need for tree removal
along San Miguelito Road “cannot be established with certainty until the specific characteristics of
the transport vehicles have been determined, the analysis assumes that some road widening,
grading, tree removal, and tree trimming would be needed.”

38.6 The commenter does not provide the basis for the assertion that the proposed Project would not
be consistent with the Santa Barbara County Comprehensive Plan Conservation Element. The
County’s basis for determining that the proposed Project would be consistent with the Conservation
Element is provided in Section 4.13.5.1 of the Draft SEIR. The commenter also does not state what
further feasible mitigation could be imposed on the Project to reduce significant impacts.
Alternatives capable of reducing some of the significant impacts of the proposed Project are
discussed in Chapter 5 of the Draft SEIR.

38.7 Thank you for expressing your concerns regarding the Project’s impact on recreation in the area.
The Draft SEIR acknowledges and describes the current recreation uses of San Miguelito Canyon,
including the recreational activities cited by the commenter. The Draft SEIR analyzes the Project’s
impacts on recreation in relation to the significance thresholds presented in Section 4.16.3 and
makes significance conclusions based on these thresholds.

Section 2.5.9 of the Draft SEIR mentions the possibility of closing San Miguelito Road and Sudden
Road beyond their intersection during Project operation. While the possibility for these road
closures was proposed by the Applicant, the County has decided not to consider these road closures
as part of the proposed Project. Therefore, the text describing the possibility of these road closures
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as part of the proposed Project has been deleted from Section 2.5.9 of the Final SEIR. These possible
road closures are no longer part of the proposed Project.

38.8 The blades of the proposed wind turbine generators would be too heavy to be safely transported
to the site by air. Please see the expanded discussion of the Helicopter Transport of Turbine Blades
alternative in Section 5.4.3 of the Final SEIR. Airships capable of carrying payloads of this weight are
not yet commercially available, including the Lockheed Martin airship referenced by the
commenter.

Comment Set 39: Betty Ferry

From: Betty Ferry <bettykferry@gmail.com>

Sent: Saturday, June 08, 2019 9:41 AM

To: Pfeifer, Kathy <Kathypm@co.santa-barbara.ca.us>
Subject: Comments on Strauss Wind Energy Project DSEIR

Ms. Kathy Pfeifer

Planner

Santa Barbara County Planning and Development

123 E. Anapamu Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

kathypm@countyofsb.org

RE: Strauss Wind Energy Project — Comments on Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Report

Dear Ms. Pfeifer:

I am concerned about the environmental destruction that will be caused by the subject wind farm.

The applicant has designed the project solely to achieve maximum electrical output from the

wind farm. Reducing bird deaths by strategically locating the wind turbine generators (WTGS)

was not even considered. This approach contradicts the State and Federal wind energy 39.1
guidelines. Most wind farms that have been designed in the last few years in the United States

have been designed to reduce avian mortality by properly locating WTGs. Strauss should be

designed that way too!

The project as proposed would destroy 607 mature oak trees. This is unacceptable! The County
should change the project design to be more similar to the Lompoc Wind Energy Project
(LWEP) that was approved 10 years ago. The County should devise an Environment-Friendly

Alternative that would move some of the generators off of ridgetops and adjust the number and 39.2
type of generators to meet the project’s energy production goals. The County should hire an

expert to help with the design who has experience in designing wind projects that protect birds

and produce adequate power.

The County should require the use of more of the smaller 1.79-MW wind turbine generators 39.3

already proposed for use by the applicant. Using smaller WTGs would mean smaller blades that
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could be transported by helicopter or airship. Then San Miguelito Road would not have to be 39.3
modified, eliminating the destruction of 158 mature oak trees. cont.

The County should change the transmission line design to that which was proposed for LWEP.

. ) 39.4
That alone would eliminate the destruction of 62 mature oak trees.

Thanks for considering my comments.

Yours truly,

Betty K. Ferry
5557 Camino Galeana
Santa Barbara, CA 93111

Response to Betty Ferry

39.1 Thank you for expressing your concerns regarding the Project’s impact on birds. Please see General
Responses GR-2: Bird-Friendly Alternative/Low-Impact Alternative and GR-3: Consistency with State
and Federal Guidelines.

39.2 Thank you for expressing your concerns regarding the Project’s impact on birds. The Draft SEIR
describes the impact associated with the loss of oak trees in the discussion of Impact BIO-2a in
Section 4.5. Also, please see General Response GR-5: Removal of Oak Trees. The commenter does
not indicate why the previous Lompoc Wind Energy Project would be preferable to the proposed
Project, so it is not possible to formulate a specific response to this statement. Regarding a bird-
friendly alternative, please see General Response GR-2.

39.3 The blades of the proposed wind turbine generators would be too heavy to be safely transported
to the site by air. Please see the expanded discussion of the Helicopter Transport of Turbine Blades
alternative in Section 5.4.3 of the Final SEIR. Airships capable of carrying payloads of this weight are
not yet commercially available.

39.4 Please see General Response GR-5: Removal of Oak Trees. The transmission line alighment was
modified after the Project application was submitted to the County in order to reduce the number
of oak trees that would need to be removed. The original alighment would have required the
removal of an estimated 595 oak trees while the revised alignment would require the removal of
62 oak trees. Please note the Lompoc Wind Energy Project may also have required some removal
of oak trees along San Miguelito Road although substantially fewer than the proposed Project.
Section 2.4.3 of Lompoc Wind Energy Project Final EIR states that because the need for tree removal
along San Miguelito Road “cannot be established with certainty until the specific characteristics of
the transport vehicles have been determined, the analysis assumes that some road widening,
grading, tree removal, and tree trimming would be needed.”
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Comment Set 40: Edward Benhart
06/10/2019
Edward and Marian Benhart
3250 San Miguelito Canyon Road
83-270-01
805-736-0140

| am writing this letter on behalf of my wife, my family and myself. | would like to express our
concerns regarding the proposal of the Strauss Wind Energy project. We purchased our property with
the intention of building a home, motivated by a desire to preserve and protect the remainder of the
land. We have invested hundreds of thousand dollars in preparation to build our family’s home. We are
concerned that the EIR does not sufficiently consider the impact this project will have on our local
ecosystem, safety hazards, health hazards, or loss of value for neighboring properties.

40.1

We do not believe the Environmental Impact Report has proven that it will be safe for our family
to live on our property if this project moves forward. Many neighboring properties, our included, have
only one exit route. In the event of a fire, this project could create a fire trap which threatens the lives of 40.2
anyone nearby. | do not want my family, nor any other Lompoc residents, to fall victim to a catastrophe
* such as was witnessed during the recent Camp Fire. Additionally, we fear that the electromagnetic fields
resulting from the use of high voltage wires will cause our family serious health problems. We are also
concerned about the increase in traffic that will be caused by this project, especially during construction.
This traffic will pose a threat to both our safety and general well-being.

We have put countless years and considerable finances into preparing our property and we do
not want to see our labor soiled by the risk of it losing value. We have been provided photos of key
observation points, but nothing that portrays the project from our point of view. The eyesore of a 495-
foot wind turbine, or the accompanying sound, will not be selling points if our family ever decides to sell
our property.

40.3

Finally, we would like further consideration to be put toward the threat to the local ecosystem if 40.4
this project moves forward. The opportunity to see a deer roam nearby, and hear birds singing in the
country air is a goal we had when we purchased this property. The area will no longer be safe for these
animals, and those that are injured by the structures will attract unwanted scavenger animals. 40.5

Please take our family’s grave concerns into consideration regarding this project. Thank you for
your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Edward Benhart

Sradl R B amdhaiT RECEIVED
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Response to Edward Benhart

40.1

40.2

40.3

40.4

Thank you for expressing your concerns regarding the proposed Project. Please note that the Draft
SEIR discusses the proposed Project’s impacts on the ecosystem in Section 4.5, Biological Resources,
and impacts on health and safety in Section 4.11, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Potential effects
on property value are not evaluated in the SEIR as this is an economic impact rather than an
environmental impact. Section 15131 of the State CEQA Guidelines states that the “Economic and
social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment.”

The Project’s impacts related to fire hazards and emergency services are discussed in Section 4.8 of
the Draft SEIR. The Draft SEIR identifies some of these impacts as significant but presents mitigation
measures that would reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level. This mitigation includes
preparation, approval, and implementation of a Fire Safety Plan for the Project that would reduce
the likelihood of an accidental fire, require vegetation clear zones around structures, require fire-
fighting equipment on site during construction, and provide for enhanced emergency communica-
tions. Exposure to electric and magnetic fields (EMF) is discussed in Section 4.11 of the Draft SEIR
and the impact analysis concludes that EMF exposure would not represent a significant impact.
Please note that there is no scientific consensus that EMF exposure poses a health risk, as discussed
in both the SEIR and the County’s Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual. Increased
traffic associated with the proposed Project, including locally elevated traffic levels during
construction, are described in Section 4.17 of the Draft SEIR. Most of the identified traffic impacts
are considered significant but can be reduced to a less-than-significant level with the implemen-
tation of the mitigation measures presented in the SEIR.

The visual simulations presented in Section 4.2 of the Draft SEIR provide key representative views
of the proposed Project. It is not feasible to prepare visual simulations from all possible vantage
points nor is that necessary in order to characterize the Project’s impacts on aesthetics and
determine the significance of those impacts. In selecting locations for visual simulations, emphasis
is placed on simulating views from public vantage points rather than private property as the
County’s Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual emphasizes analysis of impacts on
public views rather than private views. The visibility of the wind turbine generators and the Project’s
impacts on the aesthetics of the area are fully described in Section 4.2 and many of those impacts
are considered significant. It is unlikely that the turbines would be visible from the residence at 3250
San Miguelito Canyon Road due to intervening terrain; however, views of some turbines may be
possible from other parts of the property.

The impacts associated with noise generated by the wind turbines are described in Section 4.14 of
the Draft SEIR. The noise impacts on nearby residences can be reduced to a less-than-significant
level with the implementation of the mitigation measures presented in the SEIR.

The proposed Project’s impacts on wildlife are discussed in in detail in Section 4.5 of the Draft SEIR.
No significant impacts on deer populations are expected but impacts on some species of birds are
considered significant. Please see the discussions of Impacts BIO-7 (Common Wildlife), BIO-8
(Nesting Birds), BIO-9 (Special-Status Wildlife), BIO-10 (Avian and Bat Collisions with WTGs), BIO-11
(Avian and Bat Collisions with Power Lines and Meteorological Towers), and BIO-12 (Avian
Displacement from WTGs) for detailed analyses on the impacts from the Project on wildlife,
including common wildlife and birds.
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40.5 Thank you for expressing your concerns. Your comments will be shared with the County’s decision
makers.
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Comment Set 41: Lynn Benhart-Bonham

06/10/2019

Lynn Benhart- Bonham

3250 Miguelito Canyon Road
83-270-01

805-680-1992

I am writing this letter on behalf of myself and my family, regarding the Strauss Wind Energy
project.

My parents purchased our family ranch with the intentions of building a family home that would
pass down through the generations. Our family has invested hundreds of thousands of dollars toward
upkeep and building in preparation for that home. Now we are living with a fear that everything we
have worked for is being threatened.

One of my greatest concerns regarding this project is the risk of a catastrophic fire. Miguelito
Canyon has but one road out; putting these turbines in will put my family at a much higher risk for
disaster from a fire tunnel. As a mother, | cannot imagine trying to sleep at night knowing such a
significant fire risk could threaten my children.

Additionally, we are concerned about the loss of value to our property. The view from our
property is what motivated us to choose it. If the turbines are put in, they will seriously obstruct our
treasured view. | do not want to live in a home where we look out the windows and see wind turbines.

It is crucial to acknowledge that the maps that are lain out in the Environmental Impact report
do not include pictures of the turbines from our property, as they are only of the county road. It appears
the impact to local residents has not even been considered with the placement of the wind turbines.

Please take the safety and well-being of my family and our neighbors into consideration
regarding the wind turbine project.

Thank you,
Lynn Benhart- Bonham
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Response to Lynn Benhart-Bonham

41.1

41.2

41.3

41.4

Thank you for expressing your concerns regarding the proposed Project. Your comments will be
shared with the County’s decision makers.

The Project’s impacts related to fire hazards and emergency services are discussed in Section 4.8 of
the Draft SEIR. The Draft SEIR identifies some of these impacts as significant but presents mitigation
measures that would reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level. This mitigation includes
preparation, approval, and implementation of a Fire Safety Plan for the Project that would reduce
the likelihood of an accidental fire, require vegetation clear zones around structures, require fire-
fighting equipment on site during construction, and provide for enhanced emergency communica-
tions.

Potential effects on property value are not evaluated in the SEIR as this is an economic impact rather
than an environmental impact. Section 15131 of the State CEQA Guidelines states that the
“Economic and social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the
environment.” The visibility of the wind turbine generators and the Project’s impacts on the
aesthetics of the area are fully described in Section 4.2 and many of those impacts are considered
significant. It is unlikely that the turbines would be visible from the residence at 3250 San Miguelito
Canyon Road due to intervening terrain; however, views of some turbines may be possible from
other parts of the property.

The visual simulations presented in Section 4.2 of the Draft SEIR provide key representative views
of the proposed Project. It is not feasible to prepare visual simulations from all possible vantage
points nor is that necessary in order to characterize the Project’s impacts on aesthetics and
determine the significance of those impacts. In selecting locations for visual simulations, emphasis
is placed on simulating views from public vantage points rather than private property as the
County’s Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual emphasizes analysis of impacts on
public views rather than private views.
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Comment Set 42: Ellen Bonham

06/10/2019

Ellen Bonham

3250 Miguelito Canyon Road
83-270-01

805-588-1610

I am writing this letter on behalf of myself and my family, regarding the Strauss Wind Energy
project.

My grandparents purchased our family ranch with the intentions of building a family home that
would pass down through the generations. Our family has invested hundreds of thousands of dollars
toward upkeep and building in preparation for that home. Now we are living with a fear that everything
we have worked for is being threatened.

One of my greatest concerns regarding this project is the risk of a catastrophic fire. Miguelito
Canyon has but one road out; putting these turbines in will put my family at a much higher risk for
disaster from a fire tunnel. As a mother with young children, | cannot imagine trying to sleep at night
knowing such a significant fire risk could threaten my children.

Additionally, we are concerned about the loss of value to our property. The view from our
property is what motivated us to choose it. If the turbines are put in, they will seriously obstruct our
treasured view. | do not want to live in a home where we look out the windows and see wind turbines.

It is crucial to acknowledge that the maps that are lain out in the Environmental Impact report
do not include pictures of the turbines from our property, as they are only of the county road. It appears
the impact to local residents has not even been considered with the placement of the wind turbines.

Please take the safety and well-being of my family and our neighbors into consideration
regarding the wind turbine project.

Thank you,
Ellen Bonham
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Response to Ellen Bonham

42.1

42.2

42.3

42.4

Thank you for expressing your concerns regarding the proposed Project. Your comments will be
shared with the County’s decision makers.

The Project’s impacts related to fire hazards and emergency services are discussed in Section 4.8 of
the Draft SEIR. The Draft SEIR identifies some of these impacts as significant but presents mitigation
measures that would reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level. This mitigation includes
preparation, approval, and implementation of a Fire Safety Plan for the Project that would reduce
the likelihood of an accidental fire, require vegetation clear zones around structures, require fire-
fighting equipment on site during construction, and provide for enhanced emergency communica-
tions.

Potential effects on property value are not evaluated in the SEIR as this is an economic impact rather
than an environmental impact. Section 15131 of the State CEQA Guidelines states that the
“Economic and social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the
environment.” The visibility of the wind turbine generators and the Project’s impacts on the
aesthetics of the area are fully described in Section 4.2 and many of those impacts are considered
significant. It is unlikely that the turbines would be visible from the residence at 3250 San Miguelito
Canyon Road due to intervening terrain; however, views of some turbines may be possible from
other parts of the property.

The visual simulations presented in Section 4.2 of the Draft SEIR provide key representative views
of the proposed Project. It is not feasible to prepare visual simulations from all possible vantage
points nor is that necessary in order to characterize the Project’s impacts on aesthetics and
determine the significance of those impacts. In selecting locations for visual simulations, emphasis
is placed on simulating views from public vantage points rather than private property as the
County’s Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual emphasizes analysis of impacts on
public views rather than private views.
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Comment Set 43: Jean Beattie

=119
ree‘s'@““‘-& TO TwE P wposen C:‘rrvze.\:ss Wine Erroey ‘P%‘S‘:G\“

Ano Donrs Soppremessta, Bnwv wosmestaL Tmnpacr Repoar.

EnNVivonmesTay CONCR WS-
. Distuaaawee o The

PrTersmawyy 8ctive YT, TRANQUILL BN
VOiLonsD avwo T LhtTwe L‘“‘. y q

. VR ATy E'-'-_“TED ROLS fH“SMm;Q
© pPEace {15

Yer vV go
L. me mcma"rnta.fx‘.;m“a't : = TRRRET Sen s
Buown e Re
R 2EOORED TO PRATE T Riros - Ry !
ESID T Y C.bhhce_ s :
I,

Gy > Y By
Ve T Qng Py e 2
& “EoRE To Q'E'é’\bt:m& N Y aTE {)2&.?{4_1\1 .
OWSTAWT Sounn
EMT Er cearg

43.2
Ryprome, evvecre '
VB oo ey

Fivantac a = TREs®E Tay

s T
Ries) cenere 2%e jnvisag S OeNS pegy DS ooty
Micvenss Lyw Roao Le

RS T
Nag Ty s @JELQ‘-Q\'Q 43-3

NO Tug r:roum_mmel\“m

i & 501
JUN 14 2019 aek
S l'_l- ;:{"‘l; [-'-.:"'..\'Ir

3765 Sowna N

Qi

PLANNING & DEVEL(

October 2019

8-420 Final SEIR



8.
Responses to Draft SEIR Comments

Response to Jean Beattie

43.1

43.2

The potential for Project-generated vibrations to disturb an extinct volcano are too speculative for
the SEIR to assess. Please note that the area is already subject to certain strong vibrations, including
regular rocket launches at adjacent Vandenberg Air Force Base as well as periodic earthquakes. For
more information about vibrations associated with the proposed wind turbines, please see the
response to Comment 19.1.

Please see SEIR Section 4.5.1.3 for a description of bird and bat use in the area, and Impacts BIO-10
(Avian and Bat Collisions with WTGs), BIO-11 (Avian and Bat Collisions with Power Lines and
Meteorological Towers), and BIO-12 (Avian Displacement from WTGs) for detailed analyses on the
impacts from the Project on migratory and resident birds and bats from collision with Project
features and aerial displacement. Condor use in the area is addressed in Section 4.5.1.4 under
Occurrence Potential or Regulatory Status Revised Since the LWEP EIR, and condor tracking data
was obtained from the USFWS as described in that section. Condors and eagles are among the
species considered in the analyses identified above. General habitat impacts are addressed under
Impacts BlO-1a (Vegetation and Wildlife Habitat Impacts during Construction) and BIO-1b
(Vegetation and Wildlife Habitat Impacts during O&M) and impacts to oaks and oak woodlands are
specifically addressed under Impacts BIO-2a (Construction Impacts to Woodland and Forest) and
BIO-2b (O&M Impacts to Woodland and Forest). Please see General Response GR-2 regarding a bird-
friendly Project alternative and General Response GR-5 regarding removal of oak trees.

The SEIR preparers have not researched the locations across the United States where wind turbines
are located in close proximity to residences; however, there are several examples in California,
including wind turbines in the Tehachapi-Mojave area of Kern County, near the community of
Ocotillo in Imperial County, and in the San Gorgonio Pass area in Riverside County. Wind turbines
have been installed on both private and public property.

The noise and vibration generated by the proposed Project is discussed in Section 4.14 of the Draft
SEIR. These impacts are considered significant but can be reduced to a less-than-significant level
with mitigation.

The comment raises health concerns, which were also expressed during public review of the LWEP
EIR and during the scoping period for this SEIR. Accordingly, a large basis of literature is referenced
in the analysis to set the thresholds of significance and the analysis relies on the established
literature in determining the levels of ambient noise that should be allowable or achieved for
protecting public health and welfare (Draft SEIR, pp. 4.14-5 to 4.14-8). No health-related impacts
are anticipated. The SEIR preparers were not able to find any evidence of wind turbine generators
having hypnotic effects.

Exposure to electric and magnetic fields (EMF) is discussed in Section 4.11 of the Draft SEIR and the
impact analysis concludes that EMF exposure would not represent a significant impact. Please note
that there is no scientific consensus that EMF exposure poses a health risk, as discussed in both the
SEIR and the County’s Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual.

Potential effects on property value are not evaluated in the SEIR as this is an economic impact rather
than an environmental impact. Section 15131 of the State CEQA Guidelines states that the
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“Economic and social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the
environment.”

43.3 The proposed Project would not significantly change the hydrology of the area (see Draft SEIR
Section 4.12.4, Hydrology and Water Quality). The required Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP) would include best management practices (BMPs) to prevent erosion that might otherwise
lead to the sedimentation of local channels and streams.

Comment Set 44: Alexandra Loos

From: Alex Loos <adornature@outlook.com>

Sent: Thursday, June 13, 2019 8:36 AM

To: Pfeifer, Kathy <Kathypm@co.santa-barbara.ca.us>

Subject: Strauss Wind Energy Project — Comments on Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report

Dear Ms. Pfeifer:

| am concerned about the environmental destruction that will be caused by the subject wind
farm.

The applicant has designed the project solely to achieve maximum electrical output from the
wind farm. Reducing bird deaths by strategically locating the wind turbine generators (WTGs)
was not even considered. This approach contradicts the State and Federal wind energy
guidelines. Most wind farms that have been designed in the last few years in the United States
have been designed to reduce avian mortality by properly locating WTGs. Strauss should be
designed that way too!

The project as proposed would destroy 607 mature oak trees. This is unacceptable! The
County should change the project design to be more similar to the Lompoc Wind Energy Project
(LWEP) that was approved 10 years ago. The County should devise an Environment-Friendly
Alternative that would move some of the generators off of ridgetops and adjust the number
and type of generators to meet the project’s energy production goals. The County should hire
an expert to help with the design who has experience in designing wind projects that protect
birds and produce adequate power.

The County should require the use of more of the smaller 1.79-MW wind turbine generators
already proposed for use by the applicant. Using smaller WTGs would mean smaller blades that
could be transported by helicopter or airship. Then San Miguelito Road would not have to be
modified, eliminating the destruction of 158 mature oak trees.

The County should change the transmission line design to that which was proposed for
LWEP. That alone would eliminate the destruction of 62 mature oak trees.
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Thanks for considering my comments.

Best regards,

Alexandra Loos
PO Box 6114
Santa Barbara, CA 93160

Publicity Chair, Santa Barbara Audubon Society
www.SantaBarbaraAudubon.org

Response to Alexandra Loos

44.1

44.2

443

44.4

Thank you for expressing your concerns regarding the Project’s impact on birds. Please see General
Responses GR-2: Bird-Friendly Alternative/Low-Impact Alternative and GR-3: Consistency with State
and Federal Guidelines.

The Draft SEIR describes the impact associated with the loss of oak trees in the discussion of Impact
BIO-2a in Section 4.5. Also, please see General Response GR-5: Removal of Oak Trees. The Modified
Project Layout alternative would substantially reduce the number of oak trees that would need to
be removed. The commenter does not indicate why the previous Lompoc Wind Energy Project
would be preferable to the proposed Project, so it is not possible to formulate a specific response
to this statement. Alternatives capable of reducing some of the significant impacts of the proposed
Project are discussed in Chapter 5 of the Draft SEIR. Regarding a bird-friendly alternative, please see
General Response GR-2.

The blades of the proposed wind turbine generators, including the 1.79-MW model, would be too
heavy to be safely transported to the site by air. Please see the expanded discussion of the
Helicopter Transport of Turbine Blades alternative in Section 5.4.3 of the Final SEIR.

Please see General Response GR-5: Removal of Oak Trees. The transmission line alignment was
modified after the Project application was submitted to the County in order to reduce the number
of oak trees that would need to be removed. The original alignment would have required the
removal of an estimated 595 oak trees while the revised alignment would require the removal of
62 oak trees. Please note the Lompoc Wind Energy Project may also have required the removal of
oak trees along San Miguelito Road although likely substantially fewer than the proposed Project.
Section 2.4.3 of Lompoc Wind Energy Project Final EIR states that because the need for tree removal
along San Miguelito Road “cannot be established with certainty until the specific characteristics of
the transport vehicles have been determined, the analysis assumes that some road widening,
grading, tree removal, and tree trimming would be needed.”
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Comment Set 45: John Callender

June 13, 2019

Kathy Pfeifer
Santa Barbara County Department of Planning & Development

123 East Anapamu Street
Santa Barbara, CA 93101-2058

Dear Ms. Pfeifer:

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft SEIR for the Strauss Wind
Energy Project. I also contributed input to the Santa Barbara Audubon Society/La
Purisima Audubon Society comments, and it’s likely there is some overlap
between these comments and those. This letter, though, represents my personal

views.
I have comments on the following areas:

* public access
e effects on recreation

e elimination of the 82.5-MW alternative
Public Access

The DSEIR, Project Description, Section 2.5.9, “Public Access”, p. 2-34, states:

During the construction, and possibly during the operational phase of the
Project, the Project operator and landowners using San Miguelito Road and
Sudden Road beyond their intersection may request the County to close these
roads to public travel. Only the landowners involved in the Project and VAFB
would use these roads. A turnaround area would be provided at the end of the
public road near the entrance of the Project. This Project component would
benefit Project safety and security.

This discussion is vague and incomplete, in that it fails to adequately describe
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potential impacts to public access and recreation.

The section of road in question is roughly two miles long. It descends to the
north and follows the floor of an agricultural valley, passing a large stand of
mature eucalyptus trees and ending at the Vandenberg AFB boundary next to
the Honda Creek riparian corridor. This stretch of road is regularly used by
birdwatchers and sightseers. The road’s quiet, isolated, rural character; its
proximity to habitat used by sensitive species; and the way it dead-ends at the
extensive undeveloped land of Vandenberg AFB (which tends to minimize other

uses of the road), all combine to create a significant recreational resource.
Among the shortcomings in this part of the document are the following:

¢ The DSEIR does not explain how closing the public road would benefit 45.1
project safety and security.

e There is no discussion of how the County would decide whether or not to
close the road if a request that it do so were made.

® There is no discussion of the closure’s likelihood.

* There is no discussion of the adverse impact such a closure would have on

recreation.

The closure of San Miguelito Road beyond Sudden Road would “contribute to
the long-term loss or degradation of a recreational use.” According to the
County’s discussion of “Significance Thresholds” (p. 4.16-1), this loss of public
access would constitute an adverse impact in the “Recreation” category. It
should be included in the SEIR’s list of impacts.

Effects on Recreation

A significant failing in the Draft SEIR is that the document does not adequately
address recreation impacts during the project’s operational phase, after initial
construction is complete. The Draft SEIR mentions those impacts in the following
passage (Section 4.16.4, “Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures”, pp.
4.16-2 and 4.16-3):
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Following the 10-month construction schedule, San Miguelito Road would be fully
accessible to recreational groups such as the LVBC, LVDC, and SBAS. Birding activities
at Miguelito County Park and along San Miguelito Road would no longer be affected by
the temporary construction-related noise impacts. Therefore, the physical use of the
Project area would remain fully accessible to informal recreation (i.e., cycling, running,
birding, sightseeing) during Project operation.

This treatment of post-construction recreational impacts is inadequate. The site’s
recreational value is not just about physical access, but about the unique
characteristics of the site. That recreation would no longer be affected by
construction-related impacts during the operation phase is true, but it is
misleading for the document to imply that construction-related noise and access

restrictions would be the only significant adverse impacts for informal recreation.

Currently the site has a quiet, rural character, with a relative lack of traffic and
activity and access to species that are sensitive to human presence. During the
operational phase of the project those characteristics of the site would be
dramatically altered. It would be the scene of intensive, large-scale energy
production and transmission, with wind turbine generators, pad-mount
transformers, a substation control building, switchyard, O&M facility building,
meteorological towers, and transmission line poles. There would be a dramatic

increase in human activity.

This change to the site’s character would create a significant ongoing recreation
impact. It should be listed as such in the SEIR.

82.5-MW Project Alternative

Three out of the eight Class I (significant and unavoidable) impacts of the project
are due in whole or in part to the widening of San Miguelito Road. Because of
that, the SEIR should explore in detail ways to avoid those impacts, including by
exploring alternatives (besides the No Project alternative) that do not require

road widening.

One of the alternatives that was initially considered was the “82.5-MW Wind
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Energy Project” alternative. This alternative is based on the environmentally
superior alternative identified for the original LWEP EIR. That alternative did not
require widening of San Miguelito Road.

Section 5.4.1 of the Draft SEIR discusses the decision-making process that led to
that alternative being eliminated from the current project’s SEIR. That discussion
is vague, leaving unclear what specific reason or reasons were the basis for
eliminating the alternative. The Draft SEIR says:

Although this alternative was previously analyzed, there are reasons why this
alternative either would not be feasible today, would not meet Project objectives,
or would result in certain adverse impacts that would not occur with the
proposed Project. This alternative would not generate the 102 MW of power

intended by the proposed Project, which would not allow the Project to meet the | ,c,

terms of its Power Purchase Agreement and would likely have an adverse effect cont.

on the financial viability of the Project.

The wording of the first sentence in this passage is remarkable. From a logical
standpoint it fails to identify any specific reason why the alternative actually was
eliminated. Instead it merely raises the possibility that any of three types of
reasons may have been involved.

This explanation is inadequate. The elimination of the 82.5-MW project
alternative was a hugely consequential act — arguably the most consequential
act in the document’s creation. Because of the many Class I impacts associated
with the San Miguelito Road widening, the 82.5-MW alternative, if it were
included, would likely have been identified as the environmentally superior
alternative. Accordingly, the discussion of its elimination should clearly state
how that decision was made, rather than using fuzzy wording that obscures,
rather than clarifies, the basis of the decision.

By treating the applicant’s stated goal of a 102-MW facility as representing “the
fundamental underlying purpose of the Project” (Draft SEIR, p. 5-2), and
eliminating all alternatives that would produce less power, the SEIR falls short of
adequately presenting a “range of reasonable alternatives... which would
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feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project” (State CEQA
Guidelines §15126.6(a), as quoted in the Draft SEIR p. 5-1). The county cannot
simply act as the applicant’s agent, making the achievement of the applicant’s
preferred goal an absolute requirement. The county has a duty under CEQA to
represent the interests of the public, including by analyzing reasonable
alternatives that reduce adverse impacts, even when those alternatives are less
profitable for the applicant.

The Draft SEIR presents three possibilities for why the reduced-power alternative

might have been eliminated from detailed analysis (infeasibility, failure to meet

Project objectives, or adverse impacts that would not occur with the proposed

Project), but (again) does not explain how those possible reasons actually 45.2
factored into the decision. Each of those possible reasons deserves a more specific | cont.
and careful discussion than the Draft SEIR provides.

The Draft SEIR raises the possibility, but does not specifically state, that an 82.5-
MW project would be infeasible today. This conclusion is questionable. An 82.5-
MW project was considered feasible at the time the County certified the LWEDP
EIR in 2009. What has changed during the past 10 years that makes such a project
infeasible today? The SEIR should discuss this in more detail.

The Draft SEIR also raises the possibility, but does not specifically state, than an
82.5-MW project would “not meet project objectives.” Under CEQA guidelines,
though, an alternative does not need to meet all of a project’s objectives, but only
most of them. An 82.5-MW version of the project would produce 81% of the
power of the proposed 102-MW version. Why would an alternative that produces
81% of the power of the proposed project not be able to meet most of the project’s
objectives? The SEIR should explain in more detail.

Finally, the Draft SEIR raises the possibility, but does not specifically state, that
adverse impacts would be caused by the 82.5-MW alternative that would not be
caused by the 102-MW project. What would those adverse impacts be? It seems

likely that any such impacts would be outweighed, perhaps dramatically so, by

45.2
cont.
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avoidance of the Class I impacts associated with road widening. As a result, a

good-faith assessment of the adverse impacts specific to each alternative would
likely favor including the 82.5-MW alternative, rather than excluding it. The SEIR
should explain in more detail how the adverse impacts of the 82.5-MW

alternative were evaluated, and why the substantial benefits of that alternative

compared to the 102-MW alternatives do not outweigh those adverse impacts.

Thank you.

John Callender

4466 Mesa Lane
Carpinteria, CA 93013
(805) 455-0053
jbc@jbcsystems.com

Response to John Callender

45.1

45.2

The changes to the characteristics of the Project site and surrounding area are discussed throughout
the Draft SEIR, including changes related to aesthetic characteristics, noise, traffic, and wildlife,
which are mentioned by the commenter. The discussion of recreation impacts has been revised in
Section 4.16 of the Final SEIR to eensiderexpand on Project impacts on the recreational experience.
In addition, the SEIR describes the physical changes associated with Project implementation and
how those changes would affect the environment.

Section 2.5.9 of the Draft SEIR mentions the possibility of closing San Miguelito Road and Sudden
Road beyond their intersection during Project operation. While the possibility for these road
closures was proposed by the Applicant, the County has decided not to consider these road closures
as part of the proposed Project and the Applicant has agreed to this. Therefore, the text describing
the possibility of these road closures as part of the proposed Project has been deleted from Section
2.5.9 of the Final SEIR. These possible permanent road closures are no longer part of the proposed
Project.

Section 5.4.1, 82.5-MW Wind Energy Project, has been revised and expanded in the Final SEIR to
better explain why it has been eliminated from further review.

While the LWEP EIR did not attempt to determine the exact extent of road widening and tree
removal that might have been required to implement that project, it is true that substantially fewer
oaks would have needed to be removed along San Miguelito Road than the proposed Project due
to the shorter blades proposed for the LWEP.

It is a primary objective of the proposed Project to construct a wind energy facility capable of
generating approximately 102 MW of power. This level of generating capacity is necessary for the
Applicant to fulfill the terms of the Project’s power purchase agreement. Therefore, failing to

Final SEIR 8-429 October 2019



8.
Responses to Draft SEIR Comments

construct a project capable of generating this amount of power would fail to fulfill the Project’s
underlying purpose. Section 15124 of the State CEQA Guidelines states “The statement of objectives
should include the underlying purpose of the project...” An 82.5-MW wind energy project would fall
far short of achieving the Project’s underlying purpose.

The Draft SEIR analyzes a reasonable range of alternatives. There is no requirement to analyze all
feasible alternatives (see State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6), including all possible alternatives
capable of reducing environmental impacts. The fact that the commenter believes that other
alternatives should have been analyzed does not mean that a reasonable range of alternatives was
not analyzed. Please see General Response GR-1: Reasonable Range of Alternatives.

Comment Set 46: Jessica Altstatt

From: Jessie Altstatt <jessie.altstatt@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, June 13, 2019 10:59 PM

To: Pfeifer, Kathy <Kathypm@co.santa-barbara.ca.us>

Subject: Strauss Wind Energy Project — Comments on Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report

Dear Ms. Pfeifer:

I am writing to provide brief commentary on the Strauss Wind Energy Project. | did provide
public comment at the hearing on May 30. This note is to reinforce my belief (and my public
commentary) that the DSEIR is inadequate due to the large number of Class 1 impacts. After
even more review (with a hardcopy of the DSEIR) I actually now think that the current proposed
project is too dissimilar to the original LWEP to only require a Supplemental document. An
entirely new EIR document should be prepared, unless there is a new alternative option on the
table that mirrors the size, scope and footprint of the LWEP as approved.

This new alternative option should adhere to State and Federal wind energy guidelines for
placing WTGs to minimize avian mortality, as most wind farms designed in the last few years in
the United States have done.

A new alternative that mirrors the key elements and components of the LWEP could use more,
but smaller, WTGs, and thus would not require the straightening of San Miguelito Road as the
blades could be brought in by air. Re-engineering this road along with the destruction of 158
mature oak trees would forever change its' scenic beauty. There are few roads that can produce
such awe of natural surroundings that this road does currently. Please don't let this project
destroy it.

I find it unacceptable that the project as proposed would require the removal of an estimated 607
mature oak trees, and many more trees, shrubs and endangered plants. Frankly this proposal is
insulting given the County's history of preserving oaks and sensitive habitat. | also find that some
of the bird survey work was insufficient to support the claims made in the DSEIR regarding
raptor, kite and grasshopper sparrow use of the area. Because of this, | think that there needs to
be another alternative on the table, one that actually balances energy production with the
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environment. Or, the applicant needs to submit an entirely new DEIR and not just a supplement
as this current project is too different from the LWEP that was approved 10 years ago.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project, and | appreciate the work that you do
for all of us County residents.

Sincerely,
Jessica Altstatt
Goleta CA 93117

Jessica Altstatt

Response to Jessica Altstatt

46.1

46.2

46.3

46.4

The Draft SEIR cannot be considered inadequate due to the number of Class | impacts identified in
the document. It is the purpose of an EIR, or in this case a SEIR, to identify and describe significant
impacts.

A Supplemental EIR contains the same content that is required for a regular EIR, but it does not
need to unnecessarily repeat relevant information contained in the original EIR. A Supplemental EIR
also has the same noticing and public review requirements as a regular EIR. The SWEP SEIR contains
all the components found in a regular EIR, including: a summary; project description; descriptions
of existing environmental conditions; analyses of all significant direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts; mitigation measures; and analysis of a reasonable range of feasible alternatives. There is
nothing missing or deficient in comparison to a regular EIR and, therefore, there is no substantive
reason to object to the preparation of a Supplemental EIR for the proposed Project. Please General
Response GR-6: Use of a Supplemental EIR.

Please see General Response GR-3: Consistency with State and Federal Guidelines.

Thank you for your suggestion. The Draft SEIR acknowledges and describes the proposed Project’s
impact on oak trees in the discussion of Impact BIO-2a in Section 4.5, Biological Resources. Also,
please see General Response GR-5: Removal of Oak Trees. The Draft SEIR analyzes the aesthetic
impacts of the proposed Project, including impacts along San Miguelito Road from the removal of
oak trees. As described in the discussion of Impact VIS-7, the loss of oak trees along San Miguelito
Road would be a significant and unavoidable impact.

Thank you for expressing your opinion regarding the proposed Project. Your concerns will be shared
with the County’s decision makers. The commenter does not provide a reason for stating that the
bird survey work was insufficient, so it is not possible to formulate a specific response to this
comment. Avian and bat site use and migration patterns are described in detail in Section 4.5.1.3 of
the Draft SEIR and Section 3.5.3 of the LWEP EIR, and in 13 technical reports contained in Appendix
A of the Biological Technical Report (Appendix C-2 of the Draft SEIR). In addition, see Appendix C-8
for the results of avian surveys completed after the publication of the Draft SEIR. The County
believes that an appropriate level of data collection has occurred over the last decade, and enough
information is available to draw CEQA significance conclusions regarding the Project’s impacts to
birds and bats and other biological resources.
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The proposed Project is substantially similar to the previous Lompoc Wind Energy Project as both
projects are wind energy facilities located on the same site with substantially similar facilities (wind
turbine generators, substation, O&M facility, power collection lines, 115-kV transmission line, and
substation). These substantial similarities make preparation of a Supplemental EIR an appropriate
choice in order to build upon and update the information and analysis about constructing a wind
energy facility at this site, and to also avoid unnecessary duplication of information and analysis in
the Lompoc Wind Energy Project EIR. The SWEP fits the situation defined in Sections 15162 and
15163 of the State CEQA Guidelines for preparation of a Supplemental EIR, including the situation
in which “Substantial changes are proposed in the project which will require major revisions of the
previous EIR”. Please see the response to your first comment regarding the required content of a
Supplemental EIR.

Comment Set 47: Bill and Dolores Pollock

From: Dolores Pollock <dolores.pollock@verizon.net>
Sent: Thursday, June 13, 2019 9:14 PM

To: Pfeifer, Kathy <Kathypm@co.santa-barbara.ca.us>
Subject: Strauss Wind Energy Project

Dear Kathy,

My husband and | are writing to express concern for birds if the Strauss Wind Energy
Project proceeds. We are very supportive of green energy but insist on strong
protections for birds. As we move to protect one part of the environment, we don't want
to destroy another.

The siting of the proposed turbines on ridge lines seems particularly risky for birds.

| am writing separately as President of Santa Barbara Audubon, but we wanted to
express our private concerns as well.

We hope the County can learn from other wind farms around the country/world and
maintain its strong reputation for caring for the environment while moving forward to
renewable energy.

Thank you for your attention to this important matter.

Sincerely,

Bill and Dolores Pollock
5553 Camino Cerralvo
Santa Barbara,CA 93111
805-681-8661

Response to Bill and Dolores Pollock

47.1 Thank you for expressing your concerns. Your concerns will be shared with the County’s decision
makers.
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47.2 Relocating WTGs below ridgelines was considered as an alternative in Section 5.3 of the Draft SEIR.
As discussed in Section 5.4.5, this alternative was eliminated due to its potential to disturb
vegetation and wildlife on lower slopes. Constructing WTG pads and additional access roads would
increase environmental impacts in lower-elevation locations that are more heavily vegetated. It
would also require substantially more earth movement than the proposed Project. There is also
little evidence to indicate that this would be effective in reducing avian mortality. Further, most of
the proposed WTGs are not located on or very near to prominent ridgelines. Please see General
Response GR-2: Bird-Friendly Alternative/Low-Impact Alternative.

47.3 Thank you for expressing your concerns and opinions. Your comments will be shared with the
County’s decision makers.
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Comment Set 48: Cherie ToEier

CHERIE TOPPER

46 Olive Mill Road Santa Barbara CA | cherie.fopper@gmail.com

Ms. Kathy Pfeifer, Planner

Santa Barbara County Planning and Development 123 E. Anapamu Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101 kathypm@countyofsb.org

RE: Strauss Wind Energy Project - Comments on Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact

Report
Dear Ms. Pfeifer:

| am concerned about the environmental destruction that will be caused by the subject wind
farm, and feel that the DSEIR for this project does not adequately address its many issues.
While | am a staunch supporter of alternative energy, | think that this project, with a design
that completely ignores available environmentally sound methods and technologies, sends

the wrong message to both the wind industry and to the citizens of Santa Barbara County.

s The project as proposed would destroy 607 mature oak trees. Why do this when a
simple alternative is available (smaller turbines that can be transported by air and
rerouting of power lines), that would save nearly 200 of these trees.

¢ The project as proposed would result in a very high avian kill rate due to the fact that
designers did not even consider already proposed designs that would result in less bird
mortality, nor did they consider implementing proven technologies like IdentiFlight, that

are successfully used on other wind farms.

Why, in an enlightened community like Santa Barbara, would such a project be implemented
without consideration for minimizing impact to wildlife and habitat, when feasible alternatives

are available®

Sincerely,
@ ) }?\.rx___________‘_h

Cherie Topper
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Response to Cherie Topper

48.1 Thank you for expressing your concerns. The commenter does not indicate how the Project “ignores
available environmentally sound methods and technologies,” so it is not possible to formulate a
specific response to this comment. Your concerns will be shared with the County’s decision makers.

48.2 The Draft SEIR acknowledges and describes the proposed Project’s impact on oak trees in the
discussion of Impact BIO-2a in Section 4.5, Biological Resources. Also, please see General Response
GR-5: Removal of Oak Trees.

48.3 The Project’s impacts on birds are described in the discussion of Impact BIO-10 in Section 4.5 of the
Draft SEIR. This is considered a significant and unavoidable impact of the Project, although a robust
mitigation strategy is proposed in the SEIR to reduce this impact as much as possible. In addition,
MM BIO-15b has been revised to require the use of adaptive control technology such as IdentiFlight
prior to operation of the Project. The commenter does not describe the “already proposed designs
that would result in less bird mortality,” so it is not clear what the commenter is referring to. If the
commenter is referring to the LWEP, please note that the LWEP also had significant and unavoidable
impacts to birds/bats and that the LWEP had 35 more turbines than the proposed SWEP. See the
response to Comment 34.2 regarding the effects of turbine size on breeding bird abundance and
General Response GR-4: Use of More and Smaller Turbines.

48.4 Thank you for expressing your concerns. Considerations for minimizing impacts to wildlife and
habitat are discussed extensively in Section 4.5 of the Draft SEIR and feasible alternatives are
discussed in Chapter 5 of the Draft SEIR. The commenter raises two issues regarding the proposed
Project’s impacts — avian mortality due to collisions with turbines, and loss of oak trees. Please note
that the Project’s design has attempted to balance these effects. Smaller turbines, similar to the site
plan proposed for the LWEP, would result in a reduction of oak tree loss. However, if the Project
employed smaller turbines, it would require more of them to meet the required operation output
(e.g., LWEP proposed 35 more turbines than SWEP). As stated in the response to Comment 34.2,
more, smaller turbines would potentially result in greater avian mortality. In addition, adding
turbines to the site plan would substantially increase ground disturbance and impacts to sensitive
vegetation and special-status species including the federally and state-listed Gaviota tarplant. See
also General Responses GR-2: Bird-Friendly Alternative/Low-Impact Alternative, GR-4: Use of More
and Smaller Turbines, and GR-5: Removal of Oak Trees.

Comment Set 49: Karen Osland

Kathy Pfeifer, Planner June 14, 2019
Santa Barbara County Planning & Development

123 East Anapamu Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

Re: Strauss Wind Energy Project Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report,
County EIR Number 18EIR-00000-0001, State Clearinghouse Number 2018071002,
April 2019.
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Dear Ms. Pfeifer,

I have reviewed the Strauss Wind Energy Project Draft Supplement to the
Lompoc Wind Energy Project EIR and would like to provide the following comments:

Summary of Impacts;
Pg. S.6. Table S-1. Summary of Impacts, Development Standard/Mitigation, and Residual
Impacts Impact Mitigation Measures, states:

“ Impact VIS -7. San Miguelito Road will require many improvements through the 2.5 miles in
the canyon at the project site. These include cuts into the hillside, radius improvements, brush
and tree removal. There are 30* curves that require some sort of improvement. Mitigation, VIS-
4. Is a “Landscape and Lighting Plan”. Residual Significance is Class One.

*note in section 2.6.3 San Miguelito Road Modifications the EIR states “The Applicant
identified 34 sections along the road outside the Project site boundaries that would require
modifications. *

Comment: Throughout the EIR construction impacts to San Miguelito Road are a referred to as
“improvements” and occasionally as “modifications”. These impacts are only “improvements “
from the point of view of the proponent. An EIR should be a neutral document that allows the
reader to make an informed judgement on the impacts of a project and descriptions of these
impacts should be accurate and neutral. It is diffult to understand how an impact that remains a
Class One after “mitigation” can be considered an improvement to present existing conditions.

49.1

2.0 Project Description

In Table 2-1. Comparison of Lompoc Wind Energy Project and SWEP, the Construction and
impacts to San Miguelito Canyon Road are called out separately from construction impacts to the
project site, project area, and transmission line corridor. Miguelito Road is also discussed
separately in section 2.6.3, San Miguelito Road Modifications, and in Table 2-10 and 2-11.

However, tables 2-7 and 2-8 list access roads only and do not call out San Miguelito Road. In
2.7.2 Road Maintenance it is clear from the context that only onsite access roads are being
considered (unless the proponent is promising to maintain San Miguelito Canyon Road).

Comment: Throughout most of the EIR it is difficult to determine if impacts to San Miguelito

Road, a public, County road are being included any discussion of the project’s access roads,

most of which are on private property. This makes it difficult for the reader to assess the true 49.2
impacts to the Visual Scenic qualities* of Miguelito Road and to the Riparian Vegetation, Oak
Woodland, and Wetlands present along the road. It is also hard to determine impacts to Frick

Springs, one of the City of Lompoc’s water sources.

*Under Aesthetics/Visual Resources one KOP #13 does address impacts to one of the 34 curves

to be removed, pg. 4.2-11.

4. 2 Aesthetics/Visual Resources

Pg. 4.2-23. “Table 4.2-2, SWEP Impact and Mitigation Summary — Aesthetics/Visual Resources
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Impact VIS-7 San Miguelito Road Landscape. Vehicular transport of Project components would
require road widening and tree removal that could alter the landscape characteristics along
portions of San Miguelito Road. Mitigation Measure MM VIS-4 Landscape and Lighting Plan.
Significance Conclusion is a Class one Significance.”

“Mitigation Measure MM VIS-4 Landscape and Lighting Plan. See the discussion of Impact
VIS-1 above. Page 4.2-19. (VIS-1 WTG Visibility. Construction and operation of the
WTGs and related structures have the potential to be visible in the vicinity of the Project. )”

Comment: Mitigation Measure MM V1S-4 was developed for possible adverse impacts from
WTG visibility which is considerably different than the adverse impacts to the scenic quality of
San Miguelito Canyon Road. A Landscape plan specific to the impacted section of Miguelito
Road should be developed for this project.

Section 4. 5 Biological Resources

4.5.1.5 Wetlands and Other Sensitive Aquatic Features

Pg. . 4.5-30. “Santa Ynez Watershed. “one swale, which continues downslope and out of
the Project area further to the north, eventually connecting to Santa Lucia Canyon, which
discharges into the Santa Ynez River approximately 6.5 miles north of the Project area.”

Comment: Any drainages on the north slopes of the project that drain to the north will not
connect with Santa Lucia Canyon. Santa Lucia Canyon is on the north side of the Santa Ynez
River. The project location is on the south side.

4.5.4 Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Comment: The discussion of impacts in this section is general in nature. It is not clear as to
which area of the project is under discussion. There are considerable differences between the
project site, area, transmission corridor and the impacted area of Miguelito Canyon Road.
Therefore, it is impossible to evaluate the projects specific impacts or adequate, realistic,
mitigation measures.

Comment: Dudek’s biological survey notes one population of Ocellated Humboldt lily located
outside of the project area. A population of this lily did exist at least up to two years ago on the
east side of Miguelito Canyon within the impact area of San Miguelito road (personal
observation). This population was also noted by Vern Human. (Vernon L. Human “A
Rambler’s Guide to the Roadside Plants of Miguelito Canyon, Lompoc California The
Chaparral Press, Lompoc California, December 5, 1993.)

Section 4.6 Archaeological and Tribal Cultural Resources.

Comment: The sections on Cultural Resources in both the Lompoc Wind Energy Project
(LWEP) and in the Strauss Wind Energy Project (SWEP) are incomplete.
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Any discussion of possible Historic Resources is completely lacking. There is also no indication
in the references listed in either the LWEP or the SWEP that any attempt was made to research
possible Historic Resources within or near the Project Area. This includes both San Miguelito
Canyon and Honda Canyon and the Transmission line corridor.

The original La Purisima Mission was located near the mouth of Miguelito canyon. Mission
gardens and vineyards were located within the canyon and a stone lined irrigation canal brought
water from springs in Miguelito Canyon. In addition, the Mission obtained lime from a site
within the approximately four miles south of the intersection of Willow and | Street. References
are also made in the literature of a wagon road that led to the Mission lands on coast. This road
went through Miguelito Canyon to beyond La Tinta.

Miguelito Canyon also played an important part in the Anglo settlement of the Lompoc Valley in
1875. Numerous farms and Dairy ranches were in existence in both Miguelito and Honda
Canyons, as were several schools. Frick Springs was the original water source for the City of
Lompoc. Itis still in use as a City of Lompoc Municipal water supply.

Reference material on both the Mission and Miguelito/Honda Canyons is readily available and
can be obtain with minimal effort.

4.6 Archaeological and Tribal Cultural Resources

Pg. 4.6-9. Table 4.6-2 lists 10 archaeological sites that are potentially eligible for the National
Register, but have not yet been evaluated. Nine of these archaeological sites will be impacted
by the development of the project. Table 4.6-3 indicates that they will be evaluated prior to
ground disturbance (but after completion CEQA). Table 4.6-4. SWEP Impact and Mitigation
Summary — Cultural and Tribal Resources impact CULT 1 states that project impacts to the nine
unevaluated sites will be mitigated to a Class 11, “less than significant impact”.

Comment: This postponement of the site evaluations until after the completion of the EIR
process does not allow for enough information to make an informed decision on the adequacy of
the site evaluation or proposed mitigation measures.

4.12 Hydrology and Water Quality
4.12.1 Environmental Setting Surface Water Pg. 4.2.1

Comment. The statement is made that “Frick Springs is a source of water for several residences
in Miguelito Canyon and Miguelito County Park. “ Frick Springs has been and continues to be a
source of municipal water supply for the City of Lompoc. Its use is not limited to several
residents in Miguelito Canyon and the Miguelito County park.

4.17 Transportation and Traffic

Comment: There is no discussion in the EIR that addresses the fact that the only way in and
out of Miguelito canyon for the approximately 200 residents living in Miguelito Canyon is by
San Miguelito Road. There are no options for detours if the road is blocked by large transport
vehicles. This is a life and safety issue. The proponent knows how many blades/turbine parts
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must be brought into the canyon, the speed at which the vehicles will be traveling and the
number of vehicles. A well thought out project should know at this stage how long Miguelito
Canyon might be blocked, the exact dates are not necessary. Will the road be blocked for an
hour or twenty -four hours? If residents need to be in town during equipment deliveries and road
blockage will they need to get a motel room? Will the proponent pay for it?

Development of a Transportation Plan in which the residents living in the Canyon have no input
or ability to review is not mitigation for this safety and quality of life issue. Neither is the
statement that those affected will get a weeks’ notice.

Please provide an estimate of how long San Miguelito Road might be blocked during
turbine/blade transport.

Sincerely,

Karen Osland

1383 San Miguelito Road,
Lompoc Ca 93436

kosland@comcast.net.
805-736-3743

Response to Karen Osland

49.1 The term “improvement” is commonly used to describe the construction of new or modified
infrastructure, such as roadways. The term is not used to indicate that the proposed changes to San
Miguelito Road would make the road better. The Draft SEIR is neutral on this point. The Draft SEIR
focuses on describing the impacts of the proposed modifications to the road to accommodate the
proposed Project.

49.2 When discussing impacts along San Miguelito Road, the Draft SEIR usually makes specific reference
to that roadway. Impacts to wetlands and riparian habitat along San Miguelito Road are included in
the analysis presented for Impact BIO-3 (Wetlands, Seeps, and Springs, and Features Subject to
Regulation by the USACE, Santa Barbara County, or CDFW). Impacts to oaks along San Miguelito
Road are shown in Table 4.5-4 (Impacts to Trees). Table 4.5-3 (Impacts to Vegetation and
Landforms) identifies vegetation impacts along San Miguelito Road under the column “Road
Modifications”. The Project is not anticipated to have any impact on Frick Springs. The visual
simulations presented in Section 4.2 of the Draft SEIR provide key representative views of the
proposed Project. It is not feasible to prepare visual simulations from all possible vantage points nor
is that necessary in order to characterize the Project’s impacts on aesthetics and determine the
significance of those impacts. In selecting locations for visual simulations, emphasis is placed on
simulating views from public vantage points rather than private property. The Project’s impacts on
the aesthetics of the area are fully described in Section 4.2 and many of those impacts are
considered significant.

49.3 The Landscape Plan portion of MM VIS-4 applies to all disturbed areas including San Miguelito
Canyon Road, as is noted under Impact VIS-7: San Miguelito Road Landscape.
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49.4 Thank you for your comment regarding the location of Santa Lucia Canyon. The description of the
watersheds and sub-watersheds in the Project area are from the Jurisdictional Delineation Report
in Appendix C-4 of the Draft SEIR, which determined that the northwestern portion of the survey
area is within the mapped boundaries of the Santa Lucia Canyon-Santa Ynez River sub-watershed
of the Santa Ynez Watershed. The text has been revised to clarify the location of Santa Lucia Canyon.

49.5 Some impacts are general in nature while others are more specific. The Draft SEIR is written to
provide information related to impacts on the environment and does not attempt to identify
impacts on specific properties. See also the response to Comment 49.2 regarding impacts along San
Miguelito Road.

49.6 Thank you for this information. The population of Ocellated Humboldt lily referenced by the
commenter was not identified during Project surveys; however, the potential for this species to
occur within the Project footprint was disclosed and mitigated for in the Draft SEIR. See Section
4.5.1.4, Endangered, Threatened, Rare, and Other Sensitive Species — Special-Status Plants; Impact
BIO-6 (Other Special-Status Plants); and MM BIO-5 (Pre-construction Rare Plant Surveys and
Restoration).

49.7 Thank you for the important information on potential historic resources. The information on historic
resources for the SEIR was gathered through numerous surveys and records searches by others, the
most recent being Dudek (2018). The existence of the stone aqueduct was noted previously in
comments by Larry Spanne, but its known and suspected locations were well beyond the locations
of transmission line pole sites north of the Frick Spring complex. The SEIR includes mitigation
measures on how to address inadvertent discoveries of historic resources, which the uncovering of
a portion of the aqueduct or any additional Mission Period or early American Period historic features
would entail. The sensitivity of this potential resource will be emphasized in Section 4.6.1 the Final
SEIR.

49.8 The nine sites were recently the subject of a testing program. The results have been incorporated
into the Final SEIR with detailed mitigation measures in Section 4.6.

49.9 Thank you. The information about Frick Springs has been clarified in the Final SEIR.

49.10 Safety impacts due to the use of San Miguelito Road for delivery of equipment and materials to
construct the Project are described in the discussion of Impact TC-2 in the Draft SEIR and impacts
associated with road blockages and traffic delays are described in the discussion of Impact TC-4.
Implementation a Traffic Management Plan (Mitigation Measure TC-1) would address these issues
and reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level. Your concerns will be shared with the County’s
decision makers.
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Comment Set 50: David and Janice Levasheff
June 14, 2019

Ms. Kathy Pfeifer

Planner Santa Barbara County Planning and Development
123 E. Anapamu Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

kathypm@countyofsb.org

Subject: Comments on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR) for the Strauss
Wind Energy Project

Dear Ms. Pfeifer:
We are long-time county residents and wish to share our thoughts on the subject DSEIR.

As currently proposed, the placement of the wind turbine generators and the modification to San
Miguelito Road are deeply concerning. Please consider, or hire a design expert who could consider,
alternatives to the number and type of generators as well as their location and that of the transmission
lines. This could be done in ways that would be more environmentally friendly to wildlife and their
habitat yet still support the project’s energy production goals.

A few examples:

¢ Please replace the large wind turbine generators with the smaller 1.79-MW models already proposed,
thus allowing for transport by helicopter and eliminating the need to modify San Miguelito Road.

¢ Please ensure all wind turbine generators and transmission lines are placed in locations that will
minimize the likelihood of bird collisions and other adverse impacts to wildlife.

¢ Please also consider using technology such as sensors that would temporarily stop a generator if they
detect that birds on a collision course with it.

The County’s effort to explore alternative energy is greatly appreciated. The effort you have put into this
complex project to date is commendable. Please ensure, though, that this project’s design and
implementation will minimize habitat destruction and wildlife hazards, now and in the future.

Thank you for your consideration,

David and Janice Levasheff

Response to David and Janice Levasheff

50.1 Thank you for expressing your concerns. Regarding a bird-friendly alternative, please see General
Response GR-2: Bird-Friendly Alternative/Low-Impact Alternative.
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50.2 Thank you for your suggestion. The blades of the 1.79-MW wind turbine generators would be too
heavy to be safely transported to the site by air. Please see the expanded discussion of the
Helicopter Transport of Turbine Blades alternative in Section 5.4.3 of the Final SEIR.

50.3 Please see General Response GR-2 regarding siting turbines to avoid bird collisions and other wildlife
impacts.

50.4 Thank you for your suggestion. The Final SEIR has been revised to require the use of adaptive control
technology such as the IdentiFlight system prior to Project operation.

50.5 Thank you. Your concerns will be shared with the County’s decision makers.

Comment Set 51: Teresa Fanucchi

From: Teresa Fanucchi <tfanucchi@hotmail.com>

Sent: Friday, June 14, 2019 1:11 PM

To: Pfeifer, Kathy <Kathypm@co.santa-barbara.ca.us>

Subject: RE: Strauss Wind Energy Project — Comments on Draft Supplement Environmental Impact
Report

Ms. Kathy Pfeifer, Planner

Santa Barbara County Planning and Development
123 E. Anapamu Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

RE: Strauss Wind Energy Project — Comments on Draft Supplement Environmental Impact
Report

Dear Ms. Pfeifer,

| am concerned about the environmental destruction that will be caused by the wind farm

proposed by Strauss. It seems that the applicant has designed the project solely to achieve

maximum electrical output from the wind farm and that reducing bird deaths by strategically

locating the wind turbine generators (WTGs) has not been considered. This approach 51.1
contradicts the State and Federal wind energy guidelines. Most wind farms that have been

designed in the US in the last few years have been designed to reduce avian mortality by

properly locating WTGs. | believe strongly that Strauss should be designed that way, too.

Additionally, I understand that the project as proposed would destroy 607 mature oak trees,

which | find unacceptable, especially since alternatives exist. | urge the County to change the 51.2
project design to be more similar to the Lompoc Wind Energy Project that was approved 10
years ago. The County could insist upon a more ecological design that would move some of the
generators off of ridge tops and adjust the number and type of generators. Surely there is a way
of designing wind projects that produce adequate power while still ensuring maximum
protection for birds.

51.3
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| urge the County to require the use of more of the smaller 1.79-MW wind turbine generators
already proposed for use by the applicant. Using smaller WTGs would mean smaller blades that
could be transported by helicopter or airship. Then San Miguelito Road would not have to be 51.5
modified, eliminating the destruction of 158 mature oak trees. The County should change the
transmission line design to that which was proposed for LWEP. That alone would eliminate the 51.6
destruction of 62 mature oak trees.

51.4

Thanks for considering my comments.

Teresa Fanucchi
429 Stanley Drive
Santa Barbara, CA 93105

Response to Teresa Fanucchi

51.1 Thank you for expressing your concerns regarding the Project’s impact on birds. Please see General
Response GR-3: Consistency with State and Federal Guidelines. Regarding a bird-friendly
alternative, please see General Response GR-2.

51.2 Please see General Response GR-2: Bird-Friendly Alternative/Low-Impact Alternative.

51.3 The Draft SEIR describes the impact associated with the loss of oak trees in the discussion of Impact
BlO-2a in Section 4.5. Also, please see General Response GR-5: Removal of Oak Trees. The Modified
Project Layout, presented in Section 5.3, would substantially reduce the number of oak trees that
would need to be removed. The commenter does not indicate why the previous Lompoc Wind
Energy Project would be preferable to the proposed Project, so it is not possible to formulate a
specific response to this statement.

51.4 Thank you for expressing your preferences regarding the proposed Project. Relocating WTGs below
ridgelines was considered as an alternative in Section 5.3 of the Draft SEIR. As discussed in Section
5.4.5, this alternative was eliminated due to its potential to disturb vegetation and wildlife on lower
slopes. Constructing WTG pads and additional access roads would increase environmental impacts
in lower-elevation locations that are more heavily vegetated. It would also require substantially
more earth movement than the proposed Project. There is also little evidence to indicate that this
would be effective in reducing avian mortality. Further, most of the proposed WTGs are not located
on or very near to prominent ridgelines. Please see General Response GR-2: Bird-Friendly
Alternative/Low-Impact Alternative.

51.5 Thank you for expressing your preferences regarding the proposed Project. The blades of the 1.79-
MW wind turbine generators would be too heavy to be safely transported to the site by air. Please
see the expanded discussion of the Helicopter Transport of Turbine Blades alternative in Section
5.4.3 of the Final SEIR.

51.6 Thank you for expressing your preferences regarding the proposed Project. The transmission line
alignment was modified after the Project application was submitted to the County in order to
reduce the number of oak trees that would need to be removed. The original alighnment would have
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required the removal of an estimated 595 oak trees while the revised alighment would require the
removal of 62 oak trees. Please note the Lompoc Wind Energy Project may also have required the
removal of oak trees along San Miguelito Road although likely substantially fewer than the proposed
Project. Section 2.4.3 of Lompoc Wind Energy Project Final EIR states that because the need for tree
removal along San Miguelito Road “cannot be established with certainty until the specific
characteristics of the transport vehicles have been determined, the analysis assumes that some
road widening, grading, tree removal, and tree trimming would be needed.” Please see General
Response GR-5: Removal of Oak Trees.

October 2019 8-444 Final SEIR



8.
Responses to Draft SEIR Comments

Comment Set 52: Richard E. Adam, Jr.
THE LAW FIRM OF
JUAREZ, ADAM & FARLEY, LLP
A LIMITED LIABILITY PARTNERSHIP INCLUDING PROFESSIONAL CORPORATIONS
MARIO A.JUAREZ, INC. - RICHARD E. ADAM, JR, INC. - HAL P. FARLEY, EsQ.
625 EAST CHAPEL STREET

SANTA MARIA, CA 93454
TEL: 805-922-4553 * FAX: 805-928-7262

June 14, 2019
Kathy McNeal Pfeifer
Planner
Planning & Development
123 E. Anapamu St.
Santa Barbara, CA 93101
Kathypm(@co.santa-barbara.ca.us

Via Email Only

Re: Comments on Strauss Wind Energy Project DSEIR
Ms. Pfeifer:

The following will briefly summarize our comments regarding the Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Report (“DSEIR”) related to the Strauss Wind Energy Project

(alternatively, “SWEP” or the “Project”), many of which were more fully discussed in comments
made during the May 30, 2019 public meeting on the project.

A. The Placement of the Wind Turbine Generators (“WTG”) Below _the Ridgeline is
Not adequately Considered as an Alternative.

Under California law, an EIR must describe and analyze a range of reasonable
alternatives to the project that, among other things are (a) potentially feasible, (b) would
“feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project,” and (c¢) would avoid or substantially
lessen any of the project’s significant effects. Here, the DSEIR only analyzed 3 alternatives (see
Table 5-1). However, none of these analyzed “alternatives” even remotely touch upon the
alternative that is likely the /east environmentally intrusive alternative: to wit, reducing and/or
eliminating the environmental impact associated with the visibility of these 50 story structures 52.1
from virtually every location in the Lompoc Valley (and, according to some testimony, bird
strikes) by locating them away from ridgelines.

In fact, the DSEIR specifically rejects discussion of this alternative in three unsupported
paragraphs (see Section 5.4.5) buried in the back of the 3,571-page document. In “eliminating”
this alternative “from detailed evaluation” the DSEIR authors, without support of any kind,
assert the following:

5558SSS
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JUAREZ, ADAM & FARLEY, LLP
RE:

JUNE 14, 2019

PAGE2 OF 4

“The earth movement required to locate the WTGs away from ridgelines would
be significant and the loss of WTG generating capacity is expected to be
substantial.”

First, the term “significant™ (relative to “earth movement”) is left undefined in this section. Is
the “earth movement” associated with this rejected alternative larger than that associated with
placing the WTGs along the ridgeline? If so, by how much? To make this section adequate, the
term “significant” must be replaced with a meaningful number supported by evidence. Further,
particularly because this alternative (i.e. placement of the WTGs below the ridgelines) would
appear to be environmentally preferable due to the reduction and/or elimination of aesthetic and
avian impacts, even assuming (as we are required to do based upon the lack of specifics in the
DSEIR) that the “earth movement” associated with this rejected alternative is, in fact,
significantly greater than that currently proposed project, an analysis of the “trade-offs” between
the reduction of visual and avian impacts and the increase in earth movement should be
undertaken. Finally, the reader cannot determine from a reading this passage what actual
decrease in “generating capacity” would be sustained if the WTGs were placed below the
ridgeline. This is a fundamental fact that should not only be identified, but also supported by
substantial evidence (indeed, the phrase “is expected” suggests that the authors have undertaken
no analysis whatsoever as to this issue). Certainly, there is a difference between a 1% reduction
and, say, a 90% reduction, particularly in light of the fact that, under the CEQA Guidelines,
project alternatives are only required to meet meost of the basic objectives.

In short, we believe that it is crucial that this alternative be analyzed. At the very least,
the authors must provide an evidence-based analysis as to why this alternative is infeasible. In
either case, the DSEIR should address this issue and be recirculated.

B. The DSEIR Does Not Contain a Stable and Finite Project Description.

We understand that California law does not require that an EIR describe every technical
detail associated with the project. However, in this case, based upon the size and resulting visual
impacts, the placement of the WTGs in this case is crucially important and almost certainly
required to meet the “stable and finite” project description required under CEQA.

The DSEIR states that “the final locations of individual WTGs would be subject to minor
adjustment, known as micro siting, until the time of construction” (2-16). The DSEIR goes on to
state that “Micro-siting adjustments would be limited to a shift of the location of the footprint
analyzed in the conceptual grading plan.” Id. Although it is unclear from the DSEIR (due to
the vagueness of the analysis), the grading “footprint” (i.e. where the turbines can be “micro-
sited™) appears to encompass either 203 acres (identified as “disturbed areas” in the Coastal
Development Permit Application) or 171.5 acres (identified as “disturbed areas” in 2.6.9 of the
DSEIR).!

Whether the grading “footprint” covers 203 acres or 171.5 acres, it appears to encompass
about 40,000 linear feet (see, among others, DSEIR Figure 2-3a). In other words, if we are

1]t is possible that the actual number is buried somewhere else in the 3,571-page document, but we have yet to find
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reading the DSEIR correctly, the “project description” contemplates placing the WTGs anywhere
within a “spiderweb” pattern of 7.57 linear miles.  Further, if we are reading the DSEIR
correctly, these 7.57 linear miles range from around 1,000 feet in elevation to 1,800 feet. If this
is true, the visual impacts identified in the DSEIR could be vastly different than that which is
actually presented in the DSEIR (i.e. depending upon where the WTGs are placed within the
spiderweb). If we are correct, the term “micro-siting” appears to be a misnomer. The only way
for the decision-makers and the public to meaningfully assess the visual impacts associated with
this Project is to more precisely site the WTG within the project description.

C. The DSEIR is Excessively Convoluted.

CEQA requires that environmental impact statements be comprehensible not only to
decision-makers, but also to the affected public. Here, as many speakers noted at the May 30,
2019 public meeting, the interplay between the original LWEP EIR and the DSEIR is not only
confusing, but also, in some cases, almost impossible to reconcile. The language associated with
Table 4.2.1 (page 4.2-7) provides one of many examples. Column 1 identifies the LWEP “Impact
Number.” This column includes the terms “Vis-1,” “Vis-2,” “Vis-3,” Vis-4,” and so on.
Column 3 identifies LWEP “Mitigation Measures.” However, this column also includes the
same terms (i.e. “Vis-3,” “Vis-4,” etc.). After considerable effort, we believe we understand the
information being disseminated in this Table. However, it is extraordinarily confusing. This is
also exemplified in conjunction with the text of the SWEP impacts (4.2.4.4), wherein references
are made to other sections of the SWEP as well as certain sections of the LWEP EIR (some of
which are unaccompanied by the section locations of the LWEP EIR).

In short, multiple passages of the DSEIR are written in such way that the reader is
required to flip from various sections of the DSEIR to other sections of the DSEIR and various
discussions presented in the LWEP EIR (and again, in many cases, without the help of identified
page numbers). In order to (attempt to) understand what is actually being said in the DSEIR, the
reader is often required to perform analytic gymnastics. This type of writing needs to be cleaned
up and made comprehensible. As currently written, it is extraordinarily difficult (and in some
cases, impossible) to decipher not only the information that the DSEIR is trying to impart, but
also what real environmental impacts will occur.

D. The DSEIR (And, In Particular, the “Aesthetics/Visual Resource” Section)
Improperly Relies on the 12- Year-Old LWEP EIR.

The DSEIR relies heavily on the LWEP EIR for various facts, analysis, and conclusions.
However, the Project at issue today is truly a different project than that which was proposed over
12 years ago. The SWEP WTGs are substantially taller, the blades are substantially longer, and
the environmental impacts (and particularly the visual impacts) have the possibility of being
exponentially greater than those associated with the LWEP project. Indeed, it seems to us that
much of the analysis and many of the conclusions presented in the LWEP EIR (which are
referred to and relied upon in the instant DSEIR) are irrelevant to the facts of the new, much
larger, Project.
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The fact is that the Visual Resource analysis presented in the DSEIR is one of the most
contentious components of this Project. It would be more appropriate (and legally defensible)
for the DSEIR’s analysis of the Visual Resource section to include its own analysis specific to
the Project actually being proposed (in a comprehensive and easily understood manner) rather
than supplementing an EIR that dealt with a project that was wholly different in size and scope.

As the SWEP DSEIR is 3,571 pages long (the LWEP EIR is almost as many pages) and,
as you might imagine, we have other commitments, we have yet to conclude our review of the
material. We do, however, agree with most of the other objections to the DSEIR that were
voiced by various persons at the public meeting on May 30, 2019, including, but not limited to,
those associated with environmental concerns, the deferring of mitigation, the insufficiency of
addressing cultural resources, and inconsistencies with Santa Barbara County land use rules,
regulations, standards, and policies.

We, like many of the other speakers, believe that the flaws present in the DSEIR must be
addressed, at which point, the DSEIR can be recirculated for further review.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide our input in this matter.

Sincerely,
JUAREZ, ADAM & FARLEY

Richdrd E/ /Adam, Ir.
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Response to Richard E. Adam, Jr.

52.1 As the commenter indicates, an EIR, or in this case a SEIR, must analyze a reasonable range of
feasible alternatives. The Draft SEIR considered a reasonable range of alternatives, consisting of
nine alternatives, including the No Project alternative and the Environmentally Superior Alternative
(ESA) for the Lompoc Wind Energy Project (LWEP) EIR. All of these alternatives were designed to
reduce or avoid the significant impacts of a wind energy facility at the Project site. Of the nine
alternatives, five were eliminated from further review and four were analyzed further. This
represents a reasonable range of alternatives. Please see General Response GR-1: Reasonable
Range of Alternatives.

The alternative described in Section 5.4.5 of the Draft SEIR, which the commenter appears to favor,
is the “Siting WTGs Below Ridgelines” alternative. The idea for this potential alternative was raised
during the scoping process to reduce avian mortality. It was not proposed for the purpose of
reducing the visual impacts of the Project, but it is possible that it could result in a small reduction
in those impacts. The reason the visual impact reduction would probably be small is that the wind
turbines would not be lowered substantially in elevation because that would increase certain
impacts, primarily related to the disturbance of oak forest and riparian vegetation that is dominant
in the lower elevation canyons and drainages of the Project site. Please note that the commenter is
incorrect in stating that the wind turbines would be visible “from virtually every location in the
Lompoc Valley.” That is contrary to the conclusions of the visual impact analysis presented in the
Section 4.2.4 of the Draft SEIR. Specifically, the reader is referred to the discussions of Key
Observation Points 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10, which are located in the Lompoc Valley.

Regarding earth movement, mid-slope locations for wind turbine generators would require more
grading than locations at the top of slopes (such as ridges) or at the bottom of slopes (canyon
bottoms and draws). This is because access roads can be placed along ridgelines with minimal
cutting and filling of the land. Similarly, relatively little cutting and filling would be required along
canyon bottoms or draws because of the relatively gentle slopes; however, these lower-elevation
locations are the most sensitive biologically and would necessitate the removal of a large number
of trees and other vegetation. Mid-slope locations require greater amounts of cut and fill to carve
access roads across the slopes, and large amounts of cut, fill, and compaction would be required to
create large building pads to accommodate the wind turbines and their foundations, as well as
adjacent level areas where cranes would be placed to erect the wind turbines. It is not necessary to
develop a specific grading plan and calculate cut-and-fill quantities to know that mid-slope locations
would require substantially more grading and earth movement than ridgeline or canyon bottom
locations.

Regarding moving wind turbines off ridgelines, it is worth noting that most of the proposed WTGs
are not located on or very near to prominent ridgelines. There is also little evidence to indicate that
this would be effective in reducing avian mortality. Please see the expanded discussion in Section
5.4.5 and the General Response GR-2: Bird-Friendly Alternative/Low-Impact Alternative.

Please note that an EIR is not required to analyze all feasible alternatives as that would be
impractical and unnecessary. As stated in State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a), “An EIR need
not consider every conceivable alternative to a project.” There is no requirement to analyze all
feasible alternatives, including all possible alternatives capable of reducing environmental impacts.
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The fact that the commenter believes that other alternatives should have been analyzed does not
mean that a reasonable range of alternatives was not analyzed. Please see General Response GR-1:
Range of Reasonable Alternatives.

52.2 Because the possibility exists that minor changes to the Project layout may occur during the
Project’s detailed design phase does not mean that the Draft SEIR project description is unstable.
Section 15124(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines states an EIR project description must provide “A
general description of the project’s technical, economic, and environmental characteristics...” and
the beginning of Section 15124 states that the project description “should not supply extensive
detail beyond that needed for evaluation and review of the environmental impact.” The Draft SEIR
project description (Chapter 2 of the Draft SEIR) provides adequate detail for the assessment of
impacts and determinations of the significance of those impacts.

The Project description in the Final SEIR has been amended to state that turbine locations may be
shifted not more than 100 feet from their currently proposed locations. Just because the locations
of turbines or other Project facilities may shift up to 100 feet does not mean new significant impacts
would suddenly manifest. For example, the commenter implies that the visual impacts of the Project
may somehow be more substantial if wind turbines locations are altered. While aspects of some
visual simulations in the Draft SEIR would change if turbine locations are shifted, the Draft SEIR’s
characterization of the Project’s visual impacts would still be relevant. The Project’s visual impacts
are considered significant in the Draft SEIR and would remain significant even if exact wind turbine
locations are shifted up to 100 feet. No new significant impacts would result from these possible
shifts in turbine locations, which is the important consideration in determining whether the
Project’s impact analysis remains valid. If, during the development of construction-level design and
engineering plans, the Project were to change substantially enough to result in new or substantially
more severe significant impacts, supplemental CEQA review would be triggered. Shifts in the
locations of Project components that do not result in new or substantially more severe significant
impacts would not require additional environmental review.

Please note that most projects undergo minor changes between the time the EIR is prepared and
the time final construction plans are completed. Lead agencies rarely have the opportunity to
prepare an EIR for a project that has no potential to change during the detailed design and
engineering process. The Draft SEIR recognizes this fact in Section 1.6, Post-SEIR Project Changes,
and provides the following explanation:

The information about the proposed Project that serves as the basis for the impact analysis
in this SEIR is derived from application materials, digital location data supplied by the
Applicant, and information provided by the Applicant in response to information requests
from the SEIR preparers. While this information is detailed, it does not represent final
engineering data, and construction-level plans have not been prepared for the Project.
Therefore, if the Project is approved, some changes in Project details are expected after the
SEIR is finalized and approvals are granted. Such changes might involve minor alighment
changes, changes in component details, minor changes in material quantities, and other
details that will not be finalized until construction plans are completed. These types of
changes are normal and expected for almost any type of construction project because CEQA
analysis is based on preliminary project information rather than final design. Such project
changes do not invalidate the analysis in the SEIR nor necessarily trigger the need for
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supplemental environmental analysis. Supplemental analysis is generally only needed when
there are substantial changes to a project or the circumstances under which a project will
be undertaken such that significant adverse impacts would be substantially more severe
than described in the original EIR. (See State CEQA Guidelines §15162).

CEQA recognizes that detailed project information, such as construction plans, is not
required for preparation of an EIR. Section 15124 of the State CEQA Guidelines states that
an EIR should contain a “general description” of a project’s characteristics and “should not
supply extensive detail beyond that needed for evaluation and review of the environmental
impact.” Further, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15004(b) states that an EIR “should be
prepared as early as feasible in the planning process to enable environmental considera-
tions to influence project ... design.”

The Draft SEIR does not contemplate placing the wind turbines anywhere within a “spiderweb” of
locations. Rather, the Draft SEIR assumes the wind turbines will be placed within 100 feet of where
the Applicant has proposed them to be placed. The Applicant’s proposed locations for the wind
turbines are shown in Draft SEIR Figure 2.3a and other figures in the document.

52.3 The Draft SEIR was organized in standard manner for such documents and is consistent with
direction articulated in Sections 15120 through 15132 of the State CEQA Guidelines. Table 4.2-1,
like similar tables in the SEIR’s impact sections, presents the numbered impacts of the LWEP EIR and
the mitigation measures associated with these impacts. The column headings in the table clearly
indicate that one column is “LWEP Impact Statements” and the other is “LWEP Mitigation
Measures”. Making references to other sections of the Draft SEIR and to sections of the LWEP EIR
is appropriate in order to avoid unnecessary duplication of information and is consistent with
CEQA’s requirements. The County believes the environmental impacts of the proposed Project are
clearly articulated in the Draft SEIR even if that means the reader must sometimes be referred to
other sections of the Draft SEIR or to the LWEP EIR.

52.4 The Draft SEIR recognizes that the proposed Project differs from the LWEP and explains those
differences in detail. The County agrees with the commenter that much of the analysis and
conclusions of the LWEP EIR are relevant to the proposed SWEP, which is why the County decided
that preparation of a supplement to the LWEP EIR was appropriate for the SWEP. The
Aesthetics/Visual Resources section of the Draft SEIR does not rely on the analysis of the LWEP EIR
but it does refer to it, which is appropriate for a SEIR. The Draft SEIR includes its own analysis of the
Project’s impacts on aesthetic and visual resources and fully describes those impacts. The Draft SEIR
also describes where the proposed Project’s impacts would be similar to those of the LWEP as well
as how they would be different. The commenter does not indicate how they think the Draft SEIR’s
analysis of aesthetic/visual impacts may be either incomplete or inaccurate.

It is unfortunate that the Draft SEIR needs to be so lengthy, but the public and interested agencies
and organizations tend to request more information rather than less, which is why the Draft SEIR
contains so many pages. The commenter’s concerns will be shared with the County’s decision
makers. Please note that the number of pages cited in the comment includes the SEIR and all of its
appendices.
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Comment Set 53: Aaron Kreisberg

From: Aaron Kreisberg <akberg90@gmail.com>

Sent: Saturday, June 15, 2019 8:43 AM

To: Pfeifer, Kathy <Kathypm@co.santa-barbara.ca.us>

Subject: Comments Regarding the Strauss Wind Energy Project DEIR

Dear Ms. Pfeifer:

I am concerned about the environmental destruction that will be caused by the subject wind
farm. The applicant has designed the project solely to achieve maximum electrical output from
the wind farm. Reducing bird deaths by strategically locating the wind turbine generators
(WTGs) was not even considered. This approach contradicts the State and Federal wind energy
guidelines. Most wind farms that have been designed in the last few years in the United States
have been designed to reduce avian mortality by properly locating WTGs. Please consider a
similar approach for this project

The project as proposed would destroy 607 mature oak trees, which is not worth the benefit. |
support renewable energy, but it must be done in a way that minimizes impacts to natural
resources. The County should change the project design to be more similar to the Lompoc Wind
Energy Project that was approved 10 years ago. The County should devise an Environment-
Friendly Alternative that would move some of the generators off of ridgetops and adjust the
number and type of generators to meet the project’s energy production goals. The County should
hire an expert to help with the design who has experience in designing wind projects that protect
birds and produce adequate power.

The County should require the use of more of the smaller 1.79-MW wind turbine generators
already proposed for use by the applicant. Using smaller WTGs would mean smaller blades that
could be transported by helicopter or airship. Then San Miguelito Road would not have to be
modified, eliminating the destruction of 158 mature oak trees.

The County should change the transmission line design to that which was proposed for
LWEP. That alone would eliminate the destruction of 62 mature oak trees.

Thanks for considering my comments.

Aaron Kreisberg

880 East Main Street, Ventura, CA 93001

Response to Aaron Kreisberg

53.1 Thank you for expressing your concern regarding the Project’s impacts on birds. Please see General
Responses GR-2: Bird-Friendly Alternative/Low-Impact Alternative and GR-3: Consistency with State
and Federal Guidelines.

53.2 The Draft SEIR describes the impact associated with the loss of oak trees in the discussion of Impact
BIO-2a in Section 4.5. Also, please see General Response GR-5: Removal of Oak Trees. The Modified
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Project Layout alternative would substantially reduce the number of oak trees that would need to
be removed. The commenter does not indicate why the previous Lompoc Wind Energy Project
would be preferable to the proposed Project, so it is not possible to formulate a specific response
to this statement. Alternatives capable of reducing some of the significant impacts of the proposed
Project are discussed in Chapter 5 of the Draft SEIR. Regarding a bird-friendly alternative, please see
General Response GR-2.

Relocating WTGs below ridgelines was considered as an alternative in Section 5.3 of the Draft SEIR.
As discussed in Section 5.4.5, this alternative was eliminated due to its potential to disturb
vegetation and wildlife on lower slopes. Constructing WTG pads and additional access roads would
increase environmental impacts in lower-elevation locations that are more heavily vegetated. It
would also require substantially more earth movement than the proposed Project. There is also
little evidence to indicate that this would be effective in reducing avian mortality. Further, most of
the proposed WTGs are not located on or very near to prominent ridgelines. Please see General
Response GR-2: Bird-Friendly Alternative/Low-Impact Alternative.

Please see General Response GR-5: Removal of Oak Trees. The transmission line alignment was
modified after the Project application was submitted to the County in order to reduce the number
of oak trees that would need to be removed. The original alignment would have required the
removal of an estimated 595 oak trees while the revised alignment would require the removal of
62 oak trees. Please note the Lompoc Wind Energy Project may also have required the removal of
oak trees along San Miguelito Road although likely substantially fewer than the proposed Project.
Section 2.4.3 of Lompoc Wind Energy Project Final EIR states that because the need for tree removal
along San Miguelito Road “cannot be established with certainty until the specific characteristics of
the transport vehicles have been determined, the analysis assumes that some road widening,
grading, tree removal, and tree trimming would be needed.”

Comment Set 54: Maureen McFadden

From: Maureen McFadden <mcmprl101@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 17, 2019 4:39 PM
To: Pfeifer, Kathy <Kathypm@co.santa-barbara.ca.us>
Subject: Strauss Wind Farm objections

Ms. Kathy Pfeifer

Planner

Santa Barbara County Planning and Development
123 E. Anapamu Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

RE:

Strauss Wind Energy Project — Comments on Draft Supplemental

Environmental Impact Report

Dear Ms. Pfeifer:

I am very concerned about the environmental destruction

that will be caused by the Strauss Wind Energy Project wind farm. The
applicant has designed the project solely to achieve maximum electrical
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output from the wind farm. Reducing bird deaths by strategically locating
the wind turbine generators (WTGs) was not even considered. This approach
contradicts the State and Federal wind energy guidelines. Most wind farms
that have been designed in the last few years in the United States have been
designed to reduce avian mortality by properly locating WTGs. Strauss should
be designed that way too.

It would give them "good neighbor’ status in the county as well. Being a PR
pro here for nearly 30 years, good deeds like that draw a lot more positive
attention to a project that is about using the natural resources we have to
produce power rather than being fossilized with the old ways. Santa Barbara
County is very supportive of natural energy. Be a leader and a caring
neighbor.

The project as proposed would destroy 607 mature oak trees. This is entirely
unacceptable! The County needs to change the project design to be more
similar to the Lompoc Wind Energy Project (LWEP) that was approved 10 years
ago. There is an example to follow.

The County should devise an Environment-Friendly Alternative that would move
some of the generators off of ridgetops and adjust the number and type of
generators to meet the project’s energy production goals. The County needs
to hire an expert to help with the design who has experience in designhing
wind projects to protect birds and produce adequate power.

The County should require the use of more of the smaller 1.79-MW wind turbine
generators already proposed for use by the applicant. Using smaller WTGs
would mean smaller blades that could be transported by helicopter or airship.
Then San Miguelito Road would not have to be modified, eliminating the
destruction of 158 mature oak trees. Those trees are VITAL to the
environment and the wildlife that depend on them for food and shelter.

The County MUST change the transmission line design to that which was
proposed for LWEP. That alone would eliminate the destruction of 62 mature
oak trees. Think about the carbon footprint those trees offset.

Thanks for considering my comments.

Yours truly,

Maureen “Mo” McFadden
McFadden & McFadden P.R.
945 Ward Drive #128

Santa Barbara, CA 93111
(805)689.5053

mcmpr10l1@gmail .com
www . mcFaddenpr.com
www . Facebook . com/MnMPR

Parvus Sed Potentus = Small Yet Powerful

PR Tip: Remember journalists don®"t work for you. The media work for
their audience. What they"re looking for is value for their readers,
viewers or their listeners. So always look for what value you can
provide them.. not what they can do for you.
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Response to Maureen McFadden

54.1

54.2

54.3

54.4

54.5

Thank you for expressing your concerns regarding the Project’s impact on birds. Please see General
Response GR-2: Bird-Friendly Alternative/Low-Impact Alternative. Please also see General Response
GR-3: Consistency with State and Federal Guidelines.

The Draft SEIR describes the impact associated with the loss of oak trees in the discussion of Impact
BIO-2a in Section 4.5. Also, please see General Response GR-5: Removal of Oak Trees. The Modified
Project Layout alternative would substantially reduce the number of oak trees that would need to
be removed. The commenter does not explain why the previous Lompoc Wind Energy Project would
be a better alternative to the proposed Project, so it is not possible to formulate a specific response
to this statement. Alternatives capable of reducing some of the significant impacts of the proposed
Project are discussed in Chapter 5 of the Draft SEIR. Note that the loss of oak trees under both the
proposed Project and the Modified Project Layout alternative are considered significant and
unavoidable impacts, even with the implementation of mitigation (Class I).

Relocating WTGs below ridgelines was considered as an alternative in Section 5.3 of the Draft SEIR.
As discussed in Section 5.4.5, this alternative was eliminated due to its potential to disturb
vegetation and wildlife on lower slopes. Constructing WTG pads and additional access roads would
increase environmental impacts in lower-elevation locations that are more heavily vegetated. It
would also require substantially more earth movement than the proposed Project. There is also
little evidence to indicate that this would be effective in reducing avian mortality. Further, most of
the proposed WTGs are not located on or very near to prominent ridgelines. Please see General
Response GR-2: Bird-Friendly Alternative/Low-Impact Alternative.

The blades of the 1.79-MW WTGs would still be too heavy to be safely transported to the site by
air. Please see the expanded discussion of the Helicopter Transport of Turbine Blades alternative in
Section 5.4.3 of the Final SEIR.

Please see General Response GR-5: Removal of Oak Trees. The transmission line alignment was
modified after the Project application was submitted to the County in order to reduce the number
of oak trees that would need to be removed. The original alighment would have required the
removal of an estimated 595 oak trees while the revised alignment would require the removal of
62 oak trees. Please note the Lompoc Wind Energy Project may also have required the removal of
oak trees along San Miguelito Road although likely substantially fewer than the proposed Project.
Section 2.4.3 of Lompoc Wind Energy Project Final EIR states that because the need for tree removal
along San Miguelito Road “cannot be established with certainty until the specific characteristics of
the transport vehicles have been determined, the analysis assumes that some road widening,
grading, tree removal, and tree trimming would be needed.” Section 4.10.4 of the Draft SEIR
acknowledges that the loss of oak trees would result in a reduction of plant-based CO, uptake, but
also indicates that the reduction in plant-based CO, uptake would be substantially lower than the
greenhouse gas reductions associated with wind power generation.
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8.7 Verbal Comments from the May 2019 Draft SEIR Public
Meeting

On May 30, 2019, the County of Santa Barbara conducted a public meeting on the Draft SEIR at the Lompoc
City Council Chambers in Lompoc, California. During the meeting, County staff presented information on
the proposed Project and the Draft SEIR. Members of the public in attendance were provided the
opportunity to make verbal comments on the Project and the Draft SEIR. Fourteen members of the spoke
and provided verbal comments at the meeting. Below is a summary of verbal comments made by the
public at that meeting. These comments are paraphrased and do not represent a transcript of verbal
comments.

Comment Set 55: Michael Taaffe
La Purisima Audubon Society and Santa Barbara Chapter

Monitoring and adaptive management plan potentially allows applicant to take control of preparation,
which seems like a conflict of interest. BIO-16 should be mandated that the operation of SWEP not
commence until adaptive management plan is implemented.

Draft SEIR mentions the authorization from FWS of take of golden eagles, which is against the law in
California.

Before/after control impact study- insufficient control by the County, which allows applicant to delay or
ignore the preparation of the study. The study must be done parallel with construction activities by
biologists not involved with the project.

As far as removing carrion, it should be removed everywhere on site within a 500 ft. radius around wind
turbine generators, and the program should continue throughout the life of the project.

Active control of WTGs: if it senses incoming birds, it should slow/stop activities. Draft SEIR leaves out
key details of this technology and does not evaluate the detail of use of active control technology.

Mortality monitoring should continue for the remainder of the life of the project. Currently, if mortality
rates remain below Level 2 thresholds for 2 consecutive years, then monitoring would be concluded. But
you don’t know what kind of data you’re getting, and such data can vary year to year.

Containing language for interpretation for mortality monitoring should be done by a qualified biologist
hired and paid for by the county using funding by the operator

Response options 3 and 4 are inadequate because they would have no direct effect on reducing avian or
bat mortality and give the appearance of allowing operator to buy its way out of creating serious
environmental problems.

Response to Michael Taaffe

55.1 Mitigation Measure BIO-16 already requires approval of the entire Monitoring and Adaptive
Management Plan by the County, in consultation with CDFW and USFWS, prior issuance of a Zoning
Clearance permit, which is a permit required before construction can commence. The County will
not approve the plans until they meet all of the objectives and requirements outlined in MMs BIO-
16a through BIO-16d and have been reviewed by the County’s biologist, CDFW, and USFWS.

Regarding golden eagles, MM BIO-16 has been revised to:
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e include the statement “Note that take of golden eagles is prohibited under California law as
this species is fully protected.”

e Include carrion to be removed everywhere on site within a 500-foot radius around turbine
generators throughout the life of the Project.

e Require mortality monitoring for the life of the Project.

e Remove response options 3 and 4 (see the response to Comment 9.39).

MM BIO-15b has been revised to require active control technology to be installed prior to operation
of project. This technology is new but data so far have suggested it could be an important method
to reduce collision risk for large birds such as golden eagle and California condor.

Regarding a qualified biologist interpreting the data, this is already a requirement of MM BIO-16.
See the response to Comment 9.31 regarding who pays for the biologist interpreting the data.

Comment Set 56: Stacey Lawson
Representative for City of Lompoc

Regarding evaluating roadway and roadway relocation/construction/fill, it appears to fill in the Frick
Springs Treatment Facility and eliminate it, at least on the level you have of the design drawings for
areas of constructions. Water treatment plan serves 15 services and is critical to City facilities. Any
other fill in the creek is an area of concern due to changes in water quality.

Noise and visual impacts along Sheffield from the switchyard that is proposed in the current option.
While visual impacts are considered from Highway 1, not so much from backyards of residences.

We want to ensure that the connections to PG&E within the city and connections through the City
doesn’t impact the City’s ability to operate and maintain its own electric system.

Estimated 16,189 truck trips per month through Lompoc for a 10-month construction period. Some
vehicles will be up to 200,000 pounds, well over the oversized vehicle limits. Would require separate
permit through the City. Would interfere with the City’s ability to maintain the streets, negatively
impact streets. Would signals, power poles, trees, stop signs, etc. be removed temporarily and
eventually replaced or repaired at end of project? Transportation routing people would not be doing
this replacement. Who is responsible for these tasks?

Emergency communication in Miguelito Canyon. Increased potential for fires, emergency medical
situations. Need for additional cell sites and repeater on site to improve communications.

Response to Stacey Lawson

56.1 The earth movement required for the proposed modifications to San Miguelito Road would not
have a direct effect on the Frick Springs Treatment Facility. A new figure (Figure 2-6d) has been
added to the Final SEIR showing proposed grading in relation to the Frick Springs facility.

56.2 The analysis in SEIR Section 4.14 notes that three homes “would be less than 150 feet from the
switchyard” (Draft SEIR, p.4.14-4). The methodology identifies that the switchyard would provide
service to power lines at “115 kilovolts (kV) or less and would not include any notable sources of
noise” (Draft SEIR, p.4.14-8). Each WTG tower site would include the step-up power transformers
to increase the WTGs voltage up to the 34.5 kV of the collector system, and the step-up power
transformer to the 115-kV system level would be at the on-site Project substation, not at the
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switchyard. The Final SEIR clarifies that power transformers would not be sited at the switchyard
(see Section 2.5.3). The circuit breaker, energy metering devices, disconnect switches, and other
switchyard equipment would not create notable levels of noise and would be in compliance with
the 60 dBA Ldn standard set by the City’s General Plan.

In selecting locations for visual simulations, emphasis is placed on simulating views from public
vantage points rather than private property as the County’s Environmental Thresholds and
Guidelines Manual emphasizes analysis of impacts on public views rather than private views.

56.3 The fact that the Project would connect to the same electric grid used by the City has been noted in
the Final SEIR in Section 4.8.4 under Impact FPES-2. The Project’s proposed Point of Interconnection
(POI) is a single pole location on the existing Manville 115-kV transmission line. This POl is located
on private property outside of City limits and within the Imerys property. The City’s electrical
infrastructure would not be affected by the Project.

56.4 The need for a City permit has been added to Section 2.9.2 of the Final SEIR. The impacts of the
alternative truck routing along Santa Lucia Canyon Road and through the intersection of Ocean
Avenue and | Street for oversized trucks would, in general, be similar to the impacts described in
the Draft SEIR for the proposed truck routing, except that the impacts would occur along a different
set of roadways. The Applicant states that the only improvements required on any portions of the
routes within the City of Lompoc are at the intersection of Ocean Avenue/South | Street and as
described in the Draft EIR along San Miguelito Road. The direct turn from Ocean Avenue to | Street
in Lompoc includes temporary removal of four trees, two signs, and two stop lights to accommodate
the movement of oversized trucks through the Ocean Avenue/I Street intersection. The Applicant
is working with the City and Caltrans on these truck routing details.

56.5 The Project will be required to prepare a Fire Protection Plan that would be approved by the County
Fire Department. In addition, the Project will include the installation of a dedicated repeater for
emergency response, which is also a requirement of the Santa Barbara County Fire Department (see
Section 2.7.4 of the Final SEIR).

Comment Set 57: Ana Citrin
Attorney with Marc Chytilo, Santa Barbara Audubon Society

California Supreme Court has reaffirmed that EIRs must include sufficient detail to enable those who
did not participate in its preparation to understand and to consider meaningfully the issues the
proposed project raises. We would like additional information about the project in order for us to
evaluate additional feasible means to minimize unavoidable adverse impacts.

Audubon proposed a solution to minimize bird strikes, however we have not been provided sufficient
detail about the site’s constraints, the project’s anticipated benefits, or where opportunities for
impact reduction exist for Audubon to apply its expertise to help the county and project applicant to
minimize impacts to birds and bats.
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We've identified a number of substantial flaws and omissions in the project description and
environmental setting impact analysis and in the identification and analysis of mitigation measures
and alternatives. The environmental setting fails to give the reader the sense of the extraordinary
value of the area. The project site is immediately inland from the newly created Dangermond
Preserve and adjacent to Gaviota Coast. Significant additional information must be included, such as a
constraints map (bio, geological, site lines, topography, etc.). Show flexibility, if there is any, in
relocating WTGs.

Even when a project’s benefits outweigh its unmitigated effects, agencies are still required to
implement all mitigation measures unless those measures are truly infeasible. Mitigation Measure
BlO-15a calls for pre-construction surveys to determine extent of critical biological resources that
would serve to attract birds or bats. These surveys should have been completed and made available
with the Draft EIR. It is not only something CEQA requires to facilitate informed public participation,
but is also required by the California Energy Commission guidelines for reducing impacts to birds and
bats, which make very clear that the initial siting decision is where there is the most flexibility for
minimizing impacts to birds and bats. Calling for surveys after the fact when there is much more
limited opportunity for adjusting site layout is putting cart before the horse.

Response to Ana Citrin

57.1 This comment does not indicate what detail or information is missing from the Draft SEIR. The
County believes the Draft SEIR provides sufficient information to characterize Project impacts and
determine the significance of those impacts in accordance with the requirements of CEQA.

57.2 Please see General Response GR-2: Bird-Friendly Alternative/Low-Impact Alternative and the
responses to the Audubon Society’s comments (Comment Set 9).

57.3 Please see the responses to Comments 8.6 and 8.7, which are responses to the same comments in
the commenter’s letter.

57.4 Please see the response to Comment 8.12, which is a response to the same comment in the
commenter’s letter.

Comment Set 58: Sam Cohen
Government Affairs Legal Officer for the Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians

[In reference to creating a SEIR instead of a new EIR] Just because they have windmills is just like
saying every project that has a building is an old project. SWEP is a new project.

AB 52 should apply and is not being complied with.
Tranquillon Peak is a Chumash sacred site. Tranquillon Ridge is a traditional cultural landscape.

Wind towers and power lines desecrate the traditional cultural property and traditional cultural
landscape. Presence alone is wrong and desecrates this sacred site.

Wind towers interfere with Chumash religious practices. Swordfish Cave and Window Cave are two
important Chumash sacred sites. Swordfish Cave opens to Tranquillon Peak and is a solstice ceremony
site. Noise from wind towers would interrupt the sacred quiet of the cave. Towers interrupt the view
of Tranquillon Peak from Swordfish Cave.
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A CEQA objection: you cannot defer mitigation. All mitigation must include Native American monitors.
The Draft SEIR page 4.6-11 states nine archaeological sites would be impacted by project development
but have not yet been evaluated. Postponing archaeological Phase 2 studies denies adequate
information to make an informed decision on the project. CEQA case law rejects deferral of analysis of
mitigation measures.

National Historic Preservation Act section 106 objections. This project is an undertaking. Any federal
permit is a federal action. As an undertaking, the project is required to complete Native American
consultation, and any failure to initiate consultation is against federal law. Any section 106
consultations also need to include Vandenburg AFB as the site where the Native American caves are
located.

Response to Sam Cohen

58.1 Please see the response to Comment 6.1, which is a response to the same comment in the
commenter’s letter.

58.2 Please see the response to Comment 6.1, which is a response to the same comment in the
commenter’s letter.

58.3 The Draft SEIR recognizes sacred nature of Tranquillon Peak and Ridge to the Chumash Indians.
Section 4.6.1 of the Draft SEIR describes that three Native American sacred sites have been
identified near the Project area, which are Tranquillon Mountain, Swordfish Cave, and Window
Cave.

58.4 Thank you for this information. Impacts to traditional cultural properties are now considered
significant in the Final SEIR. See the discussion of Impact CULT-4 in Section 4.6.4.

58.5 Thank you for this information. Impacts to these sites are now considered significant in the Final
SEIR. See the discussion of Impact CULT-4 in Section 4.6.4.

58.6 Since the publication of the Draft SEIR, the Phase 2 testing for the referenced cultural resource sites
has been completed and the results of that testing program are presented in the Final SEIR Section
4.6.

58.7 The County is not responsible for compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation
Act. That responsibility would belong to a federal agency that needs to issue a permit for the Project.
At this time, the only identified federal permit that triggers Section 106 consultation is the Clean
Water Act Section 404 permit that would need to be issued by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE). It is the County’s understanding that the USACE has initiated Section 106 consultation for
that permit.

Comment Set 59: Jean Beattie
Resident of Miguelito Canyon, Property Owner

No pictures of the residences and what their long-term views would be.

Resident concerns include health problems: sound, EMFs, vibrations. Are there any studies on health
impacts of humans living in the proximity of wind turbines?
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Effects on Santa Ynez fault from WTG vibrations
Financial concern: loss of property value

Environmental concerns: Pacific flyway migration path would be impacted. Wind turbines would cause
birds, bats, and other wildlife to leave the area. There may also be an eagle nest somewhere there.

Santa Barbara county is concerned with oil. Aren’t the impacts from wind turbines an environmental
concern?

Review shows no detailed plan to change the road at the exit of our driveway. Would like to see
detailed plans because | have driven through 1 % feet of water running over the bridge due to clogged
culvert.

Protect voting residents and the environment. This report does not indicate that concern. If the
county is really interested in wind energy, why not build on the 18,000 acres on the coast, where
nobody would see or hear the wind turbines.

| agree that every modification should be done to protect the birds. | agree with Audubon Society.

Response to Jean Beattie

59.1 The visual simulations presented in Section 4.2 of the Draft SEIR provide key representative views
of the proposed Project. In selecting locations for visual simulations, emphasis is placed on
simulating views from public vantage points rather than private property as the County’s
Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual emphasizes analysis of impacts on public views.
It is not feasible to prepare visual simulations from all possible vantage points nor is that necessary
in order to characterize the Project’s impacts on aesthetics and determine the significance of those

impacts.

59.2 The noise and vibration generated by the proposed Project is discussed in Section 4.14 of the Draft
SEIR. These impacts are considered significant but can be reduced to a less-than-significant level
with mitigation. Exposure to electric and magnetic fields (EMF) is discussed in Section 4.11 of the
Draft SEIR and the impact analysis concludes that EMF exposure would not represent a significant
impact. Please note that there is no scientific consensus that EMF exposure poses a health risk, as

discussed in both the SEIR and the County’s Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual.

59.3 Design safety features of the proposed WTGs include monitoring for nacelle vibration (Draft SEIR,
p.2-17) with the intent of avoiding and mitigating vibration that could pose a risk of damage to the
various WTG components, and procedures would halt WTG operation in the event of excess
vibration (Draft SEIR, p.2-18). With these features, the levels of ground-borne vibration propagating
from the foundations would be minimal. The vibrations from the WTGs are not anticipated on have

any substantial effect on the Santa Ynez fault.

59.4 Potential effects on property value are not evaluated in the SEIR as this is an economic impact rather
than an environmental impact. Section 15131 of the State CEQA Guidelines states that the
“Economic and social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the
environment.” The commenter’s concern can be shared with the decision-makers at the Planning

Commission hearing.

59.5 The Project’s impacts on migratory birds, as well as other birds and wildlife, are described in Section

4.5.4 of the Draft SEIR.
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59.6 The impacts of the proposed wind energy facility are of concern to the County, which is why the
County has required the preparation of a SEIR for the proposed Project.

59.7 The proposed Project would not significantly change the hydrology of the area (see Draft SEIR
Section 4.12.4, Hydrology and Water Quality). The required Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP) would include best management practices (BMPs) to prevent erosion that might otherwise
lead to the sedimentation of local channels and streams.

59.8 Your concerns will be shared with the County’s decision makers. In addition, please see responses
to Audubon Society’s letter (Comment Set 9).

Comment Set 60: Dolores Pollock
President of the Santa Barbara Audubon Society

Turbines should be placed where they will have the least impact on birds and habitat. We urge a bird-
friendly design, just as neighboring Vandenberg voiced its needs, like temporarily halting
transmissions. Experts can be hired to site the wind turbines correctly to minimize damage to habitat
during construction and operation. Consider the height, color, speed, distance between the turbines,
ways to slow down or stop turbines at times of maximum bird activity (i.e. migration). Minimize
lighting impacts, consider wind direction, place powerlines underground, use bird flight diverters on
any powerlines that are above ground, minimize activities that attract prey and predators to the
facility, reduce ability of birds to perch or nest in the facility. Take special care of roosting, nesting, and
breeding species.

60.1

Ridgelines are very dangerous for hawks and eagles. Turbines can be sited away from concentrations
of large raptors.

Response to Dolores Pollock

60.1 Please see General Responses GR-2: Bird-Friendly Alternative/Low-Impact Alternative and GR-3:
Consistency with State and Federal Guidelines for a discussion of Project design with respect to
avian protection.

Comment Set 61: Jessica Altstatt
Resident, Conservation Committee, Santa Barbara Audubon Society

The DEIR is inadequate and insufficient due to the high number of Class | impacts. The project would

be inconsistent with county’s plans, policies, and standards for tree removal, but there are few 61.1
specifics that reassure us that the mitigation measures ratios would actually occur, and where the

mitigation plantings would occur.

The route of the transmission line has changed since the LWEP. There is no discussion of why/where

this occurred. Hard to gauge new location and new permanent impacts the new line would create. 61.2
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The new transmission line route would require the removal of 62 coast live oaks for new access roads
and the installation of transmission line poles. Mitigation Measures PL-13 and PL-14 are not specific
enough to evaluate their adequacy in addressing Class | impacts. Must require markers on
transmission lines to avoid raptor electrocution. Report must mention type and spacing of markers,
and 83-inch spacing to accommodate the California condor. BIO-4b does not mention tanoaks or
where they will thrive in the project area. If there is not enough adequate habitat onsite for live oaks
and tanoaks, perhaps offsite restoration on adjoining properties and Dangermond Preserve may be
ideal.

Response to Jessica Altstatt

61.1 The Project’s potential to result in significant impacts is the reason the County’s decided that
preparation of a SEIR was required for the Project. The Draft SEIR describes the impact associated
with the loss of oak trees in the discussion of Impact BIO-2a in Section 4.5, Biological Resources.
Please also see General Response GR-5: Removal of Oak Trees. Impact LU-1b in Section 4.13.5.1 of
the Draft SEIR indicates that the proposed Project would be inconsistent with the County’s plans,
policies, and standards concerning tree removal. Regarding the location(s) of mitigation plantings,
the Applicant has not yet identified compensatory mitigation lands beyond the conceptual level but
are currently considering on-site locations that are outside of the development footprint. MM BIO-
3 contains detailed requirements for restoration and compensatory mitigation. See Impact BIO-1a
(Vegetation and Wildlife Habitat Impacts during Construction) for a discussion of how the proposed
mitigation would reduce vegetation impacts to less-than-significant (Class Il).

61.2 The transmission line route for the SWEP is similar to that of the LWEP, with a notable difference
being that the central portion of the SWEP transmission line is located just east of San Miguelito
Road whereas that the portion of the LWEP transmission line would have been located adjacent to
San Miguelito Road (see SWEP SEIR Figure 2-1 and LWEP EIR Figure 2-4).

61.3 The Draft SEIR describes the impact associated with the loss of oak trees in the discussion of Impact
BIO-2a in Section 4.5. Also, please see General Response GR-5: Removal of Oak Trees. The
transmission line alignment was modified after the Project application was submitted to the County
in order to reduce the number of oak trees that would need to be removed. The original alignment
would have required the removal of an estimated 595 oak trees while the revised alignment would
require the removal of 62 oak trees.

Mitigation Measure BIO-15b (Appropriate WTG and Project-Element Design) requires all overhead
collection lines and transmission lines to have lines spaced 83 inches apart to protect the California
condor and other large birds. Conductors must be marked for avoidance in accordance with Avian
Power Line Interaction Committee (APLIC) guidelines.

Tanoaks are described under Sensitive Vegetation in Section 4.5.1.2 (Environmental Setting —
Vegetation and Habitats) of the SEIR. Impacts to tanoak forest are quantified in Table 4.5-3 (Impacts
to Vegetation and Landforms) and Table 4.5-4 (Impacts to Trees) and discussed in detail under
Impact BIO-2a (Construction Impacts to Woodland and Forest: Oak woodland and tanoak forest
could be impacted during construction). MM BIO-4a applies to all native trees, including oaks and
tanoaks, but has been revised to clarify that tanoaks are covered species. The commenter’s
suggestion of the Dangermond Preserve as a location for offsite mitigation is noted and will be
shared with the Applicant. The County would be receptive to the Applicant working with the Nature
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Conservancy to provide restoration at the Preserve in order to satisfy some of the mitigation
requirements identified in MM BIO-3.

Comment Set 62: Stephen Ferry
Santa Barbara Audubon Society

The project design has a fundamentally fatal flaw in that the WTGs are placed on ridgelines without
consideration of impacts on bird mortality. Placement of turbines was only determined to maximize
energy output, not to minimize bird deaths.

Project does not follow requirements of state and federal wind energy guidelines. State guidelines on
page 1 require wind projects to incorporate “adequate measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate
potential impacts to bird and bat populations.” Federal guidelines state “if migratory birds and bats
are likely to experience significant adverse impacts by a wind project at the proposed site, the wind
developer should identify and document possible actions that will avoid or compensate for those
impacts. Such actions might include altering locations of turbines or turbine arrays, or operational
changes.” This project does none of that. The SEIR is inadequate for not conforming to any state or
federal guidelines.

The Altamont Wind Farm used information from scientific studies to carefully site wind turbines based
on sophisticated collision hazard monitoring to reduce avian collisions. Many other U.S. wind farms
have also sited their turbines based on careful research while also producing sufficient energy. If they
can do it, why can’t Strauss? Draft SEIR is inadequate because it does not include alternative that
protects birds. The county should devise a bird-friendly design and hire an expert to properly site wind
turbines.

The county should not let a foreign company profit off the environmental degradation of our land.

Response to Stephen Ferry

62.1 Please see General Responses GR-2: Bird-Friendly Alternative/Low-Impact Alternative and GR-3:
Consistency with State and Federal Guidelines for a discussion of Project design with respect to
avian protection.

62.2 Mitigation Measure BIO-15b in the Final SEIR has been revised to require the use of active control
technology, such as Identiflight, prior to Project operations. Please see General Response GR-3:
Consistency with State and Federal Guidelines.

62.3 Please see General Responses GR-2: Bird-Friendly Alternative/Low-Impact Alternative and GR-3:
Consistency with State and Federal Guidelines for a discussion of Project design with respect to
avian protection.

62.4 Your concerns will be shared with the County’s decision makers.
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Comment Set 63: George Bedford
Resident of Miguelito Canyon

| applied to build my home on one of the ridgetops and the county had me revise my plans to reduce
my roof height. Now, the applicant wants to build massive wind turbines in thirty locations on the
ridgetops. The Draft SEIR does not mention the WTG visibility from my residence and | do not believe
Strauss can mitigate anything for me or other residents. Residents are not mentioned at all in the
Draft SEIR. The visual simulations are not accurate.

If a fire occurs on the ridgetops, will we have an additional fire station up there? How will the city
adequately respond to fire hazards? San Miguelito Road is a one way in, one way out street.

The EIR is so convoluted that very few people can read it and understand the whole thing.

Response to George Bedford

63.1 The visual simulations presented in Section 4.2 of the Draft SEIR provide key representative views
of the proposed Project. In selecting locations for visual simulations, emphasis is placed on
simulating views from public vantage points rather than private property as the County’s
Environmental Thresholds and Guidelines Manual emphasizes analysis of impacts on public views.
The visual simulations in the Draft SEIR were prepared using a methodology that provides accurate
simulations of the Project from various key observation points. It is not feasible to prepare visual
simulations from all possible vantage points nor is that necessary in order to characterize the
Project’s impacts on aesthetics and determine the significance of those impacts.

63.2 The fire-related hazards associated with the proposed Project are described in Draft SEIR Section
4.8, Fire Hazards and Emergency Hazards. No new fire station is planned. The Draft SEIR concludes
that some fire-related impacts could be significant but presents mitigation measures that would
reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level. These impacts include increased fire risk during
Project construction and operation (Impacts FPES-1 and FPES-2), potential increased demand for
fire protection services (Impact FPES-3), and potential interference with controlled burns (FPES-5).
Mitigation to reduce these impacts includes preparation, approval, and implementation of a Fire
Safety Plan for the Project that would reduce the likelihood of an accidental fire, require vegetation
clear zones around structures, require fire-fighting equipment on site during construction, and
provide for enhanced emergency communications. The Project will include the installation of a
dedicated repeater for emergency response, which is also a requirement of the Santa Barbara
County Fire Department (see Section 2.7.4 of the Final SEIR).

63.3 The Draft SEIR was organized in standard manner for such documents and is consistent with
direction articulated in Sections 15120 through 15132 of the State CEQA Guidelines. Making
references to other sections of the Draft SEIR and to sections of the LWEP EIR is appropriate in order
to avoid unnecessary duplication of information and is consistent with CEQA’s requirements. The
County believes the environmental impacts of the proposed Project are clearly articulated in the
Draft SEIR even if that means the reader must sometimes be referred to other sections of the Draft
SEIR or to the LWEP EIR.
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Comment Set 64: Cheri Young
Santa Barbara Audubon Society

This project was designed to maximize electrical output with little regard for wildlife, recreation, and
residents. It does not consider alternative locations. Ridgetops are the worst place for raptors. Avian
mortality can be reduced by strategically relocating WTGs off ridgetops. Strauss Wind Farm should be
redesigned to reduce harm to birds and other wildlife.

The destruction of over 600 mature oak trees would destroy habitat for wildlife beyond birds. |
support a modified alternative that would significantly reduce the destruction of oaks and build a bird-
friendly alternative. Such an alternative would consist of removing some of the turbines off the
ridgeline and making adjustments to still meet project energy goals. Alternative would minimize
habitat damage, create a buffer zone around turbines. Turbine bases should not become habitat for
prey. Site should not interfere with normal movement of birds. This would require an expert to design,
but it's worth saving our environment.

Response to Cheri Young

64.1 Please see General Responses GR-2: Bird-Friendly Alternative/Low-Impact Alternative and GR-3:
Consistency with State and Federal Guidelines for a discussion of Project design with respect to
avian protection and the expanded discussion of Section 5.4.5, Siting WTGs Below Ridgelines.

64.2 The Draft SEIR describes the impact associated with the loss of oak trees in the discussion of Impact
BIO-2a in Section 4.5. Also, please see General Response GR-5: Removal of Oak Trees and response
to Comment 64.1. With regard to turbine bases not becoming habitat for prey, please see Mitigation
Measure BIO-16, which has been revised to include carrion removal to be removed everywhere on
site within a 500-foot radius around wind turbine generators throughout the life of the Project.

Comment Set 65: John Callender
Resident of Carpinteria

Access to San Miguelito Road and Sudden Road beyond their intersection during construction and the
operational phase of the project, as discussed in Section 2.5.9, may be closed to public travel and only
be accessible to project operators, landowners and VAFB. This potentially significant recreational
impact is not further discussed in deeper detail, such as how likely this event would happen.

Section 4.16.4 discusses the commencing of recreational opportunities once construction is complete.
The discussion of the impact is inadequate because it only mentions the reopened physical access to
the site, and not the changed character once construction is complete. The introduction of all the
WTGs, transformers, O&M facilities, etc. would provide a very different experience that would
dramatically reduce the recreational use.

The discussion of transportation of wind turbines by air was inadequate because “Erickson” was
misspelled, the type of helicopter mentioned was obsolete, analysis of helicopter capacity was not
investigated deeply enough, and the source (Erickson 2019) was not found anywhere else in the
document.
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A more substantial problem is the elimination of the 82.5 MW project alternative. The alternative
would not have the same substantial impacts to San Miguelito Road and oak trees as the preferred
alternative. The explanation for its elimination was not detailed enough. Each of the three reasons 1)
It would be infeasible today 2) It would not meet project objectives, and 3) It would have adverse
impacts is questionable. These reasons for this alternative were used as the basis for the same
alternative in the Lompoc Wind Energy Project. How would it be infeasible today as it was feasible ten
years ago? Under CEQA guidelines, not all project objectives have to be met. How will the project not
meet most of its project objectives under this alternative? As for the adverse impacts of the 82.5 MW
alternative, would these be proportionally the same as those of the 102 MW version?

Response to John Callender

65.1

65.2

65.3

65.4

Please see response to Comment 45.1, which is a response to the same comment in the
Commenter’s letter.

Please see response to Comment 45.1, which is a response to the same comment in the
Commenter’s letter.

Please see the expanded discussion of the Helicopter Transport of Turbine Blades alternative in
Section 5.4.3 of the Final SEIR. The blades of the proposed wind turbine generators, including the
1.79-MW model, would be too heavy to be safely transported to the site by air. Airships (lighter-
than-air craft) capable of carrying payloads of this weight are not yet commercially available. The
typo of the name of the Aircrane manufacturer (Erickson) has been corrected in the Final SEIR and
the missing reference added.

Please see the response to Comment 45.2 and the expanded discussion of this alternative in Section
5.4.1 of the Final SEIR. Also, please see General Response GR-1: Reasonable Range of Alternatives.

Comment Set 66: Bill Mullins

Private citizen

It is difficult to analyze the need for the project and the energy it will generate.

For all the negative impacts, we should also look at all the beneficial impacts. Does the good outweigh
the bad?

Response to Bill Mullins

66.1

66.2

The State of California has established requirements for the generation of renewable energy known
as the Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS). The RPS requires that public utilities, electricity service
providers, and community choice aggregators deliver 33 percent of electrical energy from
renewable sources by the end of 2020. By the end of 2030, 50 percent of electrical energy is required
to be generated from renewable sources. In addition, the California Global Warming Solutions Act
of 2006 was signed into effect in September 2006 and this law comprehensively limits greenhouse
gas (GHG) emissions in the State. The intent of the Act is to reduce California’s GHG emissions to
1990 levels by 2020. The Applicant’s objectives for the proposed Project are presented in Section
2.2 of the SEIR.

The SEIR identifies two beneficial impacts for the proposed Project:
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e |Impact EEU-1: Federal and State Renewable Energy Goals. The Project would be consistent with
federal goals and state legislation related to the use of renewable energy.

e Impact GHG-1: Reduction in GHG Emissions. The Project would result in GHG emissions
reductions in the power generation sector, resulting in a beneficial effect related to greenhouse
gas emissions.

Comment Set 67: Leo Solari
Land Owner

My family’s properties have been in this area for over 100 years. There are beneficial impacts to
agriculture because the wind farm would provide income to enhance the agricultural viability by 67.1
improving facilities to allow rotational grazing and other beneficial impacts.

Response to Leroy Solari

67.1 Your comments will be shared with the County’s decision makers.

Comment Set 68: Richard Adam
Resident

| am concerned with the 50-story tall, over 100-ton wind turbines and their visual impact on the area.
The placement of wind turbines below ridgelines should be considered as an alternative. None of the
three alternatives in the Draft SEIR reduces the environmental impact associated with the visibility of
these massive structures by locating them away from ridgelines. The SEIR rejects the discussion of
these alternatives, and briefly discusses in three paragraphs buried at the back of this document. By 68.1
eliminating this alternative from a detailed evaluation, the authors assert that 1) earth movement
required to move these turbines would be significant and 2) shifting turbines any substantial distance
away from ridgelines would be expected to result in a failure to capture the amount of maximum
capacity wind resources. What does significant earth movement mean? How much earth work are we
talking about? How do impacts associated with earth work compare with the benefits of moving WTGs
away from ridgelines? There was no adequate cost-benefit analysis.

What’s the actual decrease in generating capacity if generators were placed below the ridgelines?

What percentage? Why is this alternative not reasonable or infeasible? Add the below-ridgeline 68.2
alternative with a detailed evaluation, or provide evidence based on a meaningful analysis as to why

this alternative is in fact infeasible.

Because the final proposed locations of the wind turbines are not identified with any precision, | don’t
believe this SEIR provides a stable or finite project description. | realize the authors of this EIR are not
required to provide the specifics of every detail of the project at this stage, but the placement of these
turbines is a pretty big deal. The SEIR states, “The final locations of the individual turbines would be
subject to minor adjustments known as micrositing at the time of construction...Micrositing 68.3
adjustments would be limited to a shift of the location of the footprint analyzed in the conceptual
grading plan. | searched the SEIR and it’s unclear what the grading footprint is. It either encompasses
203 acres that’s identified as disturbed area in the coastal development permit application, or it’s
171.5 acres that’s identified as disturbed area in 2.6.9 in the SEIR. Also, how can we determine what
kind of visual impacts would occur depending on the elevation of the turbine placement? Visual
impacts will vary in significance by turbine placements on different elevations. | don’t know why it
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wasn’t done in this SEIR. Visual Resources can be dramatically altered depending on whether these
turbines are placed at 1100 feet or 1800 feet, so the term micrositing seems like a misnomer to me.

The SEIR is so convoluted in many places that it’s extraordinarily difficult to assess what the impact is.

For example, the compare one KOP, | had to flip to the LWEP with no page selection—just the Visual 68.4
Resources section—and flip to a different section in the SEIR. It was like a puzzle. It was almost

impossible to decipher what was being said what kind of impacts there are.

The Aesthetics and Visual Resources section relies heavily on the 12-year old LWEP for its conclusions

and analysis. The SEIR and LWEP EIR are inconsistent in some places. The Visual Resource analysis is

one of the biggest contentious components of this project. It should be analyzed in-full on its own in a 68.5
comprehensive and easily understood manner rather than conflating it with a 12-year old EIR for a

project that had different dimensions and characteristics. The EIR needs to be recirculated and the

public needs another round of comments before the finalization process.

Response to Richard Adam

68.1 Please see response to Comment 52.1, which is a response to the same comment in the
Commenter’s letter.

68.2 Please see the expanded discussion of the “Siting WTGs Below Ridgelines” alternative in Section
5.4.5 of the Final SEIR. The reduction in energy generation from moving the wind turbines to lower
elevations is not known since that would be dependent on the specific locations of individual
turbines and the wind characteristics at those individual locations.

68.3 Please see the response to Comment 52.2.
68.4 Please see the response to Comment 52.3.

68.5 The Aesthetics/Visual Resources section of the Draft SEIR does not rely on the analysis of the LWEP
EIR but it does refer to it, which is appropriate for a SEIR. The Draft SEIR includes its own analysis of
the Project’s impacts on aesthetic and visual resources and fully describes those impacts. The Draft
SEIR visual analysis utilized some of same Key Observation Points (KOPs) as the LWEP EIR, but also
identified new KOPs based on the characteristics of the SWEP and its visibility of from public
viewpoints. In total, the Draft SEIR analyzed 14 KOPs and presented simulations where Project
elements would be visible from these KOPs. Each of these KOPs was analyzed by comparing public
views as they exist today to how they would be changed if the SWEP is built. This includes visual
changes associated with the WTGs, transmission line, switchyard, and San Miguelito Road
modifications. The analysis included an assessment of existing scenic qualities and viewing
circumstances (e.g., viewing distance, angle of view, view duration) and comparing the likely
sensitivity and reactions of viewers to the pre- and post-Project conditions. The Draft SEIR also
describes where the proposed Project’s impacts would be similar to those of the LWEP as well as
how they would be different.
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