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APCD Permitting Advisory: If the portable concrete batch plants (and associated engines, if any) will be 
present at the project site for more than 12 months they will need to be permitted by the APCD even if 
they are registered in the State’s Portable Equipment Registration Program. 
 
We hope you find our comments useful.  We look forward to reviewing the Draft EIR.   Please contact 
me at 961-8890 or by e-mail at BarhamC@sbcapcd.org if you have questions. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Carly Barham 
Planning Division 
 
cc:  Chron File 

mailto:BarhamC@sbcapcd.org
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Ms. Kathy Pfeifer  
Planner 
Santa Barbara County Planning and Development 
123 E. Anapamu Street 
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 

RE:  Strauss Wind Energy Project Scoping, 16CUP-00000-00031, 18CDP-00000-00001, and 
18VAR-00000-00002 

Dear Ms. Pfeifer: 

Santa Barbara Audubon Society and La Purisima Audubon Society are pleased to submit these 
comments on the scoping of the Supplement to the Lompoc Wind Energy Project’s 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) for the Strauss Wind Energy Project (SWEP).  We hope 
that our comments are constructive for the County and will result in improvements to the project 
that protect birds and other wildlife. 

Audubon works to connect people with birds and nature through education, science-based 
projects, and advocacy. Audubon has over 1100 members in Santa Barbara County. 

Audubon is strongly in favor of renewable energy, including wind energy.  Energy production 
using fossil fuels is a significant source of greenhouse gases.  We believe that humans must 
reduce the production of greenhouse gases that contribute to global warming.  Shifting energy 
production to wind will reduce greenhouse gas production and will reduce the threat of global 
warming to humans, wildlife and habitats. 

That being said, wind energy that is not properly planned, sited, and operated can have a 
devastating effect on birds.  The wind farm at Altamont Pass in the Bay Area provides abundant 
evidence of this.1  Audubon is ready and willing to help Santa Barbara County minimize the 
potential negative effects of the Strauss Project on birds. 

Based on its review of the Strauss Wind Energy Project Biological Resources Technical Report 
of March 7, 2018 (BRTR), Audubon has identified many issues that we believe the County 
should address in preparing the SEIR.  Discussion of these issues is presented below. 

Issues Related to Biological Resources 

1. General Considerations

The SEIR must include a robust analysis of alternatives. The stated objectives of the project must 
not unreasonably constrain the range of feasible alternatives evaluated in the SEIR. The County 

1  See,  for  example:  https://www.mercurynews.com/2015/10/30/altamont-­‐pass-­‐controversial-­‐wind-­‐turbine-­‐
company-­‐blamed-­‐for-­‐bird-­‐deaths-­‐shutting-­‐down/  

Santa%Barbara%Audubon%Society!
A!Chapter!of!the!National!Audubon!Society

!

PO!Box!5508!
Santa!Barbara,!CA!93150!

www.santabarbaraaudubon.org



2  
must establish an independent set of objectives that do not unreasonably limit the SEIR’s 
analysis of feasible alternatives, including alternative sites. At a minimum, alternatives must 
include a no-action alternative and an environmentally superior alternative that avoids or greatly 
reduces significant impacts to resources. 

There have been a number of changes to the design of the project since the LWEP was approved 
by the County in 2009.  These include number, size, and location of the wind turbine generators 
(WTGs).  These changes should be specifically analyzed for their effects on birds.  We are 
particularly concerned if it is proposed that WTGs will be moved to the tops of ridges.  Such 
locations have proven to be lethal to birds on other wind farms.  The County should look at the 
latest data on effects on birds of existing wind farms and apply those lessons learned to the 
SWEP2,3,4.  The County should devise an environmentally superior alternative to ridgetop WTGs 
and analyze that alternative for its effect on birds and other wildlife. 

In preparing the SEIR, the County should adhere to the requirements of the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service Land-Based Wind Energy Guidelines of 2012.5  The County should consider 
these guidelines to be minimum requirements and should impose more stringent conditions as 
the local situation allows. 

Since the approval of the LWEP there has been much new research on the effects of wind energy 
on wildlife, including at the National Renewable Energy Laboratory.6  As the County prepares 
the SEIR it should be informed by the latest research and use the latest information to guide the 
design of the project. 

The County should consider the potential impact of the proposed project not just on the area 
directly affected by the construction and operation of the SWEP infrastructure but also how these 
activities could affect biological resources in the surrounding area.  For example, the proposed 
site is immediately adjacent to Vandenberg Air Force Base (VAFB) and near to the Santa Ynez 
Estuary, which together are a regionally significant center of biological diversity.  This area is 
designated as an Important Bird Area (IBA) by the National Audubon Society and by the 
American Bird Conservancy. The Vandenberg Air Force Base and Santa Ynez Estuary IBA is 
home to 53 species of mammals, 315 species of birds (136 of which have been known to breed 
on VAFB), 17 species of reptiles, 10 amphibian species and more than 850 plant species (1).  
The description of the IBA7 states, “The list of the sensitive birds at this IBA reads like a who's-
who list for rare species.”  Many of these species have populations that extend beyond the VAFB 
and estuary borders and thus could suffer adverse consequences as a result of the activities at the 

                                                                                                                          
2  See  the  American  Wind  Wildlife  Institute  documents  library  which  includes  peer-­‐reviewed  wind-­‐wildlife  research,  
published  articles  and  reports,  and  publicly  available  but  un-­‐published  reports  prepared  for  wind  energy  facilities  
in  North  America  (both  before  and  after  construction).    https://awwic.nacse.org/library.php    
3 See  International  Energy  Agency,  WREN:  Working  Together  to  Resolve  Environmental  Effects  of  Wind  Energy.    
http://www.strix.pt/index.php/en/projects/projects-­‐sustainability/wren   
4  See  Bird  and  bat  species'  global  vulnerability  to  collision  mortality  at  wind  farms  revealed  through  a  trait-­‐based  
assessment,    http://rspb.royalsocietypublishing.org/content/284/1862/20170829    
5  See  https://www.fws.gov/ecological-­‐services/es-­‐library/pdfs/WEG_final.pdf    
6  See,  for  example:  
https://wild.nrel.gov/search/site/?f%5B0%5D=im_field_geo%3A151&f%5B1%5D=im_field_technology%3A37&f%5
B2%5D=im_field_animal%3A38  .  
7  See  https://www.audubon.org/important-­‐bird-­‐areas/vandenberg-­‐air-­‐force-­‐base-­‐and-­‐santa-­‐ynez-­‐estuary  .  
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SWEP site.  The SEIR should include a section that evaluates the impact of the SWEP on 
wildlife in nearby areas. 

2. California Condor and Other Special-Status Birds

California Condor 

We take strong exception to the statement on page 5-17 of the BRTR that “ … potentially 
suitable habitat is present, but this species is unlikely to occur.” In fact, the critically endangered 
California Condor has been gradually expanding its range from its former location in the 
mountains of Ventura County.  The information cited in the BRTR is almost a quarter of a 
century old!  A reference from 1995 is cited!  The SEIR must correct this citation with the latest 
data.  The Condor’s range has expanded significantly since 1995.  In a significant development 
since the Lompoc Wind Energy Project was approved 9 years ago, condors are now regularly 
seen in Santa Barbara County.  The US Fish and Wildlife (USFW) Service Condor Recovery 
Project has tracking data that shows that condors have been observed within miles of the 
Lompoc area.8  As its range expands, condors will be seen more and more frequently in this area, 
including in the area of the SWEP.  The sequence of maps below9 demonstrates how the 
Condor’s range is expanding and is now approaching the project area.  The County should 
contact the USFW Condor Recovery Project to get the latest data on the expansion of the 
condor’s range.  The SEIR should examine the USFW data and update the information on the 
condor’s range. 

Based on the expansion of the Condor’s range shown above, it is clear that over the life of the 
SWEP10 the Condor will be regularly found in the project area. The SEIR should also analyze the 
effect of the SWEP on condors and what mitigation measures will be taken to prevent collisions 
with the WTGs. 

8  See  Flight  of  the  Condors:  Expanding  Their  Range”.    
https://www.fws.gov/cno/newsroom/Highlights/2016/Condor_Flight_Blue_Ridge/    
9  Data  from  Joseph  Brandt,  USFWS  Wildlife  Biologist,  14  June  2016.  
10  According  to  the  NOP,  the  project  “may  continue  in  operation  for  20  to  30  years  or  more”!  
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Golden Eagle 

Please note that the SWEP is also within the range of the Golden Eagle (Aquila chysaetos, GE), 
which is a fully Protected Species under the California Fish and Game Code Section 3511.  
According to the BRTR (p. 5-33), “This species was observed during every avian survey 
conducted at the site in the years 2002, 2005, 2006, 2007, 2008, 2016, and 2017.” Since the 
Golden Eagle so frequently inhabits the project area, the design of the SWEP must provide 
maximum protection for the Golden Eagle.  This is particularly true since, according to the 
BRTR,  “. . . its primary flight activity would be expected to occur up to 300 feet above the 
ground surface.”  This altitude would make it highly susceptible to collision with the WTG 
blades.  Note that protection measures taken for the Golden Eagle will benefit the California 
Condor also. 

As part of the SEIR, the developer must prepare an Eagle Conservation Plan (ECP) in 
accordance with the USFWS Land-Based Wind Energy Guidelines. The Guidelines guide 
developers through the process of project development and operation. Since Golden Eagles are 
certainly at risk in the SWEP, the developer must use the ECP Guidance. The ECP Guidance 
describes specific actions that are recommended to comply with the regulatory requirements in 
the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act for an eagle take permit. 

Take Limit Issues 

We have not found information in the project documents as to whether the applicant intends to 
apply for an incidental take permit for the California Condor, Golden Eagle or Bald Eagle.  
Whether or not the applicant will apply for an incidental take permit should be stated in the 
SEIR.  The applicant must also provide documentation to the USFWS on Golden Eagle use of 
the Project area and any design features they propose so as to avoid, minimize or mitigate 
impacts to this species. 

In 2016 the USFWS addressed Golden Eagle population demographics and sustainable take, as 
follows: “In addition to setting EMU [Eagle Management Units] take limits, the Service has 
established local-area population (LAP) thresholds for permitted take when authorized take in a 
local area might have long-term negative consequences at that scale. The primary objective of 
LAP take limits is to minimize chances of extirpation of local breeding or wintering populations 
of eagles. This is particularly important in a relatively small area like the Lompoc area. The LAP 
take thresholds are cumulative, such that all ongoing Service permitted take and any new take 
under consideration for a permit is taken into account. This take is in addition to any existing 
ongoing unpermitted take that is occurring in the LAP. As such, the LAP take analysis is a form 
of cumulative effects analysis for each eagle take permit.”11 

Risk Assessment Need 

The County, in coordination with the USFWS, should conduct risk assessment for California 
Condors and Golden Eagles for the proposed project following the USFWS Wind Energy 
                                                                                                                          
11  USFWS.  2016.  Milsap  et  al.  Population  demographics  and  estimation  of  sustainable  take  in  the  United  States,  
April  26,  2016  update.    
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Guidelines.  The risk assessment should include the proposed project and environmentally 
superior alternatives. The USFWS will make a determination of the risk to these birds posed by 
the Project and any additional surveys or data needed to inform the CEQA analysis for the 
Project.  If the USFWS finds that the project poses an unacceptably high risk to California 
Condors and/or Golden Eagles, the County either should not go forward with the project or an 
environmentally superior alternative should be selected. 

3. Siting of WTGs and Other Infrastructure

We were alarmed to see that the new project design includes putting WTGs on ridgelines.  This 
conflicts with accepted best practices for wind farm design, which hold that WTGs should be 
configured to avoid landscape features known to attract raptors (such as ridgelines) if site studies 
show that such placement would pose a significant risk to raptors12. The WTGs and power 
transmission lines should be moved back from ridgelines or, alternatively, detection and 
curtailment systems should be employed.  At a minimum, the SEIR must include an 
environmentally superior alternative that moves WTGs and power transmission lines back from 
ridgelines.  If the developer claims that this will make the project economically unviable, the 
County must require the developer to provide detailed economic calculations that prove that 
assertion. 

We were also alarmed to see that Mitigation Measure “BIO-8a: Siting” does not discuss 
alternative locations for the WTGs at all.  As mentioned above, alternative locations for the 
WTGs should be discussed in the SEIR.  Also, despite its title, the “BIO-8: Bird and Bat 
Collisions with Turbines, Power Lines, or Met Towers” paragraph does not adequately address 
design features that could reduce collisions with these design features.   

4. Accounting for Improved Bird Collision Technology

Collisions with Wind Turbines13 

Since the Lompoc Wind Project was approved 9 years ago there have been advances in 
technology that help avoid collisions between birds and WTG blades, meteorological towers, and 
transmission lines.  The SEIR should evaluate these technologies and, if appropriate, require 
their use in the SWEP.  In March 2016 Audubon Magazine published an article entitled “Will 
Wind Turbines Ever Be Safe for Birds?”14 which lists and discusses a number of technological 
innovations that could potentially reduce bird collisions.  These include the use of cameras, 
radar, and GPS to detect approaching birds and automatically shut down specific WTGs that are 
in the flight path of approaching birds.  A more recently published Audubon article15 describes 
one of these latest technological innovations, Identiflight, currently in use at Duke Energy 
Renewables “Top of the World” wind farm in Wyoming.  It is a very successful system that can
detect and identify eagles and automatically trigger turbine shutdowns.  Accordingly, the SEIR 
must examine the state of the art in electronic protection systems and how they can be used in the 

12  The	
  USFWS	
  Land-­‐‑Based	
  Wind	
  Energy	
  Guidelines,	
  p.17,	
  mentions	
  “.  .  .	
  features	
  such	
  as	
  ridges	
  that	
  may	
  
concentrate	
  raptors.”  
13  See  http://www.windaction.org/posts/22932-­‐vulture-­‐collides-­‐with-­‐wind-­‐turbine#.W1-­‐RyLgnaUk  for  a  video  of  a  
vulture  colliding  with  the  blade  of  a  wind  turbine.  
14  https://www.audubon.org/news/will-­‐wind-­‐turbines-­‐ever-­‐be-­‐safe-­‐birds  
15  https://www.audubon.org/magazine/spring-­‐2018/how-­‐new-­‐technology-­‐making-­‐wind-­‐farms-­‐safer-­‐birds  
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SWEP to protect California Condors, Golden Eagles, and other birds.  Alternatives that include 
the latest surveillance and curtailment techniques must be included in the SEIR.   

Audubon would like to propose that a system similar to Identiflight be installed for the SWEP to 
protect the frequent Golden Eagles found in the area of the project.  Then, in the near future, 
when the California Condor range expands to include the SWEP area, a study could be done to 
determine whether additional measures, such as an enhanced detection and avoidance system, 
need to be taken to protect the condor.  Those measures could then be implemented if necessary. 

Collisions with Power Lines 

Collisions with power lines are a major threat to California Condors, eagles, Turkey Vultures, 
and other soaring birds.  The SWEP includes over 10 miles of power lines, much of which is 
along public roads. The probability of road kill along those roads is high. Road kill would attract 
condors and other scavenging birds, including Golden Eagles and Turkey Vultures, to the area. 
There is certainly a possibility that these birds could collide with power lines while coming in to 
land near road kills. Many studies of lines with high collision rates indicate that collision risk can 
be lowered by 50% to 80% when these lines are marked.16. Among other protections for the 
condor and other large soaring birds, marker devices must be used to make power lines more 
visible.  Power line markers are an easy, inexpensive, and effective means of making power lines 
more visible to birds, especially if attached when the power lines are installed. The County 
required markers on the transmission lines associated with the Cuyama Solar Project and should 
also require them on the SWEP.  An example of a power line marker is shown below. 

 

Power  line  marker.    Reduces  bird  collisions  dramatically.    Inexpensive  and  easy  to  install.  

The County should also investigate various types of nighttime lighting of the WTGs and select 
the option that is least likely to attract birds. 

 

                                                                                                                          
16  See  Reducing  Avian  Collisions  with  Power  Lines,  Edison  Electric  Institute,  2012,  page  xiii.  
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5. Power Line Spacing Must Accommodate California Condor

The design of the SWEP must provide sufficient protection for the California Condor from 
electrocution by power lines.  The BRTR, paragraph BIO-8b(b) calls out compliance with the 
most current “Avian Power Line Interaction Committee Guidelines for Overhead Power Line 
Spacing, Construction, and Work Procedures.”  The proposed 115 kV transmission lines must 
space all overhead power line conductors to minimize potential for raptor electrocution using the 
most current Avian Power Line Interaction Committee (APLIC) guidelines for line spacing.  
However, the APLIC guidelines of 2006, updated in 2012, do not account for the wingspan of 
the California Condor.17  The APLIC guidelines are based on 60 inches of power line separation, 
which can accommodate the wrist-to-wrist span of a Golden Eagle (which is approximately 54 
inches).  However, a Condor’s wingspan averages 109 inches, compared to 79 inches for a 
Golden Eagle.  The separation of the electrical conductors should be increased by the same 
proportion, to 83 inches (instead of 60 inches) 18.  A minimum of 83 inches of separation between 
electrical conductors is vital to protect the California Condor from electrocution.  Applicable 
project standards must include the statement, “Line spacing shall accommodate protection of the 
California Condor and shall be a minimum of 83 inches”.  This statement should be included in 
the SEIR. 

6. Mitigation Measures for Birds

We agree with the County that the mitigation measures put in place for LWEP in 2009 should 
remain in place.  In fact, they should be made more stringent where feasible.  However, we are 
disturbed by the statement in the BRTR, “There was a substantial downgrading of turbines 
proposed for the Project area, which shall include a smaller footprint than the temporary and 
permanent impacts proposed in 2009” (p. 5-100).  The total project footprint on the ground may 
be somewhat smaller, but the diameter of the WTGs is much larger, which could increase the 
impacts on birds.  We urge the County to analyze the impact of changing the number, size and, 
and placement of the WTGs on birds and also to analyze the impact of the changes to the road 
(see also item #9 below and item #2 in following section). 

The County established an Adaptive Management Plan (AMP) for the LWEP in 2009.  An AMP 
for the SWEP is mentioned in BIO-9a in the BRTR, but the description provides no detail.  We 
urge the County to impose a plan which is as least as stringent as the LWEP.  In addition, we 
request that the SEIR include a table that compares the mitigation measures for the SWEP 
compared to the mitigation measures for LWEP. 

Audubon proposes that the AMP that was developed for the LWEP be changed to reflect the 
following: 

Curtailment of operations must be made mandatory within specific time frames if the 
other Level 2 response options called out in the AMP to reduce bird mortalities are 
ineffective.  Assuming other measures have been tried, curtailment is the only means of 
effectively reducing mortality.  Curtailment doesn’t mean shutting down the entire wind 

17  In  fact,  the  APLIC  guidelines  state,  “Utilities  in  areas  with  condors  should  consider  the  large  size  of  this  
endangered  species  when  designing  or  retrofitting  power  lines”.    The  larger  size  of  the  condor  must  be  taken  into  
account  in  the  design  of  the  SWEP.  
18  109  inches  ÷  79  inches  x  60  inches  =  83  inches  
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farm.  The EIR provides that the operator and County staff will do a careful assessment 
of mortalities to determine which turbines should be shut down and for how long.  It 
could be that only one turbine will be deactivated for a short period of time, for example 
in the evening hours during the peak of bird migration.  The County will make decisions 
on curtailment deliberately and will balance environmental needs with the operator’s 
need to make a profit. We believe that the evaluation of the effectiveness of response 
options must be made in a reasonable amount of time, otherwise excessive bird and bat 
mortalities could continue for years.  We propose that the Level 2 response options 1 thru 
4 be evaluated over intervals of 6, 12, and 18 months.  At those points in time, if none of 
the other responses were successful, the decision to curtail operations would be made. 

Mortality monitoring should be conducted weekly and continued for the life of the 
project, instead of two years following first delivery of power.  In addition, mortality data 
must be made publicly available.  Mortality monitoring provides the vital information 
needed to determine whether mitigation measures have been effective.  Please note that 
the LWEP AMP specifies that the Level 1 threshold criterion would be triggered by a 
single fatality of a Fully Protected Species and the Level 2 threshold criterion would be 
triggered by only two fatalities.  These low numbers could occur on any day during the 
life of the project, from the first day the project starts operation to the last day.  
Therefore, mortality monitoring could be reduced after some number of years if the 
mortality levels have never reached the Level 2 threshold. 

7.   Need for Proof of Any Claims of “Infeasibility” 

It may happen that the applicant will make the claim that the Environmentally Superior 
Alternative for the SWEP is infeasible.  Should happen, the County must not accept that claim 
without proof.  The SEIR must include a detailed analysis by a disinterested third party that 
proves or disproves whether the Environmentally Superior Alternative for the SWEP is 
infeasible.  This analysis must include a financial analysis if the applicant claims that the 
Environmentally Superior Alternative for the SWEP is financially infeasible. 

8.   LWEP Mitigation Measure Missing From SWEP 

We could find no mention of a certain mitigation measure that the previous developer agreed to 
with the CDFW on LWEP.  This mitigation measure included one of the following:  (1) Purchase 
a conservation easement at a total cost of $450,000; or (2) deposit $450,000 to the California 
Wildlife Foundation.  The SEIR should explain how this obligation is being handled. 

Audubon suggests that equivalent funds might be offered to The Nature Conservancy (TNC) for 
mitigation at the former Bixby Ranch, recently acquired by TNC. The SEIR could evaluate 
whether similar habitats in need of restoration or disturbed areas appropriate for mitigation 
planting are available on Bixby Ranch, and whether TNC would consider accepting this 
dedicated funding. 

9.   Effects of San Miguelito Road Widening 

San Miguelito Road runs next to the creek in the canyon and it appears that widening the road to 
accommodate the transport of the huge turbine blades will cause significant damage to the 
environment.  The County needs to examine the impact of the widening of San Miguelito Road 
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on biological resources, including wildlife, trees, and other forms of habitat, and encompassing 
the riparian habitat in the canyon and also in Miguelito County Park.   The County must also 
devise mitigation measures to compensate the public for damage to habitat. 

The project evaluates road widening impacts within 35 feet on each side of San Miguelito Road. 
The SEIR should evaluate the feasibility of doing most of the widening on the upland side of the 
road wherever the riparian vegetation or buffer is within the road buffer and then determine 
whether that will reduce the impact to sensitive biological resources.  The BRTR does not 
identify the extent of riparian vegetation or buffer within the road buffer - the SEIR should do so. 
The local streamside protection policies need to be further delineated and impacts identified.  
Actual areas of road widening should be designed in a way that minimizes habitat disturbance. 

10. 115 kV Transmission Line Effects

The SEIR must analyze the effect of the change to the route of the 115 kV transmission line on 
biological resources.  In particular, it must examine whether the change to the route will change 
the likelihood of bird collisions with the transmission line. 

The SEIR needs to include the effects of maintenance of the transmission line corridor and the 
road buffers.  There is discussion in the BRTR (pp. 2-7 – 2-8) of the disturbance for installation 
of the poles for the transmission line and clearance for roads for the installation phase. The 
easement would be 50-100 feet wide.  It is unclear if the transmission corridor must be cleared 
and thereafter maintained clear, or only the area around the poles, and what ongoing maintenance 
is required.  Where native plant communities are located, whether this is ongoing for the life of 
the project can be of great significance.  The report does mention that there must be 15 feet of 
vegetation clearance for the conductors, and that the poles will be 75 feet tall, but it is not clear 
what the tree heights are in the transmission line corridor. 

11. Need for Technical Advisory Committee

The County should require the SWEP to convene a Technical Advisory Committee.  This 
Committee should be comprised of parties who are independent of the operator, for example, 
government agencies such as County staff, CDFG, and USFWS.  This Committee should also 
include a local citizens group or individuals with expertise in bird issues.  The Committee should 
review bird mortality data regularly and should have the authority to shut down the wind farm or 
parts of it if mortality exceeds predefined thresholds. 

12. Provision Needed for Monitoring Mortality and WTG Curtailment

Birds tend to migrate at very specific times of year.  The heavy bird migration may be only on a 
few days during the year.  Migration of most species occurs in the early evening.  The County 
should carefully analyze bird migration forecasts now available from raw weather radar data19 to 
determine when bird migration numbers are expected to peak. If the data forecast large numbers 
of migrating birds through the project area, the operation of SWEP should be curtailed (i.e., shut 
down) so that it avoids high bird mortality rates during those periods.  It may be that the wind 
farm would only need to be shut down a very small percentage of the time in order to avoid 
significant bird mortality.  In addition, during the SWEP operation, the County should require 

19  https://www.nbcnews.com/mach/science/wind-­‐energy-­‐takes-­‐toll-­‐birds-­‐now-­‐there-­‐s-­‐help-­‐ncna866336  
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the operator to increase mortality surveys during migration periods so that an accurate history of 
mortality during migration may be determined.  Also, as noted in item #6 above, mortality 
survey data must be made publicly available. 

13. Bat Mortality

Bat Conservation International and the Bat and Wind Energy Cooperative may be good sources 
of siting, equipment, and operational practices to minimize bat mortality, especially during 
migration.  The Western Red Bat is a special status bat, found to be present in the project area.  
Given that White Nose Syndrome has been expanding westward, minimizing bat disturbance and 
mortality is important and must be included in the SEIR. 

14. Sensitive Plant Impacts

Further analysis should be included in the SEIR for extent of Sawtooth Golden Bush Scrub on 
the project site and the project’s impact to this particular plant species/community.  Table 5.1.2-1 
of the BRTR describes the Sawtooth Golden Bush Scrub (Hazardia squarrosa Shrubland 
Alliance) as a ranked natural community, with a ranking of S3.  No estimates are made in the 
BRTR of the acreage of this plant species/community.  It is lumped in with non-native grassland. 
There is no way to determine that the impact on Sawtooth Golden Bush Scrub is “less than 
significant” with the lack of any analysis. As stated on page 5-60 of the BRTR, additional 
mapping is needed, particularly in the proposed impact areas. 

15. Impacts to Existing Agricultural Zoning

All of the 10 project area parcels are zoned agricultural and are under the Williamson Act to 
protect farmland.  The SEIR should evaluate the impacts to continued agricultural use of the 
project site. According to the BRTR, the land is currently used for cattle grazing and field crops, 
largely forage crops. Agricultural fields comprise 114 acres of the project site and 2.5 acres of 
the transmission line study area (BRTR Table 5.1.2-1).  Our review is of the BRTR, but the 
SEIR must include impacts to areas currently under agricultural use.  If areas currently in 
agriculture are converted to use by the wind farm, it must be determined whether there are 
alternative areas that could be used for agriculture without disturbing native habitats on the 
property. 

16. Mitigation for Vegetation Removal

Should there be inadequate area for mitigation plantings, especially for trees, the SEIR should 
evaluate whether the nearby Bixby Ranch, now owned by TNC, would allow mitigation 
plantings.  Given there was illegal grading at Bixby Ranch prior to TNC’s ownership, there is 
likely to be need for restoration.  The two needs might be compatible. 

17. Questionable Gaviota Tarplant Strategy

Transplantation of Gaviota Tarplant plants is suggested as a restoration strategy. Given the 
tarplant is an annual species, this seems unlikely to be a productive strategy.  The probability of 
success of the transplantation of tarplant should be evaluated in the SEIR.  Alternatively, it 
would be desirable to evaluate a seed collection strategy used by the UCSB Cheadle Center for 
Biodiversity and Ecological Restoration (CCBER) for Southern Tarweed seed collection.  
CCBER collects whole plants when seeds mature and annual plants are nearing the end of their 
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life cycle. They crush the whole plants in trash bins and save the material for seed dispersal.  
Seed collection would be very time-consuming.  Gaviota Tarplant seeds should be collected 
when seeds are mature prior to construction disturbance.  Only seeds from the project site should 
be used in order to maintain the biological integrity of the plant community. 

18.  Tanbark Oak Impacts 

Tanbark Oak (Tanoak) is a relict species in Santa Barbara County, with few stands; it is more 
common in northern California. The species is very susceptible to Sudden Oak Death and has 
been severely affected in northern California. The disease has not yet affected Santa Barbara 
County.  Tanoak has a high habitat value, as it is a regular acorn producer, while other oak 
species often are mast producers with years of low acorn production.  Maximum avoidance of 
disturbance and removal is thus important.  Tanoak Forest is a State Sensitive plant community. 

The project site includes 47.52 acres of Tanoak forest, according to the BRTR.  The proposed 
project would remove 390 tanoak trees.  Tanoak must reach the age of 30 - 40 years before it is 
sufficiently mature to produce acorns.20  Although mitigation plantings are proposed, at a 10:1 
ratio it would take 30 – 40 years before the benefit to the environment of those plantings would 
be realized. 

The wind turbine site #28 (WTG28) impact area has 390 trees, including 327 Tanoak and 63 
Coast Live Oak.  For Tanbark Oak, this appears to be 83% of the Tanoaks proposed for removal, 
and 60% of all native trees proposed for removal for the whole project.  Therefore, the SEIR 
must determine an alternative site for WTG28 and include it in the environmentally superior 
alternative. 

Other Issues 

1.   115 kV Transmission Line Route Effects on Aesthetics / Visual Resources 

The alternatives analysis for the Lompoc Wind Energy Project identified an Environmentally 
Superior Alternative route for the 115 kV transmission line that would reduce impacts to less 
than significant. This alternative route was included in the approved LWEP CUP.  However, the 
proposed SWEP has selected a different route for the 115 kV transmission line, with no 
explanation for this choice.  The County must explain why a different route was chosen, analyze 
its effects on the environment, and devise mitigation measures, if needed, for the new route, 
including the effect on birds and other wildlife. 

2.   San Miguelito Road Widening Effects on Recreation 

We agree that the SEIR should analyze the impacts of the proposed modifications of San 
Miguelito Road as they relate to recreational activities.  The County should include the effect on 
birding in that analysis.  San Miguelito Road runs next to the creek in the canyon, and it appears 
that widening the road to accommodate the transport of the huge turbine blades will cause 
significant damage to the environment, including in the riparian habitat in the canyon and 
possibly also in Miguelito County Park21.  Both the canyon and the park are used extensively for 

                                                                                                                          
20  Tanoak  conservation:  a  role  for  the  California  Fish  and  Wildlife.    Patricia  Bowcutt,  California  Fish  and  Game  
100(1):  94-­‐113.    2014.  
21  Whether  Miguelito  County  Park  is  affected  by  the  project  is  unclear  from  the  project  documents.  
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birdwatching.  Miguelito County Park is an eBird Hotspot,22 which demonstrates the importance 
of the park and the surrounding area to recreational birding   The County must examine the 
impact to recreation due to the loss of habitat and devise appropriate mitigation measures. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this important work and look forward to 
continuing dialogue with the County as the project progresses. 

Sincerely, 

Cherie Topper, Executive Director 
Santa Barbara Audubon Society 

Michael Taaffe 

Michael Taaffe, President 
La Purisima Audubon Society 

22  https://ebird.org/hotspot/L469120  
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August 8, 2018 
 
Attention: Kathy Pfeifer, County Planner 
Santa Barbara County Planning Department 
Via Email 
 
Re: Strauss Wind Energy Project 
 
Dear Ms. Pfeifer, 
 
Whereas, COLAB is certainly no fan of the overwrought application of CEQA requirements to 
local projects that have little to no chance of having a significant effect on the environment, we 
are even less friendly towards double standards as it relates to the same. 
 
Regarding the Strauss Wind Energy Project, we find it absolutely unbelievable that the county is 
planning on trying to tier off of a ten-year-old EIR from a different wind energy project (and 
different project applicant) that is planning on using a different number of turbines that are even 
bigger than previously proposed. 
 
Based on this precedent, why not consider one winery EIR as the basis document for another?  If 
all wind energy projects are basically similar, are not all winery projects even more so?  Or, how 
about oil projects for that matter?  
 
Of course, with wind energy, the size, vibration, and speed of the blades makes all the difference 
in the world if you are a bat, a bird or a neighbor!  In this case, the project makes all the 
difference in the world to all the people who live in Miguelito Canyon.  If this project were not 
for green energy, it would have been rejected out of hand for being growth inducing in view of 
the fact it requires the widening of the roadway! 
 
Things can certainly change in a ten-year period.  Moreover, alternatives change in ten-year 
periods too.  Consider the fact that Supervisor Das Williams wants an alternative energy project 
located somewhere in the South County to fuel his dream of Community Choice Energy.  Well, 
doesn’t the wind blow pretty good on the Gaviota Coast?  The county should do an entirely new 
EIR and consider alternative locations for this project.  We recommend the sight of the soon-to-
be defunct Gaviota oil production sight for a wind energy project as this. 
 
Moreover, what do we know about the current bird and bat flight patterns, including endangered 
species, in this area today as compared to ten years ago?  What consideration has been given for 
view corridor impacts considering the height of these turbines compared to the previous project?  
What about the vibration effect on nearby residents?  We know full well that these projects slice 



         

COLAB  PO Box 7523, Santa Maria, CA 93456   Ph. (805) 929-3148   Email: Andy@colabsbc.org 
 
 

and dice endangered species, why are we even considering it, let alone giving it a preferred path 
through the planning process? 
 
We have witnessed single family homes being rejected due to viewshed impacts.  We have seen 
winery projects rejected due to traffic concerns and road conditions.  What about the impact of 
this eyesore on the entire Lompoc valley that will change the nature of one of its most pristine 
canyons? 
 
Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 
 
Andy Caldwell 
Executive Director 
COLAB 
 
 
 







From: Stephen Ferry
To: Pfeifer, Kathy
Subject: RE: California Condor Range Expansion
Date: Tuesday, July 24, 2018 1:40:20 PM
Attachments: image001.jpg

Hi, Kathy,

Here’s a link https://www.fws.gov/cno/newsroom/Highlights/2016/Condor_Flight_Blue_Ridge/ .

Where can I find information on the detailed project description, including for example:

impact bio-10, Avian and Bat Collisions w/ WTGs. 

what mitigation measures are proposed for Strauss compared to LWEP?

Regards

Steve

From: Pfeifer, Kathy <Kathypm@co.santa-barbara.ca.us> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 24, 2018 11:17 AM
To: Stephen Ferry <stephenjamesferry@gmail.com>
Subject: RE: California Condor Range Expansion

Steve,

Thank you for cc’ing me on this email. I’m trying to print it out and it prints like a very thin long column – can
you resend or send me a link or send as an attachment?

Thank you, Kathy

From: Stephen Ferry <stephenjamesferry@gmail.com> 
Sent: Saturday, July 21, 2018 1:59 PM
To: Day, John <Jday@co.santa-barbara.ca.us>
Cc: Pfeifer, Kathy <Kathypm@co.santa-barbara.ca.us>; Briggs, Errin <ebriggs@co.santa-barbara.ca.us> 
Subject: California Condor Range Expansion

Hi,
John,

I thought that you’d be interested in this sequence of maps that demonstrates how the California 
Condor’s range is expanding and is now approaching the Strauss project area.  

mailto:stephenjamesferry@gmail.com
mailto:/o=County of Santa Barbara/ou=First Administrative Group/cn=Recipients/cn=Kathypm
https://www.fws.gov/cno/newsroom/Highlights/2016/Condor_Flight_Blue_Ridge/
mailto:stephenjamesferry@gmail.com
mailto:Jday@co.santa-barbara.ca.us
mailto:Kathypm@co.santa-barbara.ca.us
mailto:ebriggs@co.santa-barbara.ca.us






Based on the expansion of the Condor’s range shown above, it seems clear that over the life of the Strauss 
Project the Condor will be regularly found in the project area.

Regards,

Steve Ferry

From: Stephen Ferry <stephenjamesferry@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, July 19, 2018 10:22 PM
To:  John Day jday@countyofsb.org) <jday@countyofsb.org>
Cc: Kathy McNeal Pfeifer (kathypm@countyofsb.org) <kathypm@countyofsb.org>; Errin Briggs
<ebriggs@countyofsb.org>
Subject: Audubon Magazine article on using technology to reduce impact of wind farms on birds

Hi, John,

Good to see you again at the Strauss scoping meeting tonight!

Here’s the link to the article in Audubon Magazine regarding using technology to reduce impact of wind
farms on birds.  https://www.audubon.org/magazine/spring-2018/how-new-technology-making-wind-farms-
safer-birds .
(Audubon Magazine is published by the National Audubon Society, of which Santa Barbara Audubon Society
is a chapter).

Regards,

Steve Ferry
Santa Barbara Audubon Society



From: Stephen Ferry
To: Day, John
Cc: Pfeifer, Kathy; Briggs, Errin
Subject: Audubon Magazine article on using technology to reduce impact of wind farms on birds
Date: Thursday, July 19, 2018 10:21:51 PM

Hi, John,
 
Good to see you again at the Strauss scoping meeting tonight!
 
Here’s the link to the article in Audubon Magazine regarding using technology to reduce impact of
wind farms on birds.  https://www.audubon.org/magazine/spring-2018/how-new-technology-
making-wind-farms-safer-birds .
(Audubon Magazine is published by the National Audubon Society, of which Santa Barbara Audubon
Society is a chapter).
 
Regards,
 
Steve Ferry
Santa Barbara Audubon Society

mailto:stephenjamesferry@gmail.com
mailto:/o=County of Santa Barbara/ou=First Administrative Group/cn=Recipients/cn=Jday
mailto:/o=County of Santa Barbara/ou=First Administrative Group/cn=Recipients/cn=Kathypm
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https://www.audubon.org/magazine/spring-2018/how-new-technology-making-wind-farms-safer-birds
https://www.audubon.org/magazine/spring-2018/how-new-technology-making-wind-farms-safer-birds


From: Zorovich, John
To: Pfeifer, Kathy
Subject: FW: Proposed Wind turbine project near Lompoc
Date: Wednesday, July 25, 2018 11:42:58 AM

FYI.
 

From: Mason, Steve 
Sent: Wednesday, July 25, 2018 10:19 AM
To: Zorovich, John <Jzoro@co.santa-barbara.ca.us>; Villalobos, David <dvillalo@co.santa-
barbara.ca.us>
Subject: FW: Proposed Wind turbine project near Lompoc
 
 
 
Steve Mason
Assistant Director
Planning and Development Department
 
From: lindyt@aol.com <lindyt@aol.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, July 25, 2018 9:49 AM
To: PAD <PAD@co.santa-barbara.ca.us>
Subject: Proposed Wind turbine project near Lompoc
 
I am totally opposed to this project once again.  It will not benefit Lompoc.  Let
PG&E get their power from land in the area they service.  What is needed in that
area is solar.  Not those huge turbine blades that may kill huge amounts of
migrating birds and possibly make enough noise to be heard miles away.  Not
against progress, but not when it does not benefit the people this project will
affect with those power lines going through Lompoc to the out of town PG&E
customers.  

 
Linda Sheehan
Lompoc, California

mailto:/O=COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA/OU=FIRST ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=JZORO
mailto:/o=County of Santa Barbara/ou=First Administrative Group/cn=Recipients/cn=Kathypm
mailto:lindyt@aol.com
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From: joy
To: Pfeifer, Kathy
Subject: Strauss Wind Energy Project
Date: Sunday, July 29, 2018 2:26:00 PM

Dear Kathy,
This new project should have a total new EIR. A lot has changed in the last 10 years in the canyon
 (we now have a 365 day fire season, weather changes and animal changes) and this plan really is
not “broadly similar” to SWEP (location on ridges, size of towers, power line and power line poles,
road construction, State Coastal Zone, oak trees, federally designated wetlands, endangered
animals and plants). All these things would effect the EIR. We need to error on the side of caution
and have all the facts before things are done they can’t be undone.
 
“In the event of a fire fault or excess vibration or temperature, the WTG would be halted
immediately, and an alarm condition would be activated in the control system that could send a
page or message to a cell phone of the on-call operators or the local fire district (first responders),
as required.” There is spotty to no cell phone coverage so you can’t rely on cell phones to contact
anyone. And shouldn’t it be will send a message not could send? And why is it only an or to contact
the local fire district?  Any hint of a fire should be sent to the local fire district. Are the going to be
held responsible for any fire caused by them?
 
“ Each WTG blade is an independent fail safe system, and can stop the rotor from going in
overspeed.”  Sorry nothing is fail safe and shouldn’t it be will stop not can stop?
 
 
“Any new or used oils would be stored on a concrete slab with a containment curb to contain any
spills.”  These should be stored in fire proof bunkers including the gas that will be used for their
generators and motorized equipment. Each WTG holds from 70 to 200 gallons of oil. That is 2100 to
6000 gallons of oil in the WTG’s on site. How many gallons are they going to have on site for
maintance? How many gallons of gas and diesel  are they going to have on hand for their
generators and fueling their equipment? Even if their equipment or WTG’s doesn’t start a fire, we
are at the point now where the question is not if… but when the next fire will be. That is a lot of fuel
that will make any fire worse. The canyon and the animals are still recovering from the last fire.
 
“The O&M facility will have gated access with partial or full perimeter fencing.” Will fire fighters,
police and inspectors have access to the gate? They also say nothing about a security guard on site
, they say “If an intrusion is suspected, security personnel would be deployed to the site”. It will be
to late if the have to be sent to the site.
 
 
One of the biggest cause of envinmental disasters are self regulated companies: electrical, oil and
wind farms companies not maintaining their lines and equipment. Who is going to make sure that
the required maintenance is preformed  at correct intervals and preformed correctly? They should
have to pay for county or state personal to preform yearly inspections of their records and site. We
can all see that if they have no checks they will let disasters happen and then cry it cost them to
much to fix the problems they caused. Most of which could have been avoided if they maintained
their equipment in the first place. Set up a disaster trust so they can pay for damages?
 
 
Their proposed mitigation of killing the food source of the raptors will destroy the eco system of the
canyon. This should be avoided at all cost.
 
 
Living close to power lines has been shown to increase the risk of leukemia and other
cancers since 1979, when convincing evidence was first published by Wertheimer
and Leeper  in the American Journal of Epidemiology.

Since then, dozens of published papers have found links between living near power
lines (and other electrical wiring configurations) and a range of health woes, including

mailto:justjoy36@aol.com
mailto:/o=County of Santa Barbara/ou=First Administrative Group/cn=Recipients/cn=Kathypm
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brain cancer
childhood and adult leukemia
Lou Gehrig’s disease (ALS)
Alzheimer’s disease
breast cancer in women and men,
miscarriage, birth defects and reproductive problems,
decreased libido
fatigue
depression and suicide
blood diseases
hormonal imbalances
heart disease
neuro-degenerative diseases
sleeping disorders

and many others.

To appreciate the sheer weight of this evidence, see the excellent list of published
research papers compiled by Powerwatch UK which identifies over 300 papers
relating to EMF from power lines and electricity sub-stations.

Of these, more than 200 were able to find a link between this type of radiation and
(mostly) harmful biological effects. It is extremely unlikely that all these studies were
mistaken in their conclusions.

Are they going to supplement the health insurance of all the people that live along this
line?  Are they going to protect all the houses from EMF?

The Wall Street Journal reported in 1993 that the real estate resale value of homes
decreased by as much as 30%, if exposed to electromagnetic fields. I’m sure this
percentage is higher now. Are they going to compensate the home owners for this loss?

 
I am also concerned about:  the noise, road widening, traffic, speed with the road widening,
congestion and road kill caused by the speed, traffic and the animals running scared from the
construction, self monitoring of operations, no yearly inspections, the views, the effects on the eco
system, the deaths of birds and bats, infrasound, the effects on the creeks and water shed, air
pollution, the loss of trees, the health effects of the WTG’s and the transmition lines on people and
animals (domestic and wild), the change in the environment near the WTG’s, the light pollution, the
run-off of water when it rains caused by road construction and pole placement, not being about to
drive up to Sudden road and see the ocean and the view, the companies safety record, the ability of
fire fighters to access fires, the safety of the fire fighters(most of the time they have to let the
WTG’s burn as they don’t have ladders to reach them, the transportation of Hazardous and
potentially hazardous chemicals, the storage of Hazardous and potentially hazardous chemicals, the
company going bankrupt and not having the money to remove and fix the site, the wear and tear of
the city of Lompoc roads and San Miguelito Rd, the lack of the ability of county of Santa Barbara or
the city of Lompoc to do anything other then fine the company, the lease being 30 years what
happens if you find the impact of the wind farm is more then anticipated, shouldn’t there be a
clause that gives SBC or the city of Lompoc more rights?
 
Now on a personal side: We bought this house because of it’s location. Pristine canyon views, low
traffic, wild life, quiet peaceful setting, fresh country air, 100 acre zoning and a small drive up the
road to see an awesome view and the ocean. The house was also bought as an investment. All
these things will be taken away with this project.  I really don’t want to lose 30% because of

http://www.powerwatch.org.uk/science/studies.asp#elfemf


powerlines and 10 to 20% because of views lost. It is not that I’m against clean energy. We just
had solar panels put on the house and have talked other people into going solar. I believe in having
all the facts and limited impact on the environment, eco systems and people. I believe this project
impacts all three. I also believe that this project has a lot of if’s and may’s that also need to be
looked into.
 
Thank you for your time and consideration of my concerns,
Joy Boll
1375 San Miguelito Rd
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10
 

https://go.microsoft.com/fwlink/?LinkId=550986


Kathy Pfeifer, Planner         July 30, 2018 
Santa Barbara County Planning & Development 
123 East Anapamu Street  
Barbara, CA 93101 
 
Re: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Supplement to the Lompoc Wind Energy Project Environmental Impact 
Report for the Strauss Wind Energy Project. 
 
Dear Ms.  Pfeifer, 
 
I have reviewed the Notice of Preparation of a Draft Supplement to the 
 Lompoc Wind Energy Project EIR and would like to provide the following comments: 
 
1.  Both the Lompoc Wind Energy Project EIR and the project description provided in the Strauss Wind Energy 
Project Conditional Use Application*  are silent on the actual routes to be taken through the city of Lompoc.  
The Draft Supplement should provide those routes with details of the economic and safety  impacts to the 
business and residential sections of Lompoc. 
 
2.  The CUP application for the Strass Wind Farm states that water for the batch plant and for dust control will 
be trucked in from the Lompoc Regional Wastewater Reclamation Plant (LRWRP) at 1801 W. Central Ave. 
Lompoc, CA.  The minimal calculations for the number of trips is 1344 trips per month.** The project 
description does not provide the route these trucks would take through Lompoc.  The Draft supplement should 
provide any routes or alternative routes along with a discussion of any schools in the immediate area.  It should 
also assess the impacts of increased  traffic, noise and safety to nearby residents and schools. 
 
3.  Miguelito Canyon Road is a one way in, one way out road.  There are no options for detours if the road is 
blocked by large transport vehicles.  The Draft supplement should address the amount of time any section of the 
road could be blocked to the extent that residents cannot get  into or out of the canyon.  It should include 
information on how residents will be noticed in advance of any blockage.  Blockage of the road is not an 
“inconvenience”.  As the caregiver for two elderly parents,  it is a life and safety issue. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Karen Osland 
1383 San Miguelito Road, 
Lompoc Ca 93436 
 
kosland@comcast.net. 
 
 
*4.4 Construction Traffic 
“All Project materials would be brought to the site via Highway 101 to Highway 246 from the 
north or via Highway 101 to SR-1 from the south. “Strauss Wind Energy Project TAB G: Project Description 
March 15, 2018 Sapphos Environmental, Inc.  Page G-31 
 
**Table G-9, pg. G-36,  Strauss Wind Energy Project  March 15, 2018  Sapphos Environmental, Inc. 
1. Water Trucks calculation: 7 trucks times 4 fills times 2 (roundtrip) times 6 days per week times 4 weeks per 
month equals 1,344 trips per month for 6 months (Month 2-7). This would reduce to 2 trucks per day for two 
months (Month 8 and 9). 
 
 
 



From: elizabeth elizalde
To: Pfeifer, Kathy
Subject: Lompoc Wind Energy Project -Public Comment
Date: Tuesday, July 31, 2018 10:16:43 AM

July 31, 2018
 
County Planning & Development
Attention:  Kathy Pfeifer
Re:  Lompoc Wind Energy Project - public comment
 
These massive giant wind turbines will destroy our scenic environment and be a visual intrusion
to many.  You will be able to see these when visiting Jalama Beach or taking a scenic drive on
Harris Grade.  These wind turbines are an environmental eye sore.  They ruin landscapes and
make a minimal contribution to our energy needs.  Landowners and developers are enriched,
while the consumer is impacted with it intrusion to our environment.  These 492 ft tall wind
turbines are completely out of place for our beautiful scenic area,  the Central Coast!
 
What about our property values? It has been studied and stated that wind farms will reduce
property values.   (See attached link):  www.forbes – search under – Do wind turbines Lower
Property Values? Jude Clemente Contributor i Sep 23, 2015, 10:28am 17,235 views
Michael McCann, of McCann Appraisal, LLC based in Chicago, concludes that: “Residential
property values are adversely and measurable impacted by close proximity of industrial –scale
wind energy turbine projects to residential properties.” Up to 2 miles and a range of 25% to
approximately 40% of value loss.”
 
There has also been new research showing that wind farms may have a negative effect on area
surface temperatures. (See attached link): - https://www.zdnet.com/article/do-wind-farms-
have-a-negative-effect-on-the-environment/
  A study completed by SUNY at New York looked at 10 years of data and the article states the
following:  “the results showed night-time surface temperatures around areas with high
volumes of wind turbines were 0.72 degrees higher than areas where no wind farms existed.
 
We need to ask ourselves; What amount of energy is used to make these massive 492 foot tall
giants? They are made of steel!  A good point is made in the Forbes articles: “Does the coal
miner that mines the coal, that makes the steel that makes the wind turbine have a green job.” 
We are ignoring the cost to our environment and the price to manufacture these wind
turbines. 
 
We have a beautiful landscape here in Lompoc.  Have you been to Jalama Beach or to Harris
Grade to view our area? Please leave these 492 foot monsters out of our area and do not allow
wind turbines to be placed anywhere in Santa Barbara County.  Once allowed, this will set a
precedent for others.  Please not in our back yard. 

Thank you for taking the time to read my comment.

Sincerely,
Elizabeth Elizalde
508 South O Place Lompoc, Ca.
Email:  lizalde1@msn.com  Phone:  805 588-1080
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From: Mary Edwards
To: Pfeifer, Kathy
Subject: Strauss Wind Project
Date: Monday, July 30, 2018 6:39:45 PM

 
Kathy,
 
Additional concerns from the scoping meeting:
 
Strauss plan calls out the amount of added traffic from the transport of construction material,
water, workers plus the possibilities of closing roads and working in some cases into the night
due to constraints. There is no mention of how this will take place through the city. Getting
from highway 1 or 246 is a big jump to San Miguelito Rd, or how this would be convened to
the residents.  In the event of medical emergencies what would the protocol be? Presently
there is very limited patrolling of the roads up here, this needs to be reviewed, with the road
being widen, we will have a speed way up here.
 
Transmission lines being installed from poles 68 – 71 does require new access roads, this will
change the Topography of the water run off from the mountain into the canyon road. Houses
directly in front of these lines will be affected, as well as the “EMF”, which is continuously
being studied due to unknown adverse effects. Strauss per their details on page G-29 state
“The Applicant anticipates acquiring easements ranging from 50 to 100 feet wide, depending
on design, span length, and terrain.” These line would be approx., 300 to 500 ft. from our
homes. Since the true size of these structures are not called out in their plan, the mountain
range in front of our homes will/may be destroyed as well.
 
The Strauss Plan also makes the statements in table G-6 “100 year storm water” events: well
this has come to pass recently, we have had several of these events and they need to be
addressed without waiting for the event to happen and than plan.
 
Fire season is 365 days a year not just a date on the calendar, making suggestions for clearing
landscaping and maintaining around these turbines or the O & M building that will house,
used and new oils and gas - at just this time of year is unacceptable. We as home owners are
required to have 100 ft. defendable space for fires, why is this only 10 ft. in their planning.
 
In the Strauss plan there are alot of “could or may “ statements in regards to safety: why are
these not “Will” statements. I reference the fuel barrier, the braking system of the turbines,
the O & M building, fire response of these system.
 
The original EIR was slated for smaller turbines than what is being presented today, yes there
are fewer but these are more powerful. Lights will be required according to FAA, noise levels
for 2009 project – were @ 45Db what is the noise output for these larger units. We have a
Dog sanctuary in this area, will these have adverse effects on them?
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The EIR should be totally re-done, the requirements, the affects on our environments, should
not be looked upon lightly, once you start this project there will be no way to undo the
damages.
 
I believe in renewable energy, I invested in solar to be responsible. I believe that in 2009 when
this was approved, there wasn’t a California law to have “Solar” on new construction, with
that said will the O & M building have solar as well?
 
We have other ways to create renewable energy without destroying the scenic views, disrupt
the natural beauty of the environment, animals and birds habitat. We need to protect our eco
systems for the future and this has to be looked at in detail.
 
As a home owner the fear of not being able to access our home in the event of fire, and
storms is a real concern. We have 1 way in and 1 way out when a fire does occur, fire agencies
will need additional resources to combat these situations because we know they will
“Happen”.
 
Security for these turbines should be looked at as well, we know times are changing and
values are too, no longer are the days of not locking your doors. Strauss states they will have
monitoring , but how long before a real person can handle a situation. We saw with the oil
spill, how long it took for intervention to occur, we can’t have that happening with these
turbines.
 
Thank you Very Much
Mary Edwards
1375 San Miguelito Rd
Lompoc CA
 
321-946-5257
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