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Chapter 2 

Comments and Responses 

This chapter presents the responses to all comments received on the Draft EIR for the proposed 
project.  They are organized into four categories:  General Public Comments, Public Agency 
Comments, Utility Agency Comments, and Other Groups Comments.  Within each group, the 
letters have been numbered sequentially in alphabetical order.   

Comment letters are reproduced preceding the responses to each.  Individual comments are 
annotated in the margins of the comment letters.  Where comments have warranted revisions to 
the text of the Draft EIR, those revisions are shown in strikeout/underline format in Chapter 3, 
Revisions to the EIR, with page numbers referencing the original text’s location in the Draft EIR. 

Table 2-1.  List of Commenters 
 

Letter  Name Affiliation Date Received 
General Public Comments 
GP1 Adams, Dennis and Carol Resident 1/24/2008 
GP2 Alvina, Vernon Resident 1/28/2008 
GP3 Beaudet, Philip Resident 1/24/2008 
GP4 Burns, Larry Resident 1/28/2008 
GP5 Carlson, William H. Resident 1/28/2008 
GP6 Citizen, Concerned Resident 1/23/2008 
GP7 Evans, Michael Resident 1/28/2008 
GP8 Fidman, Erik Resident 1/24/2008 
GP9 Fitch, Stephen A. Resident 1/22/2008 
GP10 Fritz, Tom Resident 12/27/2007 
GP11 Funk, Stephen L. Resident 1/18/2008 
GP12 Giacomini, Pam Resident 1/12/2008 
GP13 Hogan, Marvin Resident 1/25/2008 
GP14 McDonald, Kathryn Resident 1/28/2008 
GP15 Morris, Richard B. Resident 1/28/2008 
GP16 Sardoc, Dee Resident 1/27/2008 
GP17 Schneider, Virginia Resident 12/28/2007 
GP18 Sleight, Roger Resident 1/23/2008 
GP19 Sullivan, Marta Resident 1/7/2008 
GP20 Torgrimson, Rocky Resident 1/25/2008 
GP21 Urlie, Andrew Resident 1/28/2008 
Public Agency Comments 
PA1 Stacy, Gary B. California Department of Fish and Game, 

Northern Region 
1/14/2008 



Shasta County Department of Resource Management Comments and Responses
 

 
Hatchet Ridge Wind Project Final EIR  

2-2 
June 2008

ICF J&S 00024.07

 

Letter  Name Affiliation Date Received 
PA2 Rowe, Benjamin C. California Department of Forestry and Fire 

Protection 
1/29/2008 

PA3 Gonzalez, Marcelino California Department of Transportation, 
District 2 

1/7/2008 

PA4 Diehl, Jim Shasta County Fire Department 1/21/2008 
Utility Agency Comments 
UT1 Uchida, Jensen California Public Utilities Commission 1/28/2008 
UT2 Momber, Michael J. Pacific Gas and Electric Company 1/23/2008 
UT3 Beck, James W. Transmission Agency of Northern California 1/28/2008 
Other Groups Comments 
OG1 Giacomini, Pam Burney Chamber of Commerce 1/14/2007 
OG2 Limon, Ramona Pit River Tribe 1/28/2008 
OG3 Teller, Sabrina Remy,Thomas, Moose and Manley, LLP 1/28/2008 
OG4 Hughes, Nicole S. RES America Developments, Inc. 1/28/2008 
OG5 Hughes, Nicole S. RES America Developments, Inc. 1/28/2008 
OG6 Young, David WEST, Inc. 1/28/2008 
OG-7 Oliver, William W. Wintu Audubon Society 1/22/2008 
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Letter GP1  Dennis and Carol Adams 
Response to Comment GP1-1  
It is noted that the commenter opposes approval of the proposed project.  This information will 
be provided to the Shasta County Planning Commission. 
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Letter GP2  Vernon Alvina 
Response to Comment GP2-1  
It is noted that the commenter is a property owner in the area and has concerns about the 
proposed project.  As stated in the introduction to the Draft EIR, the CEQA compliance 
process is only one step of the approval process for the project.  Shasta County has not 
approved the proposed project, nor has it entered into any agreements related to the project with 
the project applicant.  . 

Response to Comment GP2-2  
The commenter inquires regarding the benefits of the project for the local community.  While 
the applicant has indicated that local communities will benefit indirectly through increased 
renewable energy capacity in the local electric grid, CEQA does not require a detailed analysis of 
the socioeconomic effects (either positive or negative) on the local community, nor does it 
require an analysis of the potential “concessions” that may or may not be made on the part of 
the applicant (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15131). 

The aesthetic and wildlife impacts of the projects are addressed in detail in the Draft EIR 
(Sections 3.1 and 3.4, respectively).  The initial study analysis prepared for the proposed project 
concluded that there would be no impact on public recreational resources.  As discussed in 
Section 3.9.2 of the Draft EIR, impacts on recreation resources would be less than significant. 

Response to Comment GP2-3  
It is not within the purview of CEQA to analyze the distribution of profits from any particular 
proposed project.  The comment is noted and will become part of the record presented to the 
Shasta County Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
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Letter GP3  Philip Beaudet 
Response to Comment GP3-1  
It is noted that commenter supports approval of the proposed project. 
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Letter GP4  Larry Burns 
Response to Comment GP4-1   
Discussion has been added to the analysis in Section 3.1.2 to address morning illumination and 
silhouetting against the sunset. 

Response to Comment GP4-2   
The commenter proposes a variety of turbine layout options with the goal of reducing the visual 
impact of the project.  During the Draft EIR review period, the County requested information 
from the applicant regarding turbine placement and arrangement and the potential to reduce 
visual impacts.  The applicant provided a response, dated February 11, 2008; this letter is 
reproduced  in Appendix A.  The applicant states the following siting constraints in its response:  
(1) existing wind resource and wind speed, (2) leased area boundaries, (3) setback from 
neighboring landowners and existing transmission lines, (4) microwave paths, and (5) turbine 
spacing requirements.  The applicant explains in some detail that even slight modification of 
turbine locations could reduce the generating capacity of the turbines, thereby rendering the 
project economically infeasible.  The applicant concludes that, “when combined, the constraints 
provide virtually no flexibility for moving upwind from their proposed locations.”  Moving the 
towers away from the ridgeline would reduce the wind speed at the turbine locations (and 
therefore the wind power) to a level that would render the project nonviable.  See Section 2.4 of 
the Draft EIR for a discussion of wind turbine siting considerations, and the Zone of Visual 
Influence Assessment at the end of Appendix A. 

Response to Comment GP4-3   
Refer to the response to Comment GP4-2.  It is noted that the impact on aesthetics and visual 
resources is considered significant and unavoidable.  See Section 3.1.2 of the Draft EIR for a 
disclosure of this impact. 
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Letter GP5  William H. Carlson 
Response to Comment GP5-1   
Comment noted.  The analysis in the Section 3.1.2 of the Draft EIR determined that the 
proposed project’s visual impacts on the existing visual character would be significant and 
unavoidable. 

Response to Comment GP5-2   
As discussed in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, a range of three turbine sizes and 
locations were considered to allow for fluctuating turbine market availability.  However, because 
of the reasonable certainty of the project applicant that the configuration selected would 
comprise forty-four 2.3-MW turbines, and because the relative severity of impacts associated 
with each of the three options would be similar (i.e., none of the three options would entail a 
change in the significance finding for any resource area), the analysis focused on the 44-turbine 
configuration.  The County maintains that the Draft EIR adequately analyzes the potential 
environmental impacts of the proposed project regardless of the turbine model ultimately 
selected, so long as the final project is within the range of options summarized in the project 
description. 

Response to Comment GP5-3 
The commenter’s opinion about electrical energy generation in California is noted.  It should be 
noted, however, that energy reliability in California requires a mix of baseload and peaking 
capacity sources, and wind energy is a growing and important resource within that portfolio.  As 
duly noted by the commenter, wind energy facilities require a larger overall footprint than do 
biomass facilities; however, wind facilities generate no pollutant emissions, whereas biomass 
facilities do. 

Response to Comment GP5-4 
Comment noted.  Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR addresses the existing scenic resources of the 
area, including tourist attractions such as local parks and the natural environment.  The analysis 
evaluates impacts associated with views from these areas, as well as from local roadways 
including the Volcanic Legacy Scenic Byway.  While Hatchet Mountain and the areas 
surrounding it are in a scenic and mountainous rural area, the ridge and surrounding areas do 
exhibit human-made disruptions of the viewshed such as the clearcut utility corridor that 
traverses the ridge, timber harvest clearcuts, cell phone towers, and wooden utility poles 
alongside and traversing roadways.  The analysis adequately discloses all these factors in an 
unbiased manner and with an appropriate level of detail and addresses the significant and 
unavoidable impacts on the existing visual character of the area that would result from 
implementation of the proposed project. 



Shasta County Department of Resource Management Comments and Responses
 

 
Hatchet Ridge Wind Project Final EIR  

2-14 
June 2008

ICF J&S 00024.07

 



Shasta County Department of Resource Management Comments and Responses
 

 
Hatchet Ridge Wind Project Final EIR  

2-15 
June 2008

ICF J&S 00024.07

 

 



Shasta County Department of Resource Management Comments and Responses
 

 
Hatchet Ridge Wind Project Final EIR  

2-16 
June 2008

ICF J&S 00024.07

 

Letter GP6  Concerned Citizen 
Response to Comment GP6-1   
It is noted that the commenter opposes approval of the proposed project.  No CEQA-related 
issues are raised. 

Response to Comment GP6-2   
It is noted that the commenter opposes approval of the proposed project.  No CEQA-related 
issues are raised. 

Response to Comment GP6-3   
It is noted that the commenter opposes approval of the proposed project.  Aesthetic impacts are 
disclosed in Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment GP6-4   
It is noted that the commenter opposes approval of the proposed project.  Aesthetic impacts are 
disclosed in Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR.  The analysis in Section 3.2.2 of the Draft EIR 
concluded that the proposed project would have a less-than-significant impact on forest 
resources and forest restoration work. 

Response to Comment GP6-5   
It is noted that the commenter opposes approval of the proposed project.  A list of all the 
comment letters received on the project is included in Table 2-1 of the Final EIR.  All CEQA-
mandated notices, timeframes, and provisions for public involvement have been rigorously 
observed.  Impacts on cultural resources are addressed in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment GP6-6   
It is noted that the commenter opposes approval of the proposed project. 

Response to Comment GP6-7   
It is noted that the commenter opposes approval of the proposed project.  All comments 
received on the Draft EIR will be provided to the County decision makers. 
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Letter GP7  Michael Evans 
Response to Comment GP7-1 
It is noted that the commenter is a property owner with family roots in the vicinity of the 
proposed project. 

Response to Comment GP7-2  
Comment noted.  The analysis in Section 3.1.2 of the Draft EIR disclosed that the proposed 
project’s visual impacts on the existing visual character would be significant and unavoidable. 

Response to Comment GP7-3   
The effects on wildlife and noise impacts associated with the proposed project are disclosed in 
Sections 3.4 .2 and  3.10.2 of the Draft EIR, respectively. 

Response to Comment GP7-4   
CEQA does not require a detailed analysis of the socioeconomic impacts of a proposed project, 
nor does it require an analysis of a project’s impacts on property values (State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15131).  All comments will, however, be provided to the County decision makers. 
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Letter GP8  Erik Fidman 
Response to Comment GP8-1  
It is noted that the commenter supports rational use of the energy the project would provide, if 
approved.  

Response to Comment GP8-2 
Impacts on biological resources are disclosed in Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment GP8-3 
Impacts on aesthetic resources are disclosed in Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment GP8-4 
Impacts on cultural resources are disclosed in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment GP8-5 
The project objectives are discussed in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR.  All comments received on 
the Draft EIR will be provided to the County decision makers. 



Shasta County Department of Resource Management Comments and Responses
 

 
Hatchet Ridge Wind Project Final EIR  

2-22 
June 2008

ICF J&S 00024.07

 

 



Shasta County Department of Resource Management Comments and Responses
 

 
Hatchet Ridge Wind Project Final EIR  

2-23 
June 2008

ICF J&S 00024.07

 

Letter GP9  Stephen A. Fitch 
Response to Comment GP9-1   
Comment noted.  The analysis in Section 3.1.2 of the Draft EIR disclosed that the proposed 
project’s visual impacts on the existing visual character would be significant and unavoidable.  
Impacts related to scenic travel corridors are also discussed in Sections 3.1.1 and 3.1.2. 

Response to Comment GP9-2   
The visual and aesthetic impacts associated with the proposed project are addressed in Section 
3.1 of the Draft EIR.  CEQA does not specifically require addressing the economic impacts of a 
proposed project (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15131).  Impacts related to recreation are 
discussed in Section 3.9.2. 

Response to Comment GP9-3   
Comment noted.  Please refer to the response to Comment GP9-2. 
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Letter GP10  Tom Fritz 
Response to Comment GP10-1   
It is noted that commenter supports approval of the proposed project.  Aesthetics and visual 
resources are addressed in Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR; cultural resources are addressed in 
Section 3.5. 
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Letter GP11  Stephen L. Funk 
Response to Comment GP11-1   
The County appreciates the additional information regarding fuel supply provided by the 
commenter.  It will be duly noted in the administrative record for this project. 

Response to Comment GP11-2 
Impacts on cultural resources are addressed in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment GP11-3 
Impacts on aesthetics and visual resources are addressed in Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment GP11-4  
Most studies conducted to date have not found a relationship between turbine height and bird 
mortality or between rotor diameter and bird fatality (Barclay et al. 2007).  The presumed 
reduction in bird mortality resulting from larger turbines is associated with the idea that one 
would need fewer turbines if they are larger, but that would not apply to this project because the 
number of turbines is fixed.  Although there are legal avenues to distribute eagle feathers to 
Native Americans, there is no nexus to require such distribution as mitigation for eagle mortality. 

Response to Comment GP11-5  
The Draft EIR does not address the potential impact of the project on hydroelectric operations 
in the Pit River because it is highly unlikely that the proposed project would have any effect on 
PG&E’s hydroelectric facilities in the area.  Hydroelectric projects are regulated by the Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC), and operational changes require FERC approval as well 
as compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  Issues such as potential 
impacts on fish, wildlife, recreation and other environmental resources would be studied in great 
detail prior to approval of any operational changes to the Pit River hydroelectric facilities.  At 
this point, such changes are not reasonably foreseeable. 
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Letter GP12  Pam Giacomini 
Response to Comment GP12-1   
As disclosed in Section 3.9.2 of the Draft EIR, issues related to access of the private land are 
considered less than significant. 

Response to Comment GP12-2   
  Impacts on biological resources are addressed in Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment GP12-3   
  Impacts on aesthetics and visual resources are addressed in Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment GP12-4   
Comment noted.  Along with the environmental impacts considered in the Draft EIR under 
CEQA, the economic consequences should be considered by the County as part of its decision-
making process.  CEQA does not specifically require addressing the economic impacts of a 
proposed project (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15131). 

Response to Comment GP12-5   
It is noted that the commenter supports approval of the proposed project. 
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Letter GP13  Marvin Hogan 
Response to Comment GP13-1   
It is noted that the commenter opposes approval of the proposed project.  Impacts on aesthetics 
and visual resources are disclosed in Section 3.1.2 of the Draft EIR.  It is noted that the 
commenter prefers green energy development, but not at the expense of visual impacts in areas 
where tourism resources exist.  Although CEQA does not require analysis of tax revenues in an 
EIR, the County decision makers will be provided with all comments received on the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment GP13-2   
It is noted that the commenter opposes approval of the proposed project.  Impacts on aesthetics 
and visual resources are disclosed in Section 3.1.2 of the Draft EIR.   
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Letter GP14  Kathryn McDonald 
Response to Comment GP14-1   
Neither the County nor the project applicant will be authorized to “take” fully protected species.  
As discussed in Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR, impacts on listed species would be minimized to 
the greatest extent possible in accordance with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and California 
Department of Fish and Game guidelines. 
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Letter GP15  Richard B. Morris 
Response to Comment GP15-1   
Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR presents an assessment of the potential visual and aesthetic impacts 
of the proposed project.  In the Draft EIR, the County has provided a reasonable estimation of 
the environmental impacts of the proposed project; this analysis includes a variety of still-shot 
photo simulations.  While other methods of demonstrating these effects (e.g., video tape) are 
possible, the County believes that the visual simulations in the document present an accurate 
portrayal of the visual impacts and satisfy the requirements of CEQA.  CEQA does not require a 
thoroughly exhaustive analysis; rather, the intent of CEQA is to provide enough information to 
allow the County decision makers to make an informed decision about the proposed project.  
Use of video simulations in the analysis would not change the conclusions presented in Section 
3.1.2 of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment GP15-2   
The commenter points out the potential difference between the visual simulations presented in 
the Draft EIR (using partially overcast sky) and a simulation of the proposed project using a clear 
blue sky.  While a simulation using a blue sky might portray the project as being more prominent 
(white turbines against blue sky), the visual analysis included research regarding average annual 
meteorological conditions; this research indicated that a partially overcast sky is common in the 
project area.  CEQA requires an analysis that reasonably predicts the potential environmental 
impacts of the proposed project.  While many different viewpoints and sky conditions could be 
depicted, the simulation views presented in the Draft EIR are a suitable representation of the 
projects visual impacts. 

Response to Comment GP15-3 
It is noted that tourism is an important component of the local economy; however, CEQA does 
not require analysis of economic effects in an EIR.  Impacts on aesthetics and visual resources 
are addressed in Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR.  Refer to the response to Comments GP4-2 and 
OG7-53.  Also, see the Zone of Visual Influence Assessment at the end of Appendix A.  Although the 
proposed project would not be within 5 miles of any general aviation airport, it could potentially 
interfere with air navigation, as disclosed on page 3.7-14 in Section 3.7, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, of the Draft EIR.  Accordingly, the project would be required to comply with the 
requirements of the Caltrans Division of Aeronautics and the Federal Aviation Administration 
for air navigation safety.  Refer to Mitigation Measures HAZ-4a and 4b on page 3.7-15 of the 
Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment GP15-4 
A discussion of the alternatives analysis is provided in Section 4.5 of the Draft EIR.  The County 
feels that this analysis is thorough, objective, and in keeping with CEQA requirements.  See also 
the response to Comment GP4-2. 
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Letter GP16  Dee Sardoc 
Response to Comment GP16-1   
The bird monitoring study was conducted for an entire year, from November 15, 2005, to 
November 9, 2006.  The study is included in Appendix C of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment GP16-2   
Based on results of the bird monitoring study, the number of waterfowl mortalities is expected to 
be low.  Waterfowl mortalities at other large wind farms are very low, even when large numbers 
of waterfowl are present, presumably because they do not typically fly within the height of the 
rotor-swept area.  It is therefore unlikely that large numbers of waterfowl or other large species 
would be killed and subsequently serve as an attractant to scavenging bald eagles.  Accumulations 
of bird mortalities significant enough to attract scavengers other than individual coyotes have not 
been observed at Altamont, the wind farm with the highest mortality rates. 

Response to Comment GP16-3   
Thick fog is a factor that would increase the vulnerability of birds to rotating turbines on days 
when it occurs.  However, as noted in the avian study, large waterfowl are generally known to fly 
above the rotor-swept height of the turbines, and the estimated exposure risk was low.  The 
WEST report (Appendix C of the Draft EIR) also notes that mortalities at existing wind farms 
where waterfowl are present in large numbers are very low.  Also, rotating turbine blades make 
noise and can be heard, even in thick fog.  Finally, foggy days are usually not windy, and 
operations may not be feasible in such conditions. 

Response to Comment GP16-4   
Comment noted.  CEQA only requires that responses be provided to substantive comments on 
the content of the Draft EIR.  Comments on the project applicant or the merits of the project 
itself are not within the purview of issues required for review by CEQA (CEQA Section 
15088[c]). 

Response to Comment GP16-5   
CEQA requires that the environmental impacts, along with feasible mitigation, be presented in 
an EIR.  CEQA also allows for a lead agency to override impacts determined to be significant 
and unavoidable with a Statement of Overriding Considerations.  In order to override any 
significant and unavoidable impacts associated with a proposed project (in this case, avian 
mortality), a finding indicating that the benefits of the project outweigh any unavoidable impacts 
would have to be issued.  The County would be required to make such a finding should the 
proposed project be approved.  
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Letter GP17  Virginia Schneider 
Response to Comment GP17-1   
It is noted that the commenter supports approval of the proposed project and alternatives to 
peteroleum-based power generation. 
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Letter GP18  Roger Sleight 
Response to Comment GP18-1   
It is noted that the commenter supports approval of the proposed project.  Impacts on aesthetics 
and visual resources are addressed in Section 3.1of the Draft EIR; impacts on biological 
resources are addressed in Section 3.4. 
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Letter GP19  Marta Sullivan 
Response to Comment GP19-1  
This is a cover letter to the comments prepared by Marta Sullivan.  As requested, Ms. Sullivan 
has been placed on the mailing list for this project and will receive notification of future public 
hearings on the project.   

Response to Comment GP19-2  
Section 3.4.2 of the Draft EIR sets forth two options for reducing effects on Butte County 
morning-glory. Mitigation Measure BIO-1 calls for redesigning the turbine layout to avoid Butte 
County morning-glory habitat if feasible.  If full avoidance is not possible, Mitigation Measure 
BIO-2 provides feasible measures to avoid and minimize effects on Butte County morning-glory.  
As discussed in the response to Comment OG6-8 and OG6-9, current knowledge indicates that 
Butte County morning-glory responds favorably to certain types of soil disturbance.  Mitigation 
Measure BIO-2 calls for measures to control invasive nonnative plants. 

Response to Comment GP19-3   
Mitigation Measure BIO-3 in Section 3.4.2 of the Draft EIR is a comprehensive array of 
measures to avoid and minimize effects on wetlands.  

Response to Comment GP19-4   
Elderberries are present in the project area.  However, the lowest elevation of the project area is 
approximately 4,300 feet, and the current range of valley elderberry longhorn beetle does not 
encompass areas above 3,000 feet. 

Response to Comment GP19-5   
Comment noted.  The number of bat detections in the project area was not unusually high.  
However, the text in Impact BIO-12 has been revised to reflect the fact that the project area 
does not contain habitat suitable to support large concentrations of bats (i.e., communal roosting 
or nursery sites).  All bats with potential to occur in the project area are listed in the document; 
none of these are state- or federally listed species.   

Response to Comment GP19-6   
Migrating birds often follow ridgelines which, under the right conditions, create updrafts that 
make long-distance flights easier.  The fact that birds passed through the area perpendicular to 
the ridge indicates that the mountain is not used for this purpose and therefore that birds are not 
likely to be unduly concentrated along the ridgeline.  Nowhere does the document suggest that 
birds will not come into contact with the turbines or will not be affected.  Low clouds and 
visibility are typically associated with atmospheric inversions, during which there is little to no 
wind; consequently, the turbines are unlikely to be rotating during these conditions.  Subsequent 
to publication of the Draft EIR, a nocturnal migration study using radar was conducted.  The 
reports detailing the finding of this study and an evaluation of the study conducted on behalf of 
the Wintu Audubon Society are provided as Appendices B and C of the Final EIR.  The results 
of the study indicate that the mean passage rates of “targets” (individual birds cannot be 
distinguished using radar) was approximately 1.1–23 nocturnal migrants/turbine/day within the 
area that would be occupied by turbines.  Although very few similar studies have been 
conducted, and comparisons thus provide very little information, the passage rates were generally 
within the range of values reported at other study sites.   
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Response to Comment GP19-7   
Although 1,581 birds were observed within the rotor-swept height, the number that would 
actually be affected is far less than this, as demonstrated in the West report (Appendix 
C-1 of the Draft EIR).  To put it simply, the number of birds observed at rotor-swept 
height is not equivalent to the number of birds that would be struck by turbines for 
several reasons.  For example; theoretical rotor-swept height over the project area 
constitutes a far larger area than actual rotor-swept area.  Additionally, most individual 
birds are able to avoid turbines most of the time.  Finally, only a fraction of the birds 
that fly through the actual rotor-swept area would suffer a bird strike. 
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Letter GP20  Rocky Torgrimson 
Response to Comment GP20-1   
Comment noted.  Timber management on properties adjacent to the project area was not 
considered in the Draft EIR; moreover, the County has no authority to regulate timber 
management on those properties.  Finally, the towers would be so much taller than mature forest 
on the ridge that the visual consequences of retaining mature trees would not serve to reduce this 
impact to a less-than-significant level. 

Response to Comment GP20-2   
The transportation and traffic impacts associated with the proposed project are addressed in 
Section 3.12 .2 of the Draft EIR.  Transportation of equipment of unusual size or shape is 
regulated by Caltrans.  Discussion on page 3.12-7 of the Draft EIR discloses that approximately 
352 trucks would carry oversized loads.  The size, weight, and configuration of these loads would 
be subject to Caltrans regulations.  Safety hazards associated with the proposed project are 
addressed on page 3.12-10 (Impact TRA-2) of the Draft EIR.   

Response to Comment GP20-3   
It is noted that the commenter supports approval of the proposed project. 
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Letter GP21  Andrew Urlie 
Response to Comment GP21-1   
Comment noted.  The analysis in Section 3.1.2 of the Draft EIR concluded that the proposed 
project’s visual impacts on the existing visual character would be significant and unavoidable. 

Response to Comment GP21-2   
The commenter provides information regarding recreational activities and their contribution to 
local economies.  Visual impacts of the proposed project are disclosed in Section 3.1.2 of the 
Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment GP21-3   
Impacts on aesthetics and visual resources are disclosed in Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR.  
Impacts related to biological resources, including bald eagles, are disclosed in Section 3.4.2 of the 
Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment GP21-4 
Impacts on biological resources are disclosed in Section 3.4 of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment GP21-5   
Potential impacts on visual resources and wildlife are disclosed in Sections 3.4.2 and 3.1.2 of the 
Draft EIR, respectively. 

Response to Comment GP21-6   
It is noted that commenter opposes approval of the proposed project.  Evaluation of an 
alternative location for the project is presented in Section 4.5.1 of the Draft EIR. 
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Public Agency Comments 
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Letter PA1  California Department of Fish and Game, Northern Region 
Response to Comment PA1-1   
This comment reiterates the project description presented in the Draft EIR and identifies the 
California Department of Fish and Game’s role as both trustee and responsible agency under 
CEQA.  

Response to Comment PA1-2   
The California Department of Fish and Game’s comments provided in response to the NOP are 
noted in this comment.  The California Department of Fish and Game further identifies the 
avian species addressed in Section 3.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR.  

Response to Comment PA1-3   
Mitigation measure BIO-6 has been revised.  It now requires completion of annual reports, 
submittal of these reports to California Department of Fish and Game, and public availability of 
the data.  Also, the measure now includes a requirement to establish a Technical Advisory 
Committee (TAC) with the California Department of Fish and Game as a participant.  

Response to Comment PA1-4   
Potential impacts are mitigated to the maximum extent practicable.  Based on additional 
coordination with the California Department of Fish and Game and the project applicant 
subsequent to release of the Draft EIR, additional mitigation to reduce and compensate for this 
impact have been added.  Additional mitigation items are listed below. 

 Completion of annual monitoring reports to be submitted to the California Department of 
Fish and Game. 

 Development and implementation of an avian mortality monitoring/adaptive management 
plan, including formation of a Technical Advisory Committee for making recommendations 
to the County. 

 Revising the timeframe for monitoring to extend beyond the 2-year horizon recommended 
by CEC guidelines until mortality events remain below the thresholds. 

In addition, the applicant has agreed to provide offsite compensatory mitigation. See the 
complete revised text of Mitigation Measure BIO-6 in Chapter 3 of this Final EIR. 

Response to Comment PA1-5   
Mitigation Measure BIO-6 has been revised to require that monitoring be conducted and 
continued beyond the 2-year horizon if mortality thresholds are exceeded.     

Response to Comment PA1-6   
Intensively managed conifer forest does not provide high-quality habitat for protected species; 
consequently, maturation of the forest surrounding the project area is not likely to result in an 
increase in bird use of the project area, although the relative abundance of some species may 
change.  As long as the forest in the project area is managed for commercial timber harvest, it is 
very unlikely that the forest there will develop characteristics of older-aged forests that could 
provide habitat capable of supporting special-status wildlife species. 
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Response to Comment PA1-7 
The project as currently designed does not anticipate “phasing” construction.  Consequently, 
“redesigning turbine placement for any turbines not yet constructed” and several of the other 
example “minimization schemes” provided in the letter are not feasible.  Repowering would 
constitute a separate project under CEQA and would require its own special use permit and 
environmental review.  The revisions to the EIR include more options for mitigation.  The 
potential impacts have been mitigated to the maximum extent practical without rendering the 
project infeasible. 

Response to Comment PA1-8   
Most studies to date have shown no relationship between lighting and bird and bat mortalities; 
accordingly, the suggested minimization measure is unlikely to have any effect.  However, a new 
element has been added to Mitigation Measure BIO-6 to allow for implementation of these or 
other technologies if new information becomes available to the Technical Advisory Committee 
indicating that their use may have an appreciable beneficial effect.   

For this project, the potentially significant impacts with a reasonably predictable probability of 
occurrence are impacts on bald eagle and sandhill crane, species that do not frequently occur in 
the project area but may pass through during the winter and migration.  Because the species 
most likely to be significantly affected and the habitats capable of supporting them do not occur 
in the project area, it is extremely difficult to devise an onsite compensation scheme that can 
reasonably be linked to the specific population being affected.  Accordingly, Mitigation Measure 
BIO-6 has been revised to include offsite compensatory mitigation as one component of the 
BIO-6 mitigation package for these species.   

There is no existing program funded by mitigation fees that has been established by the County 
or the state.  In the absence of such a program, the EIR must identify mitigation measures that 
can be “fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other legally binding 
instruments”; that can establish an “essential nexus (i.e., a connection) between the measure and 
a legitimate government interest”; and that are “roughly proportional to the impact of the 
project.”  In consultation with the California Department of Fish and Game, Mitigation Measure 
BIO-6 has been revised to include a mitigation measure decision framework to be used by the 
County and the Technical Advisory Committee for implementing compensatory mitigation. 

Response to Comment PA1-9   
Subsequent to release of the Draft EIR, the EIR preparers and the applicant coordinated with 
the California Department of Fish and Game to refine mitigation measures and add new 
mitigation measures to address avian impacts.  See the response to Comment PA1-4. 

Response to Comment PA1-10   
See revised Mitigation Measure BIO-6 in Chapter 3 of the Final EIR.  The revisions were made 
in consultation with the California Department of Fish and Game, the Shasta County 
Department of Resource Management, and the applicant.  The mitigation program outlined in 
the mitigation measure may include avian use studies if the Technical Advisory Committee 
determines that such studies are necessary. 
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Response to Comment PA1-11   
Mortality thresholds for diurnal raptors, owls, and yellow warbler have been added to Mitigation 
Measure BIO-6. 

Response to Comment PA1-12  
The characterization of golden eagle occurrence and use of the project area was an error in the 
Draft EIR that has been corrected in Table 3.4-3 from the Draft EIR (see Section 3.5.1 of the 
Final EIR for the revised table).  There is no habitat capable of supporting golden eagle in the 
project area and only one golden eagle was observed during avian use studies, leading to the 
correct conclusion that impacts on golden eagles, if they occur, would likely be very low. 

Response to Comment PA1-13   
While it is true that sandhill cranes have been documented to suffer mortality from collision with 
transmission lines, these mortalities have been documented in areas containing habitat capable of 
supporting sandhill cranes—i.e., areas where they rest and forage.  No such habitat exists in the 
immediate vicinity of the project area and there is nothing in the project area to attract sandhill 
cranes.  Sandhill cranes only infrequently occur while migrating over the project area, typically at 
altitudes much higher than the height of the transmission lines.  Consequently, this impact is 
unlikely to occur.  However, upfront compensatory mitigation for sandhill cranes has been added 
to Mitigation Measure BIO-6. 

Response to Comment PA1-14   
Mitigation Measure BIO-3 has been amended to include a 250-foot setback in areas capable of 
supporting special-status species. 

Response to Comment PA1-15   
As currently designed, the roads associated with the proposed project do not entail any stream 
crossing subject to California Department of Fish and Game jurisdiction.  Accordingly, such 
crossings were not addressed in the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment PA1-16   
The project area is a commercial timber harvest area and is therefore unsuitable for most owl 
species.  Conducting nocturnal owl surveys would be highly unlikely to provide any additional 
information on potential impacts on owls; such impacts are predicted to be minimal because of 
the type of habitat occurring in the project area.  Subsequent to publication of the Draft EIR, a 
nocturnal migration study was conducted.  The reports detailing the finding of this study and an 
evaluation of the study conducted on behalf of the Wintu Audubon Society are provided as 
Appendices B and C of the Final EIR.  It is noted that the California Department of Fish and 
Game’s responses to the NOP are included as an attachment to the letter. 

Response to Comment PA1-17   
The California Department of Fish and Game provides information regarding its environmental 
filing fees. 
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Response to Comment PA1-18   
Shasta County acknowledges the California Department of Fish and Game’s interest in 
participating in the public hearing process. 
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Letter PA2  California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 
Response to Comment PA2-1   
This comment presents California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection’s (CAL FIRE’s) 
duty to oppose projects that reduce timberland, but also expresses its support of non-carbon-
producing energy sources. 

Response to Comment PA2-2   
CAL FIRE correctly identifies the project site’s designation as a “Very High” Fire Hazard 
Severity Zone under 4203 PRC.  The comment concludes that due to this designation, as well as 
a “throw potential of 550 feet,” the applicant should be required to clear all trees and brush 
within an area of 550 feet of each turbine and maintain this clearance for the life of the project. 

Section 3.7.2 of the Draft EIR (Impact HAZ-6 identifies the potential for turbine or 
meteorological tower failure and blade or ice throw.  This impact discussion references a hazard 
zone analysis study conducted on another wind project in California.  Based on the conclusions 
of the study, the maximum throw distance for a blade for a 2.4 MW turbine would be slightly 
more than 542 feet.  This distance is estimated to demonstrate that there is no chance that blade 
throw could reach SR 299, located some 2,640 feet from the nearest turbine.     

It is assumed that CAL FIRE’s suggested clearance distance of 550 feet is based on this 
discussion in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR.  This discussion was included in the Draft EIR to 
address a potential public safety concern related to SR 299; it has no relevance to wildland fire 
hazard.  The presence of trees would actually mitigate the public safety concern by providing a 
barrier/buffer in the case of blade or ice throw.  In addition, Mitigation Measure HAZ-8 
provides design and safety mechanisms to minimize this potential impact to a less-than-
significant level.   

Accordingly, based on the information provided in CAL FIRE’s comment, there is not an 
adequate rationale for a 550-foot clear zone around turbines.  In fact, if such a clear zone was 
required, it would conflict with the applicant’s and lead agency’s goal of minimizing wildlife 
habitat impacts and minimizing timberland conversion from increased acreage disturbance.  The 
requested additional acreage disturbance would also increase the significant and unavoidable 
impact on aesthetics and visual resources.   

As disclosed in Section 3.7.2 of the Draft EIR, any vegetation clearing (up to 100 feet around 
buildings and structures) and salvage activities may require approval from CAL FIRE.  

Subsequent to the submittal of this January 29, 2008, comment letter by CAL FIRE and the January 21, 
2008, letter from the Shasta County Fire Department, the applicant met with CAL FIRE and the Shasta 
County Fire Department to coordinate on fire safety requirements.  Based on that coordination, these agencies have 
a better understanding of the project, and the Shasta County Fire Department and CAL FIRE have submitted 
letters (dated May 22, 2008, and May 27, 2008, respectively) revising their fire safety requirements for the 
project.  These requirements will become conditions of approval if the proposed project is approved by the County.  
See Appendix D, Fire Safety Requirements, for copies of the letters containing updated comments from these 
agencies. 

The requirements related to fuel breaks have been updated from the original comment letter.  The original 
recommendation to clear all trees within 550 feet of the towers has been revised to require the following specific 
vegetation modifications. 



Shasta County Department of Resource Management Comments and Responses
 

 
Hatchet Ridge Wind Project Final EIR  

2-88 
June 2008

ICF J&S 00024.07

 

Turbine Ridge Road: 

 Provide a 100-foot shaded fuel break on the western side of Turbine Ridge Road. 

 From the centerline of Turbine Ridge Road going east, provide a 50-foot clear zone. 

 From the easternmost edge of the clear zone, provide an additional 100-foot shaded fuel break. 

Turbines: 

 From the outer edge of each tower, going in all directions, provide a 30-foot clear zone. 

 From the outer edge of the clear zone, going in all directions, provide an additional 70-foot shaded fuel break. 

Definitions and specifications for the clear zones and shaded fuel breaks are provided in Appendix D.  Potential 
impacts of the proposed fuel breaks would not be significantly different from the impacts already disclosed in the 
Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment PA2-3   
Comment noted.  The defensible space requirement will be included as a condition of approval 
of the proposed project.  All flammable vegetation within 100 feet of buildings will be removed.  
Also see the response to Comment PA2-2 and Appendix D. 

Response to Comment PA2-4   
Comment noted.  Required onsite and in-vehicle fire tools (per PRC 4427 and 4428) will be 
included as a condition of approval of the proposed project.  Also see the response to Comment 
PA2-2 and Appendix D. 

Response to Comment PA2-5   
At this juncture, neither the applicant nor the landowner has indicated any plans to abandon 
existing roads. 

Response to Comment PA2-6   
All new roads installed for project construction and access will be permanently maintained.   

Response to Comment PA2-7   
Acreages of proposed disturbance are based on the applicant’s preferred arrangement of 44 
turbines.     

Response to Comment PA2-8   
All appropriate permits will be obtained before any treatment of biomass that results from 
clearing of the vegetation associated with project construction.  All such activities will be 
conducted in compliance with Air Quality Management Regulations as well as state and local fire 
agency burning permit requirements. 
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Response to Comment PA2-9   
Pursuant to state regulations, the applicant will coordinate and obtain all necessary permits and 
approvals from CAL FIRE prior to project installation.  See Section 2.10 of the Draft EIR for a 
list of possible permits required. 

Response to Comment PA2-10   
It is acknowledged that, depending on the method of biomass removal, a Public Agency, Public 
and Private Utility Right-of-Way Exemption, and/or a Timberland Conversion Permit may be 
required.  All necessary permits will be obtained and filed with CAL FIRE as appropriate.  See 
pages 3.2-4 and 3.2-8 in Section 3.2, Agricultural and Forest Resources, of the Draft EIR for a 
disclosure of impacts related to timberland conversion and discussion of these permit 
requirements. 

Response to Comment PA2-11   
See the response to Comment PA2-10. 
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Letter PA3  California Department of Transportation, District 2 
Response to Comment PA3-1   
The comment correctly identifies the location and key aspects of the proposed project, as 
described in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR.   

Response to Comment PA3-2   
State Route 299 is not included in the recordation area.  Caltrans should note, however, that the 
recordation area does not dictate the geographic scope of potential impacts on historical 
resources such as Hatchet Ridge–Bunchgrass Mountain. 

Response to Comment PA3-3   
It is noted that Caltrans concurs with the findings of the traffic analysis and approves the traffic 
control plan in the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment PA3-4 
Caltrans notes that the site is not located in an area currently eligible for scenic highway 
designation.  Contact information for Caltrans is provided.   
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Letter PA4  Shasta County Fire Department 
Response to Comment PA4-1   
This comment indicates that CAL FIRE and Shasta County Fire Department have jurisdiction 
over the project area. 

Response to Comment PA4-2   
As a condition of project approval, the applicant will be required to comply with Shasta County 
Fire Department requirements, including specifications for roadways and turnarounds; address 
markers; defensible space and setbacks; spark arrestors or chimney flues; water supply for fire 
protection; disposal of cleared vegetation; storage, use, and dispensing of 
flammable/combustible liquids; availability of portable fire extinguishers; welding and other 
high-risk activities; disposal of waste, weeds, and combustible waste material; storage of oil, 
solvents, and rags; spark arrestors for equipment with internal combustion engines; review and 
approval of improvement plans and automatic fire extinguisher plans; reporting of fires; training; 
electrical systems; and designation of a “risk manager.” 

See also the response to Comment PA2-2 and Appendix D. 
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Utility Agency Comments 
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Letter UT1  California Public Utilities Commission 
Response to Comment UT1-1  
The California Public Utilities Commission provides a summary of the project description as 
presented in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR.  

Response to Comment UT1-2  
The California Public Utilities Commission identifies its role as a responsible agency under 
CEQA due to its discretionary authority over PG&E activities including the proposed 
interconnection switching station. 

Response to Comment UT1-3  
These comments preface the formal comments contained in Attachment A of the letter.  

Response to Comment UT1-4  
As discussed in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, a range of three turbine sizes and 
locations were considered to allow for fluctuating turbine market availability.  However, because 
of the reasonable certainty of the project applicant that the configuration selected would 
comprise forty-four 2.3-MW turbines, and because the relative severity of impacts associated 
with each of the three options would be similar (i.e., none of the three options would entail a 
change in the significance finding for any resource area), the analysis focused on the 44-turbine 
configuration.  The County maintains that the Draft EIR adequately analyzes the potential 
environmental impacts of the proposed project regardless of the turbine model ultimately 
selected.  We concur that the language in the Executive Summary leaves room for 
misinterpretation; accordingly, that text has been revised for clarity the Final EIR (see Chapter 
3). 

Response to Comment UT1-5  
In response to the CPUC’s concern regarding visual simulations of the electrical collection 
system, it should be noted that during the initial study and scoping process for the project, it was 
determined that simulations of the transmission facilities were not needed because these facilities 
would likely not be visible from the town of Burney or SR 299.  As discussed in Chapter 2, Project 
Description, the electrical collector system would be installed underground, resulting in no long-
term visual/aesthetic impact.  The substation would be located adjacent to the existing 
telecommunication facilities on Hatchet Ridge and would not result in a significant visual impact.   

In general terms, the electrical collection and transmission system associated with the project 
would not result in any significant visual impairment on Hatchet Mountain because of the 
considerations listed below. 

  Some of the facilities would be undergrounded. 

 The baseline conditions (including the existing overhead transmission line and 
telecommunication towers) constitute a preexisting visual impact of considerably greater 
prominence than that presented by the electrical collection and transmission facilities of the 
proposed project. 

 The wind turbines comprising the bulk of the proposed project (evaluated in Section 3.1, 
Aesthetics and Visual Resources, of the Draft EIR) constitute a significant and unavoidable 
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impact.  Because the electrical collection and transmission facilities are of far lesser stature, 
and because they are not visually discernable from as great a distance, there would be no 
change to the finding of a significant and unavoidable impact set forth in the Draft EIR. 

It is acknowledged that the figure does not reflect the locations of either the electrical connector 
system or the interconnection switching station.  Because the electrical connector system would 
be installed underground in association with new and existing access roads, there would be little 
utility in modifying the layout graphic (Figure 2-1 in the Draft EIR) to show that component.  
However, the figure has been revised to show the location of the interconnection switching 
station.  Because the proposed location is at the southern end of the project area at the junction 
of two existing PG&E transmission lines in an area already subject to vegetation management 
practices, there would be no impact on sensitive plant species.  Subsequent to issuance of the 
Draft EIR, PG&E commented that the size of the switching station was not 2 acres as indicated 
in Chapter 2, Project Description, but 4.6 acres.  The increased size of the switching station would 
result in the loss of an additional 2.6 acres of habitat that could support special-status wildlife 
species.  This effect is addressed in Impact BIO-3.  The addition of 2.6 acres to the 73 acres 
already identified would not increase the level of significance of this impact; however, the text in 
Section 3.4 has been revised to reflect inclusion of the switching station. 

The matter of poles planned for the overhead transmission lines is addressed on page 2-7 of the 
Draft EIR, which states that “single steel poles or double wood poles would likely support the 
overhead transmission lines.” 

Response to Comment UT1-6  
According to the applicant, “the communication cable including fiber optic for turbine monitoring and control 
would be located in the underground collector system trench back to the project substation.  The overhead ground 
wire on the 230kV line would contain the fiber optic between the project substation and the POI.  No new 
facilities or trenches will be needed to contain the communication fiber optic system.”   

The potential environmental impacts of the installation of the fiber optic system were reviewed 
in conjunction with the electrical collection system, and no significant environmental impacts 
were noted.  The applicant has not provided information regarding the location of the remote 
monitoring facility, but it is assumed that it would be located offsite, likely at the applicant’s 
headquarters in Texas, and therefore presents no potential for environmental impacts at the 
project site.   

The applicant’s response implies that the fiber network will be interconnected with the Public 
Switched Telephone Network (PTSN) at the point of interconnect (POI), which will be located 
at the switchyard location.  Trenching for communication and electrical collector lines would be 
required in locations shown on Figure 2-1 of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment UT1-7  
Because the locations of the meteorological towers have not been finalized, it was not possible to 
depict those locations on the project configuration graphic (Figure 2-1 in the Draft EIR), nor to 
include them in the visual simulations prepared for the proposed project.  However, because 
there would be only two permanent towers, because all the towers would be considerably smaller 
than the wind turbines (220 feet contrasted with more than 400 feet) and would have no moving 
parts, and because the visual impact has already been determined to be significant and 
unavoidable, revising the figures would add no meaningful substance to the analysis. 
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Response to Comment UT1-8  
The Draft EIR addresses greenhouse gas emissions on page 3.3-3, and associated impacts are 
analyzed on page 3.3-14.  The conclusion is that the project’s construction-related emissions will 
have a less-than-significant impact on greenhouse gases.  In addition, please see page 3 of the 
Applicant’s Response letter, dated February 11, 2008.  Although the Draft EIR did not include 
calculation of the greenhouse gas emissions associated with construction activities, due to the 
short-term nature of emissions from construction equipment, it was determined to be a less-
than-significant impact. 
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Letter UT2  Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
Response to Comment UT2-1 
PG&E acknowledges its role on the proposed project:  to construct and own the interconnection 
switching station between the project and the existing transmission lines. 

Response to Comment UT2-2  
Table 2-2 on page 2-13 of the Draft EIR lists the California Public Commission as a state agency 
responsible for issuing a permit for the proposed project under General Order 131(d). 

Response to Comment UT2-3  
See the response to Comment UT1-2. 
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Letter UT3 Transmission Agency of Northern California 
Response to Comment UT3-1  
This comment correctly identifies Shasta County’s role as the lead CEQA agency and its 
associated duties and responsibilities. 

Response to Comment UT3-2  
This comment provides information about the Transmission Agency of Northern California, its 
mission, and transmission lines in the project vicinity. 

Response to Comment UT3-3  
This comment refers to previous interconnection studies and communication with the California 
Independent System Operator regarding impacts of the proposed project on the existing 
transmission system . 

Response to Comment UT3-4  
Comment noted.  Because PG&E is the owner and operator of the 230kV lines in the project 
vicinity, and will also be the owner of the proposed switch yard, any responsibility for 
reconductoring or upgrading transmission lines in the project area will be the sole responsibility 
of PG&E. 

Response to Comment UT3-5  
The Transmission Agency of Northern California’s favorable position on renewable resources, 
along with its own transmission plans, is noted. 

 




