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1 Introduction
1

INTRODUCTION

This Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Montezuma II Wind Energy Project has
been prepared for the Solano County Department of Resource Management (the County) in
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Section 21092.5 of the Public
Resources Code, and Sections 15088, 15089, 15132, and 15362 of the CEQA Guidelines. The
Montezuma II Wind Energy Project is a commercial wind development consisting of construction
and operation of up to 34 wind turbines and associated facilities, with a total generation capacity of
up to 78.2 megawatts (MW) of electricity. The Project would be constructed on approximately
2,539 acres of land in the Montezuma Hills in Solano County.
NextEra Energy Montezuma II Wind, LLC (the Applicant) applied to the County for a Use Permit
(U-10-04) for the Montezuma II Wind Energy Project in June 2010 and subsequently revised the
application in August 2010, October 2010 and again in January 2011. The County solicited
comments regarding application completeness from several regulatory agencies and, as a result,
received comments from five agencies. The County determined that the Project has the potential to
significantly affect environmental resources and that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) would
be prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). As a result, the County
issued a combined Notice of Preparation (NOP) and Public Scoping Meeting invitation for the
Draft EIR on October 22, 2010. The County hosted the public scoping meeting on November 10,
2010, in Fairfield, near the Project area. One oral comment was made at the meeting, and eight
letters were received in response to the NOP. The Applicant responded directly to one NOP
response letter.
Preparation of the Draft EIR involved addressing comments received on the NOP, reviewing
technical reports prepared by the Applicant and its consultants, conducting additional research, and
identifying and evaluating potentially significant adverse impacts pursuant to CEQA. The Draft
EIR included an analysis of alternatives and cumulative impacts and development of a Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program. The Applicant revised its layout, considered alternative road
locations, and revised its technical reports, in response to issues raised during preparation of the
Draft EIR.
Solano County issued a combined Notice of Completion, Availability, and Public Hearing for the
Draft EIR for the Montezuma II Wind Energy Project on March 8, 2011. The Draft EIR was
distributed through the State Clearinghouse (#SCH 2010102040) and was also sent directly to
selected agencies, interested individuals, public locations (e.g., libraries), and others. Appendix K of
this Final EIR includes the distribution list for the Notice of Completion, Availability, and Public
Hearing. The County also held a public hearing on April 7, 2011to present the project and receive
public comments on the Draft EIR. The 45-day public comment period for the Draft EIR was
from March 9, 2011 to April 22, 2011.
Solano County received written comments on the Draft EIR from the following parties:
•
•
•

Federal Emergency Management Agency
Travis Air Force Base
Solano County Airport Land Use Commission
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•
•
•
•
•
•

Native American Heritage Commission
Delta Protection Commission
California Department of Fish and Game
Friends of the Swainson’s Hawk
San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission
State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit

The County also heard public comments regarding the proposed Project from Dan Broadwater,
Business Manager of International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, Local Union 180, and Jim
Jacobs, member of Operating Engineers, at the April 7, 2011 Planning Commission Meeting. After
the meeting, the County received additional comments from landowner June Guidotti. All
referenced comments and responses are provided in Chapter 4 of this Final EIR.
1.1
CHANGES SINCE THE DRAFT EIR
Since the Draft EIR was prepared, the Applicant has advanced the design of the Project and, as a
result, has provided:
•

•
•
•

A revised project turbine layout that eliminates three turbine locations and adds two new
turbine locations, to reflect micro-siting and the results of supplemental geotechnical studies
and consultation with Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) on setbacks from
transmission lines.
Revised technical reports for noise, microwave, and radar simulation analysis, to address the
micro-sited turbine layout.
The location of an additional 1.2 acre temporary construction laydown area.
Revised estimates of construction water use and grading cut and fill amounts.

These changes do not result in new significant impacts or require significant modifications to the
Draft EIR.
Chapter 2 describes and summarizes the changes to the physical and regulatory environment that
have occurred since publication of the Draft EIR. On February 18, 2011, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service issued draft guidance Draft Land-Based Wind Energy Guidelines and Draft Eagle
Conservation Plan Guidance for public review and comment. On April 12, 2011, the Governor of
the State of California signed Senate Bill X1-2, which establishes the 33 percent Renewable Portfolio
Standard. On April 14, 2011, the Solano County Airport Land Use Commission held a public
hearing on the Montezuma II Wind Energy Project and adopted a resolution in support of the
project subject to conditions.
Since preparation of the Draft EIR, ongoing biological studies not related to the Montezuma II
project have identified two mortalities of Swainson’s hawk, a state threatened species, in the
Montezuma Hills, outside the project area, and one new pond within 0.5 miles of the project area
that could potentially provide aquatic habitat for California tiger salamander (CTS), a state and
federal threatened species. The Draft EIR identified potentially significant impacts to both of these
species, including the anticipated occurrence of such avian mortalities and the avoidance of potential
impacts to CTS and their habitat and, as such, these recent finds only amplify the discussion already
provided in the Draft EIR. Finally, in response to the Applicant’s revised project layout, Basin
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Research Associates, cultural resource specialists, has recommended revisions to the proposed
mitigation of potential impacts to certain cultural resources, on behalf of the County, and the
Applicant has accepted these revisions.
Chapter 3, Errata and Revisions, includes the changes to the Draft EIR needed to address the above
changes to the Project and physical and regulatory setting. Supplemental documents associated with
the above changes are provided in the appendices to this Final EIR.
Chapter 4 includes the written and oral comments received on the Draft EIR as well as the draft
minutes of the Planning Commission public hearing of April 7, 2011,describing oral comments
made at the hearing. The Chapter provides responses to all such comments relevant to the
preparation of the EIR.
1.2
ORGANIZATION OF THE FINAL EIR
The Final EIR is organized into the following sections:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Section 1: Introduction
Section 2: Additional Information
Section 3: Errata and Revisions
Section 4: Comment Letters and Responses to Comments
Section 5: Proposed Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program
Appendix K: Distribution List for the Draft EIR
Appendix L: Revised Noise Technical Report for the Proposed Montezuma II Wind Project
Appendix M: Evans Engineering Solutions Engineering Report Update Concerning Effects
Upon Nearby FCC Licensed RF Facilities
Appendix N: Memorandum from Basin Research Associates.
Appendix O: Solano County Airport Land Use Commission Resolution NO. 11-03
Appendix P: Letter from Westslope Consulting

Amended Draft EIR text and revised figures are included in Chapter 3 and Chapter 4. New text is
underlined and deleted text is marked as strikethrough. The revised text in this document
supersedes and replaces that in the Draft EIR. Section 3 describes new information and Appendices
K through P contain supplemental documents.
In accordance with Section 15132 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the Final EIR for the
Montezuma II Wind Energy Project consists of this document and the March 8, 2011 Draft EIR,
Volumes I and II.
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2 Additional Information
2 ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
This chapter presents the additional information relevant to the environmental analysis of the
Montezuma II Wind Energy Project that Solano County has received since preparation of the Draft
EIR. The additional information includes changes the Applicant has made to the Project, newly
discovered information pertaining to the area surrounding the Project, and recent regulatory changes
relevant to the Project.
As discussed below, the new information clarifies and amplifies the information provided in the
Draft EIR. None of the changes to the project or new information concerning the physical and
regulatory environment would result in any new significant environmental impacts or substantially
increase the severity of the environmental impacts evaluated in the Draft EIR. The Applicant has
agreed to implement all of the recommended changes to the mitigation measures. As a result, the
project changes and new information are not “significant” pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section
15088.5 and do not require recirculation of the Draft EIR.
2.1 ADDITIONAL PROJECT INFORMATION
Following the preparation of the Draft EIR, the Applicant has advanced the design of the project
and has begun preparing detailed plans for construction that have resulted in minor changes to
turbine locations, estimates of temporary and permanent disturbance, and water requirements during
construction.
2.1.1 Turbine Micro-Siting and Renumbering
The Applicant proceeded with micro-siting of the 38 turbine locations presented in the Draft EIR.
The micro-siting involved surveying and evaluating the physical characteristics of the sites in order
to determine the precise turbine locations. As a result of micro-siting, the Applicant decided to
move some turbine locations slightly (less than 100 feet) based on the topography and geotechnical
characteristics of the specific sites.
Following consultation with Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) concerning setbacks from
its 230 kV and 500-kV transmission line near the project, the Applicant decided to drop three
turbine locations in the central project area south of Montezuma Hills Road. To make up for the
dropped turbines, the Applicant proposed to use alternate turbine locations presented in the
Draft EIR and added two new turbine locations that were not included in the Draft EIR. The
micro-sited turbine layout includes 34 proposed turbine locations and three alternative locations for
a total of 37 potential turbine locations. However, at no time will the project exceed 34 total
turbines installed. Revised Figure 3.5-1, Proposed Project Features, at the end of Chapter 3, Errata
and Revisions, shows the revised turbine layout.
The Applicant re-numbered the turbine locations to account for the dropped and added sites and
assigned a final turbine number to each location to be used during construction and operation. The
Applicant assigns a unique turbine number to every one of its turbines in the Montezuma Hills area
to avoid potential confusion when reporting about specific turbines. The new numbers for the
Montezuma II project begin with 107, to account for turbines in the High Winds and Montezuma I
projects. The full number of each turbine is in the format WMZ2-0123; the “WMZ2” indicates that
the turbine is the in the Montezuma II project area. Since all project turbines are within the
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Montezuma II project area, this Final EIR refers to turbines by the unique last three digits in order
to improve readability. Table 2.1-1 compares the final turbine numbering to the turbine numbering
in the Draft EIR.
Table 2.1-1
MONTEZUMA II WIND PROJECT TURBINE NUMBERING COMPARISON
Draft EIR
Turbine Number
1
2
3
4

Final Turbine
Number
107
108
109
110

Draft EIR
Turbine Number
20
21
22
23

Final Turbine
Number
127
128
129
130

5

111

24

131

6
Added
8

112
113
114

28
29
30

132
133
134

9

115

31

135

10

116

Alt 2

136

11

117

Alt 3

137

12

118

32

138

13

119

34

139

14

120

Alt 1

140

15

121

7

141 (Alternate)

16

122

33

142 (Alternate)

17

123

Alt 4

143 (Alternate)

Added
18

124
125

25
26

Dropped
Dropped

19

126

27

Dropped

The addition of turbine locations 113 and 124 would result in small changes to certain impacts as
evaluated in the Draft EIR. The area evaluated in the biological and cultural surveys included the
proposed additional turbine sites and did not identify significant resources in the proposed new
locations or access roads. Because one new turbine location would be near a residence and a
microwave path, ICF revised the noise and microwave technical reports to evaluate these impacts.
Appendix L contains the revised ICF International noise report, and Appendix M contains the
updated Evans Engineering microwave analysis. The revised reports found that the new locations
would neither result in any new significant impact nor substantially increase the severity of any
previously identified significant impacts to these resources. Chapter 3 shows the revisions to the
Draft EIR analyses that reflect the new turbine locations and numbering.
June 20, 2011

2-2

Montezuma II Wind Energy Project
Final EIR

2 Additional Information
2.1.2 Temporary Laydown Area near Talbert Lane Entrance
The Applicant added a 1.2-acre temporary laydown area north of Talbert Lane that would be used
during construction, in addition to the other temporary laydown area location assessed in the Draft
EIR. The cultural and biological surveys in the Draft EIR evaluated this area and did not identify
sensitive resources that would be affected by the temporary use of this area. Although the addition
of the laydown area near Talbert Lane would result in increased temporary project disturbance, the
Draft EIR did not consider these impacts significant and the addition would not be substantial.
2.1.3 Temporary and Permanent Project Disturbance
The revised Montezuma II turbine layout provides for 34 proposed turbine locations and three
alternate locations and would not change the estimated temporary and permanent disturbance from
the turbine pads. The new pad locations would, however, change the length of the proposed access
road and collector lines. As now proposed, the Project would require an estimated 10.7 miles of
access roads, compared to 11.4 miles identified in the Draft EIR and would reuse approximately
3.9 miles rather than 4.1 miles of the existing enXco V access roads.
The Draft EIR estimated the disturbance from the installation of the collector lines, based on 10.2
miles of collector line corridors and a corridor width of up to 20 feet to account for possible parallel
collector lines in some locations between the pads and up to 50 feet near the substation. The
revised project plans provide the locations of the parallel collector lines and indicate a total of 19.1
miles of the collector lines for the Project. Because the Applicant has provided the locations of the
parallel lines, the revised estimate of collector line disturbance uses a 10-foot width for each
collector line. Based on the present project layout, the collector lines would result in up to 23.2
acres of temporary disturbance, rather than the 26.9 acres estimated in the Draft EIR.
After considering changes to disturbance from road construction, the placement of collector lines,
and the addition of a new temporary laydown area, the Project, as proposed, would result in up to
203.7 acres of temporary and up to 45.4 acres of permanent disturbance. If the Applicant were to
reuse the enXco V access roads, the Project would temporarily disturb as little as 198.0 acres and
permanently disturb approximately 39.7 acres. Table 3.1-2 below compares the revised disturbance
estimates to the estimates provided in the Draft EIR. All figures presented in this Chapter are
preliminary and subject to modification as a result of development of final construction plans and
actual construction.
The changes in turbine locations shown in the layout in revised Figure 3.5-1 would result in less
temporary and permanent disturbance than evaluated in the Draft EIR. Chapter 3 provides the
revised analyses of disturbance for Project and the analyses of its impacts.
The Applicant revised its estimates of cut and fill following closer evaluation of turbine sites during
micro-siting. The Applicant previously estimated that 200,000 cubic yards of cut and fill would be
necessary for project construction. Due to slope stability issues at some turbine locations, the
Applicant now estimates that up to 439,500 cubic yards would be necessary. The increase in cut and
fill does not affect the reported size for temporary construction disturbance because the estimated
average acreage for the turbine pad disturbance included a sufficient allowance to accommodate the
proposed increase in cut and fill.
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Table 2.1-2
COMPARISON OF DRAFT AND REVISED ESTIMATED MONTEZUMA II WIND
PROJECT LAND REQUIREMENTS (ACRES)
Draft EIR

Final EIR

Facility
Tower footprint

Construction
Disturbance
74.3

Permanent
Operation
2.3

Construction
Disturbance
74.3

Permanent
Operation
2.3

Access Roads

83.7

34.6

78.5

32.4

Power collection

26.9

0

23.2

0

Substation/Switchyard/
Interconnection Lines
O&M Building,
parking, and storage
Temporary staging and
storage area/laydown
areas
Meteorological Towers

7.6

4.2

7.6

4.2

6.6

6.0

6.6

6.0

11.7

0

13.0

0

0.6

0.5

0.6

0.5

Total

211.3

47.5

203.7

45.4

Total with Reuse of
Access Roads

205.4

41.6

198.0

39.7

The increase in cut and fill would increase the emissions of particulates and other criteria pollutants
during the grading phase of project construction. Cut and fill accounted for approximately
7 percent of the estimated disturbance area during construction and the increase in the volume of
cut and fill material would not result in a substantial increase in the severity of the fugitive dust
emissions in either air district or result in a new significant impact from emissions of other criteria
pollutants. Chapter 3 provides the revised daily and annual emissions estimates from the increase in
grading at the Montezuma II project.
2.1.4 Water Use for Construction Dependent on Season
The Applicant revised its estimates of water use during construction for dust control, cement
mixing, and other purposes. The Applicant estimates that construction would require 5.4 to 7.9
million gallons of water, depending on the construction schedule. If most ground disturbing work
were to occur in the dry summer months, more water would be needed for dust suppression than if
construction occurs at other times of the year. Chapters 13, Hydrology and Water Quality and 16
Public Services and Utilities have been updated to account for the revised water use estimate. These
updated analyses show that the use of up to 7.9 million gallons of water during construction would
not result in a new significant impact. See Chapter 3, Errata and Revisions, for more information.
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2.2

CHANGES TO THE REGULATORY SETTING

2.2.1 Draft Land-Based Wind Energy Guidelines
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) released on February 8, 2011, and published in the
Federal Register on February 18, 2011, for public comments its Draft Land-Based Wind Energy
Guidelines. The public comment period for these draft guidelines closed on May 19, 2011. These are
voluntary guidelines intended to promote compliance with federal wildlife laws such as the
Endangered Species Act, the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act.
The draft guidelines provide land-based wind energy developers and USFWS staff with a process for
making informed decisions when selecting sites for wind energy facilities and avoiding and
minimizing potential adverse effects to wildlife and habitat from construction, operation, and
maintenance of land-based wind energy facilities. The voluntary, iterative process includes five
steps, or tiers, for assessing and mitigating potential adverse wildlife and habitat effects throughout
all phases of the project, including: Tier 1 – Preliminary Evaluation or Screening of Potential Sites;
Tier 2 – Site Characterization; Tier 3 – Pre-Construction Monitoring and Assessment; Tier 4 – PostConstruction Monitoring of Effects; and Tier 5 – Research. As part of this iterative process, the
draft guidelines recommend development of a project-specific Avian and Bat Protection Plan
(ABPP) that documents the steps to avoid and minimize effects to birds and bats, including project
mitigation measures. The draft guidelines also contain specific recommendations for preconstruction monitoring, post-construction monitoring, and best management practices that can be
implemented by the developer. The draft guidelines are not expected to be finalized until late 2011.
USFWS anticipates that the guidelines, once adopted, will remain voluntary.
The Applicant has indicated it intends to prepare an ABPP for the Montezuma II project and
voluntarily submit it to USFWS, but does not expect to prepare the plan prior to project
construction. In the interim, Mitigation Measure BIO-8b, On-Site Mitigation, requires the Applicant
to prepare an Avian and Bat Mitigation Plan (ABMP) for the Montezuma II Project. The ABMP is
a County mitigation measure for reducing potential impacts to raptors, other birds, and bats, and is
separate from the ABPP recommended under the Draft Land-Based Wind Energy Guidelines.
Mitigation Measure BIO-8b requires the Applicant to submit its ABMP to the County prior to the
start of project construction.
2.2.2 Draft Eagle Conservation Plan Guidance
The USFWS published a final rule on September 11, 2009 under the Bald and Golden Eagle Permit
Act (BGEPA) authorizing limited issuance of permits to take bald eagles and Golden Eagles (50
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 22.26 and 22.27). The USFWS also released on February 8,
2011, and published in the Federal Register on February 18, 2011, for public comments its Draft
Eagle Conservation Plan Guidance (Draft Eagle Guidance; USFWS 2011), which explains the USFWS
approach to issuing programmatic eagle take permits under the BGEPA and provides
recommendations and guidance to wind developers and USFWS staff for the development of Eagle
Conservation Plans (ECP) to support issuance of such permits. The Draft Eagle Guidance is meant to
interpret and clarify the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act permit requirements in CFR 22.26
and 22.27. Similar to the Draft Land-Based Wind Energy Guidelines, the Draft Eagle Guidance
outlines an iterative five-step process for assessing and mitigating risks to bald and golden eagles and
recommends specific procedures for wind developers to use when assessing project risks to eagles.
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The Draft Eagle Guidance will not be in effect until the Service issues final guidance. The public
comment period on the Draft Eagle Guidance closed on May 19, 2011. Adoption of the Eagle Guidance
is not anticipated until late 2011.
2.2.3 Renewable Portfolio Standard
On April 12, 2011, after the release of the Montezuma II Wind Energy Project Draft EIR,
Governor Brown signed Senate Bill X1-2 into law, thereby establishing a renewable portfolio
standard requiring 33 percent of California’s electricity to come from renewable sources by 2020.
SBX1-2 improves upon the previous California renewable portfolio standard goal of 20 percent
renewable electricity by 2020. The Montezuma II Project would generate renewable electricity from
wind energy and help the state of California to achieve 33 percent renewable electricity by 2020.
The new renewable portfolio standard does not impact analysis of impacts associated with the
proposed Project but strengthens the analysis of the objectives and need for the Project and results
in revisions to the project description and regulatory setting sections of the Draft EIR.
2.3

SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL INFORMATION

2.3.1 Recorded Swainson’s Hawk Fatalities
Since the publication of the Draft EIR in March of 2011, new information regarding Swainson’s
hawk mortality in the Montezuma Hills has been reported to the California Department of Fish and
Game (CDFG). Swainson’s hawk is a listed species under the California Endangered Species Act
(CESA). Researchers from H.T. Harvey and Associates studying nocturnal-migrant bird and bat
movement patterns and mortality in the Montezuma Hills under the California Energy
Commission’s (CEC) Public Interest Energy Research (PIER) Program discovered two Swainson’s
hawk mortalities in the Montezuma Hills, one each in August 2009 and September 2010,
respectively. The carcasses were found in the Shiloh I project area within 60 meters of Shiloh I
project turbines, and were reported to the CNDDB, according to the CDFG. Additional
information is provided in Chapter 4, Comment Letters and Responses to Comments, under
comment/response item no. 7.1, Take of Swainson’s hawk, Response to Comments from the
CDFG. Further details are not expected to be available until the CEC publishes its final report later
in 2011 or the information submitted to the CNDDB is made public. The Draft EIR has been
updated by incorporation of said information in this Final EIR.
The newly discovered fatalities are not a new significant impact. The Draft EIR described the
presence of Swainson’s hawks in the area and the species’ regulatory status and concludes that the
Project has the potential to cause significant and unavoidable impacts to Swainson’s hawk through
collision with turbines. Compensatory mitigation is also already being required for the Project, for
instance, Mitigation Measure BIO-8c, Off-site Mitigation and Replacement of Disturbed Aerial
Habitat, requires the Applicant to acquire and preserve in perpetuity up to 68 acres of land to
mitigate for the project’s on-going impacts to birds and bats.
2.3.2 Additional Pond near Project Area
The biological survey recently prepared for the proposed Shiloh IV Wind Energy Project identified a
pond potentially suitable as California tiger salamander habitat within a half mile of the
Montezuma II Project boundaries. Previous biological surveys in recent years, including the
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biological survey for the Montezuma II Project, did not identify this pond because it is a product of
a relatively wet rainy season and it likely did not exist in previous drier years. The discovery of the
additional pond outside of the project area does not change any of the Draft EIR’s analyses,
however, the map of biological resources in the project vicinity has been updated to reflect its
presence. See revised Figures 8.1-1, Aquatic Resources of the Project Area, and 8.1-2, Project
Features and Biological Resources, at the end of Chapter 3.
2.3.3 Memorandum Regarding Cultural Monitoring
Cultural resource specialists Basin Research Associates, on behalf of the County, provided a
memorandum explaining that after considering the Applicant’s minor changes to the project layout
following release of the Draft EIR, they concluded that all areas where ground-disturbing activities
would occur have been adequately surveyed, and that the likelihood of the Applicant unearthing
cultural or archaeological resources during construction would be very low. (See the memorandum
in Appendix N for more detail). Based on these findings, Basin recommended revisions to
Mitigation Measure CUL-2b, Cultural and Paleontological Monitoring and Unanticipated Discovery
Procedure (see Chapter 3, Errata and Revisions, and Chapter 5, Revised MMRP, of this Final EIR),
which have been incorporated into this Final EIR and the MMRP. The Applicant has accepted these
recommended revisions.
2.4

SUPPLEMENTAL AGENCY INFORMATION

2.4.1 Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) Resolution
On April 14, 2011, the Solano County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) reviewed the
Montezuma II Wind Energy Project and adopted a resolution (see Appendix O) determining the
Project to be consistent with the Travis Air Force Base and Rio Vista Airport Land Use
Compatibility Plans. The determination of consistency is subject to two conditions discussed in
Appendix O of this Final EIR. Existing mitigation in place or as amended in this Final EIR already
address the two conditions. For instance, Mitigation Measure TRA-5c, Notify FAA of Project
Structures, as discussed in Chapters 4 of this Final EIR, has been amended to require the Applicant
to comply with all FAA conditions. TRA-5.c also already requires the Applicant to furnish a copy of
all FAA No Hazard determinations prior to installation of any wind turbine and met tower, each of
which contains the structure coordinates and height information referenced by the ALUC. In
addition, beginning with the Project, it will be the policy of the Department of Resource
Management to transmit a copy of the No Hazard determinations received by the Department to
ALUC staff.
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3 ERRATA AND REVISIONS
This section provides amended text and graphics for the Montezuma II Wind Project Draft EIR.
Text revisions are organized by Draft EIR chapter; additions to the Draft EIR text are shown with
underlining and text removed from the Draft EIR is shown with strikethrough. The following
revised graphics are at the end of this chapter in the order in which they appeared in the Draft EIR:








Figure 3.1-1 Project Overview
Figure 3.5-1 Proposed Project Features
Figure 3.5-6 Potential Reuse of enXco V Access Roads
Figure 8.1-1 Aquatic Resources of the Project Area
Figure 8.1-2 Project Features and Biological Resources
Figure 15.2-1 Noise Monitoring Stations
Figure 16.1-1 Microwave Paths in the Project Area

Chapter 4 provides amended text for Chapter 23, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program,
separately.
3.1
CHAPTER 1, INTRODUCTION
Section 1.1, page 1-1, under the heading “Project Overview,” has been revised to state:
The proposed project components, including the turbine pads and access roads,
underground power collection lines, substation and switchyard with interconnection lines,
operations and maintenance (O&M) facility and permanent laydown area, temporary
laydown area; and meteorological towers as identified in Chapter 3 (Project Description),
would temporarily disturb 8.3 eight percent of the total project area during construction but
occupy only 1.9 1.8 percent of the total project area permanently.
3.2 CHAPTER 2, SUMMARY
The third paragraph of section 2.1, page 2-1, under the heading “Project Description,” has been
revised to state:
The applicant has applied for 34 proposed turbine locations and four three alternative
turbine locations. To support construction and operation of the turbines, the project also
includes construction of 34 pads and approximately 11 miles of new access roads; a power
collection system; a new substation and switchyard with interconnection lines; a new O&M
facility with a 5,000 square foot building, parking, and permanent laydown area, a 10-acre
temporary laydown area, a proposed additional 1.2-acre temporary laydown area, and two
meteorological towers. The project would connect the High Winds, Montezuma I, and
Montezuma II substations to the new switchyard and connect the switchyard to the adjacent
existing PG&E 230-kV gen-tie line. The gen tie lines line carries power from wind projects
in this portion of the field to the existing PG&E Birds Landing Switchyard for connection to
the power grid. Chapter 3, Project Description, discusses each of these components in
detail. Figure 3.1-1 shows the proposed project layout.
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The second sentence of the fourth paragraph of section 2.1, page 2-1, under the heading “Project
Description,” has been revised to state:
The applicant estimates that approximately 4.1 3.9 miles of the existing enXco V access
roads may be re-used for the proposed project, with widening and adjustments for the new
turbine size.
The first sentence under the heading “Issues to be Resolved” on page 2-63 has been revised to state:
The Applicant has not yet determined whether or not it can reuse approximately 4.1 3.9
miles of the existing enXco V access road system for the Montezuma II project.
3.3 CHAPTER 3, PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The third bullet point of section 3.2, page 3-2, under the heading “Project Objectives,” has been
revised to state:
Assist California in meeting its target for the generation of renewable energy in the state
under the state’s Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) Program. Current state law requires
that 2033 percent of California’s electricity come from renewable sources by 20102020. and
Executive Order S-14-08 establishes a target for all retail sellers of electricity to provide
33 percent of their power from renewable sources by the year 2020.
In Table 3.3-1 on page 3-6, the Status of the Shiloh IV project has been changed from “Application
in review” to “Proposed project – EIR preparation underway.”
In section 3.4.2, on page 3-11, the second sentence under the heading “Distance from Public
Roads” has been revised as follows:
During turbine siting The Applicant determined that maintaining the minimum setback was
not feasible for approximately four seven of the proposed turbine locations and four two
alternative turbine locations.
In section 3.4.2 on page 3-12, under the heading “Montezuma II Wind Energy Project Siting
Constraints and Micro-Siting”, the bulleted text beginning with “Distances from Transmission
Facilities” has been revised to state:
Distances from Transmission Facilities. The General Plan requires a minimum setback
of three times the total turbine height (1,285 feet for a 428.2 -foot turbine; 1,245 feet for a
415-foot turbine) from above ground transmission facilities, but allows waiver of this
transmission line setback. The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) General
Order 131-D defines transmission lines as lines that operate at or above 200 kV. During
turbine siting, the Applicant sited all turbines more than three times the maximum turbine
height from the 500-kV PG&E transmission line and the 230-kV PG&E transmission line.
north of the PG&E Birds Landing Switchyard, but determined that maintaining the
minimum General Plan setback was not feasible for the 230-kV line south of the PG&E
switchyard. The Applicant proposed a reduced setback distance between turbine locations
and this transmission line that is equivalent to 1.2 times the maximum blade throw distance,
June 20, 2011

3-2

Montezuma II Wind Energy Project
Final EIR

3 Errata and Revisions
which includes a 20 percent added safety factor based on the County’s requirements for
previous wind projects. Epsilon Associates blade throw analysis for the proposed project
concluded that the maximum blade throw for a 428.2-foot turbine with 161-foot blades
would be 565 feet, and the Applicant’s proposed alternative setback distance, with the added
safety factor, is 678 feet. The Applicant proposed this setback for two proposed turbine
locations and two alternate turbine locations along the PG&E 230-kV line south of the
PG&E switchyard.
On page 3-24, the first sentence under the heading “New Access Roads” has been revised to state:
The proposed project would require up to 11.4 10.7 miles of access and maintenance roads,
as shown in Figure-3.5-1.
On page 3-24, the second sentence of the third paragraph under the heading “New Access Roads”
has been revised to state:
The Applicant estimates that less than 200,000 439,500 cubic yards of cut and fill would be
necessary.
The first two complete sentences on page 3-26, under the heading “New Access Roads,” have been
revised to state:
During construction, Construction of access roads would disturb an estimated 83.7 78.5
acres. During operation, the permanent roads for the project would occupy 34.6 32.4 acres.
On page 3-26, the first sentence under the heading “Use of Existing enXco V Access Roads” has
been revised to state:
The Applicant may be able to reuse approximately 4.1 3.9 miles of the existing enXco V
access road system for the Montezuma II project, depending on agreements with enXco and
County approval of the decommissioning plans for enXco V.
On page 3-26, the last sentence under the heading “Use of Existing enXco V Access Roads” has
been revised to state:
Use of the existing access roads would reduce the construction disturbance for the project
by 6.0 5.7 acres, but would depend on the enXco V decommissioning requirements, which
have not been finalized.
The last four complete sentences on page 3-26, under the heading “Underground Power Collection
Lines,” have been revised to state:
Based on preliminary design in Figure 3.5-1, Proposed Project Features, the project would
require approximately 10.2 19.1 miles of underground collector lines. The trenching
operation for the underground collection lines would have a disturbance area up to 20 10 ft
wide for storage of soils. In the final 500 feet leading into the substation, the trenching
operation would disturb an area as much as 50 feet wide to accommodate the joining of
June 20, 2011

3-3

Montezuma II Wind Energy Project
Final EIR

3 Errata and Revisions
several collection lines in a corridor. A total of approximately 26.9 23.2 acres of land would
be temporarily disturbed during installation of the collector lines.
The first sentence under the heading “Temporary Laydown Areas” on page 3-33 has been revised to
state:
The Montezuma II project would include a new 10.7-acre temporary laydown yard, located
southwest of the O&M facility and may include a 1.2-acre temporary laydown yard just
north of the Talbert Lane entrance for storage of turbine components, construction
equipment, job trailers, and the materials needed for project construction (see Figure 3.5-1,
Proposed Project Features).
The fourth sentence under the heading “Montezuma II Wind Energy Project Land Requirements”
on page 3-33 has been revised to state:
The project activities and facilities would impact approximately 211.3 203.7 acres during
construction; the Applicant would restore temporarily disturbed land and the project would
result in 47.5 45.4 acres of permanent land impacts.
Table 3.6-1 on page 3-35 has been revised as follows:
Table 3.6-1
ESTIMATED MONTEZUMA II WIND PROJECT LAND REQUIREMENTS (ACRES)
Facility
Tower footprint
Access Roads
Power collection
Substation/Switchyard/
Interconnection Lines
O&M Building, parking, and
storage
Temporary staging and
storage area/laydown areas
Meteorological Towers
Total

Construction
Disturbance
74.3
83.7 78.5
26.9 23.2
7.6

Permanent
Operation
2.3
34.6 32.4
0
4.2

6.6

6.0

11.7 13.0

0

0.6
211.3 203.7

0.5
47.5 45.4

The second sentence below Table 3.6-1 on page 3-35 has been revised to state:
Some of the existing enXco turbines and roads are in the same locations as the proposed
Montezuma II components, and the Applicant may be able to use up to 4.1 approximately
3.9 miles of existing enXco V access roads, widening and otherwise improving them to
provide for the new project.
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The first sentence under the heading “Temporary Laydown Area” on page 3-36 has been revised to
state:
The Montezuma II project would include a new 10.7-acre temporary laydown yard, located
southwest of the O&M facility and may include a 1.2-acre temporary laydown yard just
north of the Talbert Lane entrance for storage of turbine components, construction
equipment, job trailers, and the materials needed for project construction (see Figure 3.5-1,
Proposed Project Features).
3.4 CHAPTER 6, AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES
The first paragraph, bulleted list, and first sentence of the second paragraph under Impact AG-2,
Permanent Conversion of Lands to Non-Agricultural Use in the Project Area, on page 6-7 have
been revised to state:
The Project’s turbines, access roads, towers, and other features would permanently occupy
47.5 45.4 acres of agricultural lands in the project area. Table 3.6-1 of the Project
Description summarizes the amount of agricultural land that the Montezuma II project
would occupy, including:






2.3 acres for 34 turbine tower bases;
34.6 32.4 acres for 11.4 10.7 miles of 25-foot wide access roads;
4.2 acres for the Project substation and switchyard;
6 acres for the O&M site including O&M building, parking area, and permanent
laydown yard; and
0.5 acres for two meteorological towers.

The Applicant proposes to install 10.2 19.1 miles of power collection lines, which would
require the Applicant to grade and excavate 26.9 23.2 acres of land for the power collection
lines.
On page 6-7, the first sentence of the third paragraph under Impact AG-2 has been revised to state:
As described above, the Montezuma II project would permanently occupy 47.5 45.4 acres of
land within the project area.
On page 6-7, the third sentence of the third paragraph under Impact AG-2 has been revised to state:
The Montezuma II project, therefore, would result in the incremental conversion of 36.8
32.4 acres of land within the project area from agricultural to non-agricultural uses.
The fourth paragraph under Impact AG-2, on pages 6-7 and 6-8, has been revised to state:
Although the Montezuma II project would permanently occupy up to 47.5 45.4 acres of land
within the project area, the Project’s incremental conversion of agricultural lands to nonagricultural uses would total 36.8 32.4 acres. The existing substations and switchyards would
likely remain and some of the existing non-agricultural uses in the project area would return
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to agricultural production as a result of enXco V decommissioning. The incremental
conversion of 36.8-32.4 acres of agricultural land to non-agricultural uses represents 1.4 1.3
percent of the 2,539-acre project area, and 0.01 percent of Solano County’s estimated 2009
agricultural lands (357,816 acres). Agricultural and grazing activities would continue on
98.1% 98.2 percent of the project area during project operation. None of the 47.5 45.4 acres
that the Montezuma II project would occupy would be Prime Farmland, Farmland of
Statewide Importance, or Unique Farmland. Given the small percentage of land the Project
would convert to non-agricultural uses and the fact these lands are not Prime Farmland,
Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Unique Farmland, Impact AG-2 is considered less
than significant, and no mitigation is required for this impact.
The first sentence of Impact AG-3, Temporary Impacts on Agricultural Lands Adjacent to
Construction Areas, on page 6-8, has been revised to state:
Construction of the Montezuma II project would also temporarily disturb 211.3 203.7 acres
of agricultural lands.
The bulleted list and third and fourth paragraphs of Impact AG-3, on pages 6-8 and 6-9, have been
revised to state:









74.3 acres to construct and install 34 turbines including foundations and pads;
83.7 78.5 acres to construct 11.4 10.7 miles of 55-foot wide access roads;
7.6 acres to construct the Project substation and switchyard;
26.9 23.2 acres to construct 10.2 19.1 miles of underground power collection lines;
0.6 acres to install the 230 kV overhead interconnection line on existing towers to the
Birds Landing switchyard
6.6 acres to construct the O&M site, including O&M building, parking area, and
permanent laydown yard
11.7 13.0 acres to construct the temporary laydown yard areas; and
0.6 acres to construct and install two meteorological towers.

As described above, the Montezuma II project would temporarily disturb a total of 211.3
203.7 acres of land during construction. This value represents 8.3 eight percent of the 2,539acre project area. None of the land that the Applicant would temporarily disturb is Prime
Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Unique Farmland. The Applicant would
return 163.8 158.3 acres of the disturbed lands, or approximately 6.5 6.2 percent of the
project area, to pre-construction conditions, enabling landowners to resume agricultural
activities. Given the limited area of impact and that the area is not Prime Farmland,
Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Unique Farmland, this impact is considered less than
significant.
In addition, the Applicant may re-use approximately four miles (6.0 acres) of existing enXco
V access roads, which could reduce the amount of land temporarily disturbed during
construction of the Project from 211.3 203.7 acres to 205.4 198.0 acres, further reducing the
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magnitude of impact AG-3. The Applicant’s planned re-use of enXco V access roads,
however, is subject to modification of current enXco V decommissioning requirements.
On page 6-10, the first two sentences in the paragraph below Mitigation Measure AG-5, Restore and
Decompact Temporarily Disturbed Agricultural Areas, have been revised as follows:
As described in Chapter 8, Biological Resources, Chapter 10, Geologic Resources, and
Chapter 12, Hydrology and Water Quality, Solano County would require the Applicant to
implement Mitigation Measures BIO-1 (Minimize Temporary Disturbance and Restoration
of Habitats within Project Area) and BIO-32a (Prevent Erosion and Sedimentation in
Aquatic Resource Environments), GEO-3 (Implement Erosion Controls Avoid Aquatic
Habitat, Including Wetlands, Streams, and Other Potential Waters of the United States), and
HYD-2 (Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan) (SWPPP) to reduce soil erosion, soil loss,
and potential soil productivity impacts. Mitigation Measure BIO-1 requires the Applicant to
restore and revegetate all areas disturbed by construction to preconstruction conditions prior
to Project operation and Mitigation Measure BIO-32a requires the Applicant to maintain
setbacks from and use erosion control measures in upland areas adjacent to wetlands,
streams, drainages, swales, and other low-lying areas that may drain to nearby wetlands or
the Sacramento River.
3.5 CHAPTER 7, AIR QUALITY
On page 7-10, the first sentence of the sixth paragraph under Impact AIR-1, Short-term Increase in
Emissions of Criteria Pollutants from Construction Equipment Vehicles, has been revised to state:
The total area to be disturbed during construction, including construction of foundations,
access roads, underground electrical trenches, substation, and other facilities, would be
approximately 220 203.7 acres.
On page 7-11, Table 7.4-1 has been revised as follows:
Table 7.4-1
ESTIMATED DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS
Daily Emissions (lb/day)
Project
Pollutant
Construction
Threshold
Significant
BAAQMD Emissionsa
ROG

3.5

54

No

NOx

28.2

54

No

CO

19.8 20.0

-

n/a

-

n/a

82

No

PM10 (total,
mitigated/unmitigated)
PM10 (exhaust)
June 20, 2011
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Table 7.4-1
ESTIMATED DAILY CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS
Daily Emissions (lb/day)
Project
Pollutant
Construction
Threshold
Significant
PM2.5 (exhaust)
PM10 (fugitive dust,
mitigated/unmitigated)
PM2.5 (fugitive dust,
mitigated/unmitigated)
YSAQMD Emissionsb

1.4
148.9/70.0
75.4/160.4

54

No

-

n/a

31.1/14.6 15.8/33.6

-

n/a

ROG

10.0 10.2

-

n/a

NOx

81.8 83.0

-

n/a

CO
PM10 (total,
mitigated/unmitigated)
PM10 (exhaust)

57.2 57.7
432.6/207.1
223.0/465.6
4.4 4.5

-

n/a

80

Yes

-

n/a

PM2.5 (exhaust)
PM10 (fugitive dust,
mitigated/unmitigated)
PM2.5 (fugitive dust,
mitigated/unmitigated)

4.1
431.3/202.7
218.5/464.7

-

n/a

-

n/a

90.1/42.2 45.7/97.0

-

n/a

- Indicates no threshold
a Assumed to be 25.7% of total emissions for project construction in Table 4 of Appendix B.
b Assumed to be 74.3% of total emissions for project construction in Table 4 of Appendix B.
Note: Totals may not sum due to rounding

On page 7-12, Table 7.4-2 has been revised as follows:
Table 7.4-2
ESTIMATED TOTAL CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS
Total Emissions (Tons)
Project
Pollutant
Construction
Threshold

Significant?

BAAQMD Emissionsa
ROG

0.2

-

n/a

NOx

1.6

-

n/a

CO
PM10
(total, mitigated/unmitigated)

1.1

-

n/a

4.7/2.3 2.4/5.0

-

n/a
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Table 7.4-2
ESTIMATED TOTAL CONSTRUCTION EMISSIONS
Total Emissions (Tons)
Project
Pollutant
Construction
Threshold
PM10 (exhaust)

Significant?

0.1

-

n/a

0.1

-

n/a

4.6/2.2 2.3/5.0

-

n/a

0.9/0.5 0.5/1.0

-

n/a

ROG

0.6

10

No

NOx

4.6 4.7

10

No

3.4

-

n/a

13.6/6.5 7.1/14.7

-

n/a

0.2

-

n/a

0.2

-

n/a

13.4/6.3 6.8/14.4

-

n/a

2.8/1.3 1.4/3.0

-

n/a

PM2.5 (exhaust)
PM10 (fugitive dust,
mitigated/unmitigated)
PM2.5 (fugitive dust,
mitigated/unmitigated)
YSAQMD Emissionsb

CO
PM10 (total,
mitigated/unmitigated)
PM10 (exhaust)
PM2.5 (exhaust)
PM10 (fugitive dust,
mitigated/unmitigated)
PM2.5 (fugitive dust,
mitigated/unmitigated)

- Indicates no threshold
a Assumed to be 25.7% of total emissions for project construction in Table 4 of Appendix B.
b Assumed to be 74.3% of total emissions for project construction in Table 4 of Appendix B.
Note: Totals may not sum due to rounding

On page 7-13, the first paragraph under Impact AIR-2, Temporary Increase in Fugitive Dust, has
been revised to state:
On-site earthmoving activities and vehicle travel on local/access roads would also generate
fugitive dust. Emissions of airborne dust could contribute to existing violations of PM10
standards during the construction period. Based on a maximum of 29 31.3 acres being
worked on any given day, the project would generate a maximum daily emissions rate of
approximately 580 625.1 lbs/day (uncontrolled) of fugitive dust, with 158.7 160.4 and 421.4
464.7 in BAAQMD and YSAQMD respectively. With the use of watering twice daily, the
daily fugitive dust emission level is estimated at approximately 279 293.9 lbs/day, with 71.5
76.9 and 207.1 223.0 in BAAQMD and YSAQMD respectively. Summary PM emissions are
presented in Table 7.4-1.
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3.6 CHAPTER 8, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
On page 8-47, the first sentence of the fourth paragraph under the heading “California Department
of Fish and Game” has been revised to state:
In addition to regulation of listed and special-status species, the CDFG also regulates
activities that would interfere with the natural flow of or substantially alter the channel, bed,
or bank of a lake, river, or stream or deposit or dispose of debris, waste, or material that
could pass into any like, river, or stream. These activities are regulated under California Fish
and Game Code Sections 1600 to 1616 and require a lake or streambed alteration agreement
permit.
In Table 8.4-1 on page 8-53, the underground 12 kV collections line project component location has
been revised to state:
1) Wetland north of Talbert Lane, between turbines 27 and 29 131 and 132.
2) Wetland north of and along Montezuma Hills Rd.
On page 8-50, the first paragraph under the heading “Temporary Impacts to Terrestrial Habitat” has
been revised to state:
As described in Table 3.6-1 of the Project Description, the Project would temporarily disturb
approximately 211.3 203.7 acres of land, or 8.3 eight percent of the project area, for
construction and installation of access roads, turbines, meteorological towers, the substation
and switchyard, underground power collection lines, overhear interconnection lines, the
operations and maintenance (O&M) site, and temporary laydown yard. The Applicant may
re-use up to 4.1 3.9 miles of existing enXco V roads, reducing the Project’s temporary
disturbance footprint by six 5.7 acres.
On page 8-50, the second sentence of the first paragraph under the heading “Permanent Impacts”
has been revised to state:
As described in Table 3.6-1 of the Project Description and Chapter 6, Agricultural and
Forest Resources, the Project would permanently occupy 47.5 45.4 acres of agricultural land
but, due to the existing enXco V project, would only result in the incremental conversion of
36.8 32.4 acres of agricultural land.
The first sentence of the first paragraph on page 8-52 has been revised to state:
Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would ensure the restoration of habitat temporarily disturbed
during construction, however, the Project would still permanently occupy 47.5 45.4 acres
and result in the permanent, incremental loss of 36.8 32.4 acres of agricultural lands, or
approximately 1.5 1.3 percent of the area.
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On page 8-56, part g-ii(b) of Mitigation Measure BIO-2a, Avoid Aquatic Habitat, Including
Wetlands, Streams, and Other Potential Waters of the United States, has been revised as follows:
b) Overhead lines shall comply with the design elements listed in Mitigation Measure BIO8 7 (Direct Mortality of Raptors, Other Avian Species, and Bats Design Specifications
for Overhead Power Lines) and all work activities and facilities associated with the
overhead line (e.g., poles) shall be set back 100 feet from the boundaries of aquatic
resources.
On page 8-58, part c-iii of Mitigation Measure BIO-2b, Avoid Impacts from Horizontal Directional
Drilling under Aquatic Habitats, has also been revised to include CDFG notification in the event a
frac-out affects a stream feature, as well as other clarifications, as follows:
iii. When a frac-out has occurred within, or clearly has the potential to affect, an aquatic
resource, the Applicant shall notify the appropriate jurisdictional agency (USACE, and,
RWQCB, and/or CDFG) including Solano County Public Works – Engineering by
telephone and email in writing (email acceptable) within 24 hours. If a frac-out occurs in
an upland area resulting in no clear impact to any outside of an aquatic resource but
within a required aquatic resource setback and/or upland of an aquatic resource, and
has the potential to affect said resource, as determined by the County’s biological
monitor, , the same agency notification shall be required; however, if the potential effect
is not immediate, the Applicant shall notify the USACE and RWQCB the notification
may be extended to within 48 hours. The required notification shall include The
Applicant shall notify the USACE and RWQCB in writing when the frac-out has
occurred; including a description of the frac-out and clean-up measures implemented
and shall provide a copy of the correspondence to Solano County. For the purposes of
this mitigation, the USACE, RWQCB, and CDFG are considered potentially
jurisdictional agencies requiring notification for a frac-out affecting a stream feature and
the RWQCB and USACE are considered potentially jurisdictional agencies requiring
notification for a frac-out affecting all other aquatic resources.
On page 8-60, the first three sentences of the second paragraph under the heading “Special Status
Mammals (including Bats)” has been revised to state:
Construction of the Project would temporarily disturb 211.3 203.7 acres of agricultural lands
used by bats to forage. The Project’s temporary disturbance could be reduced to 205.3 198.0
acres if the Applicant re-uses 4.1 3.9 miles of existing enXco V project access roads. The
temporary disturbance of up to 211.3 203.7 acres represents 8.3 eight percent of the project
area and would last for approximately five months.
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On page 8-70, a part b. has been added to Mitigation Measure BIO-7, Design Specifications for
Overhead Power Lines, to specify that Avian Power Line Interaction Committee (APLIC) suggested
practices also apply to the project’s 1,000 feet of overhead 230-kV interconnection lines.
b. The Applicant shall ensure that the section of overhead 230 kV transmission line be
installed in conformance with APLIC 2006 suggested practices. The Applicant shall
coordinate with PG&E to ensure this measure is implemented.
On page 8-75, Table 8.4-4 has been revised as follows:
Table 8.4-4
COMPARISON OF ENXCO V AND MONTEZUMA II PROJECT WIND TURBINE
POWER OUTPUT, ROTOR SWEPT AREA, AND AVIAN MORTALITY ESTIMATES
Characteristic
Existing enXco V
Proposed Montezuma II
Turbine model
Kenetech 56-100
Siemens SWT 2.3-101
Number of turbines
Approximately 200
21
Installed Generation Capacity 0.1 MW per turbine;
2.3 MW per turbine;
48.3 MW total
19.1 MW total
2,463 square feet per turbine;
86,111 square feet per turbine;
Rotor Swept Area
1,808,331 square feet total
470,433 square feet total
Estimated Mortality, Total1
Estimated Mortality, Raptor2

1.30 birds/MW/yr; 1.3
24.9 total
0.83 raptors/MW/yr; .83
15.9 total

2.54 – 6.96 birds/MW/yr;
122.6 – 336.2 total
0.29 – 0.49 raptors/MW/yr;
14.0 – 23.7 total

Table prepared by TRA Environmental Sciences. Information derived from Burleson Consulting 2010, Howell and Noone 1992,
Howell 1997, and ICF International 2010.
1. Estimated adjusted mortality rate based on 58 total, unadjusted bird mortality counts in Howell and Noone 1992 and Howell 1997.
Estimate assumes Se of .74 and Sc of .70 and does not adjust for percentage of turbines surveyed. Unadjusted mortality rate is 0.68
birds/MW/yr, or 13.0 birds per year.
2. Estimated adjusted morality rates based on 37 total, unadjusted raptor mortality counts in Howell and Noone 1992 and Howell
1997. Estimate assumes Se of .74 and Sc of .70 and does not adjust for percentage of turbines surveyed. Unadjusted mortality rate
is 0.43 raptors/MW/yr, or 8.2 raptors per year.

On pages 8-76 to 8-78, sections c. through g. of Mitigation Measure BIO-8a, Bird and Bat Mortality
Monitoring, have been modified and a section h. has been added as follows:
c.

Monitoring shall follow standardized guidelines outlined by California Guidelines for
Reducing Impacts to Birds and Bats from Wind Energy Development (CEC and CDFG
2007) and, as required by the County, shall be conducted for three years following the
first delivery of power and include, but not be limited to, the following, unless otherwise
determined appropriate by the Solano County Avian TAC:
i.
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ii. Searcher efficiency trials shall be conducted for four seasons and be sufficient to
analyze for changes in vegetative cover;
iii. A minimum of approximately 50 percent of the project wind turbines shall be
surveyed each year of required monitoring.
d. The Applicant shall contribute and participate in the efforts of the Solano County Avian

Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) to develop mitigation measures to lessen potential
impacts on raptors as a result of wind turbine generator operation. The TAC is an
advisory committee to the County, interagency organization composed of biologists
from the CDFG, the USFWS, the Solano County, Department of Resource
Management, and representatives from local wind facility developers in the wind
resource area in Montezuma Hills. , a local landowner/farmer, a conservation
organization and/or Golden Eagle expert, and others. e. The Applicant shall prepare and
submit annual reports from monitoring efforts to the USFWS, CDFG, Solano County
and the Solano County Avian TAC within 90 days after the end of each calendar year,
unless additional time has been justified by the Applicant and is acceptable to the Solano
County Department of Resource Management. Data collected during the monitoring
program shall be submitted to the Biogeographic Information and Observation System
Program, in accordance with California Energy Commission Guidelines.
e. f. If a carcass with a band is found in the project area, the Applicant shall promptly report

the banding information to the USFWS Bird Banding Laboratory and shall coordinate
with the Laboratory to include any information provided by the USFWS and pertinent to
avian mortality at the project site, if any, in the annual monitoring reports.
f. g. After three years of post-construction monitoring data have been obtained, the County

will review the data and, in consultation with the USFWS and the CDFG, determine
which, if any, specific turbines generate disproportionately high levels of avian mortalities
(based on evidence of statistically significant higher levels of mortality relative to other
turbines). If specific turbines are found to result in disproportionately high avian
mortalities, the Applicant shall consult with the County to evaluate any feasible measures
that can be implemented at the discretion of the County to reduce or avoid mortalities at
those specific turbines.
g. If unauthorized take of a federal or state threatened or endangered avian or bat species

occurs during project operation, the Applicant shall notify the appropriate agency
(USFWS and/or CDFG) and the County within 48 hours and confer with the agency on
the appropriate action. The Applicant shall then notify the County within three days of
the receipt of any USFWS and/or CDFG required or recommended actions resulting
from the consultation, including whether an incidental take permit and/or additional
requirements is deemed necessary by either agency.
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On page 8-78, under Mitigation Measure BIO-8b, On Site Mitigation, the last sentence of part c. has
been revised to state:
The ABMP shall contain specific provisions for actions to minimize or offset impacts on
raptors birds and bats and shall include the following:
On page 8-78, a part v. has been added to the end of Mitigation Measure BIO-8b as follows:
v. Injured migratory wildlife shall be captured and transported to a licensed facility in
accordance with the conditions of USFWS-issued Federal Fish And Wildlife Permit
#MB087642-2 (amended), as applicable to the project, unless otherwise subsequently
amended by renewal or reissuance of said permit.
On page 8-87, under the heading “References,” the following references has been added:
Johnston 2011. Johnston, Dave, Ph.D. H.T. Harvey and Associates. Email message to Ken
Solomon, Muniplan. May 6, 2011.
3.7 CHAPTER 9, CULTURAL RESOURCES
On pages 9-12 and 9-13, Mitigation Measure CUL-2b has been revised to state:
Mitigation Measure CUL-2b: Cultural and Paleontological Monitoring and
Unanticipated Discovery Procedure. The Applicant shall minimize impacts on cultural
and paleontological resources in project areas that had less than 100% ground surface
visibility evaluated during the pedestrian surveys for the Cultural Resources Inventory Report for
the Proposed Montezuma II Wind Project, Solano County, California (ICF International 2010a)
and any subsequent surveys performed in compliance with Mitigation Measure CUL-2a by
implementing the following measures:
a. The Applicant shall post notices (signs) on and/or at all project construction trailers and
portable lavatories, identifying potential for cultural and paleontological resource
discovery and required notification procedures in the event of a find. Such notices shall
be subject to County approval.
b. The Applicant shall retain a qualified archaeologist for training of construction personnel
and periodic construction monitoring, as described further below, in addition to “on
call” consultation on potential finds either by telephone or in the field. An archaeologist,
who is also qualified to recognize paleontological resources, shall conduct full-time
monitoring of all areas of the Project where ground-disturbing activities would occur.
i. The monitor archaeologist shall have the following qualifications:


Working knowledge of the project area;



Ability to identify the range of cultural resources known to exist in the vicinity of the
Project;



Ability to recognize paleontological resources; and
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Approval of Solano County at least 30 days prior to commencement of construction
activities.

ii. Prior to construction, the qualified archaeologist shall:


Train all construction personnel about the potential for archaeological resource
discovery and appropriate procedures for notification of a find. The frequency
of said training shall be such that no construction personnel shall be allowed to
enter the project site without having the mandatory training beforehand.



Train the Applicant’s biological monitor to enable him or her to recognize a
potential find, determine if it has potential archaeological, historical, or
paleontological value, and isolate it for review by the qualified archaeologist.

iii. During construction, the qualified archaeologist or archeologist-trained biological
monitor shall conduct weekly inspections of ground-disturbing activities within 0.1
mile of a known cultural resource site.
c. The qualified archaeologist or archaeologist-trained biological monitor shall have the
authority to temporarily stop construction activities to inspect areas where grounddisturbance has revealed potential cultural or paleontological resources. The Applicant
shall suspend construction activities until the qualified archaeologist has inspected the
discovery and determined required or recommended treatment for the resource(s),
including but not limited to the following:
i.

Evaluation and Avoidance (Cultural Resources). The evaluation of unanticipated
discovery of potentially significant cultural resources may require a subsurface testing
and evaluation program for cultural resources. Resources determined to be
significant or potentially significant shall be flagged and avoided. If necessary, the
Project shall be redesigned to avoid impacts on cultural resources.

ii. Recovery and Documentation (Cultural Resources). If the Applicant cannot
implement site avoidance through project redesign, the Applicant shall implement a
data recovery program to mitigate impacts. Appropriate treatment of significant or
potentially significant cultural resource(s) includes excavation and removal of the
resource(s) and curation in an appropriate facility under the direction of a qualified
archaeologist and in consultation with Native Americans that are culturally affiliated
with the area.
iii. Evaluation and Avoidance (Paleontological Resources). If potential
paleontological resources are encountered during construction, the qualified monitor
shall suspend all construction activities in the vicinity of the potential resource to
examine the resource and determine the proper method to avoid adverse effects on
the resource. If necessary, a qualified paleontological monitor shall be consulted to
assist the cultural monitor through all phases of evaluation, avoidance, recovery, and
documentation, as necessary. At the monitor’s discretion, the area in the vicinity of
the potential resource may be flagged for avoidance. If necessary, the Project shall be
redesigned to avoid impacts on paleontological resources.
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iv. Recovery and Documentation (Paleontological Resources). If site avoidance
cannot be implemented through project redesign, the Applicant shall implement a
data recovery program to mitigate impacts. Appropriate recovery of the potential
resource may include removal from the site by plaster jacketing, taking a sample of
the potentially fossiliferous formation, or, if necessary, excavation. Recovered
specimens that are determined to be important paleontological resources shall be
prepared to the point of curation, including the washing of sediments to recover
small invertebrates or vertebrates, and stabilized to mitigate impacts. In the event
that recovered specimens are determined to be important paleontological resources,
the Applicant shall prepare and execute a written repository agreement with an
established, accredited museum repository, and all important paleontological
specimens shall be curated.
v. Unanticipated Human Remains Discovery. If human remains are discovered,
work in the vicinity must stop until the County coroner can determine whether the
remains are those of a Native American. If they are those of a Native American, the
coroner must contact the NAHC. The NAHC will identify the person(s) it believes
to be the "Most Likely Descendant" of the deceased Native American. The Most
Likely Descendant would be responsible for recommending the disposition and
treatment of the remains. The Most Likely Descendant may make recommendations
to the Applicant and the County for means of treating or disposing of, with
appropriate dignity, the human remains and any associated grave goods as provided
in Public Resources Code Section 5097.98.
For each of the unanticipated discovery scenarios described above, the Applicant shall
immediately notify the Solano County Resource Management Department. Solano County
will work with the qualified archaeologist, who shall work at the expense of the Applicant.
The County shall determine whether the discovered resource can be avoided and, if impacts
have not occurred, whether work can continue. If it is determined that the resource has been
impacted and an assessment of its significance is required, work shall not resume until
permission is received from Solano County.
3.8 CHAPTER 10, GEOLOGIC RESOURCES
On page 10-14, Mitigation Measure GEO-4 has been revised as follows:
Mitigation GEO-4: Evaluate On-Site Sewage Disposal System Location. The
Applicant shall evaluate the area proposed for construction of the on-site sewage disposal
system in coordination with and under permit from the Solano County Department of
Environmental Health Services Division. The evaluation shall be performed in accordance
with Chapter 6.4 of the Solano County Code, shall be performed by a California licensed
professional engineer, registered environmental health specialist, geologist, or soil scientist,
and shall consider the proposed design flow of the system.
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3.9 CHAPTER 13, HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
On page 13-14, sentences 3-6 in the sixth paragraph under Impact HYD-1, Impacts on Wetlands,
Streams, and Waters of the United States, have been revised to state:
As currently proposed, the estimated amount of temporary disturbance area for construction
of the Project (including 34 turbines) is anticipated to be approximately 211.3 203.7 acres.
Approximately 163.8 158.3 acres would be restored to preconstruction conditions resulting
in approximately 47.5 45.4 acres of permanent disturbance area. If the Applicant reuses the
enXco V roads, the Project would result in 205.4 158.3 acres of temporary and 41.5 39.7
acres of permanent disturbance. The proposed Project would result in 36.8 26.7 more acres
of disturbed land than the existing enXco V project, which currently occupiers
approximately 13 acres of land.
On page 13-16, the first paragraph under Mitigation Measure HYD-2, Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan, has been revised to state:
A SWPPP is required by law in California as part of the Construction General Permit.
Mitigation Measure HYD 2 establishes project-specific requirements for the SWPPP. The
Applicant shall develop the SWPPP in consultation with Solano County Public Works
Engineering (Public Works).
On page 13-17, under Impact HYD-3, Increased Rate of Storm Water Runoff from Permanently
Disturbed Surfaces, the fourth sentence has been revised to state:
The proposed Project would result in a net conversion of up to 31.6 32.4 acres of
impervious surfaces when compared to the existing enXco V project.
On page 13-18, under Impact HYD-4, Water Use, the first paragraph has been revised to state:
The amount of water needed for construction would depend on the time of year the project
is constructed. Over the five month construction period, the Applicant would purchase
approximately 5.4 to 7.9 million gallons of water, from the Rio Vista Water Department.
Water trucks would deliver the water from an off-site metered hydrant to dampen spoil piles
and roads and reduce fugitive dust emissions during the Project. The impacts from this
proposed use would be temporary and would not deplete any groundwater or freshwater
source.
3.10 CHAPTER 14, LAND USE AND POPULATION
On page 14-14, the fourth sentence of the second paragraph under the heading “Interior and
Exterior (Project Boundary) Property Lines” has been revised to state:
Except for one proposed turbine location (turbine 29 133), which will meet the full three
times the total turbine height setback from a property line, all other proposed turbine
locations, including the four three alternate turbine locations, will meet or exceed the
alternative minimum setback requirements and will be accompanied by a setback waiver.
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One page 14-15, the second paragraph under the heading “County and State Public Roads and
Private Roads” has been revised to state:
The Applicant has sited 30 28 turbine locations, including alternate locations, more than
1,285 feet, or three times the total turbine height, from these roads in compliance with
General Plan setback requirements. The Applicant is proposing alternative minimum
setbacks for five four proposed turbine locations (turbines 7, 13, 20, 23, and 25 113, 119,
127 and 130) and one alternate turbine location (turbine 141) along the north and south
sides of Montezuma Hills Road, and for three proposed turbine locations (turbines 136, 137,
and 140) and four one alternate turbine locations location (turbines Alt 1, 2, 3, and 4 turbine
143) along the north side of Talbert Lane. As required by the General Plan, the Applicant
must secure and furnish setback waivers from all property owners affected by the proposed
reduced setbacks from public roads to be allowed the reduced setbacks.
One page 14-16, the second and third paragraphs under the heading “Transmission Facilities” has
been revised to state:
The Applicant has sited 30 the 34 proposed and four three alternate turbine locations more
than 1,285 feet, or three times the total turbine height, from the three transmission facilities
in the project area in compliance with County setback requirements and is proposing
alternative reduced setbacks from transmission facilities for four proposed turbine locations
(turbines 24, 25, 26, and 27). As discussed in the public roads setback discussion above, the
Applicant is proposing a reduced setback based on a project-specific blade throw analysis
plus a 20 percent safety factor, equivalent to 678 feet, for these referenced turbine locations
adjacent to transmission facilities. All proposed wind turbines in the Project will meet or
exceed this proposed alternative reduced setback for transmission lines. As required by the
General Plan, the Applicant must secure setback waivers from all property owners affected
by the proposed reduced setbacks from transmission lines.
The Applicant’s proposed reduced transmission line setbacks would be along the PG&E
230-kV line south of Montezuma Hills Road. The potential for rotor and tower failure near
a transmission line, particularly where a setback would be less than three times the turbine
height from the transmission line, is a potentially significant impact. Mitigation Measure LU1, Provide Public Road, Property Line, Residential, and Transmission Facility Setback
Waivers, requires the Applicant to secure and furnish reduced setback waivers to Solano
County prior to installation of any turbine setback less than 1,285 feet from an electric
transmission line. The applicant must also provide evidence to the County that all turbines
are setback a minimum of 678 feet from electric transmission lines.
One page 14-18, the second sentence of the paragraph under the heading “FAA Review” has been
revised to state:
The Applicant has not yet submitted FAA Form 7460-1 to the FAA for each of the two
meteorological and 40 37 potential turbine locations currently proposed and, therefore, the
FAA has not reviewed the Project for its potential to pose a hazard to air navigation.
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3.11 CHAPTER 15, NOISE
On page 15-1, the third paragraph under the heading “Noise” has been revised to state:
As described in Chapter 4, the Applicant has modified the Project since after preparation of
the noise technical report by removing three parcels and two proposed turbine locations and
renumbering ten turbines 25-34. The Applicant modified the Project again, after the release
of the Draft EIR by removing three turbines, adding one proposed and one alternate turbine
location, and renumbering all turbine locations. ICF provided a revised noise report, Revised
Noise Technical Report for the Proposed Montezuma II Wind Project (see Appendix M), to evaluate
the slight changes in potential project noise levels. This change slightly reduces the
Applicant’s estimates of project noise levels in and near the southwestern portion of the
project area identified in the November 2010 noise technical report, however, the The
change changes, however does do not affect any of the potentially significant impacts to
residences 11, 12, 13, and 14 identified in Section 15.6 below.
On page 15-16, Table 15.4-1 has been revised as follows:
Table 15.4-1
DISTANCE FROM RESIDENCES TO NEAREST PROPOSED
MONTEZUMA II TURBINE
Distance to
Number of
Nearest
Nearest
Turbines within 2x Turbine IDs within 2x Nearest
Residence Proposed
Proposed
Nearest Proposed
Proposed Turbine Distance
Turbine
Turbine
Turbine Distance
Alt 1 140
2,917 feet
9
30-34, Alt 1-Alt 4 134-140, 142,143
1
Alt 1 140
3,025 feet
9
30-34, Alt 1-Alt 4 134-140, 142,143
2
Alt 1 140
3,055 feet
8
30-34, Alt 1-Alt 3 134-140, 142
3
Alt 1 140
2,664 feet
7
31-34, Alt 1-Alt 3 135-140, 142
4
Alt 1 140
32-34, Alt 1, Alt 2 136, 138, 139, 140,
5
2,119 feet
5
6

Alt 1 140

7

Alt 1 140

8
9
10

2,453 feet

6

2,494 feet

6

34 139

4,918 feet

11 9

1 107

7,049 feet

35 28

1 107

5,691 feet

26 24

1 107

1,527 feet

3

11
12
13

8 114

2,110 feet

6

14 120

1,499 feet

8

14

14 120

1,944 feet

78
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142
31-34, Alt 1, Alt 2 135, 136, 138, 139,
140, 142
31-34, Alt 1, Alt 2 135, 136, 138, 139,
140, 142
28-34, Alt 1-Alt 4 134-140, 142,143
1-14, 20-34, Alt 4 107-120, 127-135,
138, 139, 141-143
1-13, 20, 23-34 107-119, 127, 130135, 138, 139, 141, 142
1, 2, 8 107, 108, 114
1-3, 8-10 107-109, 114-116
7, 13, 14-16, 20-22 119-122, 127-129,
141
14-18, 21, 22 120-125, 128, 129
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Table 15.4-1
DISTANCE FROM RESIDENCES TO NEAREST PROPOSED
MONTEZUMA II TURBINE
Distance to
Number of
Nearest
Nearest
Turbines within 2x Turbine IDs within 2x Nearest
Residence Proposed
Proposed
Nearest Proposed
Proposed Turbine Distance
Turbine
Turbine
Turbine Distance
16 122
3,922 feet
12 13
7, 12-22 118-129, 141
15
16 122
4,714 feet
23
4-26 110-131, 141
16
17 123
2,113 feet
75
14-19, 22 122-126
17
Table prepared by TRA based on information contained in ICF International 2010.

On page 15-17, Table 15.4-2, Project Steady Level Noise Estimates Based on Measured Background
Noise Levels, has been revised as follows:

Residence
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

Table 15.4-2
PROJECT STEADY LEVEL NOISE ESTIMATES
BASED ON MEASURED BACKGROUND NOISE LEVELS
Measured
Noise Level
Measured
Increase in Noise
Background of Proposed Background Noise Level
Levels with Project
Noise Level
Turbines
Plus Proposed Turbines Turbines (dBA-L )
eq
(dBA-Leq)
(dbA-Leq)
(dBA-Leq)
41.1
57.1
0.1
57
57.1
0.1
40.8
57
57.1
0.1
40.5
57
57.1
0.1
41.0 41.4
57
57.2
0.2
41.0 43.1
57
57.1
0.1
43.3 42.3
57
0.2 0.1
42.3 42.4
57.2 57.1
57
0.0
42.6 36.4
57.0
57
0.2
37.2 35.6
49.0
48.8
0.3
36.2 37.0
49.1
48.8
1.4
37.5 44.7
50.2
48.8
1.4
44.5
50.2
48.8
4.4
44.5 49.6
51.5
47.1
2.5 2.6
49.6 46.2
49.6 49.7
47.1
0.7 0.8
39.6 40.0
47.8 47.9
47.1
0.7
39.5 39.8
47.8
47.1
40.6 42.1
48.0 48.3
0.9 1.2
47.1

Source: ICF International 2010.
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On page 15-18, Table 15.4-3, Project Steady Level Noise Estimates Based on Calculated
Background Noise Levels, has been revised as follows:

Residence
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17

Table 15.4-3
PROJECT STEADY LEVEL NOISE ESTIMATES
BASED ON CALCULATED BACKGROUND NOISE LEVELS
Calculated
Noise Level Calculated Background
Increase in Noise
Background of Proposed
Noise Level Plus
Levels with Project
Noise Level
Turbines
Proposed Turbines
Turbines (dBA-Leq)
(dbA-Leq)
(dBA-Leq)
(dBA-Leq)
41.1
48.1
48.9
0.8
40.8
47.8
48.6
0.8
40.5
47.6
48.4
0.8
41.0 41.4
47.6
48.5
0.9
41.0 43.1
47.4
48.8
1.4
43.3 42.3
48.5
47.3
1.2
42.3 42.4
48.6
47.4
1.2
42.6 36.4
47.9 47.8
47.5
0.4 0.3
37.2 35.6
47.5
47.2
0.3
36.2 37.0
48.0
47.6
0.4
37.5 44.7
50.0 50.1
48.6
1.4 1.5
44.5
50.3
49.0 48.9
1.3
44.5 49.6
51.5
47.0
4.5
2.3
2.4
49.6 46.2
49.7 49.8
47.4
0.6
39.6 40.0
48.2
48.8
0.4 0.5
39.5 39.8
49.3
49.7 49.8
40.6 42.1
0.7 1.0
48.0 47.9
48.7 48.9

Source: ICF International 2010.
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On page 15-19, Figure 15.4-1, Calculated Steady A-Weighted Noise Levels for Residences
Exceeding 44 dBA Criteria, has been replaced with the following revised figure:

On page 15-19, Figure 15.4-2, Calculated CNEL Values for Residences Exceeding 50 dBA CNEL
Criteria, has been replaced with the following revised figure:
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On page 15-26, part a) i) of Mitigation Measure NOI-2a, Reduce Operational Noise, has been
revised to state:
i.

Relocate turbines or employ noise restricted operating modes as follows:
 For residence 11, relocate turbine 1 107 to at least 2,600 feet from residence 11, or
employ a -1 dB noise restricted mode at turbine 1 107.
 For residence 12, relocation turbines 1 and 8 107 and 114 at least 2,500 feet from
residence 12, or employ a -1 dB noise restricted mode at turbines 1 and 8 107 and
114.
 For residence 13, relocate turbines 7, 13, 14, 15, 16, 20, 21, and 22 141, 119, 120,
121, 122, 127, 128, and 129 to at least 3,000 feet from residence 13, or employ a -5
dB noise restricted mode at turbines 7, 13, 14, 15, 16, 20, 21, and 22 141, 119, 120,
121, 122, 127, 128, and 129 and relocate turbines 13, 14, and 21 119, 120, and 128
at least 2,000 feet from residence 13.
 For residence 14, relocate turbines 14, 15, 16, and 17 120, 121, 122, and 123 at
least 3,800 feet from residence 14, or employ a -3 dB noise restricted mode at
turbines 14, 15, 16, and 17 120, 121, 122, and 123.

On page 15-28, part b. i. of Mitigation Measures NOI-2b, Operational Noise Complain Plan has
been removed and subsequent sections renumbered, as follows:
i.

The Solano County Building Official or the County Sheriff shall report the matter to the
Applicant and the Solano County Department of Resource Management.

i. ii. The Solano County Department of Resource Management shall commission, at the
Applicant’s expense, a qualified acoustical firm to conduct a site-specific study to verify
whether noise levels routinely exceed the 50 dBA CNEL criterion at the residence and
whether these levels can be attributed, at least in part, to the operation of specific
Montezuma II turbines. All findings shall be consolidated into a single report. The
acoustical firm shall be authorized to require that the Applicant cease operation of the
specified turbines at such times as may be necessary for a period not to exceed 10 days
to verify that the noise levels at the residence would be noticeably reduced (3 dB
decrease in sound levels) by modifications to or restrictions on the operation of the
specified Montezuma II turbines. Upon verification of the complaint, the qualified firm
shall identify the circumstances and measures that could be undertaken to ensure
conformance with the 50 dBA CNEL (or 44 dBA equivalent) standard.
ii. iii. For 30 days after the receipt of the verification of the complaint and mitigation
recommendations, the Applicant shall attempt in good faith to negotiate a resolution of
this matter with the party making the allegation and shall report any such resolution to
the Solano County Department of Resource Management in a timely manner.
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iii. iv. If a resolution of the complaint is not achieved within 30 days, and as determined by
the Solano County Department of Resource Management, the Applicant shall implement
one or more of the recommendations specified in the acoustical report (Appendix F) to
achieve conformance with the applicable standards, which may include turbine
relocation.
On page 15-29, under the heading “15.7 References”, the following reference has been revised as
follows:
ICF International 2010. Revised Noise Technical Report for the Proposed Montezuma II Wind Project,
Solano County, Ca. May 2010, revised November 2010 and May 2011. Sacramento,
CA. Prepared for NextEra Energy Resources Montezuma II Wind, LLC, Juno
Beach, FL..
3.12 CHAPTER 16, PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES
In section 16.1.2, page 16-3, the paragraph under the heading “Gas and Electricity” has been revised
to state:
Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) supplies electricity to Solano County, including the project
area;. Gas and electrical use in the project area is mainly residential, and many gas pipelines
are present for distribution. One natural gas transmission pipeline crosses north-south
through the project area. The project area contains the Montezuma I and High Winds
substations and over 200 turbines that are part of the enXco V project. Nearby facilities
include the Shiloh I substation and the substation shared by Solano Wind and enXco V, and
the PG&E Birds Landing switchyard. Power lines and towers cross the project area,
including the PG&E 230 and 500 kV transmission linesthe lines, the PG&E 230 kV Gen-Tie
line, PG&ER distribution lines and servicer connections, .and aboveground and
underground collector lines from the other wind projects in the Montezuma Hills.
The first two paragraphs under the heading 16.2.2 on pages 16-7 and 16-8 have been revised as
follows:
The California Integrated Waste Management Board following state-wide policies apply to
public services and utilities in the project area.
California Integrated Waste Management Board Act
The California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB) is under the umbrella of the
California Environmental Protection Agency. The CIWMB is responsible for the oversight,
management, and tracking of California’s solid waste. The Integrated Waste Management
Act of 1989 (Assembly Bill 939) mandates that California’s jurisdictions divert 50 percent of
their solid waste from landfills (CEPA 2009). The California Integrated Waste Management
Board (CIWMB) was responsible for the implementation of this act prior to the abolishment
of the Board on January 1, 2010. Implementation of the Act is now the responsibility of the
Department of Resources, Recycling, and Recovery (DORRR).
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On page 16-11, the last two paragraphs below the Level of Significance for Impact PSU-1, Public
Services, have been revised as follows:
While restricting Restricting access to only properly trained personnel would reduce the
likelihood of accidents and thus the need for emergency medical care. In addition, Mitigation
Measure SA-2b (Health and Safety Plan Injury and Illness Prevention Plan) would require
training, planning, and protocols to reduce the risk of injuries to workers and Mitigation
Measure HAZ-1a, Proper Use and Storage of Materials, would require the Applicant to
implement a Hazardous Materials Emergency Response Plan (Business Plan) and Spill
Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) to minimize the likelihood and potential
impacts of accidents related to hazardous materials. require a Health and Safety Plan, which
The implementation of these measures would reduce potential impacts to emergency service
capabilities to less than significant. During operation, the small number of full-time staff (up
to 3 staff) would result in little change to the existing baseline demand.
Over all, impacts on public services are expected to be less than significant, with the
exception of fire and emergency service impacts, as noted above. With the implementation
of Mitigation Measures HAZ-1a, SA-2b and SA-5, these potential impacts would be reduced
to a less than significant level.
On page 16-12, under Impact PSU-2, Public Utilities, the first complete paragraph has been revised
to state:
Water for construction would arrive by truck from the nearest metered distribution point on
the Rio Vista water system. During the five-month construction period, the Applicant
would use approximately 5.4 to 7.9 million gallons of water for dust control, cement mixing,
and other purposes. The amount of water needed would depend on the time of year of
project construction; construction during the summer months would require more water for
dust suppression. Pursuant to section 10912 of the California Water Code, the Project is
exempt from requirements to prepare a water assessment because the City of Rio Vista is a
small public water system with less than 5,000 service connections, and the Project would
cause a relatively small increase in water demand. According to section 10912(a), if a
development would not cause an increase of 10 percent or more in the number of service
connections, or demand an amount of water equivalent to or greater than a residential
development that would represent an increase of 10 percent or more in the number of
service connections, the development would not require a water assessment. The proposed
Project would demand 5.4 to 7.9 million gallons of water over five months, or 144,375 to
211,216 cubic feet per month. The Rio Vista Water Rate Analysis Final Report estimates
that it currently has 4,560 customer accounts and that residential customers use about 2,020
cubic feet of water each month (City of Rio Vista 2008). The Project therefore would
demand an amount of water equal to the water used by approximately seven 70 to 100
residential customers. The increase in demand would be equivalent to a 1.5 to 2.3 percent
increase in service connections. The project would result in a water demand increase less
than the amount of a 10 percent increase significance threshold in service connections and,
therefore, would not require a new water assessment.
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3.13 CHAPTER 18, SAFETY
On page 19, the last three sentences in the second paragraph under the heading “Blade or Blade
Fragment Throw” has been revised to state:
The closest distance from a residence to a proposed wind turbine location (the distance from
residence 12 to turbine 8 114) is approximately 1,500-feet, well beyond the maximum blade
throw distance calculated by Epsilon Associates, as well as the three times the total turbine
height setback prescribed in the General Plan. Five Seven proposed turbine locations (7, 13,
20, 23, and 25 113, 119, 127, 130, 136, 137, and 140) and four two alternative turbine
locations locations (Alt 1, Alt 2, Alt3, and Alt 4 141 and 143) are less than three times the
total turbine height from a public road. Four proposed turbine locations (24, 25, 26, and 27)
are less than three times the total turbine height from a transmission line.
On page 18-10 and 18-11, Mitigation Measure SA-2b has been revised as follows:
Mitigation Measure SA-2b: Health and Safety Plan Injury and Illness Prevention
Program. Prior to construction, the Applicant shall develop, subject to Cal/OSHA
regulations, a project-specific Health and Safety Plan Injury and Illness Prevention Program
for implementation during construction and operation to minimize the potential for workrelated accidents, which specifies responsibilities and procedures to protect employees and
reduce losses resulting from injuries and illnesses, and which shall be available at the project
site. The Health and Safety Plan shall include emergency contacts, location of the nearest
hospital, and proper emergency protocol. The plan shall also include a section that outlines
the Applicant training procedures for its operations personnel. The Applicant shall be
responsible for ensuring that all personnel receive adequate training and that new employees
receive supervision by trained personnel.
On page 18-14, part d. of Mitigation Measure SA-5a, Wind Project Grass Fire Control Plan, has
been modified as follows:
d. The Grass Fire Control Plan shall be submitted to the County for review. approval. The
Applicant shall not commence construction activities until the County has approved the
plan.
On page 18-14, the following part g. has been added to Mitigation Measure SA-5a:
g. No grading permit or building permit shall be issued until such time as the County has received
written approval of the Grass Fire Control Plan by the Fire District.

On page 18-14, Mitigation Measure SA-5b has been reformatted as follows:
Mitigation Measure SA-5b: Comply with Fire Code Requirements for Access Roads.
In order to provide safe access for fire apparatus in the event of fire, and reduce potential
fire impacts to a less than significant level:
a. The the Applicant shall design and construct access roads within the project boundaries
in compliance with applicable Fire Code standards as determined by the Montezuma Fire
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Protection District. Prior to construction, the Applicant shall submit project plans to the
Montezuma Fire Protection District for review and approval.
b.

No grading permit shall be issued until such time as the County has received written
approval of the Project, including access road plans, from the Fire District.

On page 18-14, the fourth sentence under Impact SA-6, Safety Impacts Related to Accidentally
Damaging or Uncovering Gas Storage Wells in the Project Area, has been revised to state:
According to the current proposed layout, the closest turbine to an existing natural gas well
is turbine 15 121, which would be more than 700-feet from a well.
3.14 CHAPTER 19, TRANSPORTATION
Table 19.2-1 on page 19-10 has been revised as follows:
Table 19.2-1
PROPOSED PROJECT ACCESS ROAD ENTRANCES AND MILEAGE
Proposed
Proposed
Project
Affected Public
Project Features
Access Road
Access Road
Area
Road
Entrances
Mileage
Northern Proposed turbine locations 1- Birds Landing Road
1
4.1 4.2
13 107-119, alternate turbine
location 141, meteorological
tower, temporary and
permanent laydown areas,
O&M building, collector
lines, substation
Central
Proposed turbine locations
Montezuma Hills
2
4.1 3.2
14-27 120-131, collector lines Road
Talbert Lane
1
3.2 3.3
Southern Proposed turbine locations
28-34 132-140, alternate
turbine locations 1-4 142 and
143, meteorological tower,
collector lines
Total
4
11.4 10.7
One page 19-10, the first sentence of the paragraph below Table 19.2-1 has been revised to state:
The Applicant is proposing a total of approximately 4.1 4.2 miles of access roads within the
northern portion of the site.
One page 19-10, the second paragraph below Table 19.2-1 has been revised to state:
The Applicant is proposing a total of approximately 4.1 3.2 miles of access roads within the
central portion of the site. The Applicant proposes to provide access to the central portion
of the Project from up to two new access road entrances located off of Montezuma Hills
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Road. The Applicant has located one of the proposed entrances and approximately 2.1 1.9
of the proposed 4.1 3.2 miles of access roads in the central portion of the Project in the
same location as the existing enXco V access road system. The Applicant has located the
other proposed entrance at a driveway associated with the Anderson residence on
Montezuma Hills Road.
One page 19-11, the third paragraph below Table 19.2-1 has been revised to state:
The Applicant is proposing a total of approximately 3.2 3.3 miles of access roads within the
southern portion of the site. The Applicant proposes to provide access to the southern
portion of the Project via one new access road entrance located off of Talbert Lane. The
Applicant has located the proposed entrance and approximately 2.0 miles of the proposed
3.2 3.3 miles of access roads in the southern portion of the Project in the same location as
the existing enXco V access road system.
On page 19-23, part e. of Mitigation Measure TRA-3, Minimize Road Damage and Repair Roads,
has been revised to state:
e. Post a security bond to cover the costs of road maintenance during construction. The
Applicant shall repair any damage to roads and restore roads to condition in effect prior
to commencement of construction or per requirements of the state (for State roads)
and/or Solano County (for County Roads), as applicable, the latter of which shall be as
solely determined by Public Works Engineering. Should the Applicant not perform such
repairs to County roads to Solano County’s satisfaction, the County reserves the right to
perform the repair work at the cost of the Applicant; and
On page 19-25 and 19-26, Mitigation Measure TRA-5 has been revised as follows:
Mitigation Measure TRA-5: Notify FAA of Project Structures

a.

To prevent impacts on aviation patterns the Applicant shall submit to the FAA:

i. a. The Applicant shall submit FAA Form 7460-1, Notice of Proposed Construction or
Alteration, requesting that the FAA issue a Determination of No Hazard to Air Navigation
for each of the project turbines and meteorological towers.
ii. b. The Applicant shall submit FAA Form 7460-2, Notice of Actual Construction or Alteration,
for each of the project turbines and meteorological towers, as required by the FAA.
b. The Applicant shall also submit the following to the Solano County DRM:
i. c. The Applicant shall provide evidence to the Solano County Department of Resource
Management that FAA form 7460-1 has been filed pursuant paragraph a, above, including
the outcome of this notifications and any conditions required by the FAA, prior to the
installation of each wind turbine and meteorological tower. No wind turbine or
meteorological tower shall be installed without prior receipt of an FAA “No Hazard”
determination.
ii. d.The Applicant shall provide evidence to the Solano County Department of Resource
Management that FAA form 7460-2 has been filed, pursuant paragraph b, above, prior to
issuance of any final certification of occupancy for the Project by the County.
c. e. Should a significant revision occur to the height and/or location of a wind turbine or
meteorological tower, as determined by the Department of Resource Management, subsequent
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to receipt of a No Hazard determination for the affected wind turbine or meteorological tower,
subsequent to receipt of a No Hazard determination for the affected wind turbine or
meteorological tower, the Applicant shall be required to re-notify the FAA, as determined by the
Department of Resource Management. A significant revision to the height and/or location of a
wind turbine or meteorological turbine shall be defined as a change in location that:
i. Is 100 or more feet in any horizontal direction from the structure’s original location, as
identified on submitted Form 7460-1;
ii. Results in a vertical height increase of one foot or more, as compared to the structure’s
original overall height as identified on submitted Form 7460-1.
d. As a condition of County approval, the Applicant shall comply with all conditions set forth in all
FAA Determinations of No Hazard issued in connection with the project. No wind turbine or
meteorological tower shall be installed without prior receipt of an FAA “No Hazard”
determination.

3.15 CHAPTER 20, ALTERNATIVES
The sixth sentence under the heading “Off-Site Alternative” on page 20-3 has been revised to state:
Of the 2,688 2,539 acres in the proposed project area in the Montezuma Hills, 1,162 acres
currently have no wind turbines, and 1,526 1,377 acres have obsolete wind turbines with low
capacity factors and low energy production.
The first sentence of the second paragraph under the heading “Off-Site Alternative” on page 20-3
has been revised to state:
If California is to achieve the current 20 33 percent Renewable Portfolio Standard and the
planned 33 percent RPS, the state needs to develop viable wind energy projects in all
resource areas.
The last two sentences of the first paragraph under the heading “No Project Alternative 2: enXco V
Operations Continue” on page 20-6 has been revised to state:
The alternative of continuing enXco V operations would avoid the erosion impacts and risks
of spills associated with ground disturbing activities from the decommissioning of enXco V
facilities on 17.7 acres and construction the proposed Project on up to 220.6 203.7 acres in
the project area. This alternative would also avoid the noise and potential impacts to
biological and cultural resources from these construction activities.
3.16 CHAPTER 21, CUMULATIVE
The last four sentences in the second paragraph under the heading “Public Services and Utilities” on
page 21-16 has been revised to state:
Montezuma II would require 5.4 to 7.9 million gallons of water from the Rio Vista water
system over a five-month construction period, and Shiloh III would require three million
gallons of water over a six to nine month construction period (Solano County 2010).
Assuming a worst-case scenario of simultaneous construction of the two projects during the
summer season and a six-month construction period for Shiloh III, the two projects would
consume about 1.6 2.1 million gallons of water per month. The amount consumed by the
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two projects would be equivalent to up to 105 138 residences, 2 2.6 percent of the water
consumed by Rio Vista water system customers each month and 2.3 3.0 percent of the
existing Rio Vista water system service connections (City of Rio Vista 2008). Although
Montezuma II would contribute to cumulative impacts to the Rio Vista water supply, the
small increase in water demand would be a less than significant impact.
The second two paragraphs under the heading “Agricultural Resources” on page 21-9 have been
revised to state:
The Project would occupy 47.5 45.4 acres of agricultural lands and result in the incremental,
permanent conversion of 36.8 32.4 acres of agricultural lands to non-agricultural uses, or just
over 1 percent of the project area. Solano County has found that wind resource energy
development is compatible with the essential agricultural nature of the Montezuma Hills
regions. The Project’s impact on agricultural uses would be minor; agricultural and grazing
uses would continue in over 98.1 98.2 percent of the project area. The other projects in the
Montezuma Hills have similar long-term impacts on agriculture, and the Project would not
result in a considerable contribution to cumulative impacts on agriculture through the
conversion of agricultural lands to non-agricultural uses.
The Project would temporarily disturb up to 211.3 203.7 acres of agricultural lands in the
project area, and the decommissioning of the enXco V project could result in an additional
10.7 acres of disturbance. The combined impacts, however, would still be less than 9.0 nine
percent of the project area and would occur in only one growing season.
The last two sentences in the first paragraph under the heading “Habitat Impacts” on page 21-10
have been revised to state:
The Project could result in the incremental, permanent loss of about 36.8 32.4 acres of
potential habitat and the temporary disturbance to up to 211.3 203.7 acres of habitat. With
mitigation, including habitat restoration, the total habitat loss would be reduced to about
36.8 32.4 acres, which comprises approximately 1.5 1.3 percent of the total project area.
The third and fourth sentences in the second paragraph under the heading “Habitat Impacts” on
page 21-10 have been revised to state:
The proposed Montezuma II project would result in the incremental conversion of 36.8 32.4
acres of land. Thus, the total area of permanently displaced potential habitat, including the
Montezuma II project, would constitute approximately 0.8 less than 0.1 percent of the land
within the General Plan 42,972-acre Montezuma Hills agricultural region.
The last sentence in the first paragraph under the heading “Hydrology and Water Quality” on page
21-14 has been revised to state:
Although the Project would add approximately 31.6 32.4 acres of impervious surfaces, this
area is about 1 1.3 percent of the project area and would not represent a significant impact
on water quality.
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4. Comment Letters and Responses to Comments
4.

COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

This section provides a response to the agency and community comments received in writing or orally regarding the Montezuma II Wind Energy Project
Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The County thanks the commenters for contributing their efforts to improve the Project. The table below
(Table 4-1, Summary of Comments) provides a list of these comments received by the County.
Table 4-1
SUMMARY OF COMMENTS
Comment Letters Received in Response to the Montezuma II Draft EIR
Letter
Agency/
Name
Date
Comment Summary
No.
Association
1

2

3

4

5

6

Gregor
Blackburn,
CFM, Branch
Chief
Col. James A.
Jacobson, Vice
Commander
Lee Axelrad,
Deputy
County
Counsel
Rob Wood,
Associate
Government
Program
Analyst

Floodplain
Management and
Insurance
Branch, FEMA

Mar. 23,
2011

FEMA summarized the National Flood Insurance Program
(NFIP) floodplain management building requirements and
reminded the Applicant to review the May 4, 2009 Flood
Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs).

Travis Air Force
Base

Apr. 1,
2011

Travis Air Force Base concurred that impacts on radar from
the proposed turbines would be less than significant.

Solano County
Airport Land
Use Commission

Apr. 15,
2011

Native American
Heritage
Commission

Michael
Machado,
Executive
Director

Delta Protection
Commission

Carl Wilcox,
Regional

California
Department of

June 20, 2011

Apr. 21,
2011

Apr. 21,
2011
Apr. 21,
2011

The Airport Land Use Commission asked that the Draft EIR
clarify that project compliance with all conditions set forth in
all FAA Determinations of No Hazard is a condition of
County approval.
The Native American Heritage Commission asked that Native
Americans culturally affiliated with the area be consulted on
the Project site, assist in mitigation, including the development
of mitigation plans for curation of non-burial cultural items,
and monitor (with an archaeologist) all ground-disturbing
activities.
The Delta Protection Commission observed that the proposed
project could have significant impacts on Delta air quality, and
on avian species in that live in the Delta, referenced the Delta
Management Plan, and asked that impacts outside the project
are be minimized and mitigated.
The California Department of Fish and Game observed that
any take of California tiger salamander or Swainson’s hawk

4-1

Comment
No.
1.1

Topic

1.2
1.3

Flood Plain
Building
Req.’s

2.1

Radar

3.1

FAA

3.2
4.1

FAA
Cultural

4.2

5.1

Cultural
Monitoring
Cultural
Curation
Air/Avian

5.2

Hydrology

4-16

5.3

Cumulative

4-17

6.1

Avian Take

4-20

6.2

CTS Take

4-21

4.3

FIRM

Page
No.
4-6
4-6
4-6
4-8
4-10
4-10
4-13
4-13
4-14
4-16
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Manager,
Bay Delta
Region

Fish and Game

would require a take permit, that any ground disturbance of a
blue line stream would require a Lake and Streambed
Alteration Agreement. The Department of Fish and Game
also made recommendations regarding post-construction
monitoring and mitigation for habitat loss.

6.3

LSAA

6.4

Avian
Monitoring
Avian
Mitigation
Avian
Mitigation
Avian TAC
Avian
Injuries

6.5
7.1
7.2
7.3

7

8

9

Judith Lamare,
President

Timothy
Doherty,
Coastal
Program
Analyst

Scott Morgan,
Director

June 20, 2011

Friends of the
Swainson’s
Hawk

San Francisco
Bay
Conservation
and
Development
Commission

State
Clearinghouse
and Planning
Unit, Governor’s
Office of
Planning and
Research

Apr. 22,
2011

Apr. 22,
2011

Apr. 25,
2011

Friends of the Swainson’s Hawk asked that the Draft EIR
include new or revised mitigation to reduce impacts to raptors
to less than significant or to the extent feasible.

The San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development
Commission requests that the Final EIR further minimize
impacts to the Suisun Marsh, including impacts to aesthetics,
wildlife, aquatic resources, and recreational areas.

The State Clearinghouse acknowledged that the Project has
complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements
for draft environmental documents, pursuant to CEQA.

4-2

7.4
7.5
7.6
7.7
7.8
7.9
7.10
8.1
8.2
8.3
8.4

Avian
Mitigation

Use Surveys
Habitat
Mitigation
Monitoring

Habitat
Mitigation

8.4.3
8.4.4

Bio, Hydro.
Avian
Bio, Aes.,
Hydro.,
Haz.,
Recreation
Biology
Land Use,
Bio
Avian
Biology

9.1

Process

8.4.1
8.4.2

4-21
4-22
4-23
4-30
4-30
4-31
4-31
4-32
4-32
4-33
4-34
4-35
4-36
4-40
4-40
4-40
4-41
4-41
4-41
4-42
4-42

4-46
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Comments Regarding the April 7, 2011 Planning Commission Hearing
No.

Source

10

Draft Minutes of
the Solano
County Planning
Commission
Meeting of
April 7, 2011

11

Written summary
of phone message
to the
Department of
Resource
Management

June 20, 2011

Commenter

Agency/
Association

Comment Summary

Dan
Broadwater,
Business
Manager

IBEW, International
Brotherhood of
Electrical Workers,
Local Union 180

Jim Jacobs,
member

Operating
Engineers

June Guidotti,
Landowner

Comment
No.

Topic

Page
No.

Mr. Broadwater stated that the project could create
many jobs and urged the commission to move the
approval process along as fast as possible.

10.1

Jobs

4-49

Mr. Jacobs stated that the project would put a lot
of people to work and that he hoped the
commission approves it.

10.2

Jobs

4-49

11.1

Alternatives

4-52

11.2

Visual

4-52

Ms. Guidotti asked the Planning Commission to
deny the project because an alternative project
would produce energy and result in fewer impacts
to wildlife and visual resources.
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1

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM THE FEDERAL EMERGENCY
MANAGEMENT AGENCY (FEMA), FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT AND
INSURANCE BRANCH (MARCH 24, 2011)
The responses below address the FEMA Floodplain Management and Insurance Branch
comments that are pertinent to the Montezuma II Wind Energy Project.
1.1
Current Effective Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM)
The Solano County Department of Resource Management, Building Division consulted the May 4,
Flood Insurance Rate Map (FRIM) and issued a FIRM Determination for the Montezuma II Wind
Energy Project on June 24, 2010. The building division consulted the currently effective map panels
525, 705, and 710, suffix E. The FIRM determination showed that most of the project area is within
Zone X, areas determined to be outside the 0.2 percent annual chance floodplain, but a small area
along Birds Landing Road is within Zone A, determined to be within the 100-year floodplain, and a
small area near Collinsville Road is within Zone X*, determined to be within the area of 0.2 percent
annual chance flood.
1.2

Construction in a Riverine Floodplain, Regulated Floodway, or Special
Flood Hazard Areas
Although a small portion of the Montezuma II project area along Birds Landing road is within a
riverine floodplain and regulatory floodway, Flood Zone A, none of the project features would be in
this area. All facilities associated with the Montezuma II project would be located in Flood Zone X,
which is outside of the 0.2 percent annual chance floodplain and outside of any regulated floodway.
The project would not increase base flood elevations, and no buildings or structures would need to
be elevated.
The project area is not within a Special Flood Hazard Area; therefore, no hydrologic and hydraulic
data need to be submitted to FEMA
1.3
Local Floodplain Management Building Requirements
The Solano County Building Division has reviewed the proposed project for compliance with
floodplain management requirements. Prior to construction, the Applicant would have to obtain a
building permit from the Solano County Department of Resource Management. At that time, the
Building Division will confirm that proposed facilities are either sited outside of designated flood
zones or, if not, are constructed to meet the Solano County’s floodplain management building
requirements as well as the minimum federal standards described in 44 Code of Federal Regulations.

June 20, 2011
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2
RESPONSE TO COMMENT FROM TRAVIS AIR FORCE BASE (APRIL 1, 2011)
The responses below address the Travis Air Force Base (AFB) comments that are pertinent
to the Montezuma II Wind Energy Project.
2.1
Evaluation of Impacts to Radar
Comment noted. The Montezuma II Project would not appreciably degrade the current acceptable
operational performance of the Travis ASR-11 radar system or substantially increase the aviation
safety risks in the airspace over the Montezuma Hills or at Travis AFB. Appendix P of this Final
EIR contains the March 17, 2011 Westslope analysis mentioned in the comment letter.

June 20, 2011
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FROM THE SOLANO COUNTY AIRPORT LAND
USE COMMISSION (ALUC) (APRIL 15, 2011)
The responses below address the ALUC comments that are pertinent to the Montezuma II
Wind Energy Project.
3.1
Compliance with FAA Determinations of No Hazard
Per Solano County Airport Land Use Commission request, Mitigation Measure TRA-5, Notify FAA
of Project Structures, in Chapter 19, “Transportation” in the Draft EIR at page 19-25 has been
updated to include the following added text (See Chapters 3, Errata and Revisions, and 5, Proposed
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan, of this Final EIR):
“The Applicant shall comply with all conditions set forth in all FAA Determinations of No
Hazard issued in connection with the Project.”
3.2
Compliance with FAA Condition Required for County Approval
Revised mitigation in Chapter 19, “Transportation”, makes explicit that County approval of the
project is conditional upon project compliance with FAA conditions.
Mitigation Measure TRA-5 in Chapter 19, “Transportation” in the Draft EIR at page 19-25 has been
updated to include part d. as follows (See Chapters 3 and 5 of this Final EIR):
d. As a condition of County approval, the Applicant shall comply with all conditions set
forth in all FAA Determinations of No Hazard issued in connection with the project.
No wind turbine or meteorological tower shall be installed without prior receipt of an
FAA “No Hazard” determination.
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4

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FROM THE NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE
COMMISSION (APRIL 21, 2011)
The responses below address the comments that are pertinent to the Montezuma II Wind
Energy Project.
4.1
Consultation with Native Americans Culturally Affiliated with the Area
ICF consulted with Native American representatives of Bay Miwok and Patwin descent to identify
and evaluate cultural resources in the project area.
During the preparation of the cultural resource study of the Montezuma II project area in 2008 and
the additional cultural resource study in 2010, ICF consulted the individuals and groups on the
contact list previously provided by NAHC. The revised contact list attached to the comment letter
includes several groups and individuals that ICF contacted pursuant the previous contact list,
including Wintun Environmental Protection Agency, Cortina Band of Indians, and Marshall McKay
of the Wintun nation.
On September 22, 2008, during the preparation of the Cultural Resources Report, Cultural
Resources Manager and Archaeologist Karen Crawford of ICF sent letters as part of the
consultation process to the following six Native American groups and individuals identified by the
NAHC: Bill Combs of Cortina Band of Indians; Kesner Flores of Rumsey Indian Rancheria of
Wintun; Marshall McKay of Rumsey Indian Rancheria of Wintun; Elaine Patterson of Cortina Band
of Indians; Katherine Erolinda Perez; and Wintun Environmental Protection Agency. On
September 30, 2008, archaeologist Andrea Nardin made follow-up calls to Kathy Perez, Marshall
McKay, Bill Combs, Kesner Flores, and Elaine Patterson. She left messages for Kathy Perez,
Marshall McKay, and Bill Combs, but Kesner Flores and Elaine Patterson were not available. On
June 11, 2010, when ICF conducted additional cultural studies of the project area, Andrea Nardin of
ICF sent consultation letters to all of the groups and individuals listed above except Kesner Flores.
4.2
Monitoring of Ground-Disturbing Activities
Appendix N of this Final EIR includes a memorandum from cultural resources specialists Basin
Research Associates, on behalf of the County, explaining that, as a result of their review of the latest
revised layout plans by the Applicant, full-time monitoring of ground-disturbing activities by a
qualified archaeologist, as originally proposed in Mitigation Measure CUL-2b, Cultural and
Paleontological Monitoring and Unanticipated Discovery Procedure, and as suggested by the
commenter, would be excessive and unduly burdensome mitigation, given the low likelihood of
encountering significant archaeological resources. Similarly, construction monitoring by a Native
American culturally affiliated with the area, as suggested by commenter, would be also be excessive
and unduly burdensome not only due to the low sensitivity of the area, but also due to the apparent
lack of interest in the Project by Native Americans culturally affiliated with the area, as demonstrated
by their failure to either comment on the Draft EIR or respond to efforts by ICF to directly consult
on the Project.
The Montezuma Hills area in general and the project area in particular did not experience heavy use
by Native American groups and are considered to be of low sensitivity for archaeological resources.
The NAHC sacred lands file does not identify Native American cultural resources in the area and
there are no prehistoric resources in the area on file with the local Information Center. ICF
June 20, 2011
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repeatedly contacted individuals and organizations on the Native American Contacts list in order to
consult with them on the Project, but no one responded to either notification letters or direct phone
calls. Cultural resource specialists have researched the project area and conducted pedestrian
surveys of all areas where ground-disturbing activities would occur, and have concluded that it is
possible, but highly unlikely, that in the course of ground-disturbing activities, the Applicant would
unearth a significant archaeological find. Based on the low sensitivity of the area, the recommended
measures, as amended, in Mitigation Measure CUL-2b (see Chapters 3 and 5), would adequately
mitigate potential impacts to archaeological resources in the project area. Measures would include
retaining a qualified archaeologist on-call to consult on potential finds, train construction personnel
and biological monitors on the required archaeological and paleontological resource discovery and
notification procedures. Mitigation would also require the Applicant to post signs identifying
archaeological resource potential and notification procedures, and to adhere to established protocol
in the case of a find, including evaluation and avoidance, recovery and documentation.
4.3

Mitigation Plan Provisions for Curation of Recovered Non-Burial Cultural
Items
Mitigation Measure CUL-2b includes a provision for the recovery and documentation of cultural
resources. Part a) ii) requires that if resources cannot be avoided through project redesign, the
Applicant implement a data recovery program to mitigate impacts, including excavation and removal
of significant or potentially significant cultural resources and “curation in an appropriate facility
under the direction of a qualified archaeologist.” Part a) ii) has been revised to state (see Chapter 3
and 5 of this Final EIR):
Recovery and Documentation (Cultural Resources): If the Applicant cannot implement site
avoidance through project redesign, the Applicant shall implement a data recovery program
to mitigate impacts. Appropriate treatment of significant or potentially significant cultural
resource(s) includes excavation and removal of the resource(s) and curation in an
appropriate facility under the direction of a qualified archaeologist and in consultation with
Native Americans that are culturally affiliated with the area.
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5

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FROM THE DELTA PROTECTION COMMISSION
(APRIL 21, 2011)
The responses below address the comments from the Delta Protection Commission that are
pertinent to the Montezuma II Wind Energy Project.
5.1

Significant Impacts on Delta Air Quality and Avian Species Living in the
Delta
The Montezuma II Wind Project would result in significant emissions of fugitive dust and
particulates during construction within the Yolo-Solano air district, but would be below the
significance thresholds of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District. The Project would offset
emissions from gas-burning power plants and result in a permanent net benefit for air quality in
both districts.. The Air Quality section of the Draft EIR includes mitigation requiring dust control
measures to reduce dust to the maximum extent feasible. Since prevailing winds are from the west
and southwest, dust from the Project area would often have to travel five miles east over rolling hills
before reaching the Sacramento River and the Primary and Secondary Zones of the Delta. Much of
the dust emitted as a result of project construction would likely settle to the ground without reaching
Delta waters. The Draft EIR Chapter 7, Air Quality, provides more detail on potential impacts of
the project from dust and other emissions.
Though the Montezuma II Wind Project has the potential to result in significant impacts to certain
protected avian species, impacts to water fowl and other water birds of the Delta would not be
significant. For the purposes of the following analysis, all water fowl or water birds in or near the
project area are considered birds of the Delta since any water fowl or water birds in the project area
would likely use habitat in the Delta or be part of Delta bird populations. Though most of the
Suisun Marsh is not part of the Delta, it is the nearest major habitat area to the Project for water
fowl and water birds of the Delta. Impact BIO-6, Displacement of Waterfowl and Other Water
Birds Using the Project Area of Moving to and from the Suisun Marsh, references a literature review
that found that disturbance and displacement of waterfowl and shorebirds occur within 328 to 656
feet (100 to 200 meters) of wind turbines. The nearest project turbine would be over 1,000 feet from
the Secondary Management Area of the Suisun Marsh and about a mile and a half from the
Sacramento River and would therefore not result in substantial disturbance or displacement of
waterfowl and other water birds from marsh or shoreline habitat. When waterfowl are occasionally
observed in the project area, they are typically flying above and through the area, at migration
elevations above 1,000 feet, well above the height of the turbines. Though some water-associated
bird fatalities have been observed at Shiloh II project turbines near stock ponds, there are no stock
ponds in the Montezuma II project area and the Applicant has located all turbines at least 500 feet
from wetland areas. Finally, the Draft EIR requires the Applicant to implement several measures
that are designed to minimize disturbance and avoid indirect impacts on aquatic resources that may
flow into the Sacramento River Delta, including Mitigation Measure BIO-1, Minimize Temporary
Disturbance and Restore Disturbed Habitats within Project Area, Mitigation Measure BIO-2a,
Avoid Impacts to Aquatic Resources, Mitigation Measure BIO-2b, Avoid Impacts from Horizontal
Directional Drilling under Aquatic Resources, and HYD-2, Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan.
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5.2

Goals and Policies in the Land Use and Resource Management Plan for the
Primary Zone
Though the project area is not within the Primary or Secondary Zone of the Delta, several chapters
of the Draft EIR discuss the Land Use and Resource Management Plan for the Primary Zone of the
Delta as part of the regulatory background of the Project. The County considered the goals and
policies for preservation and protection of natural resources and biological diversity of the Delta
when developing project mitigation (see Chapters 13, Hydrology and Water Quality, 14, Land Use
and Population, and 17, Recreation of the Draft EIR).
5.3

Minimize and Mitigate Construction and Operational Impacts that Could
Occur Outside the Project Area
Many impacts of the Montezuma II project would be site-specific to the project area and the
Applicant would minimize impacts outside of the project area to the maximum extent feasible. The
Applicant would implement extensive mitigation measures to suppress dust, and avoid
sedimentation of surface waters during construction, and offset impacts to avian species The Draft
EIR, in compliance with CEQA, shows that the Applicant has taken and would take efforts to
minimize and mitigate impacts both within and outside the project area to less than significant levels
or to the maximum extent feasible.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FROM THE CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF
FISH AND GAME (APRIL 21, 2011)
The responses below address the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) comments that
are relevant to the Montezuma II Wind Energy Project.
6.1
Take of Swainson’s Hawk
Comment noted. As an update to commenter’s note on the absence of documented Swainson’s
hawk fatalities in the Montezuma Hills, as discussed in Section 2.3.1 of Chapter 2, Additional
Information, of this Final EIR, since publication of the Draft EIR, two earlier occurrences of
Swainson’s hawk mortality in the Montezuma Hills have been reported to the California Natural
Diversity Database (CNDDB), as confirmed by the CDFG. Researchers from H.T. Harvey and
Associates studying nocturnal-migrant bird and bat movement patterns and mortality at two existing
operating wind facilities in the Montezuma Hills under the California Energy Commission’s (CEC)
Public Interest Energy Research (PIER) Program discovered two Swainson’s hawk mortalities at one
of the two wind facilities studied. H.T. Harvey discovered these mortalities in August 2009 and
September 2010, in the Shiloh I project area, each within 60 meters of Shiloh I project turbines.
According to an H.T. Harvey representative, however, due to the heavily scavenged condition of the
carcasses when discovered, no definitive cause of mortality was determined. Further details are not
expected to be available until such time as the CEC study is published later in 2011 or the
information submitted to the CNDDB is made public. The Draft EIR has been updated to reflect
this new information by its incorporation herein. .As discussed in Chapter 2, this new information is
provided as an update and is not significant because the Draft EIR recognized the presence of
Swainson’s hawks in the area, considered the impact of potential take, and included mitigation to
address potential impacts
Under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA), take of listed species is prohibited unless
authorized by the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). The Draft EIR identifies
Swainson’s hawk as a listed threatened species under the CESA (pgs. 8-19 and 8-38), states that the
CESA restricts all persons from taking listed species without authorization from the CDFG (pgs. 846), and concludes that the Project has the potential to impact Swainson’s hawk through collision
with turbines (pg. 8-73). The Applicant is required by law to comply with the CESA and may elect
to obtain authorization for incidental take of Swainson’s hawk. To promote compliance with the
CESA, the County has added mitigation measure BIO-8a, Bird and Bat Mortality Monitoring, part h,
to the project requiring consultation with CDFG within 48 hours of unauthorized take of a CESA
listed species. Mitigation Measure BIO-8a has been updated to include part g as follows:
g.

If unauthorized take of a federal or state threatened or endangered avian or bat species
occurs during project operation, the Applicant shall notify the appropriate agency
(USFWS and/or CDFG) and the County within 48 hours and confer with the agency on
the appropriate action. The Applicant shall then notify the County within three days of
the receipt of any USFWS and/or CDFG required or recommended actions resulting
from the consultation, including whether an incidental take permit and/or additional
requirements is deemed necessary by either agency.

In addition, the County notes that the Draft EIR requires compensatory mitigation for impacts to
avian and bat species, including Swainson’s hawk. Mitigation Measure BIO-8c, Off-site Mitigation
June 20, 2011
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and Replacement of Disturbed Aerial Habitat, requires the Applicant to acquire and preserve in
perpetuity up to 68 acres of land to mitigate for the project’s on-going impact to birds and bats.
6.2
Take of California Tiger Salamander
Comment noted. The Draft EIR documents that the Applicant requested technical assistance from
the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) regarding measures to avoid potential impacts
to California Tiger Salamander (CTS); the USFWS determined that the project, as proposed with
avoidance measures listed in Mitigation Measure BIO-4, Habitat Avoidance – Special Status
Crustaceans and California Tiger Salamander, would not result in direct or indirect effects to vernal
pool habitat, would avoid adverse impacts to CTS, and could not be reasonably expected to result in
take of CTS (page 8-61). The Applicant’s communications with the USFWS were included as
Appendix D3 to the Draft EIR. The project has not changed or been modified in a manner that
was not considered by the USFWS and the Draft EIR.
Under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA), take of listed species is prohibited unless
authorized by the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). The Draft EIR identifies CTS
as a listed threatened species under the federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) and the CESA(pgs. 812 and 8-33) and states that the CESA restricts all persons from taking listed species without
authorization from the CDFG (pgs. 8-46). The Applicant is required by law to comply with the
federal ESA and the CESA and may elect to obtain authorization for incidental take of CTS.
6.3

Trenching and HDD in Streams Subject to Lake and Streambed Alteration
Program
Comment noted. The Draft EIR states that activities that would interfere with the natural flow of
or substantially alter the channel, bed, or bank of a stream, river or lake would require a Lake and
Streambed Alteration Agreement per California Fish and Game Code Sections 1600 to 1616 (pgs.847 and 13-8). As described further below, horizontal directional drilling activities are not expected to
interfere with the natural flow or substantially alter the channel, bed, or bank of any stream feature
in the Montezuma II project area, however, should a frac-out occur during HDD activities, debris,
waste, or other material from the frac-out could pass into nearby stream features. Pursuant to
Section 1602 of the Fish and Game Code, the Draft EIR has been updated to clarify that the CDFG
also regulates activities that may deposit or dispose of debris, waste, or other material where it may
pass into a stream (see Chapter 3 of this Final EIR). Mitigation Measure BIO-2b, part c-iii, has also
been revised to include CDFG notification in the event a frac-out affects a stream feature as follows:
iii.
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When a frac-out has occurred within, or clearly has the potential to affect, an aquatic
resource, the Applicant shall notify the appropriate jurisdictional agency (USACE,
and, RWQCB, and/or CDFG) including Solano County Public Works – Engineering
by telephone and email in writing (email acceptable) within 24 hours. If a frac-out
occurs in an upland area resulting in no clear impact to any outside of an aquatic
resource but within a required aquatic resource setback and/or upland of an aquatic
resource, and has the potential to affect said resource, as determined by the County’s
biological monitor, the same agency notification shall be required; however, if the
potential effect is not immediate, the Applicant shall notify the USACE and
RWQCB the notification may be extended to within 48 hours. The required
notification shall include The Applicant shall notify the USACE and RWQCB in
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writing when the frac-out has occurred; including a description of the frac-out and
clean-up measures implemented and shall provide a copy of the correspondence to
Solano County. For the purposes of this mitigation, the USACE, RWQCB, and
CDFG are considered potentially jurisdictional agencies requiring notification for a
frac-out affecting a stream feature and the RWQCB and USACE are considered
potentially jurisdictional agencies requiring notification for a frac-out affecting all
other aquatic resources.
The Applicant is required by law to comply with the CDFG’s Lake and Streambed Alteration
Program requirements and may elect to notify the CDFG of its planned trenching and horizontal
directional drilling activities.
The Draft EIR addresses the Montezuma II project’s potential impacts to aquatic resources under
Impact BIO-2, Temporary and Permanent Impacts to Aquatic Resources (Wetlands, Vernal Pools,
Streams, and other Potential Waters of the U.S.), and Table 8.4-1(Aquatic Resources Potentially
Impacted by Project Components) lists that the Project’s underground collection lines and access
road connections to Montezuma Hills Road have the potential to affect wetlands, seasonal streams,
and roadside drainages which may be subject to CDFG jurisdiction. Mitigation Measures BIO-2a
and BIO-2b require the Applicant to implement measures designed to avoid potential impacts to
aquatic resources, such as the requirement to site construction activities and project features at least
100 feet from aquatic resources where feasible. Mitigation Measure BIO-2a also requires the
Applicant, in consultation with the appropriate agency, to obtain all necessary permits, monitor and
restore impacted resources, and compensate permanent impacts to aquatic resources at a minimum
ratio of 1:1. Finally, Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and HYD-2 require the Applicant to take measures
to minimize disturbance and ensure debris, waste, and other materials will not pass into any stream
subject to Lake and Streambed Alteration Program requirements. Thus, the implementation of
Mitigation Measures BIO-1, BIO-2a, BIO-2b, and HYD-2 would reduce the Montezuma II project’s
potential impacts to aquatic resources to less than significance.
6.4
Post-Construction Monitoring Recommendations
The CDFG recommends that post-construction monitoring include a search radius of 100 meters to
account for terrain and turbine height and that searcher efficiency trials be conducted for four
seasons and be robust enough to analyze for changes in vegetative cover. These recommendations
are consistent with the recommendations of the CEC’s California Guidelines for Reducing Impacts to Birds
and Bats from Wind Energy Development and Mitigation Measure BIO-8a requires the Applicant’s postconstruction monitoring to follow CEC guidelines. These recommendations are also consistent
with search methodology employed in the Shiloh I and Shiloh II project post-construction mortality
monitoring studies.
The Applicant has indicated they plan to implement the CDFG recommendations for 100-meter
search radii and robust searcher efficiency trials. As such, to formalize the Applicant’s intentions,
this information is being added to enhance Mitigation Measure BIO-8a, part c, as provided below
and in the Chapters 3 and 5 of this Final EIR.
c. Monitoring shall follow standardized guidelines outlined by California Guidelines for Reducing
Impacts to Birds and Bats from Wind Energy Development (CEC and CDFG 2007) and, as
required by the County, shall be conducted for three years following the first delivery of power
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and include, but not be limited to, the following, unless otherwise determined appropriate by the
Solano County Avian TAC:

i. Search radius shall be 100 meters to account for terrain and turbine height.
ii. Searcher efficiency trials shall be conducted for four seasons and be sufficient
enough to analyze for changes in vegetative cover.
iii. A minimum of approximately 50 percent of the project wind turbines shall be
surveyed each year of required monitoring.
The County notes that the CDFG will have the opportunity to review and comment on the
Applicant’s post-construction monitoring program through the Solano County Avian Technical
Advisory Committee (TAC) process, after completion of each year of required monitoring and
reporting.
6.5
Consultation on Site Selection for Off-Site Mitigation
Comment noted. The County concurs with CDFG on the need for standards of conservation, the
establishment of a non-wasting management and monitoring endowment, and enhancement and
perpetual maintenance of nesting habitat in its approach to mitigating bird and bat impacts. The
CDFG recommends the County consult with the CDFG on site selection to help achieve these
standards. The County notes that Mitigation Measure BIO-8c requires the County to consult with
CDFG during the Applicant’s selection of an off-site conservation land or easement (BIO-8c, part
b- i, b-iii, b-iv-a), contribution of an in-lieu fee (BIO-8c, part c, c-i, c-i-a-c, c-iii-a, c-iv), or purchase
of mitigation credits (BIO-8c, part d, d-iii) for the Montezuma II project.
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915 L St., C-425
Sacramento, Ca. 95814
916-447-4956
www.swainsonshawk.org

swainsonshawk@sbcglobal.net

April 22, 2011
Mr. Ken Solomon
Solano County Department of Resource Management
675 Texas Street, Suite 5500
Fairfield, CA 94533
kmsolomon@solanocounty.com
Dear Mr. Solomon:
Friends of the Swainson’s Hawk (FOSH) is a non-profit charitable organization concerned with
the conservation of wildlife, and particularly raptors, in California. Below are our comments on
a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Montezuma II Wind Energy
Project. Our comments were informed by biological consultant Melinda Dorin Bradbury and our
legal counsel, James P. Pachl.
NextEra Energy Montezuma II Wind, LLC (NextEra), has proposed the Montezuma II Wind
Energy Project, which would be located on approximately 2,539 acres of private properties in the
Montezuma Hills area leased for wind power development. The Project requires a Use Permit
(U-10-04) from Solano County.
The Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) analyzes the environmental effects of the
Montezuma II Wind Energy Project - which includes the following elements:
• Construction of 34 wind turbines, with associated generators, towers, foundations, and pad
mounted transformers;
• One turbine model, the Siemens 2.3 MW, with a 263-foot hub height and two possible
turbine blade lengths: either a 331-foot or 305-foot diameter rotor;
• A total generation capacity of 78.2 Megawatts (MW) of electricity; and
• Project pads and access roads, control cables, power collection system, a transmission line,
two meteorological towers, a temporary laydown area, a new substation and switchyard with
interconnection lines, and an operation and maintenance facility including a new
maintenance building, outdoor storage area, and permanent laydown area.
A 2007 raptor nesting survey performed throughout the Montezuma Hills region (including a
five-mile buffer) observed 137 nesting pairs of raptors comprised of eight species. Thirty-three
(33) special-status nests were observed including 11 Swainson’s hawk, 10 northern harrier, three
white-tailed kite, and two golden eagle nests. Both golden eagle and Swainson’s hawk nesting
activity was observed within or adjacent to the Montezuma II project. (P. 8-63) This project has
a significant impact on the range of the Swainson’s hawk in California and in combination with
other wind energy projects in the area has a significant cumulative impact on both Swainson’s
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hawk, listed as threatened under CESA, and golden eagle and white-tailed kite, which are fully
protected species under state law.
Federal and State laws for protection of wildlife, CEQA, and NEPA require that the wind power
industry accurately assess both the immediate and cumulative impacts of wind energy projects
upon wildlife, and develop, implement, assess and measure to (1) avoid the taking of wildlife
incidental to operation of wind energy projects, to the extent feasible, and; (2) effectively
mitigate for taking (loss) and other project impacts which cannot be avoided, including the
cumulative effects. CEQA requires that impacts on raptors be mitigated to less than significant,
or, if not feasible, then to the extent feasible.
Of particularly concern are the cumulative impacts of this project, considered in combination
with the effects of other wind energy facilities in this corridor, which is heavily used by raptors,
included protected species. Mitigation and monitoring measures for the impacts of the project on
raptors are insufficient and do not comply with NEPA or CEQA.
Land conservation to mitigate for impacts has consistently been less than needed on projects like
this. The cumulative effects are significant. The work of the County’s technical advisory
committee — Wind Resource Area Technical Advisory Committee— to review, assess and
make recommendations on mitigation measures in the corridor should be increased, strengthened
and funded as part of project mitigation for any project any the corridor, including this one. More
public interest representatives should be appointed to this committee, and funded as necessary,
through monitoring costs assessed by the County for the project.
As explained below the project does not comply with CEQA because avian loss and loss of
habitat are not mitigated to less than significant and not all feasible mitigation measures have
been employed.
GENERAL COMMENTS
•
•

•

•

We support wind projects that provide adequate mitigation to reduce their impacts on
birds and bats to less than significant and use all feasible mitigation measures; this project
lacks adequate and feasible mitigation.
The USFWS advisory committee recommendations for wind turbine guidance encourage
the wind energy industry’s participation and support of partnerships to promote needed
research about wildlife and wind energy. There is need for genuine serious collaborative
bat and raptor research in the Montezuma Hills Wind Area. The Solano County Wind
Resource Area TAC was established to accomplish this, but it presently is a paper sham
which meets only once a year, and is dominated by project owners and proponents. It
should be funded to conduct research and determine new measures to reduce cumulative
loss to less than significant for this and other projects, and of course it should meet at
least quarterly, and include more public interest representatives.
There are no mitigation measures to address wildlife injured by the wind turbines.
Applicant should establish a contract with a wildlife care center to care for injured birds
during the lifetime of the project. This contract should also include recording all wildlife
managed and the results reported to the Solano County Wind TAC on an annual basis.
One way to lower significant impacts from raptor fatalities and cumulative impacts is to
provide permanent habitat conservation through conservation easement or fee title for
raptor fatalities. In addition to land conservation to offset direct land and aerial habitat
loss, we suggest a mitigation measure be included that requires 1 acre of foraging habitat
Page 2
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•

be permanently protected (per Bio measure 8c) for every raptor killed. For the first three
years when monitoring is occurring, within 90 days of the end of calendar year the
amount of money required to protect an acre for every raptor fatality (based on the
adjusted rate) be provided. At the end of the monitoring cycle the average adjusted
fatality rate over the three years should be calculated and used to calculate the amount of
habitat land needed to be conserved annually over the lifetime of the project. We would
recommend an upfront mitigation requirement to reduce overall costs and assure impacts
are fully mitigated.
Mitigation measures should be included to reduce bird/bat kills at certain locations if
certain turbines are found to kill disproportionately more than others. Feasible take
avoidance measures should include seasonal shut down of certain turbines, locking
turbine blades when they are not generating instead of allowing them to free spin, testing
new technologies as they come available that could help determine when and how strikes
are happening, and using the information to develop new mitigation measures. Such
measures have been implemented at other wind power sites. Failing to include such basic
measures to avoid take of birds is a clear-cut violation of CEQA and NEPA requirements
that all feasible mitigation measures be used. Appendix C mentions curtailment of
operations in regards to bat mortality, but it is not included as a mitigation measure to
avoid mortality to birds and bats.

7.4

7.5

SPECIFIC COMMENTS
Page 8-1 – The biology section and analysis relies heavily on EIRs and findings for other
projects, and CNDDB records. CNDDB data is notoriously unreliable. Bird and bat use of the
site should be one of the categories of information that is used to determine siting of the
individual turbines. It appears that bird and bat use were not taken into consideration in siting.
Bird and bat use surveys should be conducted prior to the FEIR being released and results
included in the FEIR. That information should also be used to site turbines to minimize potential
wind and wildlife interactions. If bird/bat use is high in a particular area of the site turbines
should be sited somewhere else to avoid killing of bats and bird. Failure to do so is a violation of
CEQA’s requirement that all feasible mitigation measures be implemented to reduce killing of
birds and bats.
Page 8-9 – We support CDFG’s comment during the NOP period that the project is a Category
III project as defined in the California Wind Guidelines. Bird and bat use surveys should be
conducted at the site to determine where they may congregate and forage and those areas should
be avoided. Failure to provide this information is a violation of CEQA, as is the failure to avoid
siting wind turbines in those areas where bats and birds congregate.
Mitigation Measure BIO-1. — This measure “Temporary and Permament
Impacts to Terrestrial Habitat” fails to provide for mitigation for loss of
Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat. Given nearby nesting habitat, a 1:1
mitigation for loss of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat is required (Fish
and Game, 1994 “Mitigation Guidelines for Swainson’s Hawk.”) The EIR
states at 8-49 that MM BIO-1:
“would ensure the restoration of habitat temporarily disturbed
during construction, however, the Project would still permanently
occupy 47.5 acres and result in the permanent, incremental loss of
36.8 acres of agricultural lands, or approximately 1.5 percent of the
area. In addition, construction activities and traffic could result in

7.7
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the mortality of wildlife, including small mammals, reptiles, and
non-special-status ground nesting birds. The potential impacts to
common wildlife would be less than significant since the Project
would affect a small amount of the available habitat in the project
area and would not significantly affect local populations of
common wildlife species.”
This attempted justification to avoid mitigation for loss of foraging habitat is complete nonsense
and ignores the fact that the cumulative impact of loss of habitat from this project, in
combination all of other projects in the Montezuma Hills area, is huge. Again, an obvious
violation of CEQA. Mitigation measure Bio-1 should be revised to include mitigation for the
permanent habitat loss. Given the very significant cumulative effects, failure to mitigate for
habitat loss would be a clear-cut CEQA violation. If every project could avoid mitigating for
habitat loss by claiming that their impacts were only incremental, no one would be mitigating for
foraging habitat that is very important to nesting and wintering raptors. The project not only
removes habitat permanently it fragments the habitat left. Cumulatively, that impact is
significant. If the nine wind projects in the Montezuma Hills averaged the same loss of habitat
that this project does, that is 360 acres of foraging habitat impacted. Alternatively, the 36.8 acres
can be added to Mitigation Measure Bio-8
Mitigation Measure Bio 8a – This measure should require unequivocally three years of
monitoring for all of the turbines. Some projects have done three years of monitoring, but only
a third of the turbines each year. A better study design can show if fatalities are clustered in
certain areas by conducting multiple years at all the turbines. Since the site is potentially a
category III based on CDFG’s analysis, three years of post-construction monitoring for all
turbines should be a requirement. This could also show potential differences in bird use and how
that relates to mortality.
Mitigation Measure Bio 8c – p. 2-23 to p. 2-30 addresses options for satisfying aerial habitat
compensation. We have several concerns about this measure.

7.7

7.8

7.9

Aerial habitat compensation is not being required prior to 2 years after power is delivered. This
amounts to a refusal to implement feasible mitigation measures for two years, for no apparent
reason, which is in violation of CEQA, and creates temporal loss not mitigated for nor accounted
for in the EIR. The impact is occurring during construction and as soon as turbines go online. All
habitat mitigation must occur prior to power being generated.
Experience has repeatedly shown that mitigation which is delayed until after project completion
is often not implemented, or is implemented very inadequately, and that the lead agencies too
often lack the will or resources, or even a legal mechanism, to enforce mitigation conditions after
a project is completed and operational. It is also possible that the project applicant may lack the
funding to implement the mitigation measures after the completion of construction. The posting
of bond would not remedy this problem, because a bond is not liable for any more than the
maximum dollar amount of the bond, which could potentially prove to be much less than the
ultimate cost of acquiring the needed mitigation habitat several years in the future and less than
the fees which may ultimately be determined to be necessary to implement the mitigation
measures. It is impossible to predict the cost of acquiring land in the future. For these reasons
MM BIO-8c violates CEQA due to unenforceability and lack of reasonable assurance that the
MM will actually be implemented after project completion.
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The solution is to require that all in-lieu and other fees be paid, and all mitigation parcels be
purchased or easement acquired before issuance of grading permit, and transferred to third party
non profit conservation organization before start of project construction.

7.9.1

We are also concerned about the lack of assurances on the kind, size and location of habitat
selected for mitigation. We believe that the County is obligated to include as part of a feasible
mitigation measure, that it will obtain approval from CDFG for the offsite mitigation land
selectio. Absent a wildlife-regulatory-agency-approved habitat conservation plan with a
conservation strategy that sets preserve selection standards, there is a significant risk that land
will be selected that does not adequately offset the impacts of the project, contributes further to
habitat fragmentation and loss of quality, and does not compensate for loss of foraging habitat
during the nesting season. Given the number of nesting raptors and the raptor use of the project
site, the county should select the trustee agency as the arbiter for mitigation habitat selection.
7.9.2
We also believe that the County should not allow mitigation bank credits absent an affirmative
decision by CDFG area field biologist that the mitigation bank chosen is an acceptable mitigation
option for this project. Mitigation banks typically have been established for wetland and vernal
pool species and not for the purposes of mitigating for grassland species. When mitigation
credits have been allowed by CDFG for purposes of mitigating for Swainson’s hawk impacts, the
service area drawn has implied that the credits will mitigate adequately for any Swainson’s hawk
impacts within the service area. This is not a correct interpretation of the service area and results
in habitat lands conserved that do not mitigate for the impacts of the specific project. We
strongly object to a blanket endorsement of mitigation credits. The risk is high that this option
(Option D) will result in inadequate mitigation for impacts absent an affirmative finding by
CDFG that the credits can adequately mitigate for project impacts as to size, location and quality
of habitat
.
Cumulative Impacts - Fatalities to birds and bats – The EIR violates CEQA by failing to
provide adequate documentation of expected cumulative fatalities to birds and bats. It also fails
to impose feasible mitigation measures to offset cumulative impacts. Adequate compensatory
mitigation should be provided beyond just 68 acres of habitat compensation for loss of air space.
Although the individual project numbers of bird and bat fatalities are not presented in a way that
make their numbers seem extremely high, the wind resource area as a whole has to be taken into
consideration. For example: Using the information provided in Table 8.1-3 a cumulative impact
analysis can be estimated for avian fatalities. The existing enXco V project was not used since
those turbines will be removed. Also, only four project’s post construction monitoring results
are provided but the applicant states there are 9 projects in the wind resource area so fatalities are
even higher than shown in the data provided below. Cumulative average is 983 birds/year for the
four projects and 150 raptors/year for three projects. Assuming a 20 year project life, the
mortality would be 19,960 birds and 3,000 raptors.
Project

MW

High Winds
Shiloh I

162
150

Average Adjusted
Post- Construction
Mortality Estimate
(Birds/MW/Year)

Average Adjusted Total Birds/year
Total
Post-Construction
Raptors/Year
Mortality Estimate
(Raptors/MW/Year)

1.36
6.96

0.41
0.44

220.32
466.63

66.42
66
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Shiloh II
150
Solano Wind 102
Phase 1 and 2

1.51
0.69

0.12
NA

226.5
70.38

18
NA

The same mortality analysis can be done for bats based on the information provided in Table 8.14. For a total of High Winds: 327.24; Shiloh I: 588; Shiloh II: 408; and Solano: 168.3. The total
cumulative average per year is 1491.54 and over a 20 year project life that is 29,830.8.
Table 5 in appendix c calculates that the additional overall avian fatalities would be 199-544/year
and overall bats 201.56–306.68. Over the life of the project that adds up to significant cumulative
loss that will not be mitigated to less than significant.
•

7.10.1
We suggest an additional mitigation measure to require one acre of foraging habitat be
permanently protected (per Bio measure 8c) for every raptor killed. For the first three years when
monitoring is occurring, within 90 days of the end of calendar year the amount of money required
to protect an acre for every raptor fatality (based on the adjusted rate) be provided. At the end of
the monitoring cycle the average adjusted fatality rate over the three years should be calculated
and used to calculate the amount of habitat land needed to be conserved annually over the lifetime
of the project. We would recommend an upfront mitigation requirement to reduce overall costs
and assure impacts are fully mitigated.

The mortality analysis should be updated for all of the projects in the Wind Resource Area and
cumulative impacts analysis updated. Impacts are relatively even across projects for the new
generation of turbines that are being installed.
A mitigation measure should be included to require the project applicant to work
collaboratively with other project owners and the County to determine which sites cause
the most fatalities and why so that information can be used in future project assessments
with the goal of reducing impacts in new projects.
Again, failure to implement these feasible mitigation measures would violate CEQA’s mandate
that all impacts be reduced to the extent feasible.
Thank you for this opportunity to comment. Please formally review our comments and notify us
of the availability of the FEIR and future public hearings on the project.
Sincerely,

Judith Lamare, Ph.D., President
C:
Jordan Wellwood, California Audubon Society, Corky Quirk, NorCal Bats. Brenda
Blinn, DFG, Lisa Belenky, Center for Biological Diversity
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FROM FRIENDS OF THE SWAINSON’S HAWK
(APRIL 22, 2011)
The responses below address the Friends of the Swainson’s Hawk (FOSH) comments that are
relevant to the Montezuma II Wind Energy Project.

7.1
The Project Lacks Adequate and Feasible Mitigation
The EIR requires the Applicant to implement feasible mitigation measures for reducing potential
indirect and direct impacts to birds and bats, including: Mitigation Measure AG-4, Confine
Construction Activities to Necessary Work Areas; Mitigation Measure AG-5, Restore and
Decompact Temporarily Disturbed Agricultural Areas; Mitigation Measure BIO-1; Mitigation
Measure BIO-2a; Mitigation Measure BIO-2b; Mitigation Measure BIO-5a, Avoidance of Nests;
Mitigation Measure BIO-5b, Habitat Avoidance – Burrowing Owl; Mitigation Measure BIO-7,
Design Specifications for Overhear Power Lines; Mitigation Measure BIO-8a; Mitigation Measure
BIO-8b, On-site Mitigation; and Mitigation Measure BIO-8c. The commenter does not make any
specific suggestions regarding additional measures for reducing potential indirect and direct impacts
to birds and bats. See below for responses to other specific comments made by the commenter.
7.2
Role of the Solano County Avian Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)
The Solano County Avian Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) is a voluntary advisory committee
to the County, composed of representatives from the CDFG, the USFWS, Solano County , and
local wind energy developers and their avian experts, a local landowner/farmer, and a conservation
organization and/or Golden Eagle expert. In recent years, participation has been expanded to
include biologists from Solano County, the California Energy Commission (CEC), the American
Wind Wildlife Institute, and a recognized authority and author on wind-energy/wildlife interactions.
The Friends of Swainson’s Hawk, as requested earlier, has been invited to these meetings since 2010.
While the County considers the current mix of TAC meeting invitees reasonably balanced in terms
of public and private interests, the County is unable to mandate the attendance. The County would
be receptive to considering any additional prospective attendees suggested by the commenter.
The TAC meetings typically occur once annually, on an as-needed basis, and thus far have reviewed
annual avian monitoring reports and offered recommendations for improved monitoring and/or
reporting. Mitigation Measure BIO-8a requires the Applicant to participate in the TAC to develop
mitigation measures to lessen potential impacts to raptors as a result of wind turbine generator
operations. TAC participants have not recommended a more frequent meeting schedule or
increased scope of review or authority and quarterly meetings, as suggested by the commenter,
would not be justified since the mortality monitoring reports are typically submitted to the County
annually only, often within a three-month period. Due to their limited resources, attendance by
USFWS, CDFG and CEC staff has, in the past, been difficult to arrange even once annually. Also,
the recent avian monitoring reports submitted to date indicate that pre-project mortality prediction
rates as provided in County EIRs are reliable and that disproportionate mortalities or other
anomalies are not occurring with respect to particular wind projects or specific turbine locations in
the Montezuma Hills. The patterns of mortality for recent projects are consistent with general
industry-wide trends at other locations, and the County does not find an expanded scope of TAC
review necessary. While the County supports research to reduce avian mortality in general, the
County is not the appropriate entity, nor does it have the resources, to conduct or fund additional
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research to lessen an impact that is occurring on an industry-wide basis and which can be more
appropriately undertaken at the state, regional, or national level.
7.3
Wildlife Injured by Wind Turbines
Commenter’s referred absence of procedures for the treatment of turbine-related injured wildlife is
incorrect. The County notes that the High Winds, Shiloh I, and Solano Wind post-construction
mortality reports completed to date all document that injured birds discovered during the mortality
monitoring for these projects have been brought to the Lindsay Wildlife Museum or the University
of California, Davis Raptor Center. In addition, the Applicant holds a USFWS-issued special
purpose (Federal Fish And Wildlife) permit for activities related to migratory birds at its Altamont
Pass and Montezuma Hills wind energy generation facilities. As part of this permit, the Applicant is
required to capture and transport injured birds to a federal or state licensed rehabilitation facility,
such as the Lindsay Wildlife Museum or the Suisun Wildlife Rehabilitation Center. While procedures
for treatment of injured wildlife are already in place as conditioned under the issued federal permit,
to integrate these requirements as part of the County’s permit process, mitigation measure BIO-8b is
being amended by the addition of new subpart c.v., which requires, as part of the County Avian and
Bat Mitigation Plan (ABMP), the following: “Injured migratory wildlife shall be captured and
transported to a licensed facility in accordance with the conditions of USFWS-issued Federal Fish
And Wildlife Permit #MB087642-2 (amended), as applicable to the project, unless otherwise
amended by subsequent renewal or reissuance of said permit.”
Aside from the conditions of the above-referenced federal permit, which also includes requirements
for the reporting and record-keeping of injured wildlife, the Applicant, as a matter of standard
practice, documents all injured birds found during post-construction monitoring in the postconstruction monitoring reports. The suggestion of adding the status of managed care for injured
wildlife to the annual TAC reporting should be determined by the TAC, which, to date, has not
expressed any such need. As to requiring funding for the care of injured wildlife at treatment
centers, as seemingly suggested by commenter, the County finds that the compensatory mitigation
for impacts to bird and bat species established for the project is adequate, and no such mitigation
has been requested or suggested by either CDFG or USFWS. The County concludes that funding
for injured wildlife should remain voluntary.
7.4
Mitigation for Raptor Mortality
The commenter suggests that the County require additional mitigation of one acre of foraging
habitat to be permanently protected for each raptor killed by the Project over its lifetime. Draft EIR
Mitigation Measure BIO-8c already requires the Applicant to mitigate for the project’s loss of
disturbed aerial habitat and on-going mortality to birds and bats and additional mitigation of
foraging habitat is therefore not required for the project (see response to Comment 7.7).
Mitigation Measure BIO-8c requires the Applicant to provide off-site mitigation at a compensation
ratio of 1:1 that is based on the total rotor swept area of the project’s turbines (up to 68 acres). This
off-site mitigation is required to be preserved in perpetuity and to be in the form of a conservation
easement, in-lieu fee, or mitigation bank credits. Mitigation Measure BIO-8c requires the County, in
consultation with the USFWS and CDFG, to review and approve the Applicant’s off-site mitigation
lands. Mitigation Measure BIO-8c also requires the Applicant to provide nesting and breeding
enhancements for the avian species impacted by the Project, should the conserved land as purchased
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or dedicated be inadequate according to the County, in consultation with the referenced resource
agencies. The County has developed this mitigation based on its experience as Lead Agency for
three of the most recently built wind projects in the Montezuma Hills – Shiloh I, Shiloh II, and
Montezuma I, in addition to the soon-to-be built Shiloh III project. The County has successfully
coordinated with the USFWS and CDFG regarding appropriate off-site mitigation land
compensation requirements for wind energy projects in the Montezuma Hills and Mitigation
Measure BIO-8c ensures the same standards of success would apply to the Montezuma II project.
The comments from CDFG in this chapter and the absence of comments from USFWS regarding
avian issues substantiate the County’s position that the existing level of mitigation required by the
County is adequate according to the resource agencies charged with the protection of the affected
species.
7.5
Mitigation for Turbines with Disproportionate Mortality
The commenter suggests that mitigation measures should be included in the Draft EIR to reduce
bird and bat mortality at turbine locations found to disproportionately impact birds and bats. The
Draft EIR already includes such a measure. Mitigation Measure BIO-8a, part g, requires the County
to review the Project’s post-construction mortality monitoring and, in consultation with the USFWS
and CDFG, “determine which, if any, specific turbines generate disproportionately high levels of
avian mortalities (based on evidence of statistically significant higher levels of mortality relative to
other turbines). If specific turbines are found to result in disproportionately high avian mortalities,
the Applicant shall consult with the County to evaluate any feasible measures that can be
implemented at the discretion of the County to reduce or avoid mortalities at those specific
turbines.” The County notes that Impact BIO-8, Direct Mortality of Raptors, Other Avian Species,
and Bats, would remain significant and unavoidable even with implementation of measures
determined to be feasible by the TAC in the future.
Thus far, the post-construction mortality monitoring data does not indicate disproportionate
mortality for any particular wind project or specific turbine locations in the Montezuma Hills. ICF,
on behalf of the Applicant, conducted a review of post construction mortality monitoring reports
for the High Winds (Curry & Kerlinger 2006), Shiloh I (Curry & Kerlinger 2008, 2009), Shiloh II
(Curry & Kerlinger 2010), and Solano Winds (Burleson Consulting 2010) wind projects for any
statements or conclusions suggesting that certain individual turbines may be responsible for
disproportionate numbers of fatalities. ICF’s review indicates that although there were seasonal and
geographic variations in the results, the Curry and Kerlinger studies suggest that these were within
expected statistical deviations and did not warrant turbine relocation because there was no evidence
of disproportionate mortalities. Specifically, on page 70 of the final report for the Shiloh I Wind
Power Project, Curry & Kerlinger state:
“With respect to individual turbines, there were 4 out of 100 searched towers (for birds) and
1 out of 100 searched towers (for bats) where fatalities deviated significantly from the average
(the outliers referenced above). By chance five (5) of 100 statistical tests should have shown
significant deviation from the average for each category. Therefore we conclude that, with
respect to individual turbines and strings and with respect to general location (North vs.
South), there is no evidence to support the relocation of any turbines.”
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7.6
Project Bird/Bat Use Surveys
Pre-construction avian and bat use/abundance surveys, as recommended by the commenter, were
previously determined not to be necessary for the Montezuma II project. As noted on Page 8-9 of
the Draft EIR, the Applicant consulted with CDFG and USFWS on the level of pre-construction
monitoring efforts appropriate for the Montezuma II Project. CDFG and USFWS agreed preconstruction avian use surveys were not necessary specifically for the Montezuma II Project since
data from other existing projects in the Montezuma Hills region – including bird use survey
locations immediately adjacent to the Montezuma II Project area - is available and sufficient to make
accurate assumptions about avian use in the Montezuma II project area. The Applicant compiled
avian occurrence data from surveys throughout the Montezuma Hills area in order to assess avian
use in the project area. The County also notes that Section 8.1.3 (beginning on Page 8-8) and Table
8.1-1 of the Draft EIR provide information on the special status wildlife, including birds and bats,
with the potential to occur in the project area. Using the data available for the Montezuma Hills, the
Applicant designed the project to avoid areas of high bird and bat use. The Draft EIR documents
that the Applicant has located project turbines at least 500 feet from tree groves (page 8-64) and 500
feet from active bird nests (page 8-68), and Mitigation Measure BIO-8b requires turbine locations to
avoid features of the landscape known to attract raptors and bats and provide a 500-foot setback
from historical golden eagle nest sites. The proposed substation/switchyard and interconnection
lines are located within 500 feet of a vernal pool, however, this vernal pool has not been identified as
an area of high bird or bat use. In addition, Mitigation Measure BIO-2a requires the Applicant to
maintain a 100-foot setback from aquatic resources where possible and Mitigation Measure BIO-7
requires the Applicant to implement design elements into overheard power lines to reduce the
potential impacts from these lines.
7.7
Foraging Habitat Mitigation
The commenter suggests that Draft EIR Mitigation Measure BIO-1 or Mitigation Measure BIO-8c
should be revised to provide mitigation for loss of foraging habitat, including Swainson’s hawk
foraging habitat. The Draft EIR addresses temporary and permanent impacts to terrestrial habitat,
including foraging habitat, under Impact BIO-1, Temporary and Permanent Impacts to Terrestrial
Habitat, and concludes that this impact would be less than significant because the Project would not
result in the loss of substantial amounts of terrestrial habitat and the Applicant would be required to
implement Mitigation Measure BIO-1, which requires disturbed areas to be minimized and limited
to defined construction areas only, biological monitoring during construction, and revegetation of
impacted areas. In addition, the Montezuma II project would remove old enXco V access roads and
turbines and replace them with new turbines that are more efficient. This replacement, or
repowering, effort reduces the Montezuma II project’s overall land disturbance impact but
substantially increases the rotor swept area. Accordingly, Mitigation Measure BIO-8c focuses on the
loss of aerial habitat and requires the Applicant to mitigate for the project’s aerial habitat loss at a 1:1
ratio. Additional foraging habitat mitigation and revisions to Mitigation Measure BIO-1 or BIO-8c
are therefore not required for the Project.
The commenter refers to the CDFG’s 1994 “Mitigation Guidelines for Swainson’s Hawk.” These
guidelines establish Swainson’s hawk management and mitigation strategies designed to: 1) ensure
suitable nesting habitat continues to be available for Swainson’s hawk; and 2) ensure that foraging
habitat is available to Swainson’s hawk by maintaining and creating adequate and suitable foraging
habitat in areas of existing and potential Swainson’s hawk nests. Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and
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BIO-5a requires the Applicant replace any trees that are removed, conduct pre-construction nesting
surveys, and maintain a 0.25-mile no-disturbance buffer zone around active Swainson’s hawks nests.
The Draft EIR states that the Project would result in the incremental conversion of 36.8 acres of
agricultural land and concludes the project’s impacts to terrestrial habitat would be less than
significant. In addition, the Draft EIR adequately addresses the potential for cumulative habitat loss
impacts in the Montezuma Hills region. The Draft EIR does not claim that the project’s habitat loss
impacts are incremental. Rather, Page 21-10 of the Draft EIR identifies that the cumulative,
permanent loss of habitat that would occur in combination with the High Winds, Shiloh I, Shiloh II,
Shiloh III, Solano Wind Phase 1 and 2, Solano Wind Phase 3, Montezuma I, and proposed
Montezuma II projects would be 424 acres, or 0.8 percent of the 42,972-acre Montezuma Hills
agricultural region, and concludes that this level of development would not result in significant
cumulative habitat loss impacts (pg. 21-10). The project would not remove large tracts of foraging
habitat and not result in the individual or cumulative conversion of land use (i.e., agricultural) in
amounts that would substantially interfere with foraging opportunities for wildlife, including
Swainson’s hawks, as evidenced by the fact that Swainson’s hawks and other wildlife continue to be
observed in the Montezuma Hills. Since publication of the Draft EIR, the Applicant has refined the
Project such that it will now only result in the incremental conversion of 1.3 percent of the project
area, further reducing the magnitude of the project’s less than significant individual and cumulative
habitat loss impacts.
The Draft EIR concludes the Project’s loss of agricultural land (i.e. terrestrial habitat), both
temporary and permanent, is less than significant, but that impacts from loss of aerial habitat and
direct mortality to raptors, other avian species, and bats are significant and unavoidable. Mitigation
Measure BIO-8c requires the Applicant to provide off-site mitigation (up to 68 acres) in the form of
a conservation easement, in-lieu fee, or mitigation bank credits in order to compensate for the
Project’s loss of aerial habitat and on-going impacts to avian species. As part of this mitigation, the
Applicant would be required to provide nesting and breeding enhancements, if the purchased or
dedicated land is deficient, for the species impacted by the Project. The County notes that the
Applicant may elect to purchase credits from a CDFG-approved Swainson’s hawk mitigation bank
as permitted by Mitigation Measure BIO-8c, part d. The County also notes that the CDFG has
commended the County on its proposed off-site mitigation requirements (see response to
Comment 6.5) and that consultation with USFWS and CDFG on the Applicant’s off-site mitigation
lands is required by Mitigation Measure BIO-8c.
The following reference has been added to the Draft EIR biological resources chapter:
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). 1994. Staff Report regarding Mitigation
for Impacts to Swainson’s Hawks (Buteo swainsoni) in the Central Valley of California.
November 1, 1994.
7.8
Three Years Monitoring for All Turbines
Post-construction monitoring of 100 percent of the project turbines for each of the three years of
required monitoring is unnecessary given the acceptability of scientifically justified statistical
sampling and the body of reliable data that has already been collected at surrounding wind facilities.
Furthermore, despite the acknowledged consideration of the project site as Category 3 by CDFG,
neither CDFG nor USFWS has requested or suggested three years of monitoring of 100 percent of
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the project turbines. All new wind projects built or proposed in the Montezuma Hills since 2004 to
date have utilized or will utilize sampling. As recently as May 2011, the USFWS approved an Avian
and Bat Protection Plan (ABPP) for the proposed Shiloh III project that allows that project
Applicant to determine the most meaningful and scientifically defensible sampling protocols, but
also includes a commitment by that project Applicant to monitor the project in a staggered rotation
pattern to ensure that every turbine is searched at different times over the course of the survey
periods, to determine if there are any fatality hotspots. Such survey staggering is typical for County
approved wind projects in the Montezuma Hills.
The County requires, at a minimum, post-construction monitoring programs to be consistent with
the principal guiding document, the CEC Guidelines, to wit, Mitigation Measure BIO-8a, part c,
requires three years of post-construction bird and bat mortality monitoring for the project in
accordance with guidelines contained in the California Energy Commission’s California Guidelines for
Reducing Impacts to Birds and Bats from Wind Energy Development. The CEC’s guidelines describe
techniques for conducting operations monitoring, including techniques for establishing carcass
search plots (see Page 74 of the CEC guidelines). The CEC’s guidelines acknowledge that the
percentage of turbines searched will vary by project, but suggest establishing search plots at
approximately 30 percent of project turbines. According to the CEC’s guidelines, a key factor in
determining the amount of turbines to search is the diversity of the habitat within a project area. The
greater the habitat diversity the greater the number of turbines that should be searched in order to
account for potential mortality differences between habitat types. The Montezuma II project area,
however, is relatively uniform; dryland agricultural land uses account for more than 96 percent of
the Montezuma II project area, further reinforcing that post-construction monitoring of 100 percent
of the project turbines is not justified for the project. The Applicant , otherwise, has committed to
searching approximately 50 percent of the project turbines per year.
To formalize the stated intention of the Applicant, which exceeds the minimum standards of the
CEC guidelines, this is being added to Mitigation Measure BIO-8a, part c, as subpart iii, as provided
in below and in Chapters 3 and 5 of this FEIR
iii.

A minimum of approximately 50 percent of the project wind turbines shall be
surveyed each year of required monitoring.

The County notes that the Applicant’s post-construction monitoring program will be vetted by both
the USFWS and the CDFG as well as the other Solano County Avian Technical Advisory
Committee (TAC) participants through the TAC process after completion of each year of required
monitoring and reporting.
7.9
Aerial Habitat Compensation
Comment noted.

7.9.1 Timing and Enforcement of Aerial Habitat Conservation
Mitigation Measure BIO-8c, part a, requires the Applicant to establish an irrevocable letter of credit
or bond in favor of Solano County, and in an amount determined by the County, in order to ensure
compliance with the conservation easement, in-lieu fee, or mitigation bank provisions of Mitigation
Measure BIO-8c. This financial assurance is required prior to construction, unless any one of the
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three optional mitigation provisions are fully implemented beforehand, in which case the financial
assurance would not be required. If exercised, the financial assurance would allow the applicant two
years after the project becomes operational to fully implement one of three optional mitigation
provisions. In practice, all built wind projects subject to this requirement have purchased
conservation easement/credits at resource agency-approved mitigation banks prior to construction.
The County has a proven track record of ensuring that all wind project-related mitigation measures
are adopted as conditions of approval for the respective use permits, which are monitored and
enforced as a matter of common practice and public record. Building permits are not issued for
wind projects in Solano County until all the required pre-construction conditions are implemented
to the County’s satisfaction. Conditions of approval are also provided for performance monitoring
of Project conditions annually by the County for three years following Project completion. The last
three County-approved wind projects built in the Montezuma Hills, Shiloh I, Shiloh II, and
Montezuma Wind I, have all implemented this mitigation strategy successfully. The same
requirement has been applied to the soon-to-be constructed Shiloh III project.

7.9.2 CDFG Approval for Off-site Mitigation Lands
The Draft EIR already includes a measure requiring CDFG review of off-site mitigation lands.
Mitigation Measure BIO-8c requires the County to consult with the USFWS and the CDFG during
the Applicant’s selection of an off-site conservation land or easement (BIO-8c, part b- i, b-iii, b-iva), contribution of an in-lieu fee (BIO-8c, part c, c-i, c-i-a-c, c-iii-a, c-iv), or purchase of mitigation
credits (BIO-8c, part d, d-iii) for the Montezuma II project. Solano County Department of
Resource Management is the CEQA Lead Agency for the Project and is responsible for the overall
implementation and monitoring of the Draft EIR’s mitigation measures (pg 4-5). Thus, the County
must have final review authority regarding approval of the Applicant’s off-site mitigation. In
reference to the commenter’s concern to adequately mitigate impacted species, BIO 8-2, part b ii, c
states “Types of habitat enhancement measures on the easement will be weighted according to the
relative abundance of birds impacted by the Project, the species-specific needs of those species, and
the type and quality of habitat that may already exist on the conserved land.” Almost all off-site
mitigation required by the County for wind projects built to date has been satisfied, with the full
concurrence of the CDFG, by the purchase of conservation easement credits specific to Swainson’s
hawk breeding and foraging habitat, as well as other wind project-affected raptors. Additional
habitat enhancements were also required at these facilities.
7.10 Cumulative Impacts to Birds and Bats
The commenter made two comments on cumulative impacts to birds and bats, both of which are
addressed in the following response to Comment 7.10.1.

7.10.1 Inadequate Cumulative Bird and Bat Mortality Analysis
Expected avian and bat mortalities have been adequately documented to determine significance.
Section 21.2.4 of the Draft EIR provides a cumulative bird and bat mortality analysis for the
Montezuma Hills, including mortality predictions specifically for the proposed project. The analysis
is based on mortality rates monitored at the High Winds, Shiloh I, Shiloh II, and Solano Wind Phase
1 and 2 projects. The Draft EIR identifies that, cumulatively, between 2,638 and 7,208 total avian
mortalities, 307 to 514 raptor mortalities, and 2,690 to 4,087 total bat mortalities per year may occur
in the Montezuma Hills. The Draft EIR considers impacts to raptors and bats to be significant
cumulative impacts.
June 20, 2011
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The commenter also questions the adequacy of compensatory mitigation and suggests that the
County additionally require one acre of foraging habitat be protected for each raptor impacted by
the project. The County has addressed this suggestion in response to Comment 7.4, and Comment
7.7.

7.10.2 Collaboration to Identify Turbine Sites Causing Most Fatalities
Comment noted. The Draft EIR already includes measures that require identification of sites
causing the most mortality. Mitigation Measure BIO-8a, parts d, e, and g require the Applicant to
contribute and participate in the efforts of the Solano County Avian TAC to develop mitigation
measures to lessen impacts on raptors as a result of wind turbine generator operation. These efforts
include mortality monitoring, submission of mortality monitoring reports to the County, the
USFWS, and the CDFG, and, after three years of mortality monitoring, a review of data to
determine which, if any, specific turbines generate disproportionate levels of mortality. The County
has successfully implemented similar mitigation for each of the most recently built wind energy
projects in the Montezuma Hills for which the County has been Lead Agency, including the High
Winds, Shiloh I, Shiloh II, and Montezuma Wind I projects. The same is required for the soon-to-be
constructed Shiloh III project. See also response to Comment 7.2 and Comment 7.5.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FROM THE SAN FRANCISCO BAY
CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION (BCDC) (APRIL 22,
2011)
The responses below address the comments from the San Francisco BCDC that are
pertinent to the Montezuma II Wind Energy Project.
8.1
Consider Role of Secondary Management Area as a Buffer
The Draft EIR considers the role of the Secondary Management Area of the Suisun Marsh as a
buffer. Chapter 13, Hydrology and Water Quality, section 13.4 explicitly states that the Secondary
Management Area “serves as a buffer between the marsh and upland development.” The analysis in
Chapter 13 considers the project mitigation measures and proximity of the project boundary and
nearest project elements to the Primary and Secondary Management Areas and concludes that the
Secondary Management Area would act as an adequate buffer. After considering the discharge
potential of the project and the efficacy of required erosion control measures, the County concluded
that runoff from construction or operational activities would not cause significant impacts on the
water quality of the Suisun Marsh.
8.2
Consider Use of Smaller Turbines Adjacent Suisun Marsh
The nearest turbine would be more than 2,200 feet away from the Secondary Management Area of
the Suisun Marsh and only two turbines would be within a half mile. The use of smaller turbines
near the Suisun Marsh is not appropriate because it would decrease the electric output of the Project
without causing any meaningful decrease in project impacts. The impacts of turbines near the Suisun
Marsh would not be noticeably different from the impacts of turbines in other parts of the project
area. As discussed below in response to Comment 8.4.3, the turbines near the Suisun Marsh
maintain an adequate buffer from waters used by waterfowl and shorebirds and would not result in
significant impacts to water-affiliated avian species. The use of smaller turbines near the Suisun
Marsh also would not significantly reduce the impact to views from the Suisun Marsh because even
the smaller turbines would be significantly larger than the existing enXco V turbines that would be
replaced, there are already several wind projects with large turbines clearly visible from the Suisun
Marsh.
8.3

Further Minimize Impacts to Wildlife, Aesthetics, Aquatic Resources, and
Recreation
The Draft EIR already requires the Applicant to mitigate significant impacts to aesthetics, wildlife,
and aquatic resources to less than significant levels or to the maximum extent feasible.
As discussed in Chapter 9, Aesthetic/Visual Resources, the proposed Project would result in
significant and unavoidable degradation of views from Collinsville and of the visual character of the
landscape from public roads and dispersed rural residences. After evaluating these impacts and
considering possible mitigation in response to commenters’ comments, the County determined that
no feasible mitigation exists to reduce these visual impacts. Painting the turbines to blend in with the
landscape would not reduce visual impacts because turbines would then not be adequately visible for
aviation and would require daytime lighting. Use of smaller turbines or redesign of project layout
would not significantly reduce visual impacts and would not be consistent with project objectives,
and are thus infeasible (see Chapter 9, Aesthetic/Visual Resources for more detail).
June 20, 2011
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The Applicant would mitigate all impacts to biological resources to less than significant levels with
the exception of impacts from direct mortality of raptors, other avian species, and bats, which would
be significant and unavoidable. The Draft EIR requires the Applicant to implement extensive
measures to mitigate direct mortality to avian species to the maximum extent feasible. Required
mitigation includes post-construction mortality monitoring and reporting, siting of turbines away
from nest sites, and conserving raptor habitat off-site. While curtailment or use of smaller turbines
could decrease impacts to avian species, it would prevent the Applicant from meeting project
objectives and is thus infeasible.
The Applicant would reduce impacts to aquatic resources and water quality to less than significant
levels by siting construction away from aquatic resources and implementing the following: Storm
Water Pollution Prevention Plan; Waste management Plan; Fugitive Dust Controls; and Soil Erosion
Controls (see Chapter 13, Hydrology and Water Quality, for more detail). The Applicant would
prepare and implement a Hazardous Materials Emergency Response Plan and a Spill Prevention,
Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan to avoid spills and minimize impacts in the event of a
spill (see Chapter 12, Hazardous Materials, for more detail). The County concluded that impacts to
recreation would be less than significant and that no mitigation would be needed under CEQA.
8.4
Consider the Marsh Plan and Local Protection Program as Guidance
The Draft EIR references the Marsh Plan and Local Protection Program as guidance in Chapter 13,
Hydrology and Water Quality. Section 13.2, Hydrology and Water Quality Regulatory Setting
discusses the plan generally and also identifies specific implementation of the Plan in the form of
relevant policies in the Solano County General Plan Suisun Marsh Policy. The County consulted the
Marsh Plan and Local Protection Program during the preparation of the biological resources chapter
of the Draft EIR and cited it as a reference.

8.4.1 Preserve Diversity of Habitat in Upland Areas
To the extent feasible, the proposed Project would preserve the diversity of habitat in upland areas
by avoiding disturbance to diverse areas, such as wetlands, streams, a vernal pool, and trees with
avian nests, to the extent possible. Mitigation Measure BIO-5a requires the Applicant to maintain
the following no-disturbance buffer zones for such nests: a 500-foot buffer around active raptor or
owl nests, a 500-foot buffer around historic Golden eagle nests, a 0.25-mile buffer around active
Swainson’s hawk nests, and 250-foot buffer around other special-status bird nests (page 8-65). To
the extent possible, the Project would maintain a setback of 100 feet from all aquatic resources
(Mitigation Measure BIO 2a, page 8-54). See Chapter 8, Biological Resources, in the Draft EIR for
more detail.

8.4.2 Continue Existing Uses in Upland Areas
The proposed Project represents a continuation of existing uses in upland areas. The Montezuma
Hills area is zoned for agricultural use (A-160) and commercial wind energy generation is considered
a compatible use with a use permit. Dry-land farming, livestock raising, and wind energy generation
are the dominant land uses in the Montezuma Hills. The proposed Project would generate wind
energy and allow for the continued agricultural use of 98 percent of the project area and would
therefore be consistent with existing land uses in the area.
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8.4.3 Structures Should Avoid Interference with Flight Patterns of Waterfowl
and Water-Associated Birds
Impact BIO-6 in Chapter 8, Biological Resources, evaluates the potential for project structures to
interfere with flight patterns of waterfowl and water-associated birds.
Impact BIO-6 references a literature review that found that disturbance and displacement of
waterfowl and shorebirds occur within 328 to 656 feet (100 to 200 meters) of wind turbines. The
nearest project turbine would be over 1,000 feet from the Secondary Management Area, and only
two turbines would be within a half mile; the project would therefore not result in substantial
disturbance or displacement of waterfowl and shorebirds in the Marsh. When waterfowl are
occasionally observed in the project area, they are typically flying above and through the area, at
migration elevations above 1,000 feet, well above the height of the turbines. Though some waterassociated bird fatalities have been observed at the Shiloh I project, another wind project adjacent to
the Secondary Managerment Area, the proposed Project would not produce significant waterassociated bird fatalities due to siting of project turbines away from stock ponds and other aquatic
resources and as otherwise required by Mitigation Measure BIO-2a. The analysis for impact BIO-6
considered flight patterns and behavior of waterfowl and water-associated birds and concluded that
the Project would not result in significant interference with waterfowl or water-associated birds.

8.4.4 Wind Plant Design Should Minimize Adverse Effects on Wildlife
The Applicant included design considerations for the proposed Project to minimize and avoid
collision hazards for birds, interference with migratory flight patterns, disturbance of wildlife habitat,
and impacts to aesthetics. Design considerations include maintaining a buffer from sensitive
resources, using minimal lighting on project structures, and implementing other mitigation measures
to protect aesthetics, wildlife, and aquatic resources. As discussed in response to Comment 8.3,
painting the turbines to blend with the landscape would require additional daytime lighting,
increasing visual impacts. Locating turbines off ridgelines would significantly reduce the ability of
the project to meet electricity generation goals and would not reduce project impacts to less than
significant. See Chapters 7, Aesthetic/Visual Resources, 8, Biological Resources, and 13, Hydrology
and Water Quality for more detail.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FROM THE STATE CLEARINGHOUSE (APRIL
25, 2011)
The responses below address the State Clearinghouse comments that are pertinent to the
Montezuma II Wind Energy Project.

9.1
State Clearinghouse Review Requirements Complete
The County has complied with State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental
documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act.

June 20, 2011
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MINUTES OF THE
SOLANO COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
Meeting of April 7, 2011
The regular meeting of the Solano County Planning Commission was called to order
at 7:00 p.m. in the Board of Supervisors' Chambers, Fairfield, California.
PRESENT:
EXCUSED:

Commissioners Barnes, Boschee, Rhoads-Poston, Karah and
Chairman Mahoney

STAFF PRESENT: Bill Emlen, Director; Mike Yankovich, Planning Program
Manager; Ken Solomon, Contract Planner; Jim Laughlin,
Deputy County Counsel; and Kristine Letterman, Planning
Commission Clerk
*************************
Chairman Mahoney introduced and welcomed Kay Cayler as the newest member of the
planning commission.
The Commission presented Fred Barnes with a plaque honoring his 8 years of dedication and
service as a Solano County Planning Commissioner. Mr. Barnes expressed his appreciation and
said that he would miss his fellow commissioners.
Items from the floor – none
The Minutes of the regular meeting of February 17, 2011 were approved as prepared.
1. PUBLIC HEARING to review the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) and receive public
comments for the proposed development by NextEra Energy Montezuma II Wind, LLC (NextEra)
of the Montezuma II wind energy generation project, comprising 34 wind turbine generators with the
capacity to generate 78.2 Megawatts (MW) of electricity in the Montezuma Hills wind resource area
in Solano County, approximately 4 miles south of Highway 12, south and southeast of Birds
Landing Road, bisected by Montezuma Hills Road, and bounded on the south side by Talbert Lane
and southwest by Collinsville Road. The project area is characterized by rolling hills used for
grazing, farming and wind power, and is designated Agriculture by the General Plan and is zoned
Exclusive Agricultural (A-160). (Project Planner: Ken Solomon)
Ken Solomon stated that the purpose of this public meeting is to provide an overview of the project
and to accept testimony from the public on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). He
indicated that the DEIR was circulated for the mandatory 45-day public review period that began on
March 9, 2011 and will close on April 22, 2011. He said that no action by the Planning Commission
is required at this meeting.
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Stu Russell, project consultant, Point Impact Analysis, provided a brief description of the project, the
CEQA process, and an overall history of the project.
Since there were no questions or comments, Chairman Mahoney opened the public hearing.
Dan Broadwater, 320 Saybrook Avenue, Vacaville, stated that he is the business manager of IBW
Local 180, Napa/Solano Electrical Workers and he urged the commission to move the approval
process along as fast as possible. He stated that this project has the possibility of creating many
jobs.
Jim Jacobs, 2540 N. Watney Way, Fairfield, stated that he hoped that the commission approves
this project. He stated that he is a member of the operating engineers and it would put a lot of
people to work.
Since there were no further speakers, Chairman Mahoney closed the public hearing.
Chairman Mahoney reminded everyone that the end of the comment period is April 22, 2011.
2. APPOINTMENT to the Solano County Public Art Committee.
It was announced that Commissioner Karah will sit on this committee as a representative of the
planning commission. Ms. Karah noted that she has already attended a committee meeting and
found it to be very interesting.
3. ANNOUNCEMENTS and REPORTS
Mike Yankovich stated that the California County Planning Commissioner’s Association will be
sponsoring a conference on May 21, 2011 in Clarksburg California. He stated that the conference
will cover topics such as climate action plans, historic land use and climate change methodology.
He asked that the commissioners contact staff if they are interested in attending.
4. Since there was no further business, the meeting was adjourned.
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS FROM THE SOLANO COUNTY PLANNING
COMMISSION MEETING (APRIL 7, 2011)
The responses below address the comments that are pertinent to the Montezuma II Wind Energy
Project.
10.1 Mr. Dan Broadwater: Job Creation
Comment noted.
10.2 Mr. Jim Jacobs: Job Creation
Comment noted.
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

srussell@pointimpactanalysis.com
"Solomon, Kenneth M."
"PIA_JBurg"; dugan@traenviro.com; srussell@pointimpactanalysis.com
RE: Montezuma II Draft EIR - PC Hearing 4-7-11 & Comments Received from June Guidotti
Friday, April 08, 2011 11:45:19 AM

Acknowledged. Will do.
Stu Russell
Point Impact Analysis, LLC
2555 Park Boulevard, Suite 10
Palo Alto, CA 94306
P. 650 856-2800
F. 650 856-2801
srussell@pointimpactanalysis.com
From: Solomon, Kenneth M. [mailto:KMSolomon@SolanoCounty.com]
Sent: Friday, April 08, 2011 11:35 AM
To: srussell@pointimpactanalysis.com
Cc: Yankovich, Michael G.; Letterman, Kristine; ksolomon@muniplan.us
Subject: Montezuma II Draft EIR - PC Hearing 4-7-11 & Comments Received from June Guidotti

Stu - On April 8, 2011, I received a transferred phone message from June Guidotti regarding
agenda item no. 1 for the Planning Commission meeting of April 7, 2011, involving the
public hearing for review and comments on the Montezuma II Draft EIR.
According to the message, Mrs. Guidotti was stuck in traffic and unable to attend the
Commission meeting last night.
She wanted her comments to be reflected in the meeting minutes, which is not possible
given that she did not attend the meeting and her comments were received afterward.
Mrs. Guidotti's comments are as follows:
1) She wanted the Planning Commission to “deny the wind turbines because there is an
alternative to it that doesn’t kill the wildlife.”
3.1
2) The alternative is a waste to energy project, ”which was supposed to be up and
running in the year 2000.”
3) She said: "we don’t need the impact of the wind turbines and the visual.”
Otherwise, she was, apparently, confused about the purpose of the meeting and wanted to
know who voted on the project and who attended.
I left her a message, explaining that no action was taken at the meeting, its purpose was
for a brief presentation on the project and to receive public comments on the Draft EIR,
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and that her comments could not be recorded as part of the meeting minutes, but they'd
be included as part of the record of comments received on the Draft EIR and will be
included in the Final EIR.
As such, please include this email as part of the record of public comments received on the
Montezuma II Draft EIR.

Ken Solomon
Contract Planner
Solano County
NOTICE OF CONFIDENTIALITY: This e-mail message, including any
attachments, is intended only for the use of the individual or
entity to which it is addressed and may contain information
that is privileged, confidential or exempt from disclosure
under applicable laws. If you are not the intended recipient,
you are notified that dissemination, distribution, or copying
of this communication is strictly prohibited and may be a
violation of law. If you have received this communication in
error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete all
copies of the original message.
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM MS. JUNE GUIDOTTI, LANDOWNER
(APRIL 7, 2011)
Ms. June Guidotti commented on agenda item number one of the Planning Commission
Meeting on April 7, 2011, regarding the public hearing for review of the Draft EIR and
receipt of public comments on the Project. Ms. Guidotti conveyed her comments via phone
message to the Department of Resource Management, because, according to her message,
she had been stuck in traffic and unable to attend the Planning Commission Meeting. The
responses below address the comments that are pertinent to the Montezuma II Wind Energy
Project.
11.1 Waste-to-Energy Project Alternative
The waste to energy project that Ms. Guidotti asked the Planning Commission to consider is not a
feasible alternative to the Montezuma II project. The County record shows that Ms. Guidotti
proposed to build the waste to energy plant in question on her property, but that the proposed plant
would not be consistent with the County’s General Plan land use designation for the property.
Because the proposed waste to energy plant would not comply with County’s General Plan, it is not
a viable alternative to the Montezuma II Project and is not within the scope of this EIR (Reustle,
2010 & Guidotti, 2008).
11.2 Unneeded Visual Impacts
Comment noted. Chapter 5, Aesthetic/Visual Resources of the Draft EIR discusses and evaluates
impacts to visual resources.
REFERENCES
Guidotti, June. 2008. Letter to Solano County Board of Supervisors regarding Board Meeting
March 13, 2007,: requesting B.O.S. not approve agenda 26 . June 30, 2008.
Reustle, William S. 2007. Email to Solano County Citizens Advisory Committee regarding
Comments and Recommendations on CAC Workbook: Land Use Alternatives South
Vacaville-Fairfield-Suisun City Area. August 25, 2007.
Reustle, William S. 2010. Letter to Solano County Board of Supervisors regarding Countywide NonDisposal Facility Element Meeting of June 8, 2010. June 7, 2010.
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5 Proposed MMRP
5 PROPOSED MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING
PROGRAM
This proposed Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) describes roles and
responsibilities in monitoring and reporting on the implementation of the proposed mitigation
measures for the Montezuma II Wind Energy Project, pursuant to Section 15097 of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. CEQA requires that lead agencies adopt a
reporting and monitoring program to ensure the implementation of measures adopted to mitigate or
avoid significant environmental impacts. This document is a working guide to facilitate not only the
implementation of the proposed mitigation measures, but also the other monitoring, compliance,
and reporting activities associated with the proposed Project.
While a copy of the proposed MMRP is included as a part of the Montezuma II Final EIR, it is a
standalone document to be adopted separately by Solano County. The MMRP may also be
amended by the County, if determined necessary, subsequent to certification of the Montezuma II
Final EIR.
5.1 ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES
As the lead agency under CEQA, the Solano County Department of Resource Management
(County) is required to monitor this project to ensure that the proposed mitigation measures are
implemented effectively. The County would appoint one person with responsibility for
implementing the Mitigation Monitoring Program and that person would have the authority to halt
any activity associated with project construction, if the activity is determined to be a deviation from
the proposed Project or mitigation measures. The County would maintain a record of its
monitoring activities during construction and operation of the facilities.
5.2 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
The attached table presents a compilation of the mitigation measures proposed in this Final EIR.
This table provides a comprehensive list of mitigation measures, the monitoring/reporting action to
be taken, and the party responsible for monitoring the mitigation measures listed. Where mitigation
measures have been changed since the publication of the Draft EIR, new text is underlined and
deleted text is marked as strikethrough.
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Table 5.2-1
MONTEZUMA II WIND ENERGY PROJECT PROPOSED MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures

Monitoring/
Reporting Action

Responsible
Agency

Timing

5 Aesthetic/Visual Resources
Impact AES-1: Degradation of Views
from Collinsville
Impact AES-2: Alteration of Views
for Birds Landing, Rio Vista,
Pittsburg, and Antioch
Impact AES-3: Degradation of the
Views from Residences in the
Montezuma II Wind Project Area and
Along Local Roads as a Result of the
Montezuma II Substation and
Switchyard
Impact AES-4: Impact on Scenic
Vistas from State Route 12 and 113
Impact AES-5: Degradation of the
Visual Character of the Landscape
from Public (County) Roads and
Dispersed Rural Residences
Impact AES-6: Alteration of
Anticipated Views and Character of
the Landscape for Visitors to
Recreation and Tourist Destinations
including the Western Railway
Museum and the Sandy Beach Park

None Feasible

N/A

N/A

N/A

None Required

N/A

N/A

N/A

None Required

N/A

N/A

N/A

None Required

N/A

N/A

N/A

None Feasible

N/A

N/A

N/A

None Required

N/A

N/A

N/A

Impact AES-7: Additional Light
and Glare as a Result of Lighting

Mitigation Measure AES-7: Limit Marking and
1) Inspect project
Lighting to FAA Requirements
site
The Applicant shall:
a. Only install marking and lighting on turbines in
accordance with FAA requirements; the turbines shall
not be lighted for other reasons. Strobe lighting shall
be prohibited unless specifically required by FAA and

1) Solano
County DRM

1) Start of
operations

June 20, 2011
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Table 5.2-1
MONTEZUMA II WIND ENERGY PROJECT PROPOSED MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
Environmental Impact

Impact AES-8: Decommissioning
of the Montezuma II Wind Energy
Project Facilities Could Cause
Aesthetic/Visual Resource Impacts

June 20, 2011

Mitigation Measures

Monitoring/
Reporting Action

no other alternative is available.
b. Obtain a No Hazard Determination from the FAA for
each turbine or meteorological tower that would be
installed as part of the Project, as required in Mitigation
Measure TRA-5: Notifications and Revised Turbine
Siting. The Applicant shall submit an FAA Form 74601 for each tower location. Prior to construction, the
Applicant shall submit the FAA determination to
Solano County.
c. If the Applicant modifies the Project after obtaining
the FAA determinations, the Applicant shall submit a
new FAA Form 7460-1 for each new or modified
turbine and meteorological tower taller than 200 feet.
The Applicant shall submit the new FAA
determinations to Solano County prior to construction
of any affected turbines and meteorological towers.
Mitigation Measure AES-8: Remove all Project
1) Inspect project
Facilities and Restore the Project Area
site
The Applicant shall remove all project facilities upon
decommissioning, prior to the release of the
decommissioning bond or other County-received and
accepted surety required per Mitigation Measure LU-4
(guarantee bond or corporate Surety). Specifically, at such
time as the Project is decommissioned, and prior to the
County’s release of the above-referenced bond or surety,
the following procedures shall apply:
a. All facilities shall be removed to a depth of 3 feet
below grade, and unsalvageable material shall be
disposed of at authorized sites;
b. The soft surface shall be restored to as close as
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Responsible
Agency

1) Solano
County DRM

Timing

1) After
decommissioning
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Table 5.2-1
MONTEZUMA II WIND ENERGY PROJECT PROPOSED MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures

Monitoring/
Reporting Action

Responsible
Agency

Timing

reasonably possible to its original condition;
c. Reclamation procedures shall be based on site-specific
requirements and shall include regrading and
revegetation of all disturbed areas;
d. Decommissioned roads shall be reclaimed or left in
place based on landowner preference.
6 Agriculture
Impact AG-1: Potential Conflict
with Williamson Act Contracts in
the Project Area
Impact AG-2: Permanent
Conversion of Lands to NonAgricultural Use in the Project
Area
Impact AG-3: Temporary
Disturbance of Agricultural Lands
during Construction
Impact AG-4: Temporary Impacts
on Agricultural Lands Adjacent to
Construction Areas

June 20, 2011

None required

N/A

N/A

N/A

None required

N/A

N/A

N/A

None required

N/A

N/A

N/A

Mitigation Measures AG-4: Confine Construction
Activities to Necessary Work Areas
Prior to commencement of any construction activities, the
Applicant shall fence or flag the construction area
boundaries to limit the construction footprint, avoid
intrusion into adjacent agricultural areas, and reduce other
potential impacts (e.g., dust, spills, invasives) to adjacent
agricultural operations. The construction boundary fencing
or flagging shall be in addition to, and distinguished apart
from, any other exclusionary fencing or flagging required
for the protection of sensitive resources pursuant to
mitigation measures BIO-1 (Minimize Temporary
Disturbance and Restoration of Habitats within Project

N/A Inspect
project site prior to
and periodically
during construction
period to verify
compliance.

N/A Solano
County DRM

N/A Periodically
during
construction
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Table 5.2-1
MONTEZUMA II WIND ENERGY PROJECT PROPOSED MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
Environmental Impact

Impact AG-5: Soil Erosion, Soil
Loss, and Decrease in Soil
Productivity

Impact AG-6: Impediments to the
Resumption of Agricultural Use

June 20, 2011

Mitigation Measures
Area), BIO-2a (Avoid Impacts to Aquatic Resources
[Wetlands, Vernal Pools, Streams, and Other Potential
Waters of the U.S.]), BIO-2b (Avoid Impacts from
Horizontal Directional Drilling under Aquatic Resources
[Wetlands, Vernal Pools, Streams, and Other Potential
Waters of the U.S.]), and BIO-4 (Habitat Avoidance California Tiger Salamander and Special-Status Invertebrate
Species).
Mitigation Measures AIR-2, HAZ-1a, and HAZ-1b
Mitigation Measures AG-5: Restore and Decompact
Temporarily Disturbed Agricultural Areas
The Applicant shall restore all temporarily disturbed areas
to preconstruction conditions to the extent feasible,
including decompaction, restoration of natural contours,
and revegetation where appropriate.
Mitigation Measures GEO-3, HYD-2, BIO-1 and BIO-32a
Mitigation Measure AG-6: Restore Disturbed Areas
after Decommissioning of the Project
To ensure resumption of agricultural use after
decommissioning, Solano County shall, at its discretion,
compare the project area after decommissioning with the
baseline conditions established in this Draft EIR, and,
based on this assessment, the Applicant shall, prior to
County release of the decommissioning bond or surety
required per Mitigation Measure LU-4, undertake any
additional actions required by Solano County to restore the
area to preconstruction conditions.
Mitigation Measures HAZ-1a, HAZ-1b, and HAZ-2
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Monitoring/
Reporting Action

Responsible
Agency

Timing

N/A Final site
inspection after
completion of
restoration is
reported by
applicant.

N/A Solano
County DRM

N/A Prior to
close-out of
grading permit
and/or issuance
of final
Certificates of
Occupancy

1) Inspect project
site

1) Solano
County DRM

1) After decommissioning and
prior to release
of
decommissioning
bond or surety
held by County
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Table 5.2-1
MONTEZUMA II WIND ENERGY PROJECT PROPOSED MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
Environmental Impact
7 Air Quality
Impact AIR-1: Short-term
Increase in Emissions of Criteria
Pollutants from Construction
Equipment and Vehicles
Impact AIR-2: Temporary
Increase in Fugitive Dust

Mitigation Measures

Monitoring/
Reporting Action

Responsible
Agency

Timing

None Required

N/A

N/A

N/A

Mitigation Measure AIR-2: Fugitive Dust Controls
During construction, the applicant shall reduce fugitive
dust emissions by implementing the standard mitigation
measures outlined in Table 7.4-3. During periods of high
wind conditions (i.e., winds exceeding 25 miles per hour
[mph]), the Applicant shall reduce fugitive dust emissions
from construction activities by implementing the mitigation
measures outlined in Table 7.4-4.
In addition to the mitigation measures outlined in Tables
7.4-3 and 7.4-4, the Applicant shall reduce fugitive dust
emissions from construction activities by implementing the
following standard mitigation measures recommended by
the BAAQMD and YSAQMD:

1) Inspect project
site periodically
during construction
period to verify
compliance.

1 & 2) Solano
County DRM

1) Periodically
during
construction.

2) Review and
approve the
Construction
Fugitive Dust
Control Plan

2) Approval of
plan at least 5
days prior to
construction

• All exposed surfaces (e.g., parking areas, staging areas,
soil piles, graded areas, and unpaved access roads)
and construction sites not controlled with one of the
methods outlined in Table 7.4-3 or Table 7.4-4 shall
be watered when there is evidence of wind-driven
dust.
• Hydroseed or apply nontoxic stabilizers to
construction areas that are scheduled to be inactive
for more than four consecutive days during all wind
conditions.
• Haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose
material off-site shall be covered or haul trucks shall

June 20, 2011
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Table 5.2-1
MONTEZUMA II WIND ENERGY PROJECT PROPOSED MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures

Monitoring/
Reporting Action

Responsible
Agency

Timing

maintain at least two feet of freeboard during all wind
conditions.
• All visible mud or dirt track-out onto paved access
roads, parking areas, staging areas, and adjacent
public roads shall be cleaned using wet power
vacuum street sweepers at least once per day. The use
of dry power sweeping is prohibited.
• All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited
to 15 miles per hour (mph).
• All roadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved
shall be completed as soon as possible. Building pads
will be laid as soon as possible after grading unless
seeding or soil binders are used.
• A publicly visible sign shall be posted with the
telephone number and person to contact at the lead
agency regarding dust complaints. This person will
respond and take corrective action within 48 hours.
The local air district’s phone number will also be
visible to ensure compliance with applicable
regulations.
Since construction-related emissions could exceed the
applicable thresholds of significance, the following
additional construction mitigation measures (recommended
by the local air districts) shall be implemented:
• Vegetative ground cover (e.g., fast-germinating native
grass seed) shall be planted in disturbed areas as soon
as possible and watered appropriately until vegetation
is established.
Prior to the commencement of construction activities, the
Applicant shall prepare a Construction Fugitive Dust

June 20, 2011
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MONTEZUMA II WIND ENERGY PROJECT PROPOSED MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures

Monitoring/
Reporting Action

Responsible
Agency

Timing

Control Plan and submit it to the County for approval.
This plan shall describe how to minimize fugitive dust
generated by construction activities and shall include the
following:
• A description of each active operation that may result
in the generation of fugitive dust;
• Identification of all sources of fugitive dust (e.g.,
earthmoving, storage piles, and vehicular traffic);
• A description of the control measures to be applied
to each of the sources of dust emissions identified
above. The description will be sufficiently detailed to
demonstrate that the applicable best available control
measure(s) will be utilized and/or installed during all
periods of active operations;
• In the event that there are special technical
circumstances (e.g., non-economic), including safety,
which prevent the use of at least one of the required
mitigation measures for any of the sources identified,
a justification statement will be provided to explain
the reason(s) why the required control measures
cannot be implemented; and
• A process for addressing complaints received by
sensitive receptors (either directly or through the
County) due to dust and alternative strategies to
resolve such complaints, such as increased watering
and implementation of additional dust control
measures.
Upon completion of construction, the applicant shall
restore and stabilize all areas that will only be temporarily
disturbed (i.e., areas that will not be covered with surface

June 20, 2011
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MONTEZUMA II WIND ENERGY PROJECT PROPOSED MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
Environmental Impact

Impact AIR-3: Long-Term
Emissions from Operations and
Maintenance
8 Biological Resources
Impact BIO-1: Temporary and
Permanent Impacts to Terrestrial
Habitat

June 20, 2011

Mitigation Measures
structures such as buildings and pavement and or gravel)
according to Mitigation Measure BIO-1.
None Required

Mitigation Measure AG-4
Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Minimize Temporary
Disturbance and Restore of Disturbed Habitats within
Project Area
To minimize temporary disturbance impacts on terrestrial
lands, Solano County shall require the Applicant to:
a. Minimize disturbance to habitats and vegetation during
site preparation and construction. The clearing of all
vegetation, grading, and other soil disturbance shall be
restricted to those areas required for construction and,
to the extent feasible, shall occur in areas with little or
no vegetation.
b. Assign a qualified biologist as an on site point of
contact for the Solano County biological monitor (or
other County designee). The County monitor shall be
allowed access to the site during the construction and
post-restoration period to ensure compliance with
County policies and procedures and shall have the
authority to halt construction activities in consultation
with the assigned point of contact.
c. After construction, and prior to project operation,
restore and revegetate all areas disturbed by
construction to pre-construction conditions as follows:

5-9

Monitoring/
Reporting Action

Responsible
Agency

Timing

N/A

N/A

N/A

1) Inspect project
site prior to and
periodically during
construction period
to verify
compliance.

1 & 2) Solano
County DRM
and biological
monitor

1 & 2) Prior to
and periodically
during and after
construction.

2) Inspect project
site after
construction to
evaluate
revegetation and
restoration efforts.
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Table 5.2-1
MONTEZUMA II WIND ENERGY PROJECT PROPOSED MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures

Monitoring/
Reporting Action

Responsible
Agency

Timing

i. Revegetation shall occur in accordance with Solano
Grading Ordinance guidelines, with consideration
given to landowner input and/or agreement between
the Applicant and landowner, where disturbance
occurs.
ii. Disturbed or graded areas shall be planted with fastgrowing and deep-rooted grasses or ground cover,
preferably native to the area, unless the area is
actively used for farming and re-seeding would
conflict with agricultural activities. Invasive pest
species, as listed by Cal-IPC, shall not be used
(http://www.cal-ipc.org/). A qualified biologist shall
have oversight of species selected.
iii. Revegetated areas shall be monitored until
revegetation has been completed and successful
ground cover has been established in accordance
with the requirements of the Solano County Grading
Ordinance.
iv. If required by the County, previously vegetated areas
and inactive portions of the construction site shall be
seeded and watered until vegetation is grown, unless
the area is actively used for farming and re-seeding
would conflict with agricultural activities.

v. Any trees with active or suspected raptor or other

special-status avian species nests shall not be
removed. Other trees without nests that cannot be
avoided and are removed shall be replaced with
native tree species of similar size and structure,
unless otherwise requested by the landowner in

June 20, 2011
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MONTEZUMA II WIND ENERGY PROJECT PROPOSED MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
Environmental Impact

Monitoring/
Reporting Action

Responsible
Agency

Mitigation Measure BIO-2a: Avoid Aquatic Habitat,
Including Wetlands, Streams, and Other Potential
Waters of the United States
To avoid impacts on aquatic resources, the Applicant shall
site all construction activities and all project components
(e.g., turbine pads, aboveground substation, access roads,
collection system lines, etc.) outside and away from aquatic
resources as follows:

1) Consult with
Applicant’s
biologist on
wetland delineation
and review and
approve delineation
reports, as
necessary.

1 to 8 7)
Solano County
DRM and
biological
monitor

a. Site all construction activities and all project
components at least 100 feet from all aquatic resources,
where possible. If, as determined by Solano County, no
feasible alternatives are available to maintain a 100-foot
setback from an aquatic resource, , encroachment
within said setback may be allowed, depending on sitespecific factors, subject to further review and advance
approval by the County. Prior to encroachment within
the aquatic resource setback, or the start of adjacent
construction which has the potential to impact the
aquatic resource, the following shall be required unless
otherwise determined unnecessary by the County:

2) Review and
approve planned
locations for
ground
disturbance,
including HDD
locations and
depths.

Mitigation Measures

Timing

writing and approved by the County. Replacement
trees shall be watered and maintained as necessary to
ensure 90% survival rate after 5 years.
Impact BIO-2: Temporary and
Permanent Impacts to Aquatic
Resources (Wetlands, Vernal
Pools, Streams, and other Potential
Waters of the U.S.)

i. The Applicant shall submit a supplemental
evaluation that details the proposed construction
activity and its potential impact to the aquatic
resource, including BMPs the Applicant would be
required to implement to avoid impacting the aquatic

June 20, 2011
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3) Inspect project
site periodically
during construction
period to verify
compliance and
confirm buffer
zones appropriately
flagged and
avoided, including
HDD locations.

1) Prior to
construction,
consult, review,
and approve
wetland
delineation
conducted by
Applicant.
2) Prior to and
during
construction.
3) At
construction
startup and
periodically
during
construction.
4) As necessary
during and prior
to construction.
5) As necessary
prior to
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Table 5.2-1
MONTEZUMA II WIND ENERGY PROJECT PROPOSED MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures
resource.
ii. Advance consultation with USFWS and/or CDFG,
as may be determined necessary by the County. .
b. Identify aquatic resources and corresponding 100-foot
setback from aquatic resources on all project
construction drawings and plans (e.g., grading and
improvement plans).
c. Prior to any construction activity, assign a qualified
biologist to fence or flag the location of aquatic
resources and the corresponding 100-foot aquatic
resources setback. Fencing or flagging shall be in
addition to, and distinguished apart from, any required
construction boundary fencing or flagging pursuant to
mitigation measure AG-4.
d. Prior to trenching across dry valleys that are mapped
by the USGS as seasonal streams but were not
observed during field studies prepared for the project
EIR to contain any obvious signs of streambeds or
streambanks, the Applicant shall assign a qualified
biologist to verify that streambeds or streambanks are,
in fact, not present. If there are no streambeds or
streambanks present, the Applicant may proceed with
trenching. If streambeds or streambanks are present,
the Applicant shall proceed using HDD in accordance
with Mitigation Measure BIO-2b (Avoid Impacts from
Horizontal Directional Drilling under Aquatic
Resources). Prior to the commencement of any

June 20, 2011
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Monitoring/
Reporting Action
Verify trainings and
tailgate reviews are
conducted.
4) If applicable,
review justification
for any area where
reduced setbacks
are requested and
determine whether
to approve.

Responsible
Agency

Timing
construction.
6) During
Construction
7) Prior to
construction.

5) Consult with
Applicant if fill is
required and review
and approve
Habitat Mitigation
and Monitoring Plan.
Evaluate
restoration.
Confirm
compensation.
Monitor active
ground disturbance
activities.
6) Consult with
Applicant in the
event of a frac-out
during HDD.
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Table 5.2-1
MONTEZUMA II WIND ENERGY PROJECT PROPOSED MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures
trenching in these affected areas, the County’s
biological monitor shall also verify the Applicant’s
findings regarding the presence or absence of
streambeds and streambanks.
e. Site and conduct all vehicle fueling and scheduled
equipment maintenance at the designated equipment
laydown area to prevent spills of fuel or other
hazardous materials from affecting aquatic resources.
Where vehicle maintenance (excluding fueling) cannot
be avoided in areas outside those previously specified,
the Applicant shall perform these maintenance
activities at least 250 feet from all aquatic resources, on
an impermeable bladder or tarp specified for such
maintenance activities.
f.

June 20, 2011

Monitoring/
Reporting Action

Responsible
Agency

Timing

7) Issue a
well/boring permit,
as needed, for
HDD.

The Applicant’s qualified wetland biologist shall hold a
tailgate environmental training program with
construction personnel. Training shall be conducted
prior to commencement of construction, to inform
construction personnel of the aquatic resources in the
project area. The training program shall include
information about the locations and extent of these
aquatic resources, methods of resource avoidance,
permit conditions, and possible fines for violations of
permit conditions and state or federal environmental
laws. The training program shall be recorded and
subsequently shown to any construction personnel
who are not able to attend the initial training program
prior to their participation in any construction activity.
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MONTEZUMA II WIND ENERGY PROJECT PROPOSED MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures

Monitoring/
Reporting Action

Responsible
Agency

Timing

g. If it is not feasible to avoid placement of lines for the
power collection system across an aquatic resource, as
determined by the County, the Applicant shall install
the lines:
i. Under the aquatic resource using the HDD method,
excepting at the vernal pool, in accordance with
Mitigation Measure BIO-2b (Avoid Impacts from
Horizontal Directional Drilling); or
ii. If HDD is not feasible, the Applicant may install the
lines above aquatic resources, if approved by the
County and subject to the following requirements:
a) The Applicant shall provide advance notice and
sufficient justification that overheading is
necessary, as determined by the County;
b) Overhead lines shall comply with the design
elements listed in Mitigation Measure BIO-8 7
(Direct Mortality of Raptors, Other Avian
Species, and Bats Design Specifications for
Overhead Power Lines) and all work activities
and facilities associated with the overhead line
(e.g., poles) shall be set back 100 feet from the
boundaries of aquatic resources.
h. If construction activities require or otherwise involve
placement of fill, crews, or equipment in aquatic
resources, then the Applicant shall do the following in

June 20, 2011
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MONTEZUMA II WIND ENERGY PROJECT PROPOSED MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures

Monitoring/
Reporting Action

Responsible
Agency

Timing

direct consultation with Solano County:
i. Obtain and comply with all necessary Clean Water
Act 404 (USACE), 401 (RWQCB), and California
Fish and Game (Section 1600) permits in advance of
project construction. The Applicant shall prepare a
wetland delineation report and submit it to the
reviewing agency for verification as part of this
permit process.
ii. Prepare a Habitat Mitigation and Monitoring Plan,
written by a qualified wetland biologist, which shall
be submitted to and approved by the USACE,
USFWS, and/or CDFG prior to initiating any
mitigation activities. The plan shall outline
restoration and conservation activities, locations,
monitoring and reporting requirements, and criteria
to measure mitigation success. Monitoring shall be a
minimum of 3 years post-construction.
iii. Restore temporarily impacted aquatic resources to
pre-construction condition and monitor during and
after disturbance.
iv. Compensate for permanent impacts on aquatic
resources caused by new structures and fill activities,
as determined in consultation with the USACE,
USFWS, and CDFG prior to construction activities.
At a minimum, compensation ratios shall be 1:1.
Mitigation Measure BIO-2b: Avoid Impacts from
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Horizontal Directional Drilling under Aquatic
Habitats
The Applicant shall comply with the following mitigation
measures to minimize the potential effects of HDD:
a. To the extent practicable, HDD drilling shall occur
only during the dry season (i.e., typically April through
October).
i. Should it be necessary to conduct HDD operations
outside the dry season, the operations shall be
monitored by a qualified environmental monitor (i.e.,
having previous HDD monitoring experience), who
shall:
a) Be a third-party individual who shall work on
behalf of Solano County at the expense of the
Applicant; and
b) Have knowledge of the environmental
sensitivities of the project area, an understanding
of the design process and construction practices
and shall understand the conditions of the site
and provide feedback to the construction staff
regarding environmental sensitivities, regulatory
concerns, and physical limitations of the field
conditions.
ii. The environmental monitor shall visually inspect the
aquatic resource and surrounding area for evidence
of drilling fluids surfacing from the operation. The
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environmental monitor shall monitor the drilling
fluid circulation at the HDD site and be aware of the
status of the operation.
iii. If the environmental monitor suspects a potential
drilling fluid leak (frac-out) that is not yet observed at
the surface (e.g., loss of drilling mud in the pit but no
frac-out at the surface), the Applicant shall cease
HDD activities immediately and the HDD
contractor shall implement measures to reduce the
potential for a frac-out (e.g., increase the density of
the drilling mud or reduce the pressure of the drill).
The Applicant shall then be allowed to continue
HDD activities. If a frac-out occurs, the Applicant
shall implement paragraph e, below.
b. Prior to HDD activities, the Applicant’s biologist shall
conduct on site briefings for all HDD workers to
ensure all field personnel understand the location of
aquatic resources and their responsibility for timely
reporting of frac-outs.
c. Barriers (e.g., straw bales, sedimentation fences, etc.)
shall be erected between the bore site and required
(protective) setback boundary for any nearby aquatic
resources prior to drilling, as appropriate, to prevent
any material from reaching aquatic resource areas.
d. The necessary response equipment and supplies (e.g.,
vacuum truck, straw bales, sediment fencing) shall be
kept on site by the contractor during HDD operations

June 20, 2011
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so that they are readily available in the event of a fracout.
e. In the event a frac-out is detected, the Applicant shall
implement the following measures to reduce or
minimize effects on the affected aquatic resource:
i. All work shall stop until the frac-out has been
contained and cleaned up;
ii. The frac-out area shall be isolated with straw bales,
sand bags, or silt fencing to surround and contain the
drilling mud and clean-up shall be performed using a
vacuum truck supported by construction workers on
foot using hand tools, as necessary (mechanized
equipment shall not be used to scoop or scrape up
frac-out materials to prevent impacting the wetland
or streambanks); and
iii. When a frac-out has occurred within, or clearly has
the potential to affect, an aquatic resource, the
Applicant shall notify the appropriate jurisdictional
agency (USACE, and RWQCB, and/or CDFG)
including Solano County Public Works –
Engineering by telephone and email in writing (email
acceptable) within 24 hours. If a frac-out occurs in
an upland area resulting in no clear impact to any
outside of an aquatic resource but within a required
aquatic resource setback and/or upland of an aquatic
resource and has the potential to affect said resource,
as determined by the County’s biological monitor,
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the same agency notification shall be required;
however, if the potential effect is not immediate, the
Applicant shall notify the USACE and RWQCB the
notification may be extended to within 48 hours. The
required notification shall include The Applicant
shall notify the USACE and RWQCB in writing
when the frac-out has occurred; including a
description of the frac-out and clean-up measures
implemented and shall provide a copy of the
correspondence to Solano County. For the purposes
of this mitigation, the USACE, RWQCB, and CDFG
are considered potentially jurisdictional agencies
requiring notification for a frac-out affecting a
stream feature and the RWQCB and USACE are
considered potentially jurisdictional agencies
requiring notification for a frac-out affecting all other
aquatic resources.
iv. If a frac-out occurs and is considered to have
negatively impacted the associated aquatic resource,
based on consultation with the Solano County
biological monitor, an appropriate restoration plan
for that aquatic resource shall be designed as outlined
in Mitigation Measure BIO-2a h. and appropriately
implemented.
f.

June 20, 2011

The Applicant shall obtain a well/boring permit from
the Solano County Department of Resource
Management under Solano County Code Chapter
13.10 prior to initiating any HDD, unless otherwise
determined unnecessary by the Solano County
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Environmental Health Division.
g. Use of HDD shall be prohibited under the vernal pool.

h. The Applicant shall ensure HDD bore entry and exit

pits are located at least 100 feet from aquatic resources
and shall conduct suitable evaluations prior to HDD
activity to identify the appropriate depth to be
maintained underneath aquatic resources to avoid and
minimize potential impacts from frac-outs.

Impact BIO-3: Potential Impacts
to Special-Status Plants
Impact BIO-4: Temporary and
Permanent Impacts on Specialstatus Insects, Crustaceans,
Amphibians (including California
Tiger Salamander), and Reptiles

June 20, 2011

Mitigation Measures BIO-1, AG-4, and HYD-2
Mitigation Measures BIO-1, BIO-2a, BIO-2b, and
HYD-2
Mitigation Measure BIO-4: Habitat Avoidance —
California Tiger Salamander and Special-Status
Invertebrate Species
To avoid potential impacts on the vernal pool and
associated habitat for special-status invertebrate species
and CTS, the Applicant shall implement Mitigation
Measure BIO-2a (Avoid Impacts to Aquatic Resources) (ac) and:
a. Conduct all ground-disturbing activities within 0.5 miles
(2,640 feet) of potential on site aquatic CTS habitat,
including the vernal pool, during the dry season
(typically April 15 through October 15). Ground
disturbing activities include but are not limited to
clearing, grading, trenching, and ripping or tilling
associated with site reclamation and restoration work.
i. If the Applicant proposes to conduct ground-
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disturbing activities after October 15, the Applicant
shall coordinate with the County, USFWS, and
CDFG regarding avoidance measures necessary to
continue work past October 15. Such measures may
include requirements for biological monitoring, limits
on work during rain events, limits on work when rain
events are forecast, or other appropriate measures
acceptable to the USFWS and CDFG. The Applicant
shall obtain approval from the County, USFWS, and
CDFG for any ground disturbing activities occurring
after October 15.
b. Conduct a worker-training program that provide
workers with information on their responsibilities with
regard to the CTS, an overview of the appearance of the
species and its biology, and a description of the
measures being taken to reduce the potential effects on
the species during project construction. The Applicant
shall conduct the worker-training program prior to the
start of any construction activity and during
construction as necessary and shall ensure all personnel
working on site receive the training, including
construction contractors and personnel that will operate
and maintain project facilities. The training program
shall be recorded and subsequently shown to any
construction personnel who are not able to attend the
initial training program prior to their participation in any
construction activity.
c. If CTS is encountered during construction work at any
location within the Montezuma II Wind project area:
i. All activities shall cease and work shall not resume
until Solano County, in consultation with the

June 20, 2011
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USFWS and the CDFG, determines when and where
work can begin.
ii. In the event of injury or mortality to individual CTS,
Solano County, USFWS, and CDFG shall be notified
immediately.
iii. A USFWS-approved and permitted biologist (i.e., has
a handler’s permit for CTS) shall carefully move the
CTS by hand and shall place it at the entrance of a
suitable mammal burrow within walking distance
from the excavation site but outside the area where
the animal could be injured or killed by activities.
iv. The rescued CTS shall be monitored by a qualified
biologist until it enters the burrow.
v. The USFWS, CDFG, and Solano County
Department of Resource Management shall be
notified by telephone and letter within one working
day if CTS is found in the Montezuma II project
area.
d. To prevent inadvertent entrapment of CTS during
construction of the Project, deep trenches (two feet
deep or greater) that are within 2,000 feet of the vernal
pool should be completely covered using plywood or
other appropriate materials or backfilled at the close of
each working day, with the exception of the trenches at
the substation and switchyard. Before the trench is
filled, it shall be thoroughly inspected for trapped CTS.
e. To eliminate the attraction of CTS predators, all foodrelated trash items such as wrappers, cans, bottles, and
food scraps that are within 2,000 feet of the vernal pool
shall be disposed of in closed containers and removed
from the Montezuma II project area at the end of each
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working day.
f. Best Management Practices (BMPs; required as part of
the SWPPP) shall be implemented to prevent sediment
from entering suitable aquatic CTS habitat (vernal pool)
at the project site, including but not limited to, silt
fencing, sterile hay bales and temporary sediment
disposal. The Applicant shall avoid the use of plastic
binding in sediment control measures that could pose an
entrapment hazard to CTS.
Impact BIO-5: Temporary
Mitigation Measure BIO-5a: Avoidance of Avian
Impacts on Nesting Raptors, Owls, Nests
and Other Avian Species
If construction activities are scheduled to occur during the
breeding season (February 1 through August 31), the
Applicant’s qualified wildlife biologist shall conduct preconstruction surveys of all potential suitable nesting habitat
within 0.25 miles of active construction areas, including
trees, shrubs, grasslands and wetland vegetation. The
qualified wildlife biologist shall determine the timing of
pre-construction surveys based on the time of year and
habitats that are present, and shall conduct the surveys no
more than 30 days prior to construction.
a. If active raptor or owl nests are found, the Applicant
shall maintain a 500-foot no-disturbance setback zone
around active nests during the breeding season or until
it is determined that young have fledged. The Applicant
shall also maintain a 500-foot no-disturbance setback
zone around the historic golden eagle nest in accordance
with Mitigation Measure BIO-8b (On Site Mitigation).
b. If active Swainson’s hawk nests are found, the Applicant
shall maintain a no-disturbance buffer zone around the
active nests during the breeding season or until it is
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determined that the young have fledged. The nodisturbance buffer zone from active Swainson’s hawk
nests shall be 0.25 miles, or as may otherwise be
determined by the County, in consultation with the
USFWS and CDFG as appropriate.
c. If active nests for other special-status bird species are
found, the Applicant shall maintain a 250-foot nodisturbance setback zone around active nests during the
breeding season or until it is determined that young
have fledged.
d. The Applicant shall identify the location of all active
raptor, owl, and other special-status bird nests and the
appropriate corresponding nest setback area (e.g., 250
feet, 500 feet, or 0.25 miles) on all project construction
plans (e.g., grading and improvement plans).
e. Prior to construction, assign a qualified biologist to
fence or flag all active nest setback areas.
f. If pre-construction surveys indicate that nests are
inactive or potential habitat is unoccupied during the
construction period, no further mitigation shall be
required.
i. Trees and shrubs that have been determined to be
unoccupied by special-status birds or that are located
more than 500 feet from active nests (and 0.25 miles
from active Swainson’s hawk nests) may be removed,
unless otherwise restricted.
ii. If the active nest(s) is found in an area where ground
disturbance is to occur, the Applicant shall avoid the
area by delaying nearby ground disturbance until the
birds have fledged, or shall reroute the project
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component to avoid the area.
g. If construction is scheduled to occur during the nonnesting season, then no nesting bird surveys shall be
required before the start of construction activity, except
for provisions for surveys for western burrowing owls
outside the nesting season (September 1 – January 31),
as specified in Mitigation Measure BIO-5b.
Mitigation Measure BIO-5b: Habitat Avoidance –
Burrowing Owl
The following guidelines adapted from the CDFG Staff
Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFG 1995) shall
be implemented by the Applicant:
a. Pre-construction burrowing owl surveys shall be
conducted in all areas that may provide suitable nesting
habitat according to CDFG (1995) guidelines.
i. No more than 30 days before construction, a
habitat survey including documentation of burrows
and burrowing owls shall be conducted by a
qualified wildlife biologist within 500 feet of the
construction area in areas suitable for burrowing
owls.
ii. The survey shall conform to the protocol described
by the California Burrowing Owl Consortium,
which includes up to four surveys on different dates
if there are suitable burrows present. The CDFG
shall be consulted by the Applicant prior to survey
initiation to ensure the most current preconstruction survey methodologies are utilized.
iii. The CDFG defines impacts as disturbance within
approximately 160 feet of occupied burrows during
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the non breeding season of September 1 through
January 31, or within approximately 250 feet during
the breeding season of February 1 through August
31. Even when these buffer distances are
maintained, the alteration of breeding and
behavioral patterns of burrowing owls during
construction activities shall be considered adverse
disturbance to the owls, as determined by the
Applicant’s onsite biologist and the Solano County
biological monitor.
b. The Applicant shall avoid disturbing active burrowing
owl nests and occupied nesting burrows, and shall
implement standard CDFG mitigation guidelines.
c. If, as determined by the Solano County biological
monitor, construction activities will not adversely affect
occupied burrows or disrupt breeding behavior,
construction may proceed without any restriction or
mitigation measures for burrowing owls.
d. If, as determined by the Solano County biological
monitor, in consultation with CDFG, construction
could adversely affect occupied burrows during the
September 1 through January 31 non-breeding season,
the subject owls may be passively relocated from the
occupied burrow(s) using one-way doors, according to
CDFG guidelines, using the following measures:
i. There shall be at least two unoccupied burrows
suitable for burrowing owl within 300 feet of the
occupied burrow before one-way doors are installed
in the occupied burrow.
ii. The unoccupied burrows shall also be located at least
160 feet from construction activities and can be
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Bats from Overhead Wires
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Mitigation Measures
natural burrows or artificial burrows constructed
according to current design specifications.
iii. If artificial burrows are created, these burrows shall
be in place at least 1 week before one-way doors are
installed on the currently occupied burrows.
iv. One-way doors must be in place for a minimum of
48 hours to ensure that owls have left the burrow
before the burrow is excavated.
v. Mitigation for the loss of occupied habitat, as
determined by the Solano County Department of
Resource Management, based on the
recommendations of the Solano County biological
monitor, shall be provided by preservation of 6.5
acres of suitable foraging and nesting habitat
contiguous with occupied burrow sites per breeding
pair or single bird. Suitable preservation habitat is
defined as those natural and disturbed vegetated
areas (e.g. grasslands, scrublands, and tree and shrub
areas with less than 30% ground cover) that have
existing natural and artificial ground burrows which
can support burrowing owl.
Mitigation Measures BIO-2a and BIO-2b

Mitigation Measure BIO-7: Design Specifications for
Overhead Power Lines
Prior to project operation, the Applicant shall implement
the following design elements for the limited overhead
power lines:
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a. For any power collection system utility lines that are
installed overhead at limited wetland and stream
crossings where the use of HDD is infeasible and as
approved by Solano County, as applicable:
i. Avian safe practices, as outlined in Suggested
Practices for Avian Protection on Power Lines
(APLIC 2006) will be employed during
construction;
ii. All jumper wires shall be insulated (5-kV minimum
rating and preferably 10-kV to 15-kV);
iii. All exposed terminals at the substation (e.g., pot
heads, lightning arresters, and transformer
bushings) shall be covered by wildlife boots or
other insulating materials;
iv. Non-conductive materials (e.g., fiberglass and
wood) shall be used instead of the straight,
aluminum-type combination arms on riser poles;
v. Energized wires shall be placed a safe distance
apart: 60 inches for crossarm configuration, 55
inches for armless configuration; the distance
between grounded hardware and any energized
phase conductor shall be a minimum of 60 inches
apart;
vi. No cut-outs or riser poles shall be used;
vii. Jumper leads shall be oriented in a vertical
configuration to discourage bird perching;
viii. Install perch and nest discouragers on crossarms
and on top of poles;
ix. Suspend phase conductors on pole top and cross
arms;
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Mitigation Measures
x. Bonding of pole top devices mounted on nonconductive arms shall be done with insulated wire;
xi. A minimum conductor wire size of 4/0 shall be
used to increase the visibility of the wire;
xii. Excepting angle poles of overhead lines, none of
the installed facilities shall require, or otherwise
involve, the use of guy wires. All turbines and
permanent meteorological towers shall be free
standing;
xiii. Post-construction monitoring activities consistent
with those detailed in Mitigation Measure BIO-8a
(below) shall be conducted for any overhead lines
not owned by PG&E and regulated by the CPUC.
If post-construction monitoring indicates that any
such new installed overhead lines are having
significant impacts on raptor species, bird diverters
shall be installed to the extent required by Solano
County, based on consultation with CDFG and
USFWS.
b. The Applicant shall ensure that the section of overhead
230-kV transmission line be installed in conformance
with APLIC 2006 suggested practices. The Applicant
shall coordinate with PG&E to ensure this measure is
implemented.
Mitigation Measure BIO-8a: Bird and Bat Mortality
Monitoring
The Applicant shall conduct annual monitoring of bird and
bat mortality in the project area, as follows:
a. Qualified ornithologists shall conduct annual bird and
bat mortality monitoring throughout the project area
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including where any new overhead transmission lines
have been installed to determine avian and bat mortality
rates and the causes of mortality associated with the
project installations. The monitor shall be an
independent USFWS-approved biologist.
b. The monitor shall collect sufficient information to allow
evaluation of turbine design characteristics and location
effects that contribute to mortality. The species,
number, location and distance of dead birds relative to
turbine location, availability of raptor prey species, and
cause of bird and bat mortalities shall be noted. All
results shall be provided to the Wildlife Response and
Reporting System database.
c. Monitoring shall follow standardized guidelines outlined
by California Guidelines for Reducing Impacts to Birds
and Bats from Wind Energy Development (CEC and
CDFG 2007) and, as required by the County, shall be
conducted for three years following the first delivery of
power and include, but not be limited to, the following,
unless otherwise determined appropriate by the Solano
County Avian TAC:
Search radius shall be 100 meters to account for
i.
terrain and turbine height;
ii. Searcher efficiency trials shall be conducted for
four seasons and be sufficient to analyze for
changes in vegetative cover;
iii. A minimum of approximately 50 percent of the
project wind turbines shall be surveyed each year
of required monitoring.
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d. The Applicant shall contribute and participate in the
efforts of the Solano County Avian Technical Advisory
Committee (TAC) to develop mitigation measures to
lessen potential impacts on raptors as a result of wind
turbine generator operation. The TAC is an advisory
committee to the County, interagency organization
composed of biologists from the CDFG, the USFWS,
the Solano County, Department of Resource
Management, and representatives from local wind
facility developers in the wind resource area in
Montezuma Hills, a local landowner/farmer, a
conservation organization and/or Golden Eagle expert,
and others .e. The Applicant shall prepare and submit
annual reports from monitoring efforts to the USFWS,
CDFG, Solano County and the Solano County Avian
TAC within 90 days after the end of each calendar year,
unless additional time has been justified by the
Applicant and is acceptable to the Solano County
Department of Resource Management. Data collected
during the monitoring program shall be submitted to
the Biogeographic Information and Observation System
Program, in accordance with California Energy
Commission Guidelines.
e. f. If a carcass with a band is found in the project area,
the Applicant shall promptly report the banding
information to the USFWS Bird Banding Laboratory
and shall coordinate with the Laboratory to include any
information provided by the USFWS and pertinent to
avian mortality at the project site, if any, in the annual
monitoring reports.
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f. g. After three years of post-construction monitoring
data have been obtained, the County will review the data
and, in consultation with the USFWS and the CDFG,
determine which, if any, specific turbines generate
disproportionately high levels of avian mortalities (based
on evidence of statistically significant higher levels of
mortality relative to other turbines). If specific turbines
are found to result in disproportionately high avian
mortalities, the Applicant shall consult with the County
to evaluate any feasible measures that can be
implemented at the discretion of the County to reduce
or avoid mortalities at those specific turbines.
g. If unauthorized take of a federal or state threatened or
endangered avian or bat species occurs during project
operation, the Applicant shall notify the appropriate
agency (USFWS and/or CDFG) and the County within
48 hours and confer with the agency on the appropriate
action. The Applicant shall then notify the County
within three days of the receipt of any USFWS and/or
CDFG required or recommended actions resulting from
the consultation, including whether either agency
requires an incidental take permit and/or deems
additional requirements necessary..
Mitigation Measure BIO-8b: On-site Mitigation
The Applicant shall provide on site mitigation for bird
strikes, as outlined below:
a. Turbine locations shall avoid features of the landscape
known to attract raptors and bats, such as water and
foraging habitat that provide habitat for prey species
such as insects and small mammals, to the extent
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feasible.
b. The Applicant shall maintain a 500-foot no-disturbance
setback zone around any active or historical golden
eagle nest(s) identified in the project area.
c. Prior to Project construction, the Applicant shall
prepare an Avian and Bat Mitigation Plan (ABMP) by a
qualified biologist or ornithologist and be furnished to
the Solano County Department of Resource
Management. The ABMP shall contain specific
provisions for actions to minimize or offset impacts on
birds and bats and shall include the following:
i. Remove rock piles resulting from construction as
soon as possible (if applicable).
ii. Feather road edges and replace topsoil level with
the road to allow cultivation to resume as close as
possible to the roadbed.
iii. Where it is not feasible to re-vegetate areas in
accordance with Mitigation Measures AG-5
(Restore and Decompact Temporarily Disturbed
Agricultural Areas) and Bio-1 (Minimize Temporary
Disturbance and Restore Disturbed Habitats within
Project Area), compact non-vegetated areas to
discourage new rodent burrows.
iv. Identify appropriate active and historical nest
setbacks (e.g., 250 feet, 500 feet, or 0.25 miles) per
Mitigation Measure BIO-5a (Avoidance of Avian
Nests), Mitigation Measure BIO-5b (Habitat
Avoidance – Western Burrowing Owl), and
Mitigation Measure BIO-8b (On-Site Mitigation).
Injured migratory wildlife shall be captured and
v.
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transported to a licensed facility in accordance with
the conditions of USFWS-issued Federal Fish And
Wildlife Permit #MB087642-2 (amended), as
applicable to the project, unless otherwise
subsequently amended by renewal or reissuance of
said permit.
Mitigation Measure BIO-8c: Off-site Mitigation and
Replacement of Disturbed Aerial Habitat
The Project would result in the permanent loss of up to 68
acres of aerial habitat. Additionally, fragmentation of the
aerial habitat could negatively impact common and specialstatus avian and bat species. Thus, the impacts due to loss
of aerial habitat within and outside the project area are
considered significant.
To compensate for permanent loss of aerial habitat and for
ongoing impacts on avian and bat species, the Applicant
shall acquire replacement mitigation habitat off site at a
ratio of 1:1 acreage compensation calculated from the total
rotor swept area representing aerial habitat within the
completed project. These lands will consist of any
combination of non-native grassland, grazing land, mixed
grain or cropland (excluding orchard or vineyard land), or
open oak woodland. The off-site habitat mitigation area
would be preserved in perpetuity.
The Applicant shall provide off site mitigation by acquiring
and preserving up to 68 acres of land, based on total rotor
swept area for the 34 proposed Project wind turbines,
suitable for impacted avian and bat species. The total
number of mitigation acres required shall be determined
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based on the final mix of the two turbine models ultimately
selected for the project. If fewer turbines are installed, the
amount of required acreage shall be proportionately
reduced. Off site conservation land shall be preserved in
fee title and/or easement in accordance with the following:
a. Prior to the issuance of the first building permit or
grading permit for the Project, whichever occurs first,
the Applicant shall establish an irrevocable letter of
credit in favor of the County of Solano from a reputable
bank with a branch in the United States, or a bond as
approved by the County, in an amount approved by the
County to ensure compliance with the conservation land
or easement provisions described in paragraphs b–d
below. The letter of credit or bond shall not be required
if at least one of the measures described in paragraphs b.
through d. below has been fulfilled to the satisfaction of
the County prior to issuance of the first grading or
building permit, whichever occurs first.
b. Off site conservation land or easement: Within two
years following the first delivery of power, the Applicant
shall purchase and record up to 68 acres of off site
conservation land in fee-title and/or easement for open
space suitable as breeding and foraging habitat for
raptors impacted by the Project, such as the golden
eagle and red-tailed hawk, as follows:
i. The County, in consultation with USFWS and the
CDFG, shall approve the location of the
conservation land or easement, which approval shall
not be unreasonably withheld.
ii. If the Applicant requests timely approval of the
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location of the conservation land or easement, and
approval is not granted within the two-year period,
the Applicant shall purchase and record the land or
easement within a reasonable time after the County
gives its approval and shall be deemed to have
complied with this two-year requirement. The
conservation land or easement shall meet the
following requirements:
a) The conserved area shall be up to 68 acres in
size, equivalent to the total rotor swept area for
the 34 proposed Project turbines, and shall be
located on land in Solano County providing
habitat similar to the project area but shall be
outside the wind resource area.
b) The conserved land or easement site shall be
dominated by natural vegetation, agricultural
uses or a combination of both. The primary
purpose of this land or easement will be to
provide conservation lands for raptor species
that could be impacted by the Project.
c) The conserved lands shall provide breeding
opportunities in an effort to offset raptor
mortality associated with operation of the
Project. The main species anticipated to be
impacted by the Project are raptor species such
as golden eagle, red-tailed hawk and American
kestrel, although the easement could also
provide habitat for other guilds of birds such as
ground-nesting songbirds. Types of habitat
enhancement measures on the easement will be
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weighted according to the relative abundance of
birds impacted by the Project, the speciesspecific needs of those species, and the type and
quality of habitat that may already exist on the
conserved land. A number of management
measures and enhancements shall be provided (if
such features are not already present) to provide
suitable foraging and nesting habitat on the
easement.
d) The conservation easement shall be recorded,
shall run with the land in perpetuity, and shall list
and prohibit activities inconsistent with the
purpose of supporting avian foraging and
breeding opportunities. If the land is acquired in
fee-title and conveyed to a land trust or similar
entity, an irrevocable deed restriction shall be
recorded on the property to ensure that the
property permanently remains in conservation
regardless of ownership and contains the same
restrictions as a conservation easement.
The Applicant shall establish a non-wasting funding
mechanism to fund the maintenance, management
and monitoring of the conserved area. Estimated
costs shall be established using a PAR-type analysis.
The analysis and funding mechanism shall require
approval by the County, in consultation with the
resource agencies, prior to recordation of the
conservation easement. Management activities or
restrictions in the conservation easement shall
include:
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a) Provisions for suitable foraging habitat by
maintaining or enhancing natural areas,
particularly grasslands and seasonal wetlands, or
by maintaining compatible agricultural crops and
practices. Suitable crop types for foraging raptors
include those with low-lying vegetation such as
alfalfa and other hays, and various row and grain
crops. Unsuitable crop types that would be
restricted in the easement shall include those that
do not provide sufficient accessibility or have
low prey densities, such as orchards and
vineyards.
b) Maintaining or enhancing nesting opportunities
by protecting trees or planting trees that are
suitable for raptor nesting, including native valley
oaks and cottonwood trees. The installation of
artificial nesting structures would be acceptable
only in combination with the planting and
maintenance of live trees.
Within three years following the first delivery of
power, the Applicant’s qualified wildlife biologist
shall undertake breeding habitat enhancement
measures, as determined in consultation with Solano
County, on the conserved property, which shall
include the following:
a) Prior to recording the conservation easement,
the Applicant shall submit to Solano County an
open space and habitat management plan for the
conserved area, which shall be prepared by a
qualified wildlife biologist. Approval of this plan
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by Solano County, in consultation with the
resource agencies, shall be required prior to
recordation of the easement.
b) Types of enhancement measures on the
easement, if required by Solano County, will be
weighted according to the relative abundance of
birds impacted by the Project and the speciesspecific needs of those species but could include
the placement of nesting substrate for golden
eagles, red-tailed hawks, and American kestrels
(nesting boxes, trees, perches, and/or other
features). The use of artificial nesting structures
would be acceptable only in combination with
the planting and maintenance of live trees.
c) A number of management measures and
enhancements shall be provided (if such features
are not already present) to provide suitable
foraging and nesting habitat on the easement.
d) Prior to recording the conservation easement or
conveying the Project in fee simple, the
Applicant shall designate, for Solano County’s
approval, a public agency or non-profit entity, or
a designated representative, to manage the
conserved area.
The Applicant shall be responsible for all mitigation
costs including habitat enhancements (if required by
Solano County), preparation and implementation of
the open space management plan, and long-term
management of the conservation area.
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c. In-lieu fee: As an alternate to the off site conservation
easement requirements described in section b, above,
the Applicant may contribute an in-lieu fee to the
Solano Land Trust or other conservation entity
approved by Solano County in consultation with CDFG
(hereinafter “Trust”) in an amount and according to the
terms as approved by Solano County in consultation
with the CDFG for the establishment of up to 68 acres
of permanent conservation land or easement in Solano
County to replace lost aerial habitat. This fee shall be
used by the Trust for the sole purpose of purchasing,
recording, enhancing, maintaining and preserving the
conserved land in fee-title or easement that provides
protected breeding and foraging habitat for the raptors
and other avian species impacted by the Project. The
requirements for the in-lieu fee alternative shall include
the following:
i. The amount of the in-lieu fee shall require approval
by the County, in consultation with the CDFG,
which approval shall not be unreasonably withheld
and shall be based on the Trust’s costs for the
following:
a) Acquisition of up to 68 acres of conservation
land in fee-title and/or easement for open space
and habitat suitable as breeding and foraging for
raptors such as the golden eagle, red-tailed hawk
and other guilds of birds impacted by the
Project; and
b) Reasonable administrative and other overhead
costs by the Trust to acquire the land and/or
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easement; and
c) The development, approval, and implementation
of the required habitat enhancement and
management plan, as required by Solano County
in consultation with the CDFG; and
d) The perpetual maintenance, management, and
monitoring of the conserved land and habitat,
based on a PAR-type analysis.
The Applicant shall furnish the entire in-lieu fee, as
approved by Solano County, to the Trust, and a
receipt to this effect shall be provided to Solano
County within two years following the first delivery
of power.
The requirements for the conserved land shall be
based on a written Agreement between the Trust
and Solano County, shall be binding on the Trust
and shall include the following:
a) The size of conservation land and/or easement
shall be up to 68 acres in size, and shall be
located within Solano County but outside the
wind resource area. The location shall require
County approval in consultation with the
CDFG, which approval shall not be
unreasonably withheld, prior to acquisition.
b) The conserved land shall provide habitat similar
to the project area, dominated by natural
vegetation, agricultural uses, or a combination of
both. The land shall also provide, to the
maximum extent feasible, foraging and breeding

5-41

Montezuma II Wind Energy Project
Final EIR

23 Proposed MMRP
Table 5.2-1
MONTEZUMA II WIND ENERGY PROJECT PROPOSED MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures

c)

d)

e)

f)

June 20, 2011

Monitoring/
Reporting Action

Responsible
Agency

Timing

opportunities for the species most affected by
the Project, including raptors such as the golden
eagle, red-tailed hawk and American kestrel.
Habitat for other species such as ground-nesting
songbirds is also appropriate.
The land and/or easement shall be held,
maintained, and protected in perpetuity for the
conservation purposes prescribed in this
mitigation measure. If the land is acquired in feetitle, an irrevocable deed restriction shall be
recorded on the property to ensure that the
property permanently remains in conservation
regardless of ownership.
The deed restriction or conservation easement
shall be recorded, shall run with the land in
perpetuity, and shall list and prohibit activities
inconsistent with the purpose of supporting
raptor and other avian foraging and breeding
opportunities.
Required enhancements, maintenance,
management, and monitoring of the easement
shall be in accordance with the habitat
enhancement and management plan as prepared
by the Trust and approved by Solano County in
accordance with paragraph iv, below.
The conservation land and/or easement shall be
purchased, and the deed restriction or easement
shall be recorded, within 2 years following the
first delivery of power, and the documentation
to this effect shall be furnished to Solano
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County.
g) The in-lieu fee furnished by the Applicant shall
be held in an interest-bearing or other
appropriate investment account until expended
for purposes of the land and/or easement
acquisition, recordation, maintenance,
monitoring and other measures under the terms
of the Agreement.
h) All in-lieu fees furnished by the Applicant shall
be used exclusively for the conservation land or
easement associated with the Project only.
The Trust shall prepare and submit to Solano
County an open space and habitat management plan
for the conserved area, which shall be prepared by a
qualified wildlife biologist. Approval of this plan by
Solano County, in consultation with the CDFG,
shall be required prior to implementation. The open
space and habitat management plan shall include the
following:
a) Foraging and breeding habitat protection and
maintenance measures, as well as land
management measures, including restrictions in
the conserved area.
b) Provisions for suitable foraging habitat by
maintaining or enhancing natural areas,
particularly grasslands and seasonal wetlands; or
by maintaining compatible agricultural crops and
practices. Suitable crop types for foraging raptors
include those with low-lying vegetation such as
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alfalfa and other hays, and various row and grain
crops. Unsuitable crop types that would be
restricted in the easement shall include those that
do not provide sufficient accessibility or have
low prey densities, such as orchards and
vineyards.
c) Management measures that include, but are not
be limited to, maintenance and protection of
trees suitable for raptor nesting, including valley
oaks and other native trees, appropriate grazing
management practices, vegetation management,
and establishment of land use restrictions and
activities that may be inconsistent with the
purposes of the conserved area.
d) Any required enhancements in the conservation
easement will be weighted according to the
relative abundance of birds impacted by the
Project and the species-specific needs of those
species and the type and quality of habitat that
may already exist on the conserved land. At a
minimum, the placement of nesting substrate for
golden eagles, red-tailed hawks and American
kestrels (nesting boxes, trees, perches, and/or
other natural features) will be necessary, unless
such habitat already exists, as determined by
Solano County. The use of artificial nesting
structures would be acceptable only in
combination with the planting and maintenance
of live trees.
e) Habitat enhancements (if required by Solano

June 20, 2011

5-44

Montezuma II Wind Energy Project
Final EIR

23 Proposed MMRP
Table 5.2-1
MONTEZUMA II WIND ENERGY PROJECT PROPOSED MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures

Monitoring/
Reporting Action

Responsible
Agency

Timing

County) shall be fully undertaken by the Trust
within one year following the acquisition of the
conservation land or easement by the Trust.
d. Mitigation bank credits: As an alternate to the off-site
conservation requirements described in sections b and c,
above, the Applicant may purchase Swainson’s hawk or
other mitigation credits approved by Solano County, in
consultation with CDFG for the benefit of the species
of raptors impacted by the Project, equivalent to a total
of up to 68 acres, based on total rotor swept area for the
34 project turbines, of established conservation land
from a conservation bank with appropriate raptor
habitat in Solano County, as approved by Solano
County in consultation with the CDFG. The purchase
of conservation easement credits shall comply with the
following:
i. Full purchase of all required credits shall be
completed within two years following the first
delivery of power, and a receipt to this effect shall
be furnished to Solano County.
ii. The credits shall be equivalent to the protection of
up to 68 acres of similar habitat as the project area,
dominated by natural vegetation, agricultural lands
or a combination of both. The conserved land shall
further provide, to the maximum extent feasible,
foraging and breeding opportunities for the avian
species most affected by the Project, including
golden eagle, red-tailed hawk and American kestrel.
Habitat for other species such as ground-nesting
songbirds is also appropriate.
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Purchase of the credits shall include costs for the
design, installation and perpetual maintenance of
nesting enhancements on the conservation bank
property (if nesting opportunities are not already
present), as required by the County in consultation
with the CDFG, and in coordination with the
conservation bank operator. The nesting
enhancement requirements shall include the
following:
a) The enhancements to the conservation bank will
be weighted according to the relative abundance
of birds impacted by the Project and the speciesspecific needs of those species but shall include,
at a minimum, the placement of nesting
substrate for golden eagles, red-tailed hawks and
American kestrels (nesting boxes, trees, perches,
and/or other natural features), as determined by
the County. The use of artificial nesting
structures would be acceptable only in
combination with the planting of live trees. All
nesting enhancement measures shall be specified
in the sales Agreement between the bank
operator and the Applicant.
b) The quantity of nesting enhancements shall be
proportionate to the area of the required off-site
conservation easement.
c) Nesting enhancements, if required by Solano
County, shall be completed by the bank operator
within one year of the purchase of mitigation
credits by the Applicant, and this shall be
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specified in the sales agreement between the
bank operator and the Applicant.
d) The bank operator shall be responsible for
notifying Solano County upon completion of
nesting enhancements, which shall be specified
in the sales agreement between the bank
operator and the Applicant.
iv. The conservation bank operator shall adequately
document and report transactions as specifically
provided for in their banking agreement with the
appropriate resource agencies.
Mitigation Measure BIO-8d: Reimbursement
Upon the first delivery of power, and by the annual
anniversary date of this event for each of three consecutive
years thereafter, the Applicant shall furnish to the County a
project review and monitoring fee, equivalent to two weeks
annually of senior planner staff time at the hourly rate for
direct staff services according to Solano County
Department of Resource Management fee schedule in
effect at the time each deposit is required. This planner
shall monitor the implementation of the mitigation
measures and other conditions of approval required for the
Project.
9 Cultural Resources
Impact CUL-1: Impacts on
Known Cultural Resources
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Mitigation Measures
Mitigation Measure CUL-2a: Supplemental
Evaluation and Cultural Surveys
To address potential impacts on cultural, archeological, and
paleontological resources, in areas that the cultural
resources inventory did not previously cover and where
ground disturbance will occur, the Applicant shall achieve
avoidance by implementing the following measures:
a. Prior to construction, the Applicant shall identify all
areas, if any, where project components are proposed
that were not covered during the pedestrian surveys
conducted for the Cultural Resources Inventory Report for
the Proposed Montezuma II Project, Solano County,
California (ICF International 2010a) or other
supplemental evaluation. In areas where grounddisturbance will occur for project construction, the
Applicant shall provide documentation to the County
confirming where surveys were previously completed
versus not completed.
b. In areas where ground-disturbance will occur, the
Applicant shall consult and contract with a qualified
archaeologist to conduct a supplemental evaluation of
known cultural resources occurring within the
locations not covered during the pedestrian surveys
conducted for the Cultural Resources Inventory Report for
the Proposed Montezuma II Project, Solano County,
California (ICF International 2010a), including any
areas not covered due to subsequent project revisions.
These areas include, but are not limited to, access
roads, collection system routes, transmission line route,
turbine locations, and any other areas where ground
disturbance would occur that the pedestrian surveys
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did not cover.
c. As determined by the Applicant’s qualified
archaeologist, supplemental evaluation of prehistoric
and historic archeological sites could include, but is not
limited to archival research to establish the site’s place
in local history and events; intensive surveys, of the
revised area of impact to locate artifacts and features;
and subsurface testing consisting of shovel-excavated
test units in areas with less than 100% ground surface
visibility.
d. Prior to commencement of ground disturbance in the
area requiring supplemental evaluation, the Applicant
shall submit a report of findings to Solano County for
the supplemental evaluation, which shall include
recommendations of significance to the SHRC for the
site(s). Commencement of ground disturbance shall
not occur unless authorized by the County.
e. Except in areas where the Applicant conducts
additional surveys and obtains Solano County
approval, the Applicant shall not conduct grounddisturbing activities in areas not previously surveyed
for cultural resources, as evaluated in the pedestrian
surveys conducted for the Cultural Resources
Inventory Report for the Proposed Montezuma II
Wind Project, Solano County, California (ICF
International 2010a). In any area where the Applicant
conducts a subsequent survey, the Applicant shall
submit it to Solano County for review and approval
and shall not commence ground-disturbing activities
there until Solano County has given authorization to
do so.
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f.

Identify the locations of known cultural resources on
construction plans and drawings (which shall not be
distributed beyond project personnel for the reasons
described below), place a protective barrier around
known cultural deposits, and educate construction
personnel on avoidance measures. Cultural resources
are easily disturbed, damaged, or destroyed and are a
non-renewable resource. Additionally, some cultural
resources may be at risk of looting. Therefore,
information pertaining to the exact location of a
known cultural resource must remain confidential, as
recognized by the California Public Records Act. The
location of these resources shall be made available only
on a need-to-know basis to avoid disturbance, damage,
or destruction.
MM CUL-2b: Cultural and Paleontological
Monitoring and Unanticipated Discovery Procedure
The Applicant shall minimize impacts on cultural and
paleontological resources in project areas that had less than
100% ground surface visibility evaluated during the
pedestrian surveys for the Cultural Resources Inventory Report
for the Proposed Montezuma II Project, Solano County, California
(ICF International 2010a), and any subsequent surveys
performed in compliance with Mitigation Measure CUL-2a
by implementing the following measures:
a. The Applicant shall post notices (signs) on and/or at
all construction trailers and portable lavatories,
identifying potential for cultural and paleontological
resource discovery and required notification
procedures in the event of a find. Such notices shall be
subject to County approval.
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ba. The Applicant shall retain a qualified archaeologist for
training of construction personnel and periodic
construction monitoring, as described further, below,
in addition to “on call” consultation on potential finds
either by telephone or in the field. An archaeologist,
who is also qualified to recognize paleontological
resources, shall conduct full-time monitoring of all
areas of the Project where ground-disturbing activities
would occur.
i. The monitor archaeologist shall have the following
qualifications:
• Working knowledge of the project area;
• Ability to identify the range of cultural
resources known to exist in the vicinity of the
Project;
• Ability to recognize paleontological resources;
and
• Approval of Solano County at least 30 days
prior to commencement of construction
activities.
ii. Prior to construction, the qualified archaeologist
shall:
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•

Train all construction personnel about the
potential for archaeological resource discovery
and appropriate procedures for notification of
a find. The frequency of said training shall be
such that no construction personnel shall be
allowed to enter the project site without
having the mandatory training beforehand.

•

Train the biological monitor to enable him or
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her to recognize a potential find, determine if
it has archaeological, historical, or
paleontological value, and isolate it for review
by the qualified archaeologist.
iii. During construction, the qualified archaeologist or
trained biological monitor shall conduct weekly
inspection of ground-disturbing activities within
0.1 mile of a known cultural resource site.
c. The archaeological or trained biological monitor shall
have the authority to temporarily stop construction
activities to inspect areas where ground-disturbance has
revealed potential cultural or paleontological resources.
The Applicant shall suspend construction activities
until the qualified archaeologist has inspected the
discovery and determined required or recommended
treatment for the resource(s), including but not limited
to the following:
i. Evaluation and Avoidance (Cultural Resources).
The evaluation of unanticipated discovery of
potentially significant cultural resources may require
a subsurface testing and evaluation program for
cultural resources. Resources determined to be
significant or potentially significant shall be flagged
and avoided. If necessary, the Project shall be
redesigned to avoid impacts on cultural resources.
ii. Recovery and Documentation (Cultural
Resources). If site avoidance cannot be
implemented through project redesign, the Applicant
shall implement a data recovery program to mitigate
impacts. Appropriate treatment of significant or
potentially significant cultural resource(s) includes
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excavation and removal of the resource(s) and
curation in an appropriate facility under the direction
of a qualified archaeologist and in consultation with
Native Americans that are culturally affiliated with
the area.
iii. Evaluation and Avoidance (Paleontological
Resources). If potential paleontological resources
are encountered during construction, the qualified
monitor shall suspend all construction activities in
the vicinity of the potential resource to examine the
resource and determine the proper method to avoid
adverse effects on the resource. If necessary, a
qualified paleontological monitor shall be consulted
to assist the cultural monitor through all phases of
evaluation, avoidance, recovery, and documentation,
as necessary. At the monitor’s discretion, the area in
the vicinity of the potential resource may be flagged
for avoidance. If necessary, the Project shall be
redesigned to avoid impacts on paleontological
resources.
iv. Recovery and Documentation (Paleontological
Resources). If site avoidance cannot be
implemented through project redesign, the Applicant
shall implement a data recovery program to mitigate
impacts. Appropriate recovery of the potential
resource may include removal from the site by
plaster jacketing, taking a sample of the potentially
fossiliferous formation, or, if necessary, excavation.
Recovered specimens that are determined to be
important paleontological resources shall be
prepared to the point of curation, including the
washing of sediments to recover small invertebrates
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or vertebrates, and stabilized to mitigate impacts. In
the event that recovered specimens are determined
to be important paleontological resources, the
Applicant shall prepare and execute a written
repository agreement with an established, accredited
museum repository, and all important paleontological
specimens shall be curated.
v. Unanticipated Human Remains Discovery. If
human remains are discovered, work in the vicinity
must stop until the County coroner can determine
whether the remains are those of a Native American.
If they are those of a Native American, the coroner
must contact the NAHC. The NAHC will identify
the person(s) it believes to be the "Most Likely
Descendant" of the deceased Native American. The
Most Likely Descendant would be responsible for
recommending the disposition and treatment of the
remains. The Most Likely Descendant may make
recommendations to the Applicant and the County
for means of treating or disposing of, with
appropriate dignity, the human remains and any
associated grave goods as provided in Public
Resources Code Section 5097.98.
dc. For each of the unanticipated discovery scenarios
described above, the Applicant shall immediately notify
the Solano County Resource Management Department.
Solano County will work with the qualified
archaeologist, who shall work at the expense of the
Applicant. The County shall determine whether the
discovered resource can be avoided and, if impacts
have not occurred, whether work can continue. If it is
determined that the resource has been impacted and an
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1) Solano
County DRM

1) Prior to
construction

assessment of its significance is required, work shall
not resume until permission is received from Solano
County.
10 Geology
Impact GEO-1: Ground Shaking
and Landslides

June 20, 2011

Mitigation Measure GEO-1a: Conduct a Geotechnical
Study
To further reduce potential impacts associated with
geological hazards, the applicant shall:
a. Conduct a geotechnical study to evaluate soil
conditions and geologic hazards in the project area.
The geotechnical study shall be signed by a Californiaregistered geologist and approved by Solano County,
and it shall identify the following:
i. Location of fault traces and potential for surface
rupture;
ii. Potential for seismically induced ground shaking,
liquefaction, landslides, differential settlement, and
mudflows and specific locations to be avoided
where practicable;
iii. Stability of existing cut-and-fill slopes;
iv. Collapsible or expansive soils;
v. Foundation material type;
vi. Location of abandoned and active production
wells to be avoided during construction;
vii. Potential for wind erosion, water erosion,
sedimentation, and flooding; and
viii. Location and description of unprotected drainage
that could be impacted by the proposed
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development.
b. Design this project based on the results of this study
to:
i. Follow safety and building codes and other design
requirements, as indicated by the site-specific
geotechnical review, including the California
Building Code;
ii. Use existing roads to the greatest extent feasible to
minimize increased erosion;
iii. Design fill slopes for an adequate factor of safety,
considering material type and compaction,
identified during the site-specific geotechnical
study;
iv. Cut slopes with a slope ratio compatible with the
known geologic conditions or be stabilized by a
buttressed fill;
v. Avoid locating roads and structures near landslide
and mudflow areas. Where avoidance of landslide
areas is not feasible, relatively flat cut-and-fill
slopes would be constructed (2:1 horizontal to
vertical, or 26 percent or flatter). Roads would be
constructed with slope buttressing consisting of
excavation of the unstable materials, installation of
subdrains, and reconstruction of the slopes to the
designed grades using the excavated materials in
properly compacted fills. Stabilization of soil,
where required for tower foundations, shall use the
same methods.
vi. Utilize setback requirements from surrounding
uses, including roads or utilities and/or diversion
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Mitigation Measures
walls to mitigate impacts from mudflow-prone
areas.
vii. Avoid locating turbine locations, transmission
lines, and associated structures astride faults,
lineaments, or unstable areas; and
viii. Depending on the findings of the site-specific
geotechnical study, remove and replace shrinkswell soils with a non-expansive or non-collapsible
soil, or use appropriate foundation or construction
design to accommodate for the shrink/swell
nature of the soils with input from the County.
Mitigation Measure GEO-1b: Design Facilities to
Withstand Ground Shaking
To mitigate potential impacts caused by ground shaking
and landslides, the Applicant shall design project facilities
to withstand substantial fault movement consistent with
findings of the geotechnical report required per RS.1-50 of
the General Plan for wind turbine development projects.
The geotechnical report shall include consideration of
facility placement and design with respect to ground
shaking and landslides.
Mitigation Measure GEO-2: Design Facilities to
Withstand Expansive Soils and Other Soil Hazards
To reduce the potential impacts caused by expansive soils,
soil compaction, and settlement, the Applicant shall design
permanent aboveground facilities to withstand changes in
soil density and include consideration of facility placement
and design with respect to soil shrinking and swelling
potential identified in the site-specific geotechnical report
required by Mitigation Measure GEO-1a (Conduct a Site-
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11 Greenhouse Gases
Impact GHG-1: Greenhouse
Gas Emissions
12 Hazardous Materials
Impact HAZ-1: Potential
Hazardous Materials Spills
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Mitigation Measures
Specific Geotechnical Study).
Mitigation Measure GEO-3: Implement Erosion
Controls
The Applicant shall:
a. Salvage all topsoil disturbed by project activities for
reuse during restoration.
b. Monitor any disturbed areas each spring for eroding or
slump areas and rehabilitate them as necessary, in
coordination with Solano County;
Mitigation Measures HYD-2 and AIR-2
Mitigation Measure GEO-4: Evaluate On-Site Sewage
Disposal Systems Location
The Applicant shall evaluate the area proposed for
construction of the on-site sewage disposal system in
coordination with and under permit from the Solano
County Department of Environmental Health Services
Division. The evaluation shall be performed in accordance
with Chapter 6.4 of the Solano County Code, shall be
performed by a California licensed professional engineer,
registered environmental health specialist, geologist, or soil
scientist, and shall consider the proposed design flow of
the system.

Monitoring/
Reporting Action

Responsible
Agency

Timing

1) Review
geotechnical
studies
2) Review SWPPP

1) Solano
County DRM

1) Prior to
construction

2) Solano
County DRM,
RWQCB
3) Solano
County DRM,
RWQCB

2) Prior to
construction

3) Ensure
implementation of
SWPPP
1) Review the onsite disposal system
evaluation
2) Issue approval
of on-site sewage
disposal system
design, with
building permit

1) Solano
County
Department of
Environmental
Health DRM
2) Solano
County DRM

3) Periodically
during
construction
1) Prior to
construction

None Required

N/A

N/A

N/A

Mitigation Measure HAZ-1a: Proper Use and Storage
of Materials
Hazardous material inventories shall be required if

1) Review and
approve SPCC

1) Solano
County DRM

1) Prior to
construction
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chemicals stored on-site meet or exceed 55 gallons liquid,
200 cubic feet of gas and/or 500 pounds of solid,
potentially hazardous materials. Hazardous material
inventories shall be provided to and evaluated by the
Department of Resource Management’s Environmental
Health Division. In accordance with the California Health
and Safety Code and California Code of Regulations, the
Applicant shall prepare, submit to the appropriate agency,
and implement a Hazardous Materials Emergency
Response Plan (Business Plan) and a Spill Prevention,
Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan to avoid spills
and minimize impacts in the event of a spill. The purpose
of these plans is to ensure that adequate containment
would be provided to control accidental spills, that
adequate spill response equipment and absorbents would
be readily available, and that personnel would be properly
trained in how to control and clean up any spills.
The Applicant shall also ensure the following regarding
these plans:
a. The Applicant shall include as part of the Hazardous
Materials Emergency Response Plan (Business Plan) a
discussion of best practices to be used for hazardous
materials management, including handling and storage
procedures for all hazardous materials used on site,
spill prevention procedures, access and egress routes,
and notification procedures.
b. The Applicant shall store and handle all paint, solvents,
and any other hazardous materials in the manner
specified by the manufacturer and in accordance with
federal regulations and nationally and internationally
recognized codes and standards. Small spray cans of
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2) Review
construction
contracts to ensure
all subcontractors
are aware of and
will comply with
SPCC Plan

2) Solano
County DRM

2) Prior to
construction

3) Solano
County DRM

3) During
construction and
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3) Inspect project
site to ensure
compliance
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carburetor fluid and other hazardous materials should
be stored in an enclosed area in the Montezuma II
Operations and Maintenance building. A material
safety data sheet shall also be stored with each material.
c. The plans shall be provided to all employees, including
contractors, working on the Project, and one copy
shall be available on site at all times.
d. All employees shall be properly trained in the use and
handling of these materials.
e. Should a spill of hazardous material occur, the Solano
County Department of Resource Management shall
have jurisdiction over response and cleanup
operations.
f. The plans shall be certified by a professional engineer.
g. The plans shall be submitted to the Solano County
Department of Resource Management at least 30 days
prior to construction.
Mitigation Measure HAZ-1b: Waste Management
Plan
The Applicant shall prepare and implement a Waste
Management Plan (Plan) in accordance with, and shall
otherwise comply with, the following:
a. The plan shall describe the storage, transportation, and
handling of wastes, and emphasize the recycling of
construction wastes where possible.
b. The plan shall identify the specific landfills that would
receive construction wastes that could not be recycled.
c. The Applicant shall manage construction wastes in
accordance with the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA) (42 U.S.C. 6901, et seq. and
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Mitigation Measures
RCRA’s implementing regulations at 40 CFR 260, et
seq.) and other applicable state and local regulations.
d. The plan shall be submitted to the Solano County
Department of Resource Management at least 30 days
prior to construction. Commencement of construction
shall not occur unless authorized by the County.
Mitigation Measure HAZ-2: Plan for Encountering
Contaminated Soil, Groundwater, Natural Gas Wells,
and Other Hazards
Prior to construction, the Applicant shall prepare, submit
to the Solano County Department of Resource
Management, and implement a written plan in accordance
with the following:
a. The plan shall specify proper handling, reporting, and
disposal procedures to ensure proper protocols are
followed in the event that hazardous materials are
encountered unexpectedly during construction.
b. The plan shall address the potential for unearthing or
exposing buried hazardous materials or contamination
or shallow contaminated groundwater during
construction activities, likely within six feet of the
surface.
c. The plan shall detail the steps that the Applicant or its
contractor shall take to prevent the migration of
contaminated soils or other materials off site and the
remedial action that will be undertaken.
d. The plan shall be subject to review and approval by the
Solano County Department of Resource Management
prior to construction.
e. The Applicant shall provide worker awareness training
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1) Solano
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construction
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based on the plan prior to construction.
f. At a minimum, construction crews shall stop work and
notify the Department of Resource Management, and
appropriate federal and State agencies, immediately
after encountering any hazards.
g. The Applicant shall review applicable maps of
abandoned natural gas well locations prior to
construction to ensure that no ground-disturbing
activities will be conducted and no structures will be
built over or in proximity to an abandoned well
location.
h. If any wells are inadvertently uncovered or damaged
during excavation or grading, the Applicant shall
immediately contact DOGGR’s Sacramento District
office to obtain information on the requirements for
and approval to perform remedial operations, which
the Applicant will perform upon DOGGR approval.
i. A licensed waste disposal contractor shall remove the
hazardous materials, once identified, from the site,
according to federal, state, and local requirements.
13 Hydrology and Water Quality
Impact HYD-1: Impacts on
Mitigation Measures BIO-2a and BIO-2b
Wetlands, Streams, and Waters of
the United States
Impact HYD-2: Water Quality
Mitigation Measure HYD-2: Storm Water Pollution
Degradation
Prevention Plan (SWPPP)
A SWPPP is required by law in California as part of the
Construction General Permit. Mitigation Measure HYD 2
establishes project-specific requirements for the SWPPP.
The Applicant shall develop the SWPPP in consultation
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1) Receive Notice
of Intent to comply
with Construction
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with Solano County Public Works Engineering (Public
Works).
If earthmoving construction activities occur during the
restrictive Solano County rainy season between October
15th and April 15th, the Applicant shall obtain prior
written approval from the Director of Resource
Management. Approval of such wet weather construction
activities would be dependent and conditional upon
weather, soil conditions, monitoring by the County, and
the Applicant’s adherence to requirements set by the
Department of Resource Management. The Applicant
shall also coordinate the construction schedule with Public
Works with the goal of identifying construction sites in
areas of steep terrain or otherwise high erosion risk and
prioritizing those sites for completion before October 15.
The SWPPP shall include general erosion control measures
for the summer and winter season. The SWPPP shall
include the following design elements for general summer
construction to minimize erosion potential and subsequent
wash-down to low-lying wetland and stream areas:
a. The Applicant shall apply for, secure, and abide by the
conditions of a County grading permit for any and all
work within the project limits, or construction
associated with the Project.
b. Ground disturbance associated with construction of
project facilities shall not occur less than 100 feet away
from streams and wetlands to avoid runoff to these
areas, unless approved by Solano County. Per
Mitigation Measure BIO-2a, the Applicant shall adhere
to setbacks identified in Mitigation Measure BIO-2a
for wetlands, streams/drainages, vernal pools, and
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2) Review SWPPP
prior construction

2) Solano
County DRM

2) Prior to
construction

3 2) Ensure
implementation of
SWPPP

32) RWQCB
and Solano
County DRM

32) Periodically
during
construction

3) Approve grading
permit

3) Solano
County DRM

3) Prior to
construction

4) Approve
construction
activities between
October 15 and
April 15

4) Solano
County DRM

4) During
construction, if
appropriate

5) Solano
County DRM

5) Post
construction

5) Inspect project
site to ensure
successful
revegetation and
restoration
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ponds.
c. Alignment and location of the proposed access roads
shall follow the existing land contours and ridgelines.
A minimum amount of earth shall be moved to allow
for the required 35-foot temporary width for access
roads. Tower pads shall be similarly constructed;
d. Graded areas and stockpiled soil shall be stabilized to
prevent wind or water erosion;
e. Cut slopes shall have a slope ratio compatible with the
known geologic conditions or be stabilized by a
buttressed fill, or be constructed as recommended in
the geotechnical report that shall be developed
pursuant to Mitigation Measure GEO-1b;
f. Rock channel protection shall be employed at points
where drainage channels exceed 5% and the soil is
prone to erode;
g. Drainage culverts shall be sized and located to
minimize erosion and maximize storm runoff away
from the project site. Culverts placed in drainage ways
along County roads shall be designed for 100-year
storms;
h. During construction, vegetation removal and grading
shall be limited to the minimal area necessary and
restricted to areas required for construction only;
i. Erosion control structures shall be placed between
disturbed soil and drainage structures or areas prior to
the start of the rainy season; and
j. The grading, construction, and drainage of roads shall
be carried out to maintain any downstream water
quality.
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Storm Water Runoff from
Permanently Disturbed Surfaces
Impact HYD-4: Water Use
14 Land Use
Impact LU-1: Conflicts with
Applicable Land Use Plans and
Policies
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Mitigation Measures

Monitoring/
Reporting Action

Responsible
Agency

Timing

k. In addition, the SWPPP would include the following
design elements that would apply during the
moratorium:
i.
Erosion control BMPs such as scheduling,
preservation of existing vegetation, hydraulic
mulch, hydroseeding, soil binders, straw mulch,
geotextiles and mats, wood mulching, earth dikes
and drainage swales, velocity dissipation devices,
slope drains, streambank stabilization, and
polyacrylamide
ii.
Sedimentation control BMPs such as silt fences,
sediment basins, sediment traps, check dams, fiber
rolls, gravel bag berms, sand bag barriers, straw
bale barriers, and chemical treatment
iii.
Cover and berm loose stockpiled construction
materials that are not actively being used
iv.
Discontinue the grading and other ground
disturbing activities during precipitation or when
told to do so by the Department of Resource
Management
Mitigation Measure BIO-1, HAZ-1a, and HAZ-1b
None Required

N/A

N/A

N/A

None Required

N/A

N/A

N/A

Mitigation Measure LU-1: Provide Public Road,
Property Line, Residential, and Transmission Facility
Setback Waivers

1) Inspect project
site to evaluate
compliance with

1) Solano
County DRM

1) During
construction

5-65

Montezuma II Wind Energy Project
Final EIR

23 Proposed MMRP
Table 5.2-1
MONTEZUMA II WIND ENERGY PROJECT PROPOSED MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures
To ensure that the Project is consistent with Solano
County setback requirements, the Applicant shall comply
with the following measures:
a. Where a turbine setback of less than three times the
total turbine height from a public road is proposed,
prior to construction the Applicant shall submit to the
Department of Resource Management evidence that
the affected turbines meet or exceed the minimum
setback requirement of 1.2 times the maximum turbine
blade throw distance as recommended by the hazards
analysis report (Epsilon 2010) and approved by the
Public Works Engineering Division. Such evidence
shall include, but not be limited to, certification of the
elevation of the turbine base and adjacent road.
b. Where a turbine setback of less than three times the
total turbine height from an adjacent property line,
other than a public road, is proposed, prior to
construction the Applicant shall:
i. Submit to the Department of Resource
Management evidence of the following:
a) That no residence or other sensitive residential
structure or use is presently located within
three times the turbine height from the
affected turbine, on either side of the property
line;
b) That the minimum setback distance equivalent
to one turbine blade length plus 5 feet (unless
otherwise required by California Building
Code) is provided for interior property lines
within the project area;
c) That the minimum setback distance equivalent
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to one turbine blade length plus 20 feet is
provided for exterior property lines defining
the project boundary; and
d) That overall an adequate setback will be
provided to avoid hazards to the adjacent
landowner, as determined by the County.
ii. If there is a residence or other sensitive residential
structure or use presently located within three
times the turbine height from the affected turbine,
on either side of the property line, the minimum
turbine setback shall be 1.2 times the maximum
turbine blade throw distance, as recommended by
the hazards analysis report (Epsilon 2010).
c. Where a turbine setback of less than three times the
total turbine height from a residence is proposed, prior
to construction the Applicant shall: submit to the
Department of Resource Management evidence that
the affected turbines meet or exceed the minimum
setback requirement of 1.2 times the maximum turbine
blade throw distance as recommended by the hazards
analysis report (Epsilon 2010).
d. Where a turbine setback of less than three times the
total turbine height from an aboveground electrical
transmission facility or railroad is proposed, prior to
construction the Applicant shall submit to the
Department of Resource Management evidence that
the affected turbines meet or exceed the minimum
setback requirement of 1.2 times the maximum turbine
blade throw distance as recommended by the hazards
analysis report (Epsilon 2010). Alternatively, a lesser
setback may be allowed by the Department of
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Resource Management, based on the written consent
of the asset owner.
e. The Project shall comply with the setback criteria
prescribed in Mitigation Measure SA-1b, which allows
for certain reduced setbacks.
f. Should an alternative turbine be used that is not
adequately assessed in the hazards analysis report
(Epsilon 2010), as determined by the County, any
required setback that is a function of maximum blade
throw distance shall be established based on the
recommendations of a qualified professional engineer
for the turbine model and location, at the Applicant’s
expense, subject to approval of the Director of
Resource Management.
g. Prior to construction of the turbine foundation at
locations where a reduced setback is proposed, the
Applicant shall furnish to the Department of Resource
Management a written waiver(s) from the affected
adjacent property owners consenting to the turbine(s)
being installed with a reduced setback on the abutting
property. In the case of a reduced public road setback,
the adjacent property owner is the owner of property
on the opposite side of the road. The waiver shall be
subject to County approval, be irrevocable, and
recorded with the Solano County Recorder prior to
installation of the affecting turbine.
Impact LU-2: Physically Divide a
Piece of Property or Established
Community
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Impact LU-3: Induce Substantial
Population Growth in an Area,
Either Directly or Indirectly
and/or Displace Substantial
Numbers of Existing Housing or
Numbers of People
Impact LU-4: Inhibit Future Land
Use of the Project Area

15 Noise
Impact NOI-1: Short-term
Increase in Noise Levels during
Construction

June 20, 2011

Mitigation Measures

Monitoring/
Reporting Action

Responsible
Agency

Timing

None Required

N/A

N/A

N/A

Mitigation Measure LU-4: Guarantee Bond or
Corporate Surety
To ensure that future land uses in the project area are not
inhibited after the Project is decommissioned, the
Applicant shall:
a. Set aside decommissioning funds in the form of a
surety bond or other bond acceptable to the County as
a specific project budget item;
b. Execute the surety bond or other County-accepted
bond on behalf of the Project in favor of the County,
with an independent administrator of such funds, to
cover all decommissioning costs in an amount
approved by the County; and
c. Maintain the bond for the life of the Project and
through any transfer of ownership.

1) Confirm
Applicant obtained
surety bond or
other bond

1) Solano
County DRM

1) Prior to
construction

Mitigation Measures NOI-1: Reduce Construction
Noise
To reduce noise levels associated with construction of the
Montezuma II Wind Energy Project, the Applicant shall
comply with the following measures:
a. Siting and Design Measures: Avoid use of the access
road adjacent to residence 13 if possible. If alternate
access is not possible, perform one of the following

1) Inspect project
site

1) Solano
County DRM

1) During
construction

2) Review/
approve Noise
Complaint Plan

2) Solano
County DRM

2) Prior to
construction
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measures to reduce short term construction traffic
noise at this location:
i. Relocate the access road to at least 250 feet from
the residence and reduce construction traffic speed
to 10 mph within 1,000 feet of the residence;
ii. Provide to the County a written waiver from the
affected property owner, which shall: 1) be subject
to County approval and shall specify that the
property owner consents to allowing the project
construction activities that would place their
residence in exceedance of exterior daytime noise
limits (with full disclosure of the estimated levels at
the residence) and waives their right to any noise
mitigation by the wind energy operator during
project construction and 2) be recorded with the
Solano County Recorder, be binding on the
property during the duration of construction, and
be irrevocable.
b. Equipment Care: Equipment engines shall be covered,
and the Applicant shall ensure that mufflers are in
good working condition. This measure can reduce
equipment noise by 5 to 10 dBA (EPA 1971).
c. Restricted Work Hours: Work hours shall be restricted
for all noise generating construction activities from
7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. Monday through Friday, and
from 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. on Saturdays and Sundays.
d. Equipment Location: All stationary equipment such as
compressors and welding machines shall be shielded
and located away from noise receptors to the extent
practicable.
e. Pneumatic Tools: Pneumatic tools to be used within

June 20, 2011
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Impact NOI-2: Long-term
Increase in Noise during
Operation of the Montezuma II
Wind Energy Project

June 20, 2011

Mitigation Measures
1,500 feet of a residence shall have an exhaust muffler
on the compressed air exhaust. This shall be included
in the construction specifications.
f. Prior to issuance of any grading permit or building
permit, whichever occurs first, for the Project, the
Applicant shall prepare a Construction Noise
Complaint Plan and submit it to the Solano County
Department of Resource Management for approval.
The Construction Noise Complaint Plan shall detail
how the Applicant will respond to construction noise
complaints, keep the County apprised of the
complaints, and document the resolution of those
complaints.
Mitigation Measure NOI-2a: Reduce Operational
Noise
The Applicant shall reduce or avoid impacts of operational
noise by configuring the proposed Montezuma II Wind
Energy Project such that noise generated during operation
of the wind turbines will be maintained at or below a
CNEL of 50 dBA (or the equivalent steady A-weighted 44
dBA) at residences through implementation of the
following measures:
a. Based on implementation of the turbine configuration
evaluated in Figure 15.2-1, Noise Monitoring Stations,
noise is expected to exceed the equivalent steady
A-weighted 44 dBA and the CNEL 50 dBA at
residences 11, 12, 13, and 14. Prior to obtaining a
building permit for the affecting wind turbine or
otherwise as noted, the Applicant shall implement in
their entirety one or more of the following actions,
enumerated as subparagraphs i. thru iii., to comply with
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Monitoring/
Reporting Action

Responsible
Agency

Timing

1) Inspect project
site

1) Solano
County DRM

1) During
construction

2) Review/
approve
attenuation
analyses and plan
for committing to
operational
limitations or
adjustments

2) Solano
County DRM

2) Prior to
building permit

3) Solano
County DRM

3) Prior to
building permit

4) Solano
County DRM;
Solano County
Sherriff

4) Upon receipt
of reasonable
noise complaint

3) Review waivers
from landowners
4) Follow
measures for
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Mitigation Measures
County noise standards:
i. Relocate turbines or employ restricted operating
modes as follows:
•

For residence 11, relocate turbine 1 107 to at
least 2,600 feet from residence 11, or employ
a -1 dB noise restricted mode at turbine 1
107.

•

For residence 12, relocation turbines 1 and 8
107 and 114 at least 2,500 feet from
residence 12, or employ a -1 dB noise
restricted mode at turbines 1 and 8 107 and
114.

•

For residence 13, relocate turbines 7, 13, 14,
15, 16, 20, 21, and 22 141, 119, 120, 121,
122, 127, 128, and 129 to at least 3,000 feet
from residence 13, or employ a -5 dB noise
restricted mode at turbines 7, 13, 14, 15, 16,
20, 21, and 22 141, 119, 120, 121, 122, 127,
128, and 129 and relocate turbines 13, 14,
and 21 119, 120, and 128 at least 2,000 feet
from residence 13.

Monitoring/
Reporting Action

Responsible
Agency

Timing

resolution of
complaints, if any

•

For residence 14, relocated turbines 14, 15,
16, and 17 120, 121, 122, and 123 at least
3,800 feet from residence 14, or employ a -3
dB noise restricted mode at turbines 14, 15,
16, and 17 120, 121, 122, and 123.
ii. Provide to the County additional attenuation
analyses, based on terrain effects, nighttime wind
speed, or other considerations, demonstrating that
the proposed configuration will not exceed the 50

June 20, 2011
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dBA CNEL or equivalent 44 dBA steady
A-weighted noise level criteria at any residences.
iii. Prior to the beginning construction of foundations
for the affecting turbines, the Applicant shall
provide the County with a written waiver from the
property owner, which shall: 1) Be subject to
County approval and shall specify that the property
owner consents to allowing construction of one or
more turbines that would place their residence in
exceedance of exterior noise limits (with full
disclosure of the estimated levels at the residence)
and waives their right to any noise mitigation by
the wind energy operator after the turbine(s)
become operational; and 2) Be recorded with the
Solano County Recorder, be binding on the
property as long as the turbines are in operation,
and shall be irrevocable
b. Prior to obtaining a building permit for the affecting
wind turbine, provide the County with a plan that is
subject to County approval for committing to
operational limitations or adjustments (e.g., partial
“feathering” of the turbine blades) during nighttime
hours or other provisions that would be implemented
based upon noise complaints from nearby residents.
Such limitations would provide a basis for reducing the
CNEL penalty imposed for nighttime noise. The plan
would not be implemented unless field measurements
by the Applicant verify that noise from nearby turbines
substantially influences noise levels at the residence and
exceeds the 50 dBA CNEL (or equivalent steady
A-weighted 44 dBA) criterion and the County has

June 20, 2011
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reviewed and approved these measures.
c. If the Applicant modifies the turbine configuration
subsequent to what has been evaluated in this EIR,
there is potential for the noise criteria of CNEL of 50
dBA (or the equivalent steady A-weighted 44 dBA) to
be exceeded at residences other than residences 11, 12,
13, and 14. Therefore, prior to obtaining a building
permit for any potential affecting wind turbine, the
Applicant shall:
i. Conduct a supplemental noise analysis and provide
an acoustical report to the County that evaluates
predicted noise levels under the modified
configuration relative to applicable noise criteria;
and
ii. If noise levels at any residences would exceed the
criteria, the Applicant shall implement one or more
of the above measures a.i. to a.iii. (i.e., conduct
further noise analysis to demonstrate noise levels
would not be exceeded, obtain a waiver from the
landowner, and/or relocate the affecting turbines).
Mitigation Measure NOI-2b: Operational Noise
Complaint Plan
To reduce and prevent impacts associated with operational
noise, the Applicant shall implement the following
measures:
a. Prior to issuance of a building permit for the first wind
turbine in the Montezuma II Wind Energy Project, the
Applicant shall submit an Operational Noise
Complaint Plan to the Solano County Department of
Resource Management Department for approval. The
plan shall detail how the Applicant will respond to

June 20, 2011
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operational noise complaints, keep the county apprised
of the complaints, and document the resolution of
those complaints. The Construction and Operational
Noise Compliant Plans may be consolidated into a
single plan that addresses both construction and
operation.
b. Upon receipt of a reasonable complaint alleging that
noise from the operation of the turbines is causing
noise levels at the exterior of a residence to exceed the
50 dBA CNEL or 44 dBA steady noise level, except
where a noise waiver has been recorded on the
affected property:
i. The Solano County Building Official or the
County Sheriff shall report the matter to the
Applicant and the Solano County Department of
Resource Management.
ii. i. The Solano County Department of Resource
Management shall commission, at the Applicant’s
expense, a qualified acoustical firm to conduct a
site-specific study to verify whether noise levels
routinely exceed the 50 dBA CNEL criterion at
the residence and whether these levels can be
attributed, at least in part, to the operation of
specific Montezuma II turbines. All findings shall
be consolidated into a single report. The acoustical
firm shall be authorized to require that the
Applicant cease operation of the specified turbines
at such times as may be necessary for a period not
to exceed 10 days to verify that the noise levels at
the residence would be noticeably reduced (3 dB
decrease in sound levels) by modifications to or

June 20, 2011
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restrictions on the operation of the specified
Montezuma II turbines. Upon verification of the
complaint, the qualified firm shall identify the
circumstances and measures that could be
undertaken to ensure conformance with the 50
dBA CNEL (or 44 dBA equivalent) standard.
iii.ii. For 30 days after the receipt of the verification of
the complaint and mitigation recommendations,
the Applicant shall attempt in good faith to
negotiate a resolution of this matter with the party
making the allegation and shall report any such
resolution to the Solano County Department of
Resource Management in a timely manner.
iv.iii. If a resolution of the complaint is not achieved
within 30 days, and as determined by the Solano
County Department of Resource Management, the
Applicant shall implement one or more of the
recommendations specified in the acoustical report
(Appendix L) to achieve conformance with the
applicable standards, which may include turbine
relocation.
The Applicant and the County would not be responsible
for responding to turbine-related noise complaints
affecting a property where the property owner, at the time
of Project construction, recorded on the property an
irrevocable noise waiver, allowing exterior noise from
turbines in excess of Solano County’s noise thresholds.
16 Public Services and Utilities
Impact PSU-1: Public Services
Impact PSU-2: Public Utilities

June 20, 2011

Mitigation Measures SA-2b and SA-5
None Required
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Impact PSU-3: Interference with
Microwave Transmissions

June 20, 2011

Monitoring/
Reporting Action

Responsible
Agency

Mitigation Measure PSU-3: Notification and Siting
1) Review notices
and results of
In order to reduce potential impacts on microwave
negotiations, if any
transmissions and radio frequency facilities, prior to
construction the Applicant shall:
a. If the Applicant revises turbine locations, conduct a
revised study and prepare a report on the effect upon
nearby FCC licensed microwave and fixed station radio
frequency facilities due to the construction of the
Project. The report shall describe the results of the
study and analysis to determine the locations of FCC
microwave and fixed station radio frequency facilities
that may be adversely impacted as a result of the
construction of wind turbines in the project area.
i. The revised study and report shall be prepared by a
qualified professional telecommunications and
technology design firm with experience evaluating
impacts on microwave transmissions and radio
frequency facilities.
ii. The report shall be based on the final siting plan of
the project’s turbines and shall describe impact
zones and recommendations concerning individual
wind turbine siting to avoid impacts.
iii. The study shall also evaluate the effect of proposed
turbines on radio communication at Sandy Beach
Park.
iv. If specific turbines are found to adversely impact
FCC microwave facilities, the turbines shall be resited to avoid impacts.
v. If turbines are found to substantially degrade fixed
station radio frequency facilities or radio

1) Solano
County DRM

Mitigation Measures
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communication at Sandy Beach Park, they shall be
re-sited to ensure interference is reduced to
acceptable levels. Alternatively, the Applicant shall
upgrade or relocate affected radio transmitter
equipment to ensure interference is reduced to
acceptable levels.
vi. All report results shall be submitted to Solano
County at least 30 days prior to construction, and
are subject to review and approval by the County.
b. No turbine or meteorological tower shall be installed in
any location along the major axis of an existing
microwave communications link. Wind turbines and
meteorological towers shall be sited outside of
microwave paths to avoid potential conflict with
microwave communication signals.
i. The Applicant shall confirm the geographic
coordinates and heights of the microwave
antennas through a land survey to confirm that all
turbine locations would conform to the applicable
provisions of the California Building Code with
respect to WCFZ.
ii. Turbines may require an adjustment in location
depending upon the results of the land survey.
Prior to construction, the Applicant shall submit a
report by a licensed engineer based on the revised
turbine locations to the County verifying that no
turbines would be located within an existing
microwave path.
iii. No turbine or meteorological tower shall be
installed in any location where its proximity with
other fixed broadcast, retransmission or reception

June 20, 2011
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antenna for radio, television, internet service,
wireless phone, or other communications systems
would produce EMI with the signal transmission
or reception of such facilities.
c. Prior to the issuance of building permits, the Applicant
shall:
i.
Provide notification of proposed locations and
heights of turbine and meteorological towers to all
owners of frequency-based communication
stations, towers, and microwave station owners as
recorded by the FCC, television and radio station
owners, and owners of any other unrecorded but
physically observed cellular, PCS, or other mobile
communications service antennas within 2 miles of
the Project.
ii.
Notify all land mobile licensees identified in the
microwave study by letter and describe the specific
turbine locations and the estimated project impact.
iii.
Search all cellular and PCS antennas on site since
their locations may not be tabulated in the
available FCC records.
iv.
The Applicant shall resolve any anomalies
identified by receiving equipment modifications or
installation of satellite dishes in appropriate cases.
Additional options for resolution include
installation of a higher-gain outside antenna to
increase the strength of the direct wave.
d. In the event that a complaint is received regarding
microwave or land mobile pathway interference, the
Applicant shall appropriately and satisfactorily resolve
receiver interference through coordination with owners
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Impact PSU-4: Interference with
Television or Radio Reception
Impact PSU-5: Navigational
System Interference
17 Recreation
Impact Rec-1: Impacts to the
Quality of Recreational Experience
Impact Rec-2: The Montezuma II
Wind Energy Project Could
Conflict with Future Plans for a
Regional Park near the Western
Railway Museum
18 Safety
Impact SA-1: Blade or Blade
Fragment Throw and Tower
Failure

June 20, 2011

Mitigation Measures

Monitoring/
Reporting Action

Responsible
Agency

Timing

of frequency-based communication stations and towers
and is responsible for any remediation necessary to
restore the affected communication signal at a minimum
to pre-turbine or meteorological tower installed levels.
Possible actions include installation of highperformance antennas at nearby microwave sites, if
required.
Mitigation Measure PSU-3

N/A

N/A

N/A

None Required

N/A

N/A

N/A

None Required

N/A

N/A

N/A

None Required

N/A

N/A

N/A

Mitigation Measure SA-1a: Wind Turbine Design and
Safety Mechanisms
To prevent rotor and tower failure and avoid potential
impacts, the Applicant shall incorporate the following
measures into the project design:
a. Turbines shall conform to international standards for
wind turbine generating systems, including IEC
61400-1: Wind Turbine Generator Systems – Part I:
Safety Requirements (1999) and shall be certified

1) Review
manufacturer's
specifications for
the wind turbines

1) Solano
County DRM

1) Prior to
construction

2) Solano
County DRM

2) Prior to
construction
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b.

c.

d.

e.

June 20, 2011

according to these requirements, to assure that the
static, dynamic, and defined life fatigue stresses of the
blade would not be exceeded under the combined load
expected in the Montezuma II Wind Project area.
The Applicant shall adhere to state and local building
codes during turbine installation on the foundations,
which would also minimize the risk of rotor and tower
failure.
To prevent safety hazards due to over-speed, the
Applicant shall install a comprehensive protection
system on each turbine to prevent excess rotor speed
and turbine and tower failures, such as rotor speed
controlled by a redundant pitch control system and a
backup disk brake system.
To prevent safety hazards due to tower failure, the
Applicant shall:
i. Design the turbine towers and foundation to
withstand wind speed of 100 miles per hour at the
standard height of 30 feet;
ii. Engineer the turbines according to California
Building Code Earthquake Standards; and
iii. Ensure that all installed equipment shall meet the
standards of NEMA, ANSI, and Cal-OSHA.
To prevent safety hazards due to electrical failure,
electrical systems and the substation shall:
i. Be designed by California-registered electrical
engineers; and
ii. Meet the latest editions of national electrical safety
codes and other national standards, including
NEMA, ANSI, and Cal-OSHA standards and the
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California Electrical Code.
f. The Applicant shall provide the County with
manufacturer's specifications for the wind turbines,
specifying that all turbines are equipped with a braking
system, blade pitch control, and/or other mechanism
for rotor control and shall have both manual and
automatic over-speed controls.
Mitigation Measure SA-1b: Project Turbine Siting
To reduce potential impacts associated with turbine failure,
the Applicant shall site turbines and meteorological towers
an appropriate distance from public roads, railroads,
transmission facilities, property lines, and residences to
protect the public should a turbine or meteorological tower
fail as follows:
a. Prior to construction of the turbine or meteorological
foundation, the Applicant shall furnish the Solano
County Department of Resource Management with the
final planned location and elevations of turbines and
meteorological towers and the adjacent public roads,
railroads, property lines, residences, and above ground
electrical transmission facilities to review conformance
with Solano County’s setback requirements.
b. Wind turbines and meteorological towers shall be
located as follows:
i. 1,285 feet, based on three times (3x) the total
turbine height from property lines and residences,
and from public roads, railroads, and above
ground transmission facilities, as measured to their
right-of-way or easement, as applicable, unless a
reduced setback is otherwise allowed by the

June 20, 2011
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Impact SA-2: Electrical Shock and
Accidents

General Plan;
ii. At least one turbine blade length plus 10 feet from
any other structure on the property; and
iii. Meteorological towers shall be setback a minimum
of 1.25 times (1.25x) the maximum height of the
tower (i.e., the height of the tower plus 25%). from
property lines and residences, and from public
roads, railroads, and above ground electrical
transmission facilities as measured to their rightof-way or easement, as applicable.
c. Where a reduced turbine setback is allowed as
prescribed in paragraph b.i., above, the Applicant shall
comply with the alternative minimum setback
requirements prescribed in Mitigation Measure LU-1.
Mitigation Measure SA-2a: Install Grounding and
Shut-off Mechanisms on Project Facilities
To protect workers from electrical shock and other workrelated accidents the following measures shall be
implemented:
a. Grounding shall be designed and implemented to the
standards of the Institute of Electrical and Electronics
Engineers.
b. All turbines and utility lines shall be equipped with
automatic and manual-disconnect mechanisms.
c. Two circuit breakers that can be both manually and
automatically operated shall be provided between each
turbine and the connection to the electrical grid.
d. The electrical systems and substations shall be
designed by California-registered electrical engineers
and shall meet the latest editions of the national

June 20, 2011
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1) Review Health
and Safety Plans

1) Solano
County DRM,
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Construction
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Impact SA-3: Accidents Involving
the General Public (Other Than
Turbine Failure)
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Mitigation Measures
electrical safety codes and other national standards,
including NEMA, ANSI, and Cal-OSHA standards
and the California Electrical Code.
e. These mechanisms shall be installed and tested before
interconnection.
Mitigation Measure SA-2b: Health and Safety Plan
Injury and Illness Prevention Program
Prior to construction, the Applicant shall develop, subject
to Cal/OSHA regulations, a project-specific Health and
Safety Plan Injury and Illness Prevention Program for
implementation during construction and operation to
minimize the potential for work-related accidents, which
specifies responsibilities and procedures to protect
employees and reduce losses resulting from injuries and
illnesses, and which shall be available at the project site.
The Health and Safety Plan shall include emergency
contacts, location of the nearest hospital, and proper
emergency protocol. The plan shall also include a section
that outlines training procedures for its operations
personnel. The Applicant shall be responsible for ensuring
that all personnel receive adequate training and that new
employees receive supervision by trained personnel.
Mitigation Measure SA-3: Limit Public Access to the
Project Area
The Applicant shall minimize accidents involving the
public and impacts on the public by limiting access to the
project area. The Applicant shall limit access to the project
area by:
a. Installing locking gates where new access roads
constructed within the project area connects to
existing public access roads. To further limit access
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1) Review Injury
and Illness
Prevention
Program
2) Require
applicant to verify
consistency of
Illness Prevention
Program with
Cal/OSHA
regulations

1) Inspect project
site
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Agency

1) Cal/OSHA

Timing

1 and 2) Prior to
Construction

2) Solano
County DRM

1) Solano
County DRM
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during
construction
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b.

c.
d.

e.

f.
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Monitoring/
Reporting Action

Responsible
Agency

Timing

from public roads the Applicant shall:
i. Only provide keys to authorized personnel and
landowners, thereby preventing access by the
public;
ii. Post and maintain no-trespassing signs at the
entrance gates; and
iii. Post and maintain signs at the entrance gates
noting the existence of high-voltage and
underground cable on the site and warning people
of electrocution hazards;
Installing locks on the turbine towers and the
substation, and the Applicant shall:
i. Only provide keys to authorized personnel,
thereby preventing access by the public;
ii. Install a sign with high-voltage warning at the
substation;
Ensuring that all facilities in a. and b. above are
maintained, locked, and/or otherwise secured at all
times to discourage unauthorized access;
In addition to existing agricultural fencing that is
already in place, installing additional fencing as
requested by the landowner and agreed to in
landowner agreements, which will further inhibit
public access;
Providing training for project personnel to monitor for
unauthorized individuals and activities during
construction activities and throughout operation and
to report such observations to the project
superintendent on duty;
During operation of the Project, long-term staff shall
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Mitigation Measures
conduct periodic surveillance of the project area to
identify access or signs of access (e.g., vandalism) by
unauthorized individuals and shall report such
incidents to the project superintendent on duty. The
Applicant shall rectify such incidents (e.g., installing
additional locks or increasing intervals of surveillance)
and, as necessary, work with Solano County and local
enforcement agencies in doing so; and
g. Ensuring that all tower-climbing apparatus and blade
tips of the wind turbines shall be no closer than fifteen
feet from ground level unless enclosed by a 6-foot high
fence.
None Required

Mitigation Measure SA-5a: Wind Project Grass Fire
Control Plan
To minimize the potential for grass fires, the following
shall be required:
a. Prior to commencing construction, the Applicant shall
develop and implement a Grass Fire Control Plan for
use during construction and operation. The Grass Fire
Control Plan shall include notification procedures and
emergency fire precautions.
b. During project construction, the Applicant shall
comply with the following:
i. All internal combustion engines, stationary and
mobile, shall be equipped with spark arresters;
ii. Spark arresters shall be in good working order;
iii. Light trucks and cars with factory-installed (type)
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Monitoring/
Reporting Action

Responsible
Agency

Timing

N/A

N/A

N/A

1) Review of Grass
Fire Control Plan
2) Review of Plan
and approval as
applicable

1) Solano
County DRM
2) Montezuma
Fire Protection
District

1 and 2) Prior to
grading and
building permits
construction

3) 2) Inspect
project site to
ensure
implementation of
the Plan
4) Accessibility of
water storage tanks
as needed

3) 2) Solano
County DRM

3) 2) Periodically
during
construction and
operation

4) Montezuma
Fire Protection
District

4) Throughout
construction and
operation, as
needed
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Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures
mufflers, in good condition, may be used on roads
where the roadway is cleared of vegetation;
iv. No smoking signs and fire rules shall be posted on
the project bulletin board at the contractor’s field
office and in areas visible to employees during the
fire season; and
v. Equipment parking areas and small stationary
engine sites shall be cleared of all extraneous
flammable materials.
c. During project operation, the Applicant shall comply
with the following:
i. Warning signs for high-voltage equipment shall be
posted;
ii. Brush and other dried vegetation around padmount transformers and riser poles shall be cleared
annually;
iii. Employees shall be trained in using extinguishers
and communicating with the Montezuma Fire
Protection District; and
iv. Accommodate inspections by the Montezuma Fire
Protection District.
d. The Grass Fire Control Plan shall be submitted to the
County for review. approval. The Applicant shall not
commence construction activities until the County has
approved the plan.
e. The Applicant shall provide a copy of the Grass Fire
Control Plan, along with maps of the Montezuma II
Wind Energy Project Area and roads, to the
Montezuma Fire Protection District for their approval.
f. The Applicant shall provide the Montezuma Fire

June 20, 2011
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Monitoring/
Reporting Action
5) Issuance of
grading and
building permits
pending receipt of
Fire District
approval

Responsible
Agency
5) Solano
County DRM

Timing
5) Prior to
grading and
building permits
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Mitigation Measures

Monitoring/
Reporting Action

Responsible
Agency

Timing

Protection District access to its water storage tanks, if
needed.
g. No grading permit or building permit shall be issued
until such time as the County has received written
approval of the Grass Fire Control Plan by the Fire
District.
Mitigation Measure SA-5b: Comply with Fire Codes
Requirements for Access Roads.
In order to provide safe access for fire apparatus in the
event of fire, and reduce potential fire impacts to a less
than significant level:
a. The Applicant shall design and construct access roads
within the project boundaries in compliance with
applicable Fire Code standards as determined by the
Montezuma Fire Protection District. Prior to
construction, the Applicant shall submit project plans
to the Montezuma Fire Protection District for review
and approval.
b. No grading permit shall be issued until such time as the
County has received written approval of the Project,
including access road plans, from the Fire District.
Impact SA-6: Safety Impacts
Related to Accidentally Damaging
or Uncovering Gas Storage Wells
in the Project Area
19 Transportation
Impact TRA-1: Temporary
Increase in Traffic during

June 20, 2011

1) Review and
approve plans

2) Inspect project
site to ensure
compliance
3) Issuance of
grading and
building permits
pending receipt of
Fire District
approval

1 and 2)
Montezuma
Fire Protection
District

1) Prior to
construction

2) Periodically
during
construction and
operation
3) Solano
County DRM

3) Prior to
grading and
building permits

Mitigation Measure HAZ-2

Mitigation Measure TRA-1: Develop a Traffic Control
Plan and Transportation Plan for the Project
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construction
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Construction

June 20, 2011

Mitigation Measures
The Applicant shall develop a Traffic Control Plan to be
implemented during construction. Requirements for the
Traffic Control Plan are as follows:
a. The Traffic Control Plan shall be based on the
project’s final engineering design, prepared by a
registered professional engineer, and be submitted for
review and approval to the Solano County Public
Works Engineering Division (for affected County
roads) and to Caltrans (for affected state highways at
least 45 days prior to construction. The Traffic Control
Plan shall:
i. Describe the location, schedule, and safety
procedures for land and road closures as well as the
hours, routes, and safety and management
requirements;
ii. Describe how the Applicant shall implement the
following measures:
a) Traffic safety measures, such as warning signs on
approaches to areas with construction activity
(i.e., “Construction Traffic Ahead” or equivalent)
to prevent hazards to motorists, bicyclists, and
pedestrians;
b) Scheduling of construction traffic to avoid peak
traffic hours;
c) Procedures for coordination with local
jurisdictions to notify residents of alternate traffic
routes and provide other notifications, as required
by Solano County or other transportation
agencies (e.g., Caltrans);
d) Best Management Practices to reduce traffic
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Monitoring/
Reporting Action
Transportation
Plans

Responsible
Agency
Solano County
Public Works;
Caltrans

2) Inspect project
site to ensure
compliance

Timing
2) During
construction

2) Solano
County Public
Works DRM
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Monitoring/
Reporting Action

Responsible
Agency

Timing

impacts (e.g., identifying parking areas to be
located in approved work areas) and to minimize
trips on local roads. For example, construction
equipment would be delivered directly to the
construction location rather than to the staging
area and carpooling would be promoted;
e) Ensuring access for emergency vehicles at all
times;
f) Providing temporary access to businesses,
residences, and/or pedestrians during
construction;
g) Opening lanes as soon as possible to restore
normal traffic patterns;
h) During the design phase, coordination by the
Applicant with other utilities service providers to
ensure conflicts with other utilities are minimized;
i) Designing and constructing new roads to
accommodate traffic and minimize the potential
for accidents, in accordance with all applicable
Caltrans and Solano County specifications,
including appropriate slopes, sufficient turning
radii, and appropriate roadway depth; and
j) After construction, restoring the routes to original
conditions
b. The Applicant shall also develop, provide to Solano
County Public Works Engineering Division, and
adhere to a Transportation Plan that addresses the
following issues:
i. Describe the location, schedule, and safety
procedures for lane and road closures as well as

June 20, 2011

5-90

Montezuma II Wind Energy Project
Final EIR

23 Proposed MMRP
Table 5.2-1
MONTEZUMA II WIND ENERGY PROJECT PROPOSED MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM
Environmental Impact
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Disruptions to Traffic Flow during
Construction

June 20, 2011

Mitigation Measures
the hours, routes, and safety management
requirements.
ii. Transport of all equipment to the site;
iii. Transport of all equipment during equipment
removal;
iv. Transport of all building materials;
v. Circulation, itemizing how many of each vehicle
type shall use which roads;
vi. Responsibilities;
vii. Security bonding;
viii. Vehicular traffic types and amounts necessary;
ix. Extra-legal loads;
x. Signage;
xi. Road maintenance; and
xii. Obtaining required grading, transportation, and
encroachment permits from Solano County and
Caltrans.
Mitigation Measure TRA-2: Minimize Lane Closures
and Provide Alternative Access for the Project
To minimize impacts on traffic caused by temporary lane
closures, if required, the Applicant shall:
a. Implement the procedures identified in the Traffic
Control Plan to provide alternate access to
residents/businesses and emergency vehicles and
reopen roads as soon as possible;
b. Obtain advance approval from Solano County Public
Works of any lane closure;
c. Allow lane closures only during workdays (no
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Reporting Action

1) Inspect project
site to ensure
compliance

Responsible
Agency

1) Solano
County Public
Works DRM

Timing

1) During
construction
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Impact TRA-3: Damage to
Existing Roads Due to
Construction, Maintenance, and
Operation

June 20, 2011

Mitigation Measures
overnight lane closures shall be allowed) and limit
them to the minimum amount of time needed to
complete necessary activities, with consecutive daily
closure of no more than two weeks for any road,
thereby preventing impacts to adjacent land uses; and
d. Provide at least one access lane or alternate access at all
times.
Mitigation Measure TRA-3: Minimize Road Damage
and Repair Roads
To minimize damage to existing roads and access roads
installed for initial project construction, the Applicant shall:
a. Use regulation-sized vehicles, except for specific
construction equipment, which may haul oversized
loads;
b. Obtain local hauling permits from appropriate agencies
prior to construction and adhere to any conditions in
these permits;
c. Apply for, secure, and abide by the conditions of an
encroachment permit for any and all work within the
County right-of-way, which may further define and
qualify the road repair requirements of the County;
d. Enter into a secured agreement with Solano County to
ensure that any existing County roads impacted by the
Project will be repaired and improved to accommodate
the increased traffic from the construction, repair,
replacement and long term operation of the turbines.
All required repairs and improvements will be
completed to the satisfaction of Solano County. The
same shall be required for any road damage or
modification associated with the decommissioning of
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Monitoring/
Reporting Action

Responsible
Agency

1) Establish an
agreement
identifying that
roads shall be
repaired to original
conditions after
construction

1) Solano
County Public
Works DRM

Timing

1) Prior to
construction
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Impact TRA-5: Potential Impacts
on Air Navigation

June 20, 2011

Mitigation Measures
wind energy project;
e. Post a security bond to cover the costs of road
maintenance during construction. The Applicant shall
repair any damage to roads and restore roads to
condition in effect prior to commencement of
construction or per requirements of the state (for State
roads) and or Solano County (for County roads), as
applicable, the latter of which shall be as solely
determined by Public Works Engineering Should the
Applicant not perform such repairs to County roads to
Solano County’s satisfaction, the County reserves the
right to perform the repair work at the cost of the
Applicant; and
f. Remove or reduce new access roads installed for initial
project construction to the minimum width necessary
for maintenance and/or emergency access, and the
disturbed areas shall be restored by the facility owner
to the original preconstruction condition, as
determined by the Solano County. The same shall also
be required for any access roads installed for the repair,
replacement or decommissioning of a wind energy
project.
None Required
Mitigation Measure TRA-5: Notify FAA of Project
Structures
a. To prevent impacts on aviation patterns the Applicant
shall submit to the FAA:
i. a. The Applicant shall submit FAA Form 7460-1,
Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration,
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Monitoring/
Reporting Action

Responsible
Agency

Timing

N/A

N/A

N/A

1) Review/
approve siting plan

1) Solano
County DRM

1) Prior to
construction

2a) Approve FAA
Form 7460-1
2b) Review FAA

2a) FAA
2b) Solano
County DRM

2a & 2b) Prior to
construction
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Environmental Impact

Mitigation Measures
requesting that the FAA issue a Determination of
No Hazard to Air Navigation for each of the
project turbines and meteorological towers.
ii. b. The Applicant shall submit FAA Form 7460-2,
Notice of Actual Construction or Alteration, for
each of the project turbines and meteorological
towers, as required by the FAA.
b. The Applicant shall also submit the following to the
Solano County DRM:
i. c. The Applicant shall provide evidence to the Solano
County Department of Resource Management that
FAA form 7460-1 has been filed pursuant
paragraph a, above, including the outcome of this
notifications and any conditions required by the
FAA, prior to the installation of each wind turbine
and meteorological tower. No wind turbine or
meteorological tower shall be installed without
prior receipt of an FAA “No Hazard”
determination.
ii. d. The Applicant shall provide evidence to the
Solano County Department of Resource
Management that FAA form 7460-2 has been filed,
pursuant paragraph b, above, prior to issuance of
any final certification of occupancy for the Project
by the County.
c. e. Should a significant revision occur to the height
and/or location of a wind turbine or meteorological
tower, as determined by the Department of Resource
Management, subsequent to receipt of a No Hazard
determination for the affected wind turbine or
meteorological tower, subsequent to receipt of a No

June 20, 2011
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Reporting Action

Responsible
Agency

Timing

Form 7460-1
3a) Approve FAA
Form 7460-2
3b) Review FAA
Form 7460-2

3a) FAA
3b) Solano
County DRM

3a) Per FAA
regulations
3b) Prior to
issuance of
Certificate of
Occupancy
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Impact TRA-6: Travis Air Force
Base Radar Related Issues

June 20, 2011

Mitigation Measures
Hazard determination for the affected wind turbine or
meteorological tower, the Applicant shall be required
to re-notify the FAA, as determined by the
Department of Resource Management. A significant
revision to the height and/or location of a wind
turbine or meteorological turbine shall be defined as a
change in location that:
i. Is 100 or more feet in any horizontal direction from
the structure’s original location, as identified on
submitted Form 7460-1;
ii. Results in a vertical height increase of one foot or
more, as compared to the structure’s original overall
height as identified on submitted Form 7460-1.
d. As a condition of County approval, the Applicant shall
comply with all conditions set forth in all FAA
Determinations of No Hazard issued in connection
with the project. No wind turbine or meteorological
tower shall be installed without prior receipt of an FAA
“No Hazard” determination.
None Required
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Monitoring/
Reporting Action

N/A

Responsible
Agency

N/A

Timing

N/A
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MONTEZUM II WIND ENERGY PROJECT
DEIR
MAILING LIST

Fed Agencies

Travis AFB
60 CES/CEAO
Attn: Nate Pyron, Community Planner
411 Airmen Dr.
Travis AFB, CA 94535-2001

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Attn: Marc Fugler
Delta Branch
1325 “J” Street, Room 1480
Sacramento, CA 95814-2922

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Attn: William Guthrie
Chief, Delta Office
1325 “J” Street
Sacramento, CA 95814-2922

Travis AFB
Commander
Col. James C. Vechery
400 Brennan Circle
Travis AFB, CA 94535-5049

U.S. Dept. of Homeland Security
FEMA Region IX
Attn: Branch Chief
1111 Broadway, Suite 1200
Oakland, CA 95607-4052

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
San Francisco District
Regulatory Branch
1455 Market Street
San Francisco, CA 94103

Gregory G. Parrott
60 AMW/JA
510 Mulheron Street
Building 383
Travis AFB CA 94535

U.S. Department of Agriculture
5554 Clayton Road
Clayton, CA 94521

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
Attn: Eric Tattersall
2800 Cottage Way, Rm. W-2605
Sacramento, CA 95825

U.S. Dept. of Homeland Security
FEMA Region IX
Attn: Jana Critchfield
1111 Broadway, Suite 1200
Oakland, CA 95607-4052

Attn: Joseph Rodriguez
U.S. Department of Transportation
831 Mitten Road, Room 210
Burlingame, CA 94010

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
Attn: Michelle Tovar
2800 Cottage Way, Rm. W-2605
Sacramento, CA 95825

Federal Aviation Administration
Western Pacific Region, Attn: AWE-590
P.O.B. 92007
Worldway Postal Center
Los Angeles, CA 90009

FAA Flight Standards
Attn: Brian West or Pete Wilhelmson
6650 Belleau Wood Lane
Sacramento, CA 95822

Federal Aviation Administration
S.F. Airports District Office
831 Mitten Road
Burlingame, CA 94010

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
1100 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W. Ste. 809
Old Post Office Building
Washington, DC 20004

State Agencies

Attn: Sean Gallagher, Director
Energy Division/CPUC
505 Van Ness, 4th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94102

Attn: Craig Weightman, Staff Environ. Scientist
CA Dept. of Fish & Game
Region 3 – Bay Delta Region
P.O. Box 47
Yountville, CA 94599

Attn: Regional Manager
CA Dept. of Fish & Game
Region 3 – Bay Delta Region
P.O. Box 47
Yountville, CA 94599

Attn: Ken Lewis, Program Mgr.
Energy Division/CPUC
505 Van Ness, 4th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94102

California Air Resources Board
P.O. Box 2815
Sacramento, CA 95812

CA Dept of Fish & Game
Bay Delta Region #3
4001 N Wilson Way
Stockton, Ca 95205

Integrated Waste Management Board
P.O. Box 4025
Sacramento, CA 95812

Dept. of Telecommunications
601 Sequoia Pacific Blvd.
Sacramento, CA 95814

Attn: Pam Ceccarelli
CA Department of Conservation
Division of Oil, Gas & Geothermal Resources
801 “K” Street, MS 20-22
Sacramento, CA 95814

Attn: Paul Richins
California Energy Commission
1516 Ninth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dept. of Toxic Substances & Control
P.O. Box 806
Sacramento, CA 95814-0806

CA Dept of Fish & Game
2548 Grizzly Island Road
Suisun, CA 94585

CA Department of Conservation
California Geological Survey
801 K Street, MS 12-30
Sacramento, CA 95814

Attn: Timothy C. Sable
Caltrans District No. 4
111 Grand Avenue
P.O. Box 23660
Oakland, CA 94623-0660

State Office of Historic Preservation
P.O. Box 942896
Sacramento, CA 94296-0001

Attn: Dan Otis, Program Mgr.
CA Department of Conservation
Division of Land Resource Protection
801 “K” Street, MS 18-01
Sacramento, CA 95814

California Highway Patrol
P.O.Box 942898
Sacramento, CA 94298

Department of Parks and Recreation
Resource Management Division
P.O. Box 942896
Sacramento, CA 94296-0001

Caltrans
P.O. Box 942876
Sacramento, CA 94273-0001

Attn: Paul Massera, Chief
Environmental Planning & Info Branch
California Dept. of Water Resources
901 P Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Cal EPA
P.O. Box 2815
Sacramento, CA 95812

Sandy Hesnard
California Dept. of Transportation
Division of Aeronautics – M.S.#40
P.O. Box 942873
Sacramento, CA 94273-0001

Terry Gaines
CA Department of Water Resources
1416 9th St.
Sacramento, CA 95814

Natural Resources Agency
1416 Ninth Street, Suite 1311
Sacramento, CA 95814

Attn: 401 Water Cert. Program
State Water Resource Quality Ctrl. Bd.
Division of Water Quality
P.O. Box 100
1001 I Street
Sacramento, CA 95812-4025

State Water Resource Control Board
1001 I Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Regional Water Quality Control Bd
Region 2 – S.F. Bay Region
Environmental Document Coordinator
1515 Clay Street, Suite 1400
Oakland, CA 94612

Attn: Curt Schmutte
California Dept. of Water Resources
901 P Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Native American Heritage Commission
Executive Secretary
915 Capitol Mall, Room 288
Sacramento, CA 95814

Regional Water Quality Control Board
Region 5 - Central Valley Region
11020 Sun Center Drive, #200
Rancho Cordova, CA 95670-6114

Northwest Information Center
Sonoma State University
1303 Maurice Ave.
Rohnert Park, CA 94928-3609

Attn: Mike Ensminger
CA Dept. of General Services
Telecommunications Division
601 Sequoia Pacific Boulevard
Sacramento, CA 95814

State Lands Commission
State Lands Division
1000 Howe Street, Suite 100 South
Sacramento, CA 95825-8202

Joseph A. Vincenty
Habitat Conservation Planning Branch
CA Dept. of Fish & Game
1416 Ninth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Susan Sanders
12213 Half Moon Way
Nevada City, CA 95959

Regional Agencies

Jeffry S. Blanchfield
San Francisco Bay Conservation &
Development Commission
50 California Street, Suite 2600
San Francisco, CA 94111

Metropolitan Transportation Commission
101 Eighth Street
Oakland, CA 94607

Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District
1947 Galileo Court, Ste. 103
Davis, CA 95616

Attn: Executive Director
Delta Protection Commission
P.O. Box 530
Walnut Grove, CA 95690

Regional Clearinghouse
Association of Bay Area Governments
P.O. Box 2050
Oakland, CA 94604-2050

Bay Area Air Quality Mgmt.District
939 Ellis Street
San Francisco, CA 94109

Sacramento Area Council of Governments
1415 L Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Solano County Departments/
Agencies

Director
Solano County Resource Mgmt. Dept.
675 Texas Street
Fairfield, CA 94533

Solano County Agricultural Commission
501 Texas Street
Fairfield, CA 94533

Solano County Transportation Authority
One Harbor Center, Suite 130
Suisun City, CA 94585

Solano County Mosquito Abatement
District
2950 Industrial Court
Fairfield, CA 94533

Ken Solomon
Solano County
Resource Management Department
675 Texas Street
Fairfield, CA 94533

County of Solano
Board of Supervisors/Clerk of the Board
675 Texas Street, Suite 6500
Fairfield, CA 94533

Jim Leland, Secretary
Solano County ALUC
Dept. of Resource Management
675 Texas Street, Suite 5500
Fairfield, CA 94533-6341

Solano County Sheriff
530 Union Avenue, Ste. 100
Fairfield, CA 94533

Dan Sykes
Solano County
Parks Admin. & Planning
675 Texas Street, Suite 2500
Fairfield, CA 94533

Ken Solomon
Muniplan
483 Firecrest Ave.
Pacifica, CA 94044.

Lee Axelrad
Office of Solano County Counsel
675 Texas Street, Suite 6600
Fairfield, CA 94533

Other Agencies, Organizations, Clubs, Companies

Mike Gunby
PG&E Land and Environmental Management
3401 Crow Canyon Road, 151K
San Ramon, CA 94583

PG&E
P.O. Box 770000
San Francisco, CA 94177

Ms. Jo Lynn Lambert
Attorney at Law
707 Brookside Ave.
Redlands, CA 92373

PG&E
Tax Department
One Market Plaza, Spear Tower, 4th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94015
Steven Chappell
Suisun Resource Conservation District
2544 Grizzly Island Rd.
Suisun, CA 94585

Audubon California
Julia Levin, State Policy Director
4225 Hollis Street
Emeryville, CA 94608

Gerald D. Karr
Napa-Solano Audubon Society
149 Garden Court
Vallejo, CA 94591-7448

Executive Director
Bay Area Railroad Assoc.
5848 State Hwy. 12
Suisun City, CA 94585

Rio Vista Airport
Airport Manager
One Main Street
Rio Vista, CA 94571

Suisun Fire Protection District
445 Jackson Street
Fairfield, CA 94533

Louis Franchimon
Napa-Solano Bldg. Trades Council
2540 North Watney Way
Fairfield, CA 94533-6732

Fire Chief
Montezuma Fire Protection District
21 N. Fourth St.
Rio Vista, CA 94571

Attn: Exec. Director
Solano Land Trust
1001 Texas Street, #C
Fairfield, CA 94533

Rio Vista Library
44 South 2nd Street
Rio Vista, CA 94571

Fairfield Civic Center Library
1150 Kentucky Street
Fairfield, CA 94533

Suisun City Library
601 Pintail Dr.
Suisun City, CA 94585

Jude Lamare, Pres.
Friends of the Swainson's Hawk
915 L Street, C-425
Sacramento, CA 95814

Robin L. C. Leong
Napa-Solano Audubon Society
Post Office Box 10006
Napa, CA 94581

Scott Gravitt, Landman
Rosetta Resources
1200 17th. St., Suite 770
Denver, CO 80202

Hale Conklin
Rio Vista Airport Advisory Comm.
202 Riviera
Rio Vista, CA 94571

Gerry Nolan
1014 Vintage Ct.
Rio Vista, CA 94571

Angelo Cellini
1747 Ventura Way
Suisun, CA 94585

Friends of the Airport
207-A Main St.
Rio Vista, CA 94571

Applicant

Cliff Graham
NextEra
700 Universe Blvd. FEW/JB
Juno Beach, FL 33408

Heather Barone
NextEra
700 Universe Blvd. JES/JB
Juno Beach, FL 33408

Brad Schafer
ICF
630 K Street, Suite 400
Sacramento, CA 95814

Other Wind Energy Companies

Dennis Dudzik, PE
URS Corporation
Crown Corporate Center
2870 Gateway Oaks Drive, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95833

Jerry Roppe
Iberdrola Renewables
1125 NW Couch, Suite 700
Portland, OR 97209

Jose Bodipo-Memba
Environmental Specialist III
SMUD
P.O.B. 15830
Sacramento, CA 95852-1899

Jim Field, Environmental Project Mgr.
Sacramento Municipal Utility District
6201 S Street MS B351
Sacramento, CA 95817

Dick Timmons
enXco, Inc.
4000 Executive Parkway, Suite 100
San Ramon, CA 94583-4342

Mark Gagner
LightWind Energy
445 Bryant St.
Palo Alto, CA 94301

Mike Radford
Airtricity Wind Co.
503 Scripps Drive
Davis CA 95616

Don Bain
Aeropower Services Inc.
2502 NW 35th Cir.
Camas, Washington 98607-8237

Brenda LeMay
Director of Project Development
Horizon Wind Energy
1600 Shattuck, Suite 222
Berkeley, CA 94709

Other Jurisdictions

City of Fairfield
Attn: Planning Director
Dept. of Planning & Development
1000 Webster Street
Fairfield, CA 94533

Attn: Director
Richmond Planning Department
P.O. Box 4046
Richmond, CA 94804

Attn: City Planner
El Cerrito Planning Division,
Community Development Department
10890 San Pablo Avenue
El Cerrito, CA 94530

Napa County
Planning Department
1195 3rd Street, Room 210
Napa, CA 94558

Sacramento County
Planning & Community Dev.
827 7th Street, Room 230
Sacramento, CA 95814

City of Winters
Planning Department
318 First Street
Winters, CA 95694

City Manager
City of Rio Vista
1 Main Street
Rio Vista, CA 94571

John Andoh
Transit & Airport Coordinator
City of Rio Vista
One Main Street, Rio Vista, CA 94571

Attn: Planning Director
City of Rio Vista
Community Develop. Dept.
1 Main Street
Rio Vista, CA 94571

Sonoma County
Planning Department
2550 Ventura Avenue
Santa Rosa, CA 94503

Yolo County
Planning & Public Works
292 West Beamer
Woodland, CA 95695

City of Davis
Community Development Department
23 Russell Blvd
Davis, CA 95616

Contra Costa County
Community Development Dept.
525 Henrietta Street
Administrative Bldg.
Martinez, CA 94553

Attn: Director
City of Antioch
Planning Department
Third & H Streets
Antioch, CA 94509

Attn: Director
Marin County Community Dev. Agency
3501 Civic Center Drive, Room #308
San Rafael, CA 94903

City of Napa
Community Development Dept.
P.O. BOX 660
Napa, CA 94559-0660

Attn: Director
Martinez Community Development Dept
525 Henrietta Street
Martinez, CA 94553

Attn: Community Development Dir.
City of Oakley
3231 Main Street
Oakley, CA 94561

Attn: Director of Planning
Pittsburg Planning Department
66 Civic Avenue
Pittsburg, CA 94565

Attn: Manager
San Pablo Development Services
One Alvarado Square
San Pablo, CA, 94806

Attn: Director
Hercules Planning
111 Civic Drive
Hercules, CA 94547

Attn: City Planner
Pinole Community Development Department
2131 Pear Street
Pinole, CA 94590

Attn: City Manager
City of Benicia
250 East L Street
Benicia, CA 94510

Attn: Planning Director
City of Dixon
600 East A street
Dixon, CA 95620

Attn: Rick Griffin
San Joaquin County Planning
1810 E. Hazelton Ave.
Stockton, CA 95205

ATTN: Chief Planner
Alameda County Planning Dept.
224 West Winton Ave., Suite 111
Hayward, CA 94544

Other Interested Persons & Commenters from previous Wind projects

Alan M. & P.M. Fitzpatrick
9674 E. Arapahoe Rd. #174
Greenwood Village, CO 801112

Jonathan Wisnom
5390 Birds Landing Road
Birds Landing, CA 94512

Dan Simpson
864 Saint Francis Way
Rio Vista, CA 94571

George Boero
Morrow Island Land Co. #703
14255 Sycamore Ave.
San Marlin, CA 95046

Mark Peugh
6200 Birds Landing Road
Birds Landing, CA 94512

Attn: Jeff Miller
Center for Biological Diversity
S.F. Bay Area Office
351 California St., Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 94104

Ken Hattich
15 Billington Court
Lafayette, CA 94549

Scott Honegger
3308 Las Huertas Rd.
Lafayette, CA 94549

William Cuneo
1320 Butterfield Rd.
San Anselmo, CA 94960

William S. & Jeanne Anderson
1535 Collinsville Road
Birds Landing, CA 94512

Tule West
1125 Greenwich St.
San Francisco, CA 94109

Albert Bertucci, Jr.
19 Zita Manor
Daly City, CA 94015

Jeff Wieland
3001 S. Winchester Blvd. #B
Campbell, CA 95008

A. Douglas Hobson
916 Cochise Court
Walnut Creek, CA 94598

Gary Cappelletti
401 Red Wing Drive
Alamo, CA 94507

William Lee Blacklock, Trustee
2963 Shiloh Road
Suisun City, CA 94585

Alan R. Horeis, President
Greenhead, Inc.
5063 Commercial Circle, Suite “I”
Concord, CA 94520

Leslie Emmington-Jones
195 The Uplands
Berkeley, CA 94705

Gregory A. Tonnesen
3073 Shiloh Road
Suisun City, CA 94585

Jack Schafer
Schafer Farms
4576 Minnesota Avenue
Fair Oaks, CA 95628

Leland Lehman
Pintail Ranch
154 Cima Drive
Vallejo, CA 94589

Chris Lanzafame
Reclamation District No. 1607
PO BOX 350
Pittsburg, CA 94565

Janet Beebe
2555 Joseph Drive
Alamo, CA 94507

Richard and Diane Tesene
2400 Gum Tree Rd.
Suisun City, CA 94585

Frank Johnson
1251 Civic Drive
Walnut Creek, CA 94596

Alan and Frankie Freese
6498 Birds Landing Road
Birds Landing, CA 94512

S.C. Lyon
Simmons Island Land Company
Conklin Bros.
1100 Selby Street
San Francisco, CA 94124-1307

Maria T. Del Castillo
1630 Mason Road
Suisun, CA 94534

Richard Belcher
178 Glen Eagle Way
Vacaville, CA 95688

Arthur H. Honegger TR
4019 Boulder Drive
Antioch, CA 94509

Aubrey Matthews
663 Scottsdale Drive
Vacaville, CA 95687

Catherine Cook
580 Texas Street
Fairfield, CA 94533

Robert Cattey
4512 Green Valley Road
Fairfield, CA 94534

Frank J. II, Freese, Sullivan O’Brien
1579 35th Avenue
San Francisco, CA 84122

John Stewart Blacklock
6186 Linda Lee Court
Magalia, CA 95954

Robert Booher
3221 Quail Hollow Dr.
Fairfield, CA 94534-8300

Harry Hansen
6810 Birds Landing Road
Birds Landing, CA 94512

Ralph McKinnon
P.O. Box 251
Mt. Shasta, CA 96067

Jim Castle
900 Civic Center Drive # D
Rohnert Park, CA 94928

David Marianno
3915 Denverton Road
Suisun City, CA 94585

Assembly Member Tom Torlakson
District 11
815 Estudillo Street
Martinez, CA 94553

Melissa Coleman
2151 St. Andrews Drive
Rio Vista, CA 94571

Hale Conklin
Rio Vista Airport Advisory Comm.
202 Riviera
Rio Vista, CA 94571
Elizabeth Ball
62 Rodondo Ave
Suisun, CA 94585

Gerry Nolan
1014 Vintage Ct.
Rio Vista, CA 94571

ROGALA RICHARD C & JANICE K JT
7125 BIRDS LANDING RD
BIRDS LANDING, CA 94512

Angelo Cellini
1747 Ventura Way
Suisun, CA 94585

Roberto Valdez
248 Plantation Way
Vacaville, CA 95687

June Guidotti
3703 Scally Road
Suisun, CA 94585

Participating Property Owners & Surrounding Property Owners Within ½ Mile

U-10-04 (Montezuma II)
Property owner mailing list
½ mile radius

APN: 0048060120
COCO PROPERTIES LLC
CO RICHARD W RUSSELL
2070 Bailey Circle
El Dorado Hills, CA 95762

APN: 0048060130
ESPINOZA ERIC J & SUSAN M
6556 BIRDS LANDING RD
BIRDS LANDING CA 94512

APN: 0048060110
FREESE ALAN E & FRANKIE L TR
6498 BIRDS LANDING RD
BIRDS LANDING CA 94512

APN: 0090090230
ANDERSON ERIC IAN
6269 BIRDS LANDING RD
BIRDS LANDING CA 94512

APN: 0090190020
GURULE RONALD W TR (RONALD)
3714 N. SOUTHPORT AVE
2ND FLOOR
CHICAGO IL 60613-3719

APN: 0048160010
HAMILTON NEIL R JR & E O TR
BOX 445
RIO VISTA CA 94571

APN: 0048160150
HANSEN HARRY V TR
6810 BIRDS LANDIN RD
BIRDS LANDING CA 94512

APN: 0090090100
ANDERSON JEANNE E LE
1535 COLLINSVILLE RD
BIRDS LANDING CA 94512

APN: 0048060080
LEUTHOLTZ STEVEN KENNETH TR
6669 BIRDS LANDING RD
BIRDS LANDING CA 94512

APN: 0090190030
MAYHOOD E DEXTER III
P O BOX 155
RIO VISTA CA 94571

APN: 0048060140
MEYER KRISTIN F TR
2877 CURRIE RD
RIO VISTA CA 94571

APN: 0090090240
COUGHRAN THEREZA L TR
1117 EDGEWOOD DR
LODI CA 95240

APN: 0090190200
GOLD STATE INVESTMENTS
1280 WEST K ST
BENICIA CA 94510

APN: 0048060100
PARKER ARCHIE G TR
PO BOX GG
FAIRFIELD CA 94533

APN: 0090090080
QUATTRIN KEVIN TR
330 LOMA VISTA TERRACE
PACIFICA CA 94044

APN: 0090090120
MCCORMACK THOMAS
PO BX 849
RIO VISTA CA 94571

APN: 0090100320
HUNT HARRY T TR
PO BOX 849
RIO VISTA CA 94571

APN: 0090190030
MAYHOOD E DEXTER III
P O BOX 155
RIO VISTA CA 94571

APN: 0090090300
ANDERSON WILLIAM S & J E JT
1535 COLLINSVILLE RD
BIRDS LANDING CA 94512

APN: 0090090350
ANDERSON EDWARD A JR TR
5966 BIRDS LANDING RD
BIRDS LANDING CA 94512

APN: 0090090180
HALE VIRGINIA BOYD (ESTATE)
CO THEREZA COUGHRAN TR
1117 EDGEWOOD DR
LODI CA 95240

APN: 0090110090
CARRINGTON JULIA I TR
6466 LEWIS RD
VACAVILLE CA 95687

APN: 0090100240
DAVIS CORA M TR
2334 EAST 14TH ST
SAN LEANDRO CA 94577

APN: 0090110120
DUTRA BILL T TR
1000 POINT SAN PEDRO RD
SAN RAFAEL CA 94901

APN: 0090110100
JORGENSEN BRUCE C TR
CO ERNEST C JORGENSEN
1463 COLLINSVILLE RD
BIRDS LANDING CA 94512

APN: 0090110310
MONTEZUMA WETLANDS LLC
1900 POWELL ST 12TH FLOOR
EMERYVILLE CA 94608

APN: 0090100300
SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTIL DIST
PO BOX 15830
SACRAMENTO CA 95852-1830

APN: 0048060190
BARCLAY GAYLE A
6887 BIRDS LANDING RD
BIRDS LANDING CA 94512

APN: 0048060200
GIORDANO FREDERICK J & V S JT
6991 BIRDS LANDING RD
BIRDS LANDING CA 94512

APN: 0048060050
HANES DONIPHAN HERBERT TR
2670 OLSEN RD
RIO VISTA CA 94571

APN: 0048060080
LEUTHOLTZ STEVEN KENNETH TR
6669 BIRDS LANDING RD
BIRDS LANDING CA 94512

APN: 0048060170
RILEY JAMES D & MARILYN D JT
2770 OLSEN RD
RIO VISTA CA 94571

APN: 0048060180
STEWART THOMAS W
PO BOX 533
RIO VISTA CA 94571

APN: 0048060160
WHITFIELD RONALD & JULIET JT
PO BOX 594
SUISUN CITY CA 94585

APN: 0090090210
PEUGH DIANA MARIE TR
6200 BIRDS LANDING
BIRDS LANDING CA 94512

APN: 0090150100
BALDETTA MARY ANN TR
1263 DENLYN ST
NOVATO CA 94947-4801

APN: 0090150170
CARUSO PAUL M
236 HALE ST
SAN FRANCISCO CA 94134

APN: 0090150140
CATANZARO LEONARD JOSEPH
2765 BARCELONA CR
ANTIOCH CA 94509

APN: 0090150150
CATTOLICO CARMEN K
142 DI MAGGIO AV
PITTSBURG CA 94565

APN: 0090150050
DANA RICHARD
1128 COLLINSVILLE RD
SUISUN CITY CA 94585

APN: 0090150080
DELZOMPO JOSEPH A TR
2409 WEST PARK AVE
NAPA CA 94558-4433

APN: 0090130310
HALL ROBERT W & LINDA M JT
2155 COLLINSVILLE RD
BIRDS LANDING CA 94585

APN: 0090150020
HILL DEBRA ROSE TR
7807 N W TWELFTH AV
VANCOUVER WA 98665

APN: 0090150060
MILES THOMAS & LUCETTA JT
1405 COLLINSVILLE RD
BIRDS LANDING CA 94512

APN: 0090150110
MURRAY AUGUSTINA
1125 CORTEZ AV
BURLINGAME CA 94010

APN: 0090140120
RIO VISTA MONTEZUMA CEM DIST
PO BOX 385
RIO VISTA CA 94571-0747

APN: 0090140070
ROMAN CATHOLIC BISHOP
CO DEPT OF CEMETERIES
PO BOX 188920
SACRAMENTO CA 95818-8920

APN: 0090150010
ROMANI LOUIS H & JEANNETTE JT
1136 COLLINSVILLE RD
BIRDS LANDING CA 94585

APN: 0090150120
SMITH DUANE
1108 COLLINSVILLE RD
BIRDS LANDING CA 94585

APN: 0048160210
EMIGH LTD
PO BX 788
RIO VISTA CA 94571

APN: 0090220210
SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTIL DIST
ATTN REAL EST SERVICES-B 304
PO BOX 15830
SACRAMENTO CA 95852-1830

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS AND PLANNING COMMISSION

Barbara R. Kondylis
94 "B" Street
Vallejo, CA 94590

Linda Seifert
675 Texas Street, Suite 6500
Fairfield, CA 94533

John M. Vasquez, Chair
413 Boyd Street
Vacaville, CA 95688

Mike J. Reagan
1007 Copper Court
Vacaville, CA 95687

James P. Spering
675 Texas Street, Suite 6500
Fairfield, CA 94533

Frederic Barnes
794 Chestnut Drive
Fairfield, CA 94533

Rod Boschee
43 Sandy Beach Road
Vallejo, CA 94590

Dan Mahoney, Chairperson
Solano Planning Commission
7940 Emigh Road
Rio Vista, CA 94571

Karimah Karah
187 C Street
Vallejo, CA 94590

Kelly Rhoads-Poston
1848 Winchester Court
Fairfield, CA 94533

MISC - ADD-ONS, UPDATES & CORRECTIONS

Melinda Dorin Bradbury
2367 Marina Glen Way
Sacramento CA 95833

Aubrey Matthews
1000 Allison Drive, Apt 278
Vacaville, CA 95687

June Forsyth
1711 Kent Street
Durham, NC 27707

Richard Drury
Weinberg Roger & Rosenfeld
1001 Marina Village Parkway, Suite 200
Alameda, CA 94501

William T. Ferrier, DVM, MS
Senior Clinical Veterinarian
Campus Veterinary Services
University of California
Davis, CA 95616

Frank Crim
NCCRC
404 Nebraska Street
Vallejo, CA 94590

Sam Leavitt
1900 Powell Street, Suite 1200
Emeryville, CA 94608-1811

0048100480
Hipolito Romarico Z & J K JT
401 90th St Apt 1
Daly City CA 94015

0048100480
Resident
7620 HIGHWAY 12
RIO VISTA CA 94571

MONTEZUMA II
SUPPLEMENTAL MAILING LIST – TAC ADD-ONS
Judd A. Howell, Ph.D.
American Wind Wildlife Institute
P.O. Box 108
Stinson Beach, CA 94970
Kevin Riley
Dir. Of Planning & Inspection
City of Santa Clara
1500 Warburton Ave.
Santa Clara, CA 95050
Misa Milliron
California Energy Commission
1516 Ninth Street, MS-40
Sacramento, CA 95814
Grainger Hunt
The Peregrine Fund
552-205 James Drive
McArthur, CA 96056
Mr. Dick Anderson
2850 Layton Dr
Davis, CA 95618
Marie Strassburger
Migratory Bird Chief. US Fish and Wildlife Service. 2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, CA 95825
Heather Beeler
Eagle Permit Specialist
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, CA 95825
Robert H. Doster, Ph.D.
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
Pacific Southwest Region
Migratory Bird Program
752 County Road 99W
Willows, CA 95988
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Noise Technical Report for the
Proposed Montezuma II Wind Project
Introduction
This report provides an assessment of noise associated with the Montezuma II Wind Project
(proposed project) proposed by NextEra Energy Resources Montezuma II Wind, LLC (Montezuma II
Wind) to be located in the Montezuma Hills area of Solano County, California. This report discusses
environmental noise fundamentals, applicable noise regulations, and applicable noise policies, and
provides a description of existing noise conditions, an initial evaluation of noise effects associated
with implementation of the proposed project, and recommendations to reduce potential effects to a
level typically considered by the County to be less than significant under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
This report provides information that will be used by Solano County when it prepares the CEQA
documents for the proposed project. This report does not make CEQA conclusions, but rather
provides the technical information that will be used by the County in making those conclusions. It is
ICF International’s understanding that information in this report will be incorporated as
appropriate into the environmental documents prepared by Solano County.

Project Description
Montezuma II Wind is proposing to install 34 wind turbines in the Montezuma Hills area. Figure 1
shows 34 proposed locations for the turbines and six alternate locations in case any of the first 34
become infeasible due to landowner or safety setback concerns. Because any of the 34 turbine
locations may be replaced at a later date with an alternate location, the analysis in this report uses
the “worst‐case” scenario, assuming that all 40 turbines would be constructed. NextEra is proposing
to use Siemens SWT‐2.3‐93 (93‐meter blades) on the first four turbines and Siemens SWT‐2.3‐101
on the remaining turbines. Figure 2 shows the configuration of each turbine.

Environmental Noise Fundamentals
Sound can be described as the mechanical energy of a vibrating object transmitted by pressure
waves through a liquid or gaseous medium (e.g., air) to a hearing organ, such as a human ear. Noise
is defined as sound that is objectionable because it is disturbing or annoying.
In the science of acoustics, the fundamental model consists of a sound (or noise) source, a receiver,
and the propagation path between the two. The loudness of the noise source and obstructions or
atmospheric factors affecting the propagation path to the receiver determines the sound level and
characteristics of the noise perceived by the receiver.
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NextEra Energy Resources Montezuma II Wind, LLC

Sound Descriptors
Continuous sound can be described by frequency (pitch) and amplitude (loudness). A low‐frequency
sound is perceived as low in pitch. Frequency is expressed in terms of cycles per second, or Hertz
(Hz) (e.g., a frequency of 250 cycles per second is referred to as 250 Hz). High frequencies are
sometimes more conveniently expressed in kilohertz (kHz), or thousands of Hz. The audible
frequency range for humans is generally between 20 Hz and 20,000 Hz.
The amplitude of pressure waves generated by a sound source determines the loudness of that
source. Sound pressure amplitude is measured in micro‐Pascals (mPa). One mPa is approximately
one‐hundred billionth (0.00000000001) of normal atmospheric pressure. Sound pressure
amplitudes for different kinds of noise environments can range from less than 100 to 100,000,000
mPa. Because of this huge range of values, sound is rarely expressed in terms of mPa. Instead, a
logarithmic scale is used to describe sound pressure level (SPL) in terms of decibels (dB). The
threshold of hearing for young people is about 0 dB, which corresponds to 20 mPa.
The dB scale alone does not adequately characterize how humans perceive noise. The dominant
frequencies of a sound have a substantial effect on the human response to that sound. Although the
intensity (energy per unit area) of the sound is a purely physical quantity, the loudness or human
response is determined by the characteristics of the human ear.
Human hearing is limited in the range of audible frequencies as well as in the way it perceives the
SPL in that range. In general, people are most sensitive to the frequency range of 1,000–8,000 Hz
and perceive sounds within that range better than sounds of the same amplitude in higher or lower
frequencies. To approximate the response of the human ear, sound levels of individual frequency
bands are weighted, depending on the human sensitivity to those frequencies. Then, an “A‐
weighted” sound level (expressed in units of dBA) can be computed based on this information.
The A‐weighting network approximates the frequency response of the average young ear when
listening to most ordinary sounds. When people make judgments of the relative loudness or
annoyance of a sound, their judgments correlate well with the A‐scale sound levels of those sounds.
Table 1 describes typical A‐weighted noise levels for various noise sources.
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Figure 1
Locations of Residences, Proposed Wind Turbines, and Noise Monitoring Positions
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Montezuma Wind II Project:
Turbine Options 1 and 2

NextEra Energy Resources Montezuma II Wind, LLC

Table 1. Typical A‐Weighted Noise Levels
Common Outdoor Activities

Noise Level
(dBA)
— 110 —

Common Indoor Activities
Rock band

Jet flying at 1,000 feet
— 100 —
Gas lawn mower at 3 feet
— 90 —
Diesel truck at 50 feet at 50 mph
— 80 —

Food blender at 3 feet
Garbage disposal at 3 feet

Noisy urban area, daytime
Gas lawn mower, 100 feet
Commercial area
Heavy traffic at 300 feet

— 60 —

Quiet urban daytime

— 50 —

Large business office
Dishwasher next room

Quiet urban nighttime
Quiet suburban nighttime

— 40 —

Theater, large conference room (background)

— 30 —

Library
Bedroom at night

— 70 —

Quiet rural nighttime

Vacuum cleaner at 10 feet
Normal speech at 3 feet

— 20 —
Broadcast/recording studio
— 10 —
Lowest threshold of human hearing

—0—

Lowest threshold of human hearing

Source: California Department of Transportation 2006.

Other weighting networks have been devised to address high noise levels or other special problems
(e.g., B‐, C‐, and D‐scales). C‐weighted sound levels are sometimes considered for wind turbine noise
analysis. The C‐weighted sound level or dBC gives more weight to lower frequency noise. C‐
weighting is very close to an unweighted or “flat” response. When evaluating sounds that have
varying amounts of low ‐frequency energy, A‐weighted sound levels will not indicate the low
frequency variations, but C‐weighted sound levels will.
Noise in most typical environments fluctuates over time. Various noise descriptors have been
developed to describe time‐varying noise levels. The following are the noise descriptors most
commonly used in environmental noise analysis.


Equivalent Sound Level (Leq): Leq represents an average of the sound energy occurring over a
specified period. In effect, Leq is the steady‐state sound level containing the same acoustical
energy as the time‐varying sound that actually occurs during the same period. The 1‐hour
A‐weighted equivalent sound level (Leq[h]) is the energy average of A‐weighted sound levels
occurring during a 1‐hour period.
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PercentileExceeded Sound Level (Lxx): Lxx represents the sound level exceeded for a given
percentage of a specified period (e.g., L10 is the sound level exceeded 10% of the time, and L90 is
the sound level exceeded 90% of the time).



Minimum and Maximum Sound Level (Lmin and Lmax): Lmin is the lowest A‐weighted sound
level during a specified period, while Lmax is the highest.



DayNight Level (Ldn): Ldn is the energy average of A‐weighted sound levels occurring over a
24‐hour period, with a 10‐dB penalty applied to A‐weighted sound levels occurring during
nighttime hours between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m.



Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL): Similar to Ldn, CNEL is the energy average of the
A‐weighted sound levels occurring over a 24‐hour period, with a 10‐dB penalty applied to A‐
weighted sound levels occurring during the nighttime hours between 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. and a 5‐
dB penalty applied to the A‐weighted sound levels occurring during evening hours between 7
p.m. and 10 p.m.

Decibel Addition
Because decibels are logarithmic units, SPL cannot be added or subtracted through ordinary
arithmetic. Under the dB scale, a doubling of sound energy corresponds to a 3‐dB increase. In other
words, when two identical sources are each producing sound of the same loudness, the resulting
sound level at a given distance would be 3 dB higher than one source under the same conditions. For
example, if one wind turbine produces an SPL of 70 dBA, two wind turbines would not produce 140
dB—rather, they would combine to produce 73 dB. The cumulative sound level of any number of
sources such as wind turbines can be determined using decibel addition.

Perception of Sound Level Changes
Under controlled conditions in an acoustical laboratory, the trained, healthy human ear is able to
discern 1‐dB changes in sound levels when exposed to steady, single‐frequency (“pure‐tone”)
signals in the mid‐frequency (1,000–8,000 Hz) range. In typical noisy environments, changes in
noise of 1 to 2 dB are generally not perceptible. However, it is widely accepted that people are able
to begin to detect sound level increases of 3 dB in typical noisy environments. Further, a 5‐dB
increase is generally perceived as a distinctly noticeable increase, and a 10‐dB increase is generally
perceived as a doubling of loudness. Therefore, a doubling of sound energy (e.g., doubling the
volume of traffic on a highway) that would result in a 3‐dB increase in sound would generally be
perceived as barely detectable.

Sound Propagation
When sound propagates over distance, it changes in level and frequency content. The manner in
which noise reduces with distance depends on the factors described in the next sections.

Geometric Spreading
Sound from a stationary localized source (i.e., a point source) propagates uniformly outward in a
spherical pattern. The sound level attenuates (or decreases) at a rate of 6 dB for each doubling of
distance from a point source. The strength of the source is often characterized by its sound power
level. Sound power level is independent of the distance a receiver is from the source and is a
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property of source alone. Knowing the sound power level of an idealized source and its distance
from a receiver, sound pressure level at the receiver point can be calculated based on geometrical
spreading. This approach is applied to wind turbine generators in the standard measurement
techniques for determining the sound power or source level (Illingworth and Rodkin 2009).

Other Factors that Affect Propagation
A number of additional factors can modify the sound level due to spherical spreading. The first
factor is the ground, which acts as a reflecting plane. If the ground is hard sound energy is reflected
off the ground and will typically increase A‐weighted sound pressure levels by 3 dB. If the ground
plane is acoustically soft or absorptive (such as grassland or a plowed field) some sound energy is
absorbed by the ground and the increase from reflection will be less than 3 dB.
Additional factors that affect sound propagation are often grouped under the term “excess
attenuation.” Excess attenuation is any additional attenuation that is not attributed to simple
spherical spreading. Excess attenuation includes shielding effects from barriers (hills or structures),
attenuation effects associated with vegetation, trees, rain, sleet, snow, or fog, and attenuation
associated with wind and temperature gradients. Excess attenuation is almost always present under
outdoor propagation conditions. For sound propagating over soft ground at near grazing angles of
incidence, excess attenuations of 20 to 30 dB can be measured due to interference effect of the direct
and reflected sound. Under certain meteorological conditions, some of these excess attenuation
mechanisms are reduced or eliminated leaving spherical spreading as the primary determinant of
sound level at a receiver location (Illingworth and Rodkin 2009).

Other Factors Related to Wind Turbines
Operating wind turbines can generate two types of sound: mechanical sound from components such
as gearboxes, generators, yaw drives, and cooling fans; and aerodynamic sound from the flow of air
over and past the rotor blades. Modern wind turbine design has greatly reduced mechanical sound
which can generally be ignored in comparison to the aerodynamic sound, which is often described
as a “swishing” or “whooshing” sound. The International Standard IEC 61400‐11 for wind turbine
noise assessment provides a requirement for evaluating tonality. Tones are then divided into
categories of prominent tone, audible tone, or no tone. (Illingworth and Rodkin 2006).
The wind turbine that was selected for this project has several characteristics that reduce
aerodynamic sound levels in comparison to other, primarily older wind turbine designs. It is an
upwind turbine, meaning the turbine faces into the wind and the wind encounters the rotor blades
before the tower and the nacelle, making for quieter operations than a downwind turbine. It has
relatively low rotational speeds and pitch control on the rotors, both of which reduce sound levels.
Wind turbines produce a broadband sound (i.e., the sound occurs over a wide range of frequencies,
including low‐frequencies). Low‐frequency sounds are in the range of 20–100 hertz and infrasonic
sound (or infrasound) is low‐frequency sound of less than 20 hertz. Compared to higher frequency
sound, low‐frequency sound propagates over longer distances, is transmitted through buildings
more readily, and can excite structural vibrations (for example, rattling windows or doors). The
threshold of perception, in decibels, also increases as the frequency decreases. For example, in the
frequency range where humans hear best (in the low kilohertz), the threshold of hearing is at about
0 dB, but at a frequency of only 10 hertz, the threshold of hearing is at about 100 dB (Rogers 2006).
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Older designs of wind turbines, particularly those in which the blades were on the downwind side of
the turbine tower, produced more low frequency sound as a result of the blades passing through
more turbulent air as a result of the tower blocking wind flow. Modern, upwind turbines produce a
broadband sound emission that includes low‐frequency sounds, but not at significant levels. A
primary cause for low‐frequency sounds in modern turbines is the blade passing through the change
in air flow at the front of the tower and this can be aggravated by unusually turbulent wind
conditions.
The University of Massachusetts at Amherst reported (Rogers 2006) on noise measurements made
at four different wind turbines ranging in size from 450 kilowatts to 2 megawatts. The results
indicated that at distances of no more than 118 meters (387 feet) from the turbines, all infrasound
levels were below human perception levels. The report further states that there is “no reliable
evidence that infrasound below the hearing threshold produces physiological or psychological
effects.” This lack of effects at levels below the hearing threshold was supported by a scientific
advisory panel comprised of medical doctors, audiologists, and acoustic professionals established by
the American and Canadian Wind Energy Associations to review wind turbine sound and health
effects (Colby et al. 2009). It was also supported by the findings from Canadian and Australian
government reviews of available scientific literature (Ontario CMOH 2010; Australia NHMRC 2010).
Additional recent studies conducted on the Siemens SWT‐2.3‐93 (O’Neal 2010) conclude that the
Siemens SWT‐2.3‐93 wind turbine at maximum noise at a distance of more than 305 meters (1,000
feet) from the nearest residence does not pose a low frequency noise or infrasound problem. At this
distance the turbine:


meets ANSI/ASA S12.2 indoor levels for low frequency sound for bedrooms, classrooms and
hospitals;



meets ANSI/ASA S12.2 indoor levels for moderately perceptible vibrations in lightweight
walls and ceilings;



meets ANSI S12.9 Part 4 thresholds for annoyance and beginning of rattles;



has no audible infrasound to the most sensitive listeners.

Wind generates sound. The amount of sound generated can vary widely depending primarily on the
amount of vegetation in the area and the speed of the wind. For a given wind speed the sound level
in a desert with no trees or vegetation will be different from a highly vegetated area. When trees are
in full leaf, wind in the trees rustles the leaves and high frequency sound is produced (Hoover and
Keith 2000). The amount of sound generated depends on wind speed, the distance to the trees or
foliage, and the approximate frontal area of the trees or foliage as seen from the observed position.
Sound levels generated by wind can range from about 20 dBA to 60 dBA for wind speeds in the
range of 2 to 20 miles per hour (Hoover and Keith 2000).

Regulatory Setting
Regulations
There are no regulations at the state or federal level that apply to the proposed project.
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Solano County General Plan—Resources Chapter
The Resources Chapter of the Solano County General Plan (Solano County 2008) provides policy and
guidance for the development and use of natural resources within the county. Energy and wind
energy in particular are discussed in the chapter. The Resources Chapter in the 2008 General Plan
supersedes the Energy Chapter in the previous general plan, which contained the Solano County
Wind Turbine Siting Plan. The Resources Chapter addresses Implementation Programs with Policies
RS.I‐37 and RS.I‐50, which relate specifically to wind farm siting. Policy RS.I‐37 specifies minimum
setbacks and other siting restrictions but does not discuss noise at all. Policy RS.I‐50 states: “In
addition to the required safety setbacks, applicants would be required to demonstrate that the CNEL
50 influence area of proposed wind turbines would not coincide with residential areas or individual
dwelling units. No turbines which exhibit high infrasonic noise generation potential would be
permitted within one mile of residential uses or land zoned for residential uses
Wind turbine noise is regulated through standards in the Public Health and Safety Chapter of the
General Plan and the Chapter 28 of the Solano County Zoning Ordinance (both discussed in
subsequent sections).

Solano County General Plan—Public Health and Safety Chapter
The Public Health and Safety chapter of the Solano County General Plan (Solano County 2008)
identifies land use compatibility standards for nontransportation noise sources. Table 2 summarizes
these noise standards.

Table 2. Non‐Transportation Noise Standards‐Average (dBA Leq/Maximum (dBA Lmax)a
Outdoor Area
Daytime
Nighttime
55/70
50/65
55/75
—
55/75
—
—
—
55/75
—
60/75
—
55/75
—
65/75
—
60/80
—

Receiving Land Use
All Residential
Transient Lodging
Hospitals and Nursing Homes
Theaters and Auditoriums
Churches, Meeting Halls, Schools, Libraries, etc.
Office Buildings
Commercial Buildings
Playgrounds, Parks, etc.
Industry

Interiorb
Day and Night
35/55
35/55
35/55
30/50
35/60
45/65
45/65
—
50/70

Notes
c
d, e
e
e
e
e
e
e

Source: Solano County 2008:HS‐82.
Notes: Leq = equivalent or energy‐averaged sound level.
Lmax = highest root‐mean‐square sound level measured over a given period of time.
a
The standards shall be reduced by 5 dBA for sounds consisting primarily of speech or music, and for recurring
impulsive sounds. If the existing ambient noise level exceeds the standards, then the noise level standards shall
be increased at 5‐dBA increments to encompass the ambient.
b
Interior‐noise‐level standards are applied within noise‐sensitive areas of the various land uses, with windows
and doors in the closed positions.
c
Outdoor activity areas of transient lodging facilities are not commonly used during nighttime hours.
d
Hospitals are often noise‐generating uses. The exterior‐noise‐level standards for hospitals are applicable only at
clearly identified areas designated for outdoor relaxation by either hospital staff or patients.
e
The outdoor activity areas of these uses (if any), are not typically utilized during nighttime hours.

Revised Noise Technical Report for the
Proposed Montezuma II Wind Project

7

May 2011
ICF 00336.10

NextEra Energy Resources Montezuma II Wind, LLC

Chapter 28 Solano County Zoning Ordinance
Chapter 28 of the Solano County Zoning Ordinance addresses noise from noncommercial and
commercial wind turbine generators and associated facilities. The current ordinance states: “Noise
emitted from any wind turbine generator shall not exceed 50 dBA CNEL at any property line
abutting a residential zone or 60 dBA CNEL at any other property line.”
Draft amendments to the ordinance were made August 25, 2009. These amendments remove the 50
CNEL requirement and Section (h) Noise subsection (1) of the draft ordinance states that new
development and land uses shall be subject to noise performance standards for nontransportation
sources. These standards are the same as those indicated in Table 2.
Subsection (2) defines noise sensitive land uses as schools, hospitals, rest homes, long‐term care,
mental care facilities and residences. It further states that outdoor activity areas are considered to
be the portion of the noise sensitive property where outdoor activities would normally occur (i.e.
patios of residences and outdoor instructional areas of schools.)
Subsection (3) identifies how impacts related to increase in noise caused by a project are to be
evaluated. It states that a noise level increase of 3 dB or more is considered to be substantial in
terms of degradation of the existing noise environment.
Subsection D. 13.g of Section 28.50.02.040‐Commercial Wind Turbine Generators states:
In the event that noise levels resulting from a WTG or associated facilities exceed the noise standards
of this subsection, an exception may be granted by the Department, provided the following
requirements, as applicable, are met:
1) If the affected noise‐sensitive land use is located entirely within the project boundary, the
landowner of the affected property has provided a written statement to the Department,
consenting to allowing outdoor and/or interior noise in excess of the maximum limits allowed by
this Section; or,
2) If the affected noise‐sensitive land use is located outside the project boundary, a noise waiver, as
defined in subsection 28.50.02.020, is secured from the owner of the affected adjacent property.
The noise waiver shall additionally specify that the consenting landowner waives their rights to
any noise mitigation by the facility owner after the WTGs and/or associated facilities are
installed and become operational; or,
3) Other alternative mitigation has been approved as part of the use permit.
County staff anticipates that these ordinance amendments will be adopted prior to approval of the
proposed project. As such both the current ordinance standards and draft ordinance standards are
evaluated in this analysis.

Noise‐Sensitive Land Uses
The County’s zoning ordinance defines noise‐sensitive land uses as schools, hospitals, rest homes,
long‐term care, mental care facilities, and residences. Rural single family residences scattered
throughout the project area are the only noise sensitive land uses in the project area. Figure 1
identifies the locations of these rural residences.
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Existing Noise Environment
The project area is primarily undeveloped rural agricultural land. Noise sources in the project area
include traffic on local and distant roadways, existing wind turbines, and natural sources such as
wind and birds. Existing noise levels in the project area are described here based on new measured
data and some data collected from previous studies.
For the proposed project, continuous noise monitoring was conducted at two locations in the project
area (LT1 and LT2). Figure 1 shows the location of each monitoring position. These two positions
were selected because residences near these positions are closest to the proposed turbines. Noise
levels were monitored with Larson‐Davis Model 812 sound level meters utilizing 0.50‐inch
condenser microphones and 3.0‐inch diameter windscreens. The microphone at each location was
placed 5 feet above the ground. The calibration of each meter was checked before and after the
measurement period with a Larson Davis Model CA250 calibrator.
Position LT1 is an isolated rural location along Birds Landing Road. There are few houses along this
road which results in very little traffic. Predominant sources of noise are occasional vehicle passbys
and natural sources such as wind and wildlife. Wind turbine noise was observed to be faintly audible
if audible at all. At Position LT1, measurements were conducted over a 24‐hour period beginning at
5:00 p.m. on July 22, 2010.

Position LT2 is an isolated rural location along Montezuma Hills Road. There are a few houses along
this road which results in very little traffic. Predominant sources of noise are occasional vehicle
passbys and natural sources such as wind and wildlife. Wind turbine noise was observed to be
faintly audible if audible at all. At Position LT2, Measurements were taken over a 6‐day period
starting midnight on July 23, 2010.
Data was collected in 10‐minute intervals included Leq, Lmin, Lmax, L1, L25, L50 and L90. At Position LT1,
a partial equipment failure caused a gap in some of the data. However, sufficient data was collected
to generally characterize noise conditions at this position. At Position LT2 complete data was
collected over the measurement period.
NextEra has three meteorology stations in the project area. The stations collected data on wind
speed and direction in 10‐minute intervals concurrent with the noise measurements. This data was
used to correlate wind speed with measured noise levels. Meteorology stations are indicated in
Figure 1.

Position LT1
Position LT1 was located 160 feet from the edge of Birds Landing Road near the residence located at
6498 Birds Landing Road. The area had no trees or foliage in the immediate vicinity. Table 3
summarizes 10‐minute interval noise monitoring data collected at Position LT1.
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Table 3. Summary of Measurements at Position LT1
Daytime
Range of
Leq

Date

Leq

Range of
L90

Nighttime

Range of
L50

Range of
L1

Range of
Leq

Range of
L90

Leq

Range of
L50

Range of
L1

July 22 48.8 73.8 62.9 41.0 46.0 45.0 50.4 54.8

89.1

56.7

July 23 49.3 60.7 55.7 42.1 56.0 49.6 59.9 57.4

69.9

52.1

59.6 57.4 47.0 54.5 50.5 58.7 59.2 66.5

2‐Day
Period

69.9

52.1

60.1 ‐

Notes:

48.8 73.8 ‐

41.0 56.0 45.0 59.9 54.8

60.1 58.6 50.7 55.1 55.2 59.3 63.1 66.0
47.0 55.1 50.5 59.3 59.2 66.5

Range values are for 10‐minute intervals. Other Leq values are for daytime or nighttime period.
Estimated CNEL = 63.9 dBA based on data collected over 2 days.

Noise levels were plotted against wind speed and there was no correlation between wind speed and
sound level. This is generally expected given the lack of trees and foliage in the area.

Position LT2
Position LT2 was located 160 feet from the edge of Montezuma Hills Road near the residence
located at 1234 Montezuma Hill Road. A fairly large stand of trees was located across the street.
Table 4 summarizes 10‐minute noise monitoring data collected at Position LT2.

Table 4. Summary of Measurements at Position LT2

Date

CNEL

Range of
Leq

Daytime
Range of
Range of
L90
L50

Leq

Range of
L1

Range of
Leq

Leq

Nighttime
Range of
Range of
L90
L50

Range of
L1

July 23

63.6

47.1 56.0 61.9 42.4

53.0

45.6

66.3 52.7 79.4

50.5

58.6 55.3 47.4 54.2 49.7 57.5 55.7 65.2

July 24

61.9

48.6 56.1 53.6 44.7

51.6

47.6

54.6 54.4 63.0

50.3

59.0 55.5 47.0 54.8 48.8 57.7 56.3 65.5

July 25

66.8

54.4 63.5 59.9 49.1

58.9

53.2

62.6 60.3 71.6

54.0

64.8 60.1 50.3 60.3 53

63.7 60.2 71.6

July 26

68.7

58.1 64.1 62.2 53.1

59.5

56.8

62.8 64.9 70.9

57.1

65.2 62.1 52.4 61.2 56

63.9 63.0 72.6

July 27

65.9

54.4 59.3 61.8 49.6

60.2

53.1

65.9 59.6 78.2

51.9

60.7 58.6 47.4 57.4 50.8 59.8 57.8 67.3

July 28

61.5

49.3 57.8 56.3 44.3

53.0

47.5

57.3 55.7 71.7

48.7

58.0 54.5 46.7 53.1 48.2 56.9 53.0 64.5

47.1 64.1

60.2

45.6

66.3 52.7 79.4

48.7

65.2

6‐Day
Period

Note:

‐

‐

42.4

‐

47.0 61.2 48.2 63.9 53.0 72.6

Range values are for 10‐minute intervals. Other Leq values are for the entire daytime or nighttime period.

Figure 3 shows a plot of sound level versus wind speed at 12 meters above the ground. Although
there is quite a bit of scatter in the data there is some correlation between wind and sound level. At
a wind speed of 8 meters per second (the wind speed at which wind turbine noise is maximum)
measured sound levels were in the range of about 47 to 58 dBA. The calculated sound level for wind
speed of 8 meters per second based on the regression equation is 52.8 dBA. The minimum 10‐
minute Leq value measured was 47.1 dBA when the wind speed was 7.9 m/s.
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Position LT3
Measurements at Position LT3 were taken from July 30 through August 3, 2004 (Illingworth and
Rodkin 2006). LT3 was located 600 feet north of the intersection of Collinsville Road and Talbert
Lane, 54 feet from the Centerline of Collinsville Road. At this position daytime hourly Leq values
were in the range of 60 to 67 dBA and nighttime hourly Leq values were in the range of 57 to 68 dBA.
The measured CNEL value was 70 dBA. In this area traffic and natural sources are also the
predominant sources of noise. Wind turbine noise was observed to be faintly audible if audible at all.
Collinsville Road is less isolated than Birds Landing Road and Montezuma Hills Road and has more
traffic than these roads. This would explain the higher noise levels measured here.

Impact Discussion
Analysis Methods
In an effort to provide an analysis that is consistent with noise studies prepared for other wind
project in the area, the approach to the noise analysis presented here is generally consistent with
the approach taken for these wind project projects:


High Winds LLC‐Wind Power Project Montezuma Hill, California. Final Report. (Illingworth and
Rodkin 2002).



Shiloh I Wind Energy Project Montezuma Hills, California (Illingworth and Rodkin 2004).



Montezuma Wind Project Noise Technical Report Solano County, California (Illingworth and
Rodkin 2006).



Shiloh III Wind Project Noise Technical Report Solano County, California (Illingworth and
Rodkin 2009).

The proposed project will use Siemens SWT‐2.3‐101 and SWT‐2.3‐93 turbines (Figure 2). Both
turbines use a modern upwind configuration (the blades are upwind from the tower) which reduces
low‐frequency noise often associated with older downwind turbines. Complete acoustic
performance including overall A‐weighted sound power levels and octave band sound power levels
have been provided by the equipment manufacturers. This acoustic data was developed in
accordance with International Standard IEC 61400‐11.
Sound power data has been provided for various wind speeds typically in the range of 2 to 10
meters per second. Lower speeds result in lower sound power levels than higher speeds. For both
units sound power levels increase as wind speed increases to 8 meters per second and then remains
constant at higher wind speeds. Sound power levels based on wind speed of 8 meters per second is
therefore used in this analysis.
C‐weighted levels for both turbine systems were calculated and compared to A‐weighted sound
levels. In both cases the difference between the A‐weighed level and the C‐weighted level was less
than 11 dB. Typically a difference of 20 dB or more between the A‐ and C‐weighted level is the
threshold of concern for low‐frequency noise. Because the difference is well below 20 dB, low‐
frequency noise is not expected to be an issue for these systems.
Tones generated by wind turbines can also be a source of concern. Acoustic performance data for
the GE system indicates that the tonality level is less than 4 dB. Although this is considered to be in
Revised Noise Technical Report for the
Proposed Montezuma II Wind Project

11

May 2011
ICF 00336.10

NextEra Energy Resources Montezuma II Wind, LLC

the range of audibility, it is not considered prominent according to IEC 61400‐11. Information on the
tonality of the Siemens system is not available. However, modern wind turbine systems such as the
Siemens system do not produce prominent tones.
Sound that propagates away from a point source reduces at a rate of 6 dB per doubling of distance
from the source based on geometric attenuation. Sound that propagates over long distances can be
subject to additional attenuation called excess attenuation. This excess attenuation can result from
atmospheric absorption, shielding from topography and structures, and propagation over
acoustically soft ground such as grassland or plowed soil. Conversely, excess attenuation can be
reduced by refraction effects associated wind and temperature gradients. As a result, the amount of
excess attenuation that occurs at any given location can vary from none to a fairly large amount.
For this analysis, attenuation from atmospheric absorption was included, but the effects from other
excess attenuation factors were assumed to be zero. For receptors that are downwind from a
turbine this assumption is reasonable because wind will refract sound downward, opposing the
attenuation affects associated with shielding from the hills and absorption by the ground. For
receivers located upwind from turbines, refraction from wind will cause sound waves to refract
upward, resulting in additional excess attenuation. Accordingly, this approach is conservative in
terms of estimating potential noise levels from wind turbine operations at receivers in the project
area.
Sound power levels are converted to sound pressure levels at specific distances using equations for
spherical radiation or hemispherical radiation. With spherical radiation the source is assumed to be
at a large distance from reflecting surfaces or in essence assumes that the ground is 100%
absorptive acoustically. With hemispherical radiation the source is located on or near a large 100%
reflective flat plane such as a paved parking lot. Sound pressure levels calculated assuming
hemispherical radiation are 3 dB higher than levels calculated assuming spherical radiation (Hoover
& Keith 2000).
The spreadsheet model developed for this analysis uses the basic hemispherical radiation equation
to develop sound pressure levels. However, most of the project area is grassland or plowed field,
which is generally considered to be acoustical absorptive. To account for some degree of ground
absorption the equation was adjusted to reduce the effect of reflection by 1 dB. A 3 dB adjustment
would assume 100% ground absorption so the approach is considered to be reasonably
conservative. The modeling results using this approach were checked against modeling results for
the original Montezume Hills wind project (Illingworth & Rodkin 2006) and were found to be
consistent with those results. The analysis assumes that the turbines radiate noise uniformly in all
directions. This assumption is consistent with observations of existing turbines in the project area
and standard methods for determining wind turbine sound power.
Based on the sound power information provided by the equipment manufacturers for wind speed of
8 meters per second and the propagation assumptions described above, the Siemens SWT‐2.3‐101 is
predicted to produce a sound pressure level of 46.9 dBA at 1,000 feet from a single turbine. The
SWT‐2.3‐93 turbine is about 1.6 dB quieter than the SWT‐2.3‐101 turbine. The SWT‐2.3‐93 is
proposed only on the first four turbines. To provide a conservative analysis and to address the
possibility that the SWT‐2.3.101 may be used for all the turbines, this analysis assumes that all
turbines are the louder SWT‐2.3‐101. This turbine can be operated in a noise‐restricted mode which
allows an operational reduction in sound power level up to 5 dB.
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Figure 3
Sound Level versus Wind Speed at Position LT2
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Sound generated by multiple sources can combine to result in a cumulative noise level that is higher
than any single turbine. The model developed for this analysis first determines the distance from
each receiver to the nearest proposed turbine and then sums noise associated with any turbine
located within twice that distance to result in a cumulative noise level. This approach is slightly
more conservative than that taken in previous studies in the area, where summing was limited to
turbines located within 4,000 feet of a receiver.
Large modern wind turbines similar to the turbines proposed for this project are located on land
surrounding the project site. EnXco turbines are located north of the project site just north of
Montezuma Hills Road. Turbines from the High Winds project are located east of the project site.
Shiloh I turbines are located south and west of the project site in the vicinity of Collinsville Road.
Noise from these turbines has been included in this analysis if they are located with two times the
distance between a receiver and the nearest proposed NextEra turbine. Sound power data for these
existing turbines was taken from Jones & Stokes 2005, Illingworth and Rodkin 2002, and Illingworth
and Rodkin 2004.
Older, smaller enXco V turbines wind turbines that date to the 1980s are currently located on the
NextEra project site. These turbines will be removed prior to placement of the NextEra turbines.
These existing turbines only potentially affect Residence #13 and #14. Residence #13 is 1,100 feet
from nearest turbine and Residence #14 is 1,800 feet from the nearest turbine. Observations at both
of these locations indicate that the existing enXco V turbines do not meaningfully contribute to
existing noise levels at these two residences. Accordingly, it was not considered warranted to
include these units in the model because the noise environment at these locations would essentially
be the same with or without these turbines present.
For the purposes of calculating CNEL values associated with wind turbine operations Solano County
has been recently applying an assumption that the WTG’s will operate for 85% of the time on
average throughout the day and night (Illingworth & Rodkin 2006). CNEL is a weighted, average
noise level over a 24 hour period. Mathematically, this metric is determined by averaging the energy
of the expected Leq in each hour for a 24‐hour time period. For the daytime hours between 7 am and
7 pm, no adjustments are made to the hourly Leq. For the evening hours, a +5 dB penalty is applied
for the hours from 7 pm to 10 pm, and for the nighttime hours, +10 dB is applied. Thus a steady
daytime level of 50 dBA is adjusted to 55 dBA for the evening hours, and 60 dBA for nighttime hours.
With these adjustments, the Leq for each hour for the 24 hour period are averaged to together on the
basis of their acoustic energy (not level). For this example, the resultant CNEL would be 56.7 dBA for
a 24 hour, steady noise level of 50 dBA. To account for 85% operation, before the resultant hourly
levels are averaged, the energy is multiplied by 0.85 to account for the expected operational time.
This procedure can be applied in reverse to determine what is the equivalent steady level needed to
comply with the 50 CNEL requirement. This results in a steady level limit of 44 dBA (Illingworth &
Rodkin 2006).
There was no correlation between wind speed and sound level at Position LT1. The lowest
measured 10‐minute Leq measured at this position was 48.8 dBA. At Position 2 the lowest measured
10‐minute Leq was 47.1 dBA occurred when the wind speed was 7.9 meters per second. The noise
study conducted for the original Montezuma wind project (Illingworth and Rodkin 2006)indicates
that a wind speed of 8 meters per second produces a sound level of about 45 dBA‐L50 These studies
also indicate that the corresponding Leq value can be estimated by adding 1.7 dB to the L50 value,
resulting in an Leq of 46.7 dBA. Based on the data, 46.7 dBA was used as the baseline wind‐generated
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noise level for a wind speed of 8 meters per second. This is slightly lower than the 47.1 dBA level
measured at Position LT2 and is thus a slightly more conservative assumption.

Noise Impact Criteria
The evaluation of project‐related noise impacts is based on the noise standards in the Public Health
and Safety Chapter and the Resources Chapter of the Solano County General Plan and the current
and draft versions of Chapter 28 of the Solano County Zoning Ordinance.
Operation of the proposed wind turbine project is considered to result in a noise impact if wind
turbine noise is predicted to result in a substantial increase in noise or exceedance of a County noise
standard at nearby residences.
Because wind turbines can operate continuously for 24 hours a day, the nighttime noise standard of
50 dBA Leq presented in the General Plan Public Health and Safety Chapter and the draft zoning
ordinance is used to assess absolute noise levels produced by project turbines. The Lmax standard of
65 dBA is not relevant because the lower 50 dBA Leq standard will always govern for a steady state
source such as a wind turbine.
As discussed above the 50 CNEL noise standard presented in the Resources Chapter of the General
Plan and the current zoning ordinance is equivalent to a steady level sound level of 44 dBA.
Accordingly 44 dBA is used to evaluated exceedance of the 50 CNEL standard.
Chapter 28 of the Solano County Zoning Ordinance states “a noise level increase of 3 dBA or more is
considered to be substantial in terms of degradation of the existing noise environment.
In summary the proposed project is considered to result in impacts related to noise if the proposed
wind turbines would result in noise at a residence that exceeds 50 dBA Leq, 50 CNEL, or would result
in a Leq noise level increase of 3 dB or more at a residence.

Impact Assessment
Siemens SWT‐2.3‐101
Table 5 summarizes the analysis for the Siemens turbines. This table presents the calculated
background noise level based on operation of the existing tower mounted turbines and sound from
wind. It also shows the measured existing background noise level. The predicted noise from the new
turbines is shown and is then summed separately with the calculated and measured background
noise levels. The last two columns show the increase in noise associated with the new turbines
relative to the calculated background noise level and the measurement background noise level.
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Table 5. Summary of Exterior Noise Analysis for Siemens Turbines (dBA‐Leq)
Measured
Existing
Background
Noise Level
Plus New
Turbines
(dBA‐Leq)

Increase from
New Turbines
Relative to
Calculated
Background
Noise Level
(dBA‐Leq)

Increase from
New Turbines
Relative to
Measured
Background
Noise Level
(dBA‐Leq)

Residence

Calculated
Existing
Background
Noise Level a
(dBA‐Leq)

Measured
Existing
Background
Noise Level
(dBA‐Leq)

1

48.1

57b

41.1

48.9

57.1

0.8

0.1

2

47.8

57b

40.8

48.6

57.1

0.8

0.1

3

47.6

57b

40.5

48.4

57.1

0.8

0.1

4

47.6

57b

41.4

48.5

57.1

0.9

0.1

5

47.4

57b

43.1

48.8

57.2

1.4

0.2

6

47.3

57b

42.3

48.5

57.1

1.2

0.1

7
8

47.4
47.5

57b
57b

42.4
36.4

48.6
47.8

57.1
57.0

1.2
0.3

0.1
0.0

9

47.2

48.8c

35.6

47.5

49.0

0.3

0.2

10

47.6

48.8c

37.0

48.0

49.1

0.4

0.3

11

48.6

48.8c

44.7

50.1

50.2

1.5

1.4

12

48.9

48.8c

44.5

50.3

50.2

1.3

1.4

13

47.0

47.1d

49.6

51.5

51.5

4.5

4.4

14
15

47.4
48.2

47.1d
47.1d

46.2
40.0

49.8
48.8

49.7
47.9

2.4
0.6

2.6
0.8

16

49.3

47.1d

39.8

49.8

47.8

0.5

0.7

47.9

47.1d

42.1

17

Noise
Level of
New
Turbines
(dBA‐Leq)

Calculated
Existing
Background
Noise Level
Plus New
Turbines
(dBA‐Leq)

48.9
48.3
1.0
a Calculated based on wind noise at 8 m/s and modeling results for existing tower mounted turbines.
b Based on minimum Leq measured at LT3
c Based on minimum Leq measured at LT1
d Based on minimum Leq measured at LT2

1.2

The results in Table 5 indicate that the project‐related increase in noise will be greater than 3 dB at
Residence 13; this would constitute a “substantial” increase in noise according to the Solano County
noise ordinance. Residence 13, the Anderson residence, is at 6826 Montezuma Hills Road.
The results also indicate that exterior noise from the new turbines will not exceed 50 dBA at any of
the residences. With regard to interior noise the Solano County noise standards in Table 2 state that
interior‐noise‐level standards are applied with windows and doors in the closed positions. Standard
residential construction would be expected to provide more than 15 dBA of exterior‐to‐interior
noise reduction. As such the results in Table 5 indicate that interior noise from the turbines will not
exceed 35 dBA at any of the residences as well.
The results in Table 6, however, indicate that exterior noise from the new turbines will exceed 44
dBA (in effect 50 CNEL) as follows:
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Table 6. Summary of Exterior Noise Analysis for Siemens Turbines (CNEL)
Noise Level of
New Turbines
(dBA‐Leq)

Noise Level of
New Turbines
(dBA‐Leq)

Noise Level of New
Turbines (CNEL)

Exceedance of 50 CNEL
(dBA)

11
44.7
50.7
12
44.5
50.5
13
49.6
55.6
14
46.2
52.2
Note: Noise impacts are predicted at these locations based on exceedance of 50 CNEL.

0.7 dB
0.5 dB
5.6 dB
2.1 dB

Recommendations
Several approaches are recommended for avoiding effects from the predicted project‐related noise
increase of more than 3 dB at Residence 13. These approaches are listed below.
1. Relocate turbines:
a.

Move Turbines WMZ2‐0141, WMZ2‐0121, WMZ2‐0122, WMZ2‐0123, WMZ2‐0124, WMZ2‐
0128, WMZ2‐0129, and WMZ2‐0130 at least 3,000 feet from Residence 13.

2. Maintain the current configuration but employ the noise‐restricted mode as follows:
a.

‐4 dB noise‐restricted mode at Turbines WMZ2‐0121, WMZ2‐0122, WMZ2‐0128, and
WMZ2‐0129.

3. Obtain a noise waiver from landowners exposed to noise effects. As discussed above the County
may grant an exception to the ordinance with regard to noise if certain conditions are met.
Although a waiver does not physically reduce the noise at the affected residence, the waiver, in
effect, makes the noise standards non‐applicable to the residence.
Note that these options assume that relocated turbines would not be moved closer to other
residences.
Several approaches are recommended for reducing or avoiding effects from the predicted project‐
related noise in excess of 50 CNEL at Residences 11, 12, 13, and 14. These approaches are listed
below.
1. Relocate turbines:
a.

Move Turbine WMZ2‐0107 at least 2,600 feet from Residence 11.

b. Move Turbines WMZ2‐0107 and WMZ2‐0114 at least 2,500 feet from Residence 12.
c.

Move Turbines WMZ2‐0120, WMZ2‐0121, WMZ2‐0122, and WMZ2‐0123 at least
3,800 feet from Residence 14.

d. Because predicted noise at Residence 13 is about 5.6 dB in excess of 50 CNEL and
because noise at that location is influenced by 8 turbines it does not appear practical
to apply turbine relocation at this location to reduce noise below 50 CNEL.
4. Maintain the current configuration but employ the noise restricted mode:
a.

‐1 dB mode at Turbine WMZ2‐0107 to reduce noise at Residence 11.
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b. ‐1 dB mode at Turbines WMZ2‐0107 and WMZ2‐0114 to reduce noise at Residence 12.
c.

‐5 dB mode at Turbines WMZ2‐0141, WMZ2‐0121, WMZ2‐0122, WMZ2‐0123, WMZ2‐0124,
WMZ2‐0128, WMZ2‐0129, WMZ2‐0130 to reduce noise at Residence 13. (This is predicted
to reduce noise to 50.6 CNEL at Residence 13.)

d. ‐3 dB mode at Turbines WMZ2‐0122, WMZ2‐0123, WMZ2‐0124, and 0125 to reduce noise
at Residence 14.
5. Obtain a noise waiver from landowners exposed to noise effects. As discussed above the County
may grant an exception to the ordinance with regard to noise if certain conditions are met.
Although a waiver does not physically reduce the noise at the affected residence, the waiver, in
effect, makes the noise standards non‐applicable to the residence.
Note that these options assume that relocated turbines would not be moved closer to any other
residence.
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ENGINEERING REPORT UPDATE
CONCERNING THE EFFECT UPON NEARBY
FCC LICENSED RF FACILITIES
DUE TO THE CONSTRUCTION OF
MONTEZUMA II WIND ENERGY PROJECT
In
SOLANO COUNTY, CALIFORNIA
ICF Jones & Stokes

I. INTRODUCTION
This engineering report is an update of a previous engineering report dated October 12, 2010
which describes the results of a study and analysis to determine the locations of FCC-licensed
microwave and fixed station radio frequency facilities that may be adversely impacted as a result
of the construction by NextEra of wind turbines in the Montezuma II Wind project area in
Solano County, California. This document has been updated using new proposed wind turbine
positions provided by Jones & Stokes. This report describes impact zones and any necessary
mitigation procedures, along with recommendations concerning individual wind turbine siting.
All illustrations, calculations and conclusions contained in this document are subject to on-site
verification1.
Frequently, wind turbines located on land parcels near RF facilities can cause one or more modes
of RF impact, and may require an iterative procedure to minimize adverse effects. This
procedure is necessary in order to ensure that disruption of RF facilities either does not occur or,
in the alternative, that mitigation procedures will be effective. The purpose of this study report is
to facilitate the siting of turbines to avoid unacceptable impact to licensed RF facilities.
The Siemens 2.3 MW turbine is being proposed for the Montezuma II project. The Siemens 2.3
is 80 meters from the base to the hub, and the blade diameter used will be either 93 meters or 101
meters. For the purposes of this study, the 101-meter rotor will be assumed, the total height of
the structure thus being a maximum of 130.5 meters when one blade is extending vertically
upward. The wind turbine farm occupies a land parcel approximately 24 kilometers southeast of
Fairfield, California.

1

The databases used in creating the attached tables and maps are generally accurate, but anomalies have been
known to occur. An on-site verification survey is suggested as part of the due diligence process.
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The new turbine layout was overlaid on a GIS layer containing FCC-licensed microwave paths
and land mobile sites. The FCC database was checked for new facilities added since the previous
report was prepared on October 12, 2010
The detailed analysis in the following paragraphs examines the pertinent FCC licensed services
and supports the summary given above. This analysis assumes that all licensed services have
been designed and constructed according to FCC requirements and good engineering practice. If
this is not the case, the impacted facility must share responsibility with the wind turbine
company for the costs of any mitigation measures2.
II. DETAILED ANALYSIS OF MICROWAVE LINKS
An extensive analysis was undertaken to determine the likely effect of the new wind turbine
layout upon the existing microwave paths, consisting of a Fresnel x/y axis study and a z-axis
(height) evaluation (see Section I). The microwave path is overlaid on topographic base maps,
and is also available as shape overlays for the GeoPlanner™, ESRI™, or Google Earth™
program files.
Important Note: Microwave path studies are based upon third party and FCC databases that
normally exhibit a high degree of accuracy and reliability. Although Evans performs due
diligence to ensure that all existing microwave facilities are represented, we cannot be
responsible for database errors that may lead to incomplete results. If, in spite of our diligence,
such adverse situations should occur, Evans would perform an engineering analysis at no
additional cost to determine how the additional facilities could be accommodated or, if wind
turbine structures are already built, determine a method to re-direct the offending beam path. It is
recommended that a field engineer visit the site to visually check for anomalies.
For this microwave study, Worse Case Fresnel Zones (WCFZ) were calculated for each
microwave path. The mid-point of a microwave path is the location where the widest (or worst
case) Fresnel zone occurs. Possible geographic coordinate errors must be added to the Fresnel
zone clearance numbers3. The radius R of the Worst Case Fresnel Zone, in meters, is calculated
for each path using the following formula:

where D is the microwave path length in kilometers and FGHz is the frequency in gigahertz.
2

For instance, some microwave paths may have insufficient ground clearances as they are presently configured.

3

Many microwave facilities were built before accurate methods were available to establish exact geographic
coordinates (such as GPS). It is not unusual for database errors of up to 4 or 5 seconds to occur, which can effect the
positioning of critical turbines located near Fresnel paths.
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In general, the WCFZ is defined by the cylindrical area whose axis is the direct line between the
microwave link endpoints and whose radius is R as calculated above. This is the zone where the
siting of obstructions should be avoided.
No new microwave paths have been licensed since the preparation of the October 12th report.
From the information presented herein, there do not appear to be instances of blockage to
microwave paths due to the Siemens turbine positions specified for Montezuma II.
It is suggested that the site be physically surveyed to ensure that there are no unregistered or misregistered antenna supporting structures.
A detailed view of the turbines and nearby RF facilities is shown in the following Figure 1.
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Figure 1 – Detail of RF Facilities in Turbine Area
The potential impact of the microwave paths shown in Figure 1 will be discussed and illustrated
in the following pages.

Montezuma II RF Study Update - Page 5

Figure 2 – Microwave Path WQAP211/WQHV882 above Turbines 122 and 126
The microwave path shown above directly crosses the location of Turbine 122 and comes close
to Turbine 126. However, impact to this path is not expected because the microwave beam is
high above the turbines’ blade sweeps, as illustrated above. The green shaded area is an
imaginary surface between the center line of the microwave beam and the ground directly below
the microwave center line.
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Figure 3 – Microwave Path WLL763/WLR685 near Turbines 121 and 122
From the above figure, it is evident that neither Turbine 121 for Turbine 122 will impact the
microwave path, provided that the microwave path is exactly as described in the FCC license.
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Figure 4 – Microwave Path WLL763/WLR685 near Turbine 137
In the above figure, it appears that Turbine 137 is very close to the microwave path; however, the
Worst Case Fresnel Zone appears to be just beyond the blade sweep. If the transmitting and
receiving antennas of the microwave link are correct as listed in the FCC license, the link is not
expected to be affected by Turbine 137.
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III. ANALYSIS OF FIXED RADIO FACILITIES
3.1 Land Mobile Stations
A new search of land mobile stations near the project area revealed no additional land mobile
station near the planned turbines since the last search was conducted for the October 12th report.
The land mobile station closest to a planned turbine is WNMW325, licensed to the Sacramento
Municipal Utility District. The closest planned turbine from this station is Turbine 113, whose
site is 620 meters from the WNMW325 transmitter. At this distance, the electrical impact to this
facility wouldn’t be insignificant.
The following land mobile stations in the area are as follows (within two miles from any turbine
– marked in yellow below):
Call Sign
WQHG573
WNMW325
WQKT943
WNGP414
WQLC486

Latitude
(NAD-83)
38.14778
38.12358
38.05778
38.09297
38.07472

Longitude
(NAD-83)
121.8148
121.8292
121.7862
121.8869
121.7897

Ant. Ht.
(m AGL)
38
39.6
6.4
4
18

Freq.
(MHz)
464.5875
939.4875
171.1
169.475
466.4875

Licensee
NextEra Energy
Sacramento Muni. Utility
County of Sacramento
State of California
Pacific Gas & Electric Co.

Table 1 – Land Mobile Radio Facilities near Planned Turbines
As was the case previously, the transmitter for station WQHG573 is more than 1,000 meters
from the nearest turbine site and thus wouldn’t be impacted to a perceptible degree. The
locations of stations WQHG573 and WNMW325 relative to the turbine sites are shown in Figure
1.
III. CONCLUSIONS
The following conclusions have been reached as a result of the analysis undertaken with respect
to the current Siemens turbine layout for the Montezuma II Wind project:
1. There is presently no impact upon any known FCC-licensed microwave link, provide the
licenses of the microwave links near planned turbines are accurate.
2. Based upon reasonable assumptions, no significant disruption is expected to any known
land mobile transmitters near the project area.
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Respectfully Submitted,

B. Benjamin Evans, P.E.
Communications Consultant
May 9, 2011
Z:\Windmills12-10\Jones & Stokes\Montezuma II\Final Layout May 2011\RF Impact Study Update Montezuma II May 2011.doc
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MEMORANDUM

Basin Research Associates

Review of Montezuma II Wind Energy Project MM
CUL-2b(a) – Cultural and Paleontological Monitoring
and Unanticipated Discovery Procedure, Solano
County
TO:
RE:

FROM:
DATE:

Stu Russell, Point Impact Analysis
Review of Montezuma II Wind Energy Project MM CUL-2b –
Cultural and Paleontological Monitoring and Unanticipated
Discovery Procedure
Colin I. Busby (510 430-8441 ext 202)
17 May, 2010 REVISED

Please let this memo serve as our review and evaluation of the applicability of mandated
archaeological monitoring of ground disturbing construction for the Montezuma II Wind
Energy Project as required by MM CUL-2b.
MM CUL-2b: Cultural and Paleontological
Unanticipated Discovery Procedure

Monitoring

and

The Applicant shall minimize impacts on cultural and paleontological
resources in project areas that had less than 100% ground surface visibility
during the pedestrian surveys for the Cultural Resources Inventory Report for
the Proposed Montezuma II Project, Solano County, California (ICF
International 2010a), and any subsequent surveys performed in compliance
with Mitigation Measure CUL-2a by implementing the following measures:
a. An archaeologist, who is also qualified to recognize paleontological resources,
shall conduct full-time monitoring of all areas of the Project where ground-disturbing
activities would occur.

Cultural Resources Report
As requested, I undertook a review of the Cultural Resources Inventory Report for the
Proposed Montezuma II Project, Solano County, California by ICF International. The report
provides the results of an archival records search, field inventory and Native American
consultation.
•

The archival search found seven previous cultural resources investigations than
included the project area plus a one mile radius. One historic resource was located
outside of the project’s impact area and two other historic farmsteads, while within
the project area, are within the construction buffer zone. No prehistoric resources are
on file with the local Information Center. A review of other wind project EIRS by
Point Impact Analysis noted the following:

1

REVIEW OF MONTEZUMA II WIND ENERGY PROJECT MM CUL-2B(A) – CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL MONITORING AND UNANTICIPATED DISCOVERY
PROCEDURE, SOLANO COUNTY

High Winds
Shiloh I
Shiloh II
Shiloh III
Montezuma I
Montezuma II

None
None
None
None
One prehistoric lithic scatter; two prehistoric isolated finds
One prehistoric isolate, two historic isolates

•

The NAHC sacred lands file search did not identify Native American cultural
resources in the proposed project area. No Native Americans commented on the
project.

•

No responses were received on resources from local historical societies.

•

The field inventories observed one previously recorded archeological resource and
recorded six new resources. Of these resources, four are historical archeological
sites, one is a prehistoric isolate consisting of a prehistoric stone net weight, and two
are historic isolates consisting of fragments of historic glass.

Analysis
The results of the archival search, Native American consultation and field inventory strongly
indicate a low sensitivity for potential subsurface archaeological resources within the project.
The low sensitivity for potential subsurface archaeological resources is strongly suggested by
archival reviews and field inventories completed for 5 other wind project in the immediate
area. My personal inspection of the project area for Montezuma II suggested an extremely
low sensitivity for subsurface prehistoric and historic resources associated with long term
occupation based on the topography, sediments, lack of easily available water and other
factors. It is quite probable that the areas were used seasonally for hunting and gathering or
as transition points between the bay shoreline and the interior.
The current field inventory was conducted according to current standards for an
archaeological survey and found no major archaeological resources. While it is probable that
additional historic and possibly a few prehistoric isolated finds may be present within the
project area these do not qualify for inclusion on the National/California Registers.
The recommendation for archaeological monitoring in project areas that had less than 100
percent ground surface visibility during the field inventory is excessive for areas with a low
sensitivity for potential subsurface resources.
First, archaeological survey has long recognized that 100 percent ground coverage is not
possible and 100 percent coverage of an area is not necessary to develop a conclusion on
the archaeological sensitivity of an area. The results of a field inventory are interpreted
in combination with both archival data and contextual research to develop a qualitative
“sensitivity” model.
Second, the results of the field inventory are analyzed in combination with both archival
data and research to develop a qualitative “sensitivity” model.
Third, neither the archival nor field data suggest a potential for the presence of yet
unknown significant subsurface resources.

BASIN

2

REVIEW OF MONTEZUMA II WIND ENERGY PROJECT MM CUL-2B(A) – CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL MONITORING AND UNANTICIPATED DISCOVERY
PROCEDURE, SOLANO COUNTY

MM CUL-2b(a) does not appear relevant based on the perceived very low archaeological
sensitivity of the area fin regard to potential significant subsurface resources.
The protection and conservation of potential archaeological resources would be better served
by the following actions:

BASIN

•

Conduct focused environmental training for construction crews engaged in earth
disturbing excavation to promote awareness of the potential for archaeological
resources and procedures for notification of a find.

•

Provide cross training of the biological monitoring team to determine if a find is
archaeological and procedures for isolating a potential find for review by an
archaeologist.

•

Retain an “on-call” Professional Archaeologist for consultation either by telephone or
in field for potential finds.

•

Undertake periodic archaeological inspection visits to project area to view areas of
ground disturbing construction.

3

This page intentionally left blank

APPENDIX O

SOLANO COUNTY AIRPORT LAND USE
COMMISSION RESOLUTION NO. 11-03
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APPENDIX P

LETTER FROM WESTSLOPE CONSULTING
MARCH 17, 2011
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March 17, 2011
Cliff Graham
NextEra Energy, Inc.
700 Universe Boulevard
Juno Beach, FL 33408
Re: Microsited Montezuma II wind project layout
Dear Mr. Graham:
A review of the microsited Montezuma II wind project (Montezuma II) layout shows that six
wind turbine locations have moved and one alternate wind turbine location has been added.
See Figure 1, where the green dots represent the original layout and the yellow dots represent
the microsited layout.

Figure 1 Montezuma II original and microsited layouts
To assess the layout differences, Westslope Consulting, LLC (Westslope) conducted an update to
the simulation and simulation analysis to determine whether the microsited layout differs from
the original simulation analysis results. An update to the baseline analysis was not considered
necessary given that the overall project boundary did not change. The updated simulation and
simulation analysis indicates that there are no appreciable differences in the results for the
original and microsited project layouts. Appreciable underlines the fact that the differences in
the probability of detection are in the hundreds of a percent.

It should be noted that the updated simulation and simulation analysis was conducted for a
total of 37 wind turbine locations. Specifically, 34 wind turbine locations plus 3 alternate wind
turbine locations. The original simulation and simulation analysis was conducted for a total of
36 wind turbines locations.
To be clear, the simulation analysis results provided in the Westslope letter dated December 28,
2010 are still valid for the microsited layout. The results are summarized in Table 1.
Description
Pd tolerance set forth by CRADA’s OWG
Interim CRADA Pd results at the output of the
ASR-11 for Montezuma Wind, Shiloh III, and
Solano Phase 3 wind projects
Difference in performance out of the ASR-11 and
on the AT controllers’ displays
Change in Pd results due to changes to Shiloh III
and Solano Phase 3
Change in Pd results due to Montezuma II
Remaining Pd margin

Below
4,000 feet MSL
5%
-2.9%

Below 10,000
feet MSL
5%
-2.9%

-0.6%

-0.3%

+0.3%

+0.4%

-0.6%
1.2%

-0.6%
1.6%

Table 1 Remaining Pd margin over the WRA
If you have questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Sincerely,

Geoffrey N. Blackman
Owner/Principal
cc: Ben Doyle

