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March 7, 2013 
 
FROM: Sandra Rivera 
  Assistant Planning Director 
  Alameda County Community Development Agency 
  224 W. Winton Avenue, Suite 110 
  Hayward, CA, 94544 
 
SUBJECT: Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an Environmental Impact Report for a 

Repowering Conditional Use Permit – Sand Hill Wind Project 
 

SUMMARY: 
 
The County of Alameda (County) is issuing this NOP to inform agencies and interested parties 
that the County will prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for proposed repowering 
activities in the Alameda County portion of the Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area (APWRA).  
Repowering refers to the removal of older existing wind turbines and replacement with new, 
more efficient wind turbines. FloDesign Wind Turbine Corp. (FloDesign; the Applicant) has 
applied for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for the removal of 70–80 existing wind turbines 
equivalent to 4 megawatts (MW) and the installation of 40 new generation turbines with a 
combined generating capacity of 4 MWs to assess the functionality of the new turbine design 
and the extent to which it could reduce impacts on birds and bats compared to the existing 
turbines. 

FloDesign intends to use results from an associated avian study and turbine performance data 
generated by the initial 4 MW repowering effort to inform its approach to repowering the 
remainder of the approximately 400 existing turbines in future phases.  Subsequent repowering 
phases (which are not the subject of the current CUP application but will be programmatically 
assessed by this CEQA review) would include the subsequent repower of up to 32 MW of 
capacity. The combined repowering activities could therefore generate up to 36 MW of 
combined generation capacity if additional CUPs are approved subsequent to the initial 4 MW 
repowering CUP currently under consideration. 

The County will serve as the Lead Agency for the EIR, which will address both the project-
specific effects of the 4 MW initial repowering action and the program-level consideration of 
subsequent repowering actions.  The EIR will be prepared pursuant to the California Environ-
mental Quality Act (CEQA) and in accordance with relevant federal, state, and local 
regulations.  An Initial Study has been prepared to identify on a preliminary basis the likely 
significant impacts of the project, and is available upon request and on the County’s website: 
http://www.acgov.org/cda/planning/landuseprojects/currentprojects.htm 

The County is soliciting the views of agencies, organizations, Native American tribes, and 
interested parties as to the scope and content of the environmental resources and topics to be 
studied in the EIR and to advise the public that outreach activities conducted by the County and 
their representatives will be considered in the preparation of the EIR. In accordance with 
CEQA, agencies are requested to review the project description provided in this NOP and 
provide comments on environmental issues related to their statutory responsibilities.  The EIR 

http://www.acgov.org/cda/planning/landuseprojects/currentprojects.htm
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will be used by the East County Board of Zoning Adjustments in its consideration of approval of the 
proposed CUP 

CEQA sets the review and comment period for an NOP to end 30 days after receipt of the notice.  The 
County therefore requests comments on this NOP be received no later than the close of business on 
Friday, April 6, 2013. Written comments on the Sand Hill Wind Project EIR scope, including the 
alternatives to be considered, the impacts to be evaluated, and the methodologies to be used in the 
evaluations, should be sent to: 

Sandra Rivera, Assistant Planning Director 
ATTN: Sand Hill Wind Project EIR 
Alameda County Community Development Agency 
224 W. Winton Avenue, Suite 110 
Hayward, CA  94544 

Comments can also be sent by email with subject line “Sand Hill Wind Project EIR" to: 
sandra.rivera@acgov.org.  Please include a return address and contact name with your written comments. 

PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING  

A public scoping meeting will be held at the time and location shown below, in order to inform interested 
parties about the proposed scope of the analysis in the EIR and to solicit comments on the proposed scope 
of the EIR.  Comments may be provided orally or in writing at the scoping meeting. 

  Wednesday, March 13, 2013   Alameda County Public Works Agency 
  4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.   Operations Building 

4825 Gleason Drive 
Dublin, CA 94568 

   
The meeting facilities will be accessible to persons with disabilities.  If special translation or signing 
services or other special accommodations are needed, please contact Maria Palmeri at 510-670-5400 or 
maria.palmeri@acgov.org at least 48 hours before the scoping meeting.  Scoping materials will also be 
made available through the County’s Internet site: 
http://www.acgov.org/cda/planning/landuseprojects/currentprojects.htm. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION, CONTACT: Sandra Rivera, Assistant Planning Director, ATTN: 
Sand Hill Wind Project EIR, Alameda County Community Development Agency, 224 W. Winton 
Avenue, Suite 110, Hayward, CA, 94544, or at 510-670-5400. 

Project Location  

The 1,058.2-acre project area is currently in use as an existing wind farm operation and as cattle grazing 
land  in a rural area of unincorporated eastern Alameda County, near the western edge of the San Joaquin 
Valley. The project sites (Figure 1) are located within the Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area (APWRA) 
on Assessor’s Parcel Numbers (APN) 099B-7750-006-00, 099B-6325-001-03, 099B-7375-001-07, 099B-
7875-001-02, 099B-7875-001-03, 099B-7500-003-01, and 099B-7600-001-01. 

The area’s topography is generally characterized by grass-covered, rounded hills and smooth contours, 
with occasional steep slopes and ridges. Like the project area, much of the region currently serves as 

http://www.acgov.org/cda/planning/landuseprojects/currentprojects.htm
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cattle grazing land, and existing wind turbines and associated facilities are highly visible both within and 
from viewpoints surrounding the project areas.  Scattered rural residences and businesses dot the 
surrounding landscape. 

Proposed Project 

FloDesign intends to implement a repowering program that will entail the removal of all existing turbines 
on multiple parcels in the APWRA. FloDesign would replace the older turbines with a new technology 
turbine known as a mixer-ejector wind turbine (MEWT). FloDesign seeks to accomplish the repowering 
in two or more phases through 2016. 

The first phase of the program would involve the removal of 70–80 existing turbines and installation of 
40 MEWTs of equal total capacity to assess the functionality of the new MEWT design and determine the 
extent to which it reduces impacts on birds and bats compared to the existing turbines. The assessment 
would consist of an avian validation study funded by a Public Interest Energy Research (PIER) Grant 
from the California Energy Commission and currently underway.   

FloDesign intends to use the avian study results and turbine performance data generated by the initial, 4 
MW repowering effort to inform its approach to repowering the remainder of the existing wind 
installations for a potential combined total generating capacity of up to 36 MW. 

The 40 MEWTs installed during the initial repowering phase would be installed throughout the existing 
facilities; the remainder of the existing turbines would be left in place for at least 1 year as controls for the 
avian study that would be conducted to test the MEWTs’ efficacy in reducing avian and bat mortality 
rates. 

Because of the proposed project’s co-location with and replacement of existing turbines, no new access 
roads, substation facilities, interconnection lines, or operations and maintenance facilities would be 
necessary. However, some access roads may require widening. New pads would be constructed for the 
MEWTs, as well as new connections to the existing power collection system and temporary lay-down 
areas. 

Each MEWT would be a maximum of 190 feet tall, with a maximum hub height of 120 feet. The 
shrouded turbine would have a maximum diameter of 70 feet. Each tower’s foundation would require an 
excavation approximately 56 feet in diameter to a depth of 8 feet. The permanent disturbance area of each 
turbine would be approximately 64 feet in diameter (approximately 3,215 square feet).  

To reduce disturbance at each turbine location, common assembly pads would be constructed.  Depending 
on the number of turbines in close proximity, up to eight MEWTs may be constructed from each pad, for 
a total of up to five pads required.  The pads would be level areas of approximately 200 feet in diameter 
with gravel cover to support the construction equipment and to reduce dust.  The pads would be 
temporary and would be removed and restored on completion of construction. Each pad would therefore 
disturb approximately 0.72 acre, for a total disturbance area of 3.6 acres. 

In addition to the pad area for each turbine, the initial repower phase would require four temporary 
laydown areas of 5 acres each to store turbine components, construction equipment, job trailers, and 
construction materials. These areas would be restored to pre-project (i.e., prior to repowering) conditions 
on completion of the construction. 
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In accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines, the County is requiring an EIR to evaluate the 
environmental effects of the proposed initial repowering phase and subsequent repowering phases, and to 
propose mitigation measures to reduce any significant effects identified, before considering FloDesign’s 
CUP application for the initial repowering phase. 

Probable Environmental Effects  

In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15161, the Sand Hill Wind EIR will examine the 
environmental impacts of the requested CUP, which would involve the removal of existing wind 
generation facilities and their replacement with fewer turbines of a new design.  The EIR will focus 
primarily on the physical changes in the environment that would likely result from the proposed 
repowering project, including direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts. 

The EIR will discuss the potential for impacts on all resources required to be considered under CEQA.  
As discussed in greater detail in the attached Initial Study, certain resource areas would not be affected by 
the proposed project; consequently, those resource areas have been dismissed from further discussion in 
the EIR.  On the basis of the project description and the County’s understanding of the environmental 
issues associated with the project, the attached Initial Study identifies the following topics expected to be 
analyzed in greatest detail in the Draft EIR: 

•   Aesthetics 

•   Agriculture and Forest Resources 

•   Air Quality 

•   Biological Resources 

•   Climate Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

•   Cultural Resources 

•   Geology and Soils 

•   Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

•   Hydrology and Water Quality 

•   Noise 

•   Transportation and Traffic 

•   Utilities and Service Systems 

As indicated above, An Initial Study has been prepared to identify on a preliminary basis the likely 
significant impacts of the project, and is available upon request and on the County’s website: 
http://www.acgov.org/cda/planning/landuseprojects/currentprojects.htm 

http://www.acgov.org/cda/planning/landuseprojects/currentprojects.htm
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Environmental Checklist Form 
Prepared Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

 
A.  PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

1. Project Title:   
Sand Hill Wind Project 

2. Lead Agency Name and Address 
Alameda County Community Development Agency 
224 W. Winton Avenue, Suite 110 
Hayward, CA 94544 

3. Contact Person and Phone Number 
Andrew Young, Planner III 
Alameda County Planning Department, Community Development Agency 
510-670-5400 

4. Project Location:   
The project sites are located within unincorporated Alameda County (Figure 1) on 
Assessor Parcel Numbers [APN] 099B-7750-006-00, 099B-6325-001-03, 099B-7375-
001-07, 099B-7875-001-02, 099B-7875-001-03, 099B-7500-003-01, 099B-7600-001-
01 (Figure 2).  

5. Project Sponsor's Name and Address: 
FloDesign Wind Turbine Corp. (FloDesign) 
221 Crescent Street, Suite 103A 
Waltham, MA 02453 

6. General Plan Designation: 
Large Parcel Agriculture  

7. Zoning:  
A (Agricultural) District 

 Description of Project:  
Introduction 

FloDesign Wind Turbine Corp. (FloDesign) has proposed a repowering program that 
would entail the removal of existing turbines previously owned by SeaWest Power 
Resources LLC on multiple parcels in the Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area 
(APWRA). FloDesign would replace the older turbines with a new technology turbine 
known as a mixer-ejector wind turbine (MEWT). FloDesign seeks to accomplish the 
repowering in two or more phases through 2016. The project would require a condition-
al use permit (CUP) per the Alameda County Zoning Ordinance. An application for a 
CUP was submitted to Alameda County on January 15, 2013, for the Initial Repower 
portion of the project.   

Existing Conditions 
The AWPRA currently supports one of the largest concentrations of wind turbines in 
the world. Most of the wind turbines are of aging design, and avian and bat mortality 
has been an ongoing concern. Approximately 400 existing wind turbines are currently 
located on the project site.  
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8. Project Details 

The first phase of the program, referred to as the “Initial Repower,” would involve the removal of 
70–80 existing turbines (approximately 4 MW) and installation of 40 MEWTs of equal total capa-
city (approximately 4 MW) to assess the functionality of the new MEWT design and determine the 
extent to which it reduces impacts on birds and bats compared to the mortality associated with the 
existing turbines. The performance assessment would consist of an avian validation study funded 
by a Public Interest Energy Research (PIER) Grant from the California Energy Commission (Avian 
Study).   

The 40 MEWTs installed during the Initial Repower would be installed throughout the existing 
facilities; the remainder of the existing turbines (other than the 70–80 existing turbines removed as 
part of the Initial Repower) would be left in place for at least 1 year as controls for the avian study 
that would be conducted to test the MEWTs’ efficacy in reducing avian and bat mortality rates. 

FloDesign would use the test results of the Avian Study and MEWT performance data to inform its 
approach to repowering the remainder of the existing turbines (approximately 320 turbines) in 
future phases.  Subsequent repowering phases would repower up to an additional 32 MW of 
generating capacity, for a total of 36 MW.   

Because of the proposed project’s co-location with existing turbines, no new access roads, 
substation facilities, interconnection lines, or operations and maintenance (O&M) facilities would 
be necessary. However, some access roads may require widening. New pads would be constructed 
for the MEWTs, as well as new connections to the existing power collection system and temporary 
lay-down areas. 

Each MEWT would be a maximum of 190 feet tall, with a maximum hub height of up to 120 feet. 
The shrouded turbine would have a maximum diameter of 70 feet. Each tower’s foundation would 
require an excavation of approximately 56 feet in diameter to a depth of 8 feet. The permanent 
disturbance area of each turbine would be approximately 64 feet in diameter (approximately 3,215 
square feet). 

To reduce disturbance at each turbine location, common assembly pads would be constructed.  
Depending on the number of turbines in close proximity, up to eight MEWTs may be constructed 
from each pad, for a total of up to five pads required.  The pads would be level areas approximately 
200 feet in diameter with gravel cover to support the construction equipment and to reduce dust.  
The pads would be temporary and would be removed and restored on completion of construction. 
Each pad would therefore disturb approximately 0.72 acre, for a total disturbance area of 3.6 acres. 

In addition to the pad area for each turbine, the Initial Repower phase would require four temporary 
laydown areas of 5 acres each to store turbine components, construction equipment, job trailers, 
and construction materials. These areas would be restored to preproject conditions on completion 
of construction. 

Phasing 
Project construction would proceed as shown in the general sequence below. 

• Demarcation of construction areas, biological resources, and biological resource setback areas 

• Grading and road repair as needed 

• Laydown/staging areas established 
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• Decommissioning and removal of existing turbines 

• Turbine foundation construction 

• Power collection system and communication lines installation 

• Turbine installation 

• Erosion and sediment control  

• Final cleanup and restoration 

Underground Work 

Excavations would be dug for construction of turbine foundations, and trenches would be dug for 
installation of cables between individual MEWTs. Each cable trench would be approximately 12 
inches wide and 42 inches deep. 

System Installation/Testing  

Large cranes would be used to erect the turbine towers and install the turbines. After construction, 
all project systems, controls, and safety equipment would be calibrated and tested before bringing 
the equipment online. 

Final Cleanup and Restoration 
Upon completion of construction, the site would be cleaned and restored. Construction trash and 
debris would be collected and properly disposed of. All temporarily disturbed areas would be 
seeded with a seed mix appropriate to adjacent areas. To the extent feasible, original land contours 
would be restored to preconstruction conditions, and permanent erosion control measures such as 
water bars would be installed  

8. Surrounding land uses and setting:  
The project is located in a rural area of unincorporated eastern Alameda County, near the western 
edge of the San Joaquin Valley. The area’s topography is generally characterized by grass-covered, 
rounded hills and smooth contours, with occasional steep slopes and ridges. Much of the region 
currently serves as cattle grazing land, and existing wind turbines and associated facilities are 
highly visible both within and surrounding the project areas. Scattered rural residences and 
businesses dot the surrounding landscape. 

9. Other public agencies whose approval may be required:  
Alameda County Public Works Agency 

San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board 

California Department of Transportation 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

Federal Aviation Administration 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
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B.  ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least 
one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 

 Aesthetics  Agriculture and Forest 
Resources  Air Quality 

 Biological Resources  Climate Change and Green-
house Gas Emissions  Cultural Resources 

 Geology /Soils  Hazards & Hazardous 
Materials  Hydrology and Water 

Quality 

 Land Use and Planning  Mineral Resources  Noise 

 Population and Housing  Public Services  Recreation 

 Transportation and Traffic  Utilities / Service Systems  Mandatory Findings of 
Significance 

 
C.  LEAD AGENCY DETERMINATION: 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

 I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and 
a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made 
by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will 
be prepared. 

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially 
significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has 
been addressed by mitigation  measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached 
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the 
effects that remain to be addressed. 

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or 
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or 
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required. 

 
 
 

  
 

Signature  Date 
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D.  EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS: 

The Environmental Checklist and discussion that follows is based on sample questions provided in the 
CEQA Guidelines (Appendix G) which focus on various individual concerns within 17 different broad 
environmental categories, such as air quality, climate change, cultural resources, land use, public services, 
noise and traffic (and arranged in alphabetical order).  The Guidelines also provide specific direction and 
guidance for preparing responses to the Environmental Checklist.  The sample questions are meant to be 
used to meet the requirements for an initial study when the criteria set forth in CEQA Guidelines have 
been met.  Substantial evidence of potential environmental impacts that are not listed in the checklist must 
also be considered. The sample questions are intended to encourage thoughtful assessment of impacts, 
and do not necessarily represent thresholds of significance. 

Each question in the Checklist essentially requires a “yes” or “no” reply as to whether or not the project 
will have a potentially significant environmental impact of a certain type, and, following a Checklist table 
with all of the questions in each major environmental heading, citations, information and/or discussion 
that supports that determination.  The Checklist table provides, in addition to a clear “yes” reply and a 
clear “no” reply, two possible “in-between” replies, including one that is equivalent to “yes, but with 
changes to the project that the proponent and the Lead Agency have agreed to, no”, and another “no” 
reply that requires a greater degree of discussion, supported by citations and analysis of existing 
conditions, threshold(s) of significance used and project effects than required for a simple “no impact” 
reply.   

Each possible answer to the questions in the Checklist, and the different type of discussion required, is 
discussed below: 

a)  Potentially Significant Impact. Checked if a discussion of the existing setting (including relevant 
regulations or policies pertaining to the subject) and project characteristics with regard to the 
environmental topic demonstrates, based on substantial evidence, supporting information, 
previously prepared and adopted environmental documents, and specific criteria or thresholds 
used to assess significance, that the project will have a potentially significant impact of the type 
described in the question.  

b)  Less Than Significant With Mitigation.  Checked if the discussion of existing conditions and 
specific project characteristics, also adequately supported with citations to relevant research or 
documents, determines that the project clearly will or is likely to have particular physical impacts 
that will exceed the given threshold or criteria by which significance is determined, but that with 
the incorporation of clearly defined mitigation measures into the project, that the Applicant has 
agreed to, such impacts will be avoided or reduced to less-than-significant levels. 

c)  Less Than Significant Impact. Checked if a more detailed discussion of existing conditions and 
specific project features, also citing relevant information, reports or studies, demonstrates that, 
while some effects may exist with regard to the individual environmental issue, the effect would 
not exceed a threshold of significance which has been established by the Lead or a Responsible 
Agency.  The discussion may note that due to the evidence that a given impact would not occur or 
would be less than significant, no mitigation measures are required. 

d)  No Impact. Checked if brief statements (one or two sentences) or cited reference materials (maps, 
reports or studies) clearly show that the type of impact could not be reasonably expected to occur 
due to the specific characteristics of the project or its location (e.g. the project falls outside the 
nearest fault rupture zone, or is several hundred feet from a 100-year flood zone, and relevant 
citations are provided).  The referenced sources or information may also show that the impact 
simply does not apply to projects like the one involved.  A response to the question may also be 
"No Impact" with a brief explanation that the basis of adequately supported project-specific 
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factors or general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, 
based on a basic screening of the specific project). 

The discussions of the replies to the Checklist questions must take account of the whole action involved 
in the project, including off-site as well as on-site effects, both cumulative and project-level impacts, 
indirect and direct effects, and construction as well as operational impacts.   

Except when a “No Impact” reply is indicated, the discussion of each issue must identify: 

a)  the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and 

b)  the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance, with 
sufficient description to briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level. 

Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an 
effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration (Section 15063(c)(3)(D) of 
the Guidelines). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following: 

a)  Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where the earlier analysis is available for review. 

b)  Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the 
scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, 
and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier 
analysis. 

c)  Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitigation Measures 
Incorporated," describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the 
earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project. 

 

1.  AESTHETICS 
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a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? X    

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, 
rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 

X    

c)  Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and 
its surroundings? 

X    

d)  Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect 
day or nighttime views in the area? 

X    

 
Setting 

Aesthetics impacts are typically based on viewer response to changes in their surroundings resulting from 
project construction and operation. The project areas are in a rural area of unincorporated eastern 
Alameda County, near the western edge of the San Joaquin Valley.  The area’s topography is generally 
characterized by grass-covered, rounded hills and smooth contours, with occasional steep slopes and 
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ridges.  A broad, flat expanse of the San Joaquin Valley dominates views to the east, with the foothills, 
ridges, and peaks of the Altamont Hills dominating views to the north, west, and south. A mix of 
agricultural, industrial, and rural residential land uses define the area’s visual character.  Much of the 
region currently serves as cattle grazing land, and existing wind turbines and associated facilities are 
highly visible both within and surrounding the project areas.  Scattered rural residences and businesses 
dot the surrounding landscape. 

Existing wind farms, consisting of rows (or strings) of turbines, plus power lines, transformers, and 
access roads, constitute the area’s most visually distinct artificial feature.  Approximately 300 Kenetech 
model KCS-56 100kw wind turbines, consisting of lattice towers 90–100 feet tall currently occupy the 
project parcels.  Many of the turbines are situated in highly visible locations on or near ridgelines. 

Several designated scenic routes traverse the project vicinity.  The Scenic Route Element of the Alameda 
County General Plan designates Interstate (I-) 580, Altamont Pass Road, Patterson Pass Road, and Flynn 
Road as scenic routes (Alameda County 1966). Approximately 15.4 miles of I-580 in San Joaquin and 
Alameda Counties, from I-5 to I-205, is a state scenic highway; this roadway segment lies east of the 
project areas (California Department of Transportation 2007). 

Sensitive visual receptors in the project vicinity could include residents near the project areas, travelers on 
nearby roadways, and employees at nearby businesses.  Additional potentially sensitive receptors could 
include individuals participating in recreational activities at area facilities such as Bethany Reservoir State 
Recreation Area and a nearby off-road vehicle park.  Residents would be expected to have the highest 
sensitivity to visual changes in the project areas due to their familiarity with the view, their investment in 
the area, and their sense of ownership of the view. Residents who occupy these parcels or other parcels 
leased for wind generation facilities would be expected to have the lowest level of sensitivity to change 
because these landowners have agreed to lease the site for wind energy generation purposes and would 
therefore be more accepting of related visual changes.  Motorists on nearby roadways, although more 
numerous than residents, would generally be less sensitive to visual changes in the project area because of 
the shorter duration of their exposure to the views and the focus of their attention on driving activities.  
Employees at nearby businesses would be engaged in work-related activities and would similarly be 
expected to be less sensitive to visual changes than nearby residents. 

Impacts 

a) For the most part, neither the Initial Repower nor the subsequent repowering effort is expected to 
result in significant visual impacts on scenic vistas. However, the new, substantially taller turbines 
would likely be visible to sensitive visual receptors such as nearby residents. Because project 
implementation could affect views from sensitive receptors, the EIR will analyze this issue. 

b) Although the proposed project is unlikely to substantially damage scenic resources, the new, taller 
turbines could be visible to motorists on nearby designated scenic routes.  Accordingly, this issue 
will be evaluated in the EIR. 

c) Although implementation of both the Initial Repower and the subsequent repowering of the 
remaining turbines would ultimately result in fewer turbines in the project areas, the new turbines 
are likely to be more visually prominent than those they would replace because of their greater 
height. Accordingly, the EIR will consider the increased visual prominence of the new turbines. 

d) The new wind turbines may require lighting in accordance with FAA recommendations for aviation 
safety. Furthermore, glare could result from the turbines and towers. Accordingly, the proposed 
project’s potential to generate substantial sources of light and glare will be evaluated in the EIR. 
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2.  AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES 
In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental 
effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site 
Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an 
optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland.  In determining 
whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant 
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the 
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s inventory 
of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest 
Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in 
Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board.  Would the Project: Y
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a)  Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance 
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping 
and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural 
use? 

   X 

b)  Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract? X    

c)  Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in 
Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public 
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as 
defined by Government Code section 51104(g))? 

   X 

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use?    X 

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or 
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use?    X 

 
Setting 

Wind turbines are located throughout the APWRA on agricultural parcels owned by ranchers and farmers. 
The 1,058.2-acre project area is currently in agricultural use as cattle grazing land as well as existing wind 
farm operations. Grazing takes place concurrently with wind turbine operations, and the internal 
maintenance access roads of the wind farms provide landowners with additional access to portions of 
their properties.  Wind farm operators generally lease rights from property owners to use portions of the 
land for turbines, ancillary electric power lines, access roads, substations, and maintenance facilities. 
Because wind energy facilities occupy a small area of the total land under lease, the remainder of the land 
continues to be used for agricultural production. 

The 2010 Important Farmland Map for Alameda County does not identify the project areas or 
surrounding lands as Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Unique Farmland, but rather 
as Grazing Land. Four of the seven parcels scheduled for the Initial Repower phase are under Williamson 
Act contract (Department of Conservation 2009, 2010). 

The site is zoned Agricultural District (A District) under the Alameda County Zoning Ordinance. The 
Zoning Ordinance allows for agricultural and other non-urban uses.  Within the A District, privately 
owned wind-electric generators is a conditionally permitted use subject to approval by the board of 
zoning adjustments. 
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In November 2000, the Alameda County electorate approved the Save Agriculture and Open Space Lands 
Initiative (Measure D; effective date, December 22, 2000).  The purposes of this initiative are to preserve 
and enhance agriculture and agricultural lands and to protect the natural qualities, the wildlife habitats, the 
watersheds, and the open space of Alameda County from excessive, badly located, and harmful 
development.   

Alameda County has a Right to Farm Ordinance, Chapter 6.28 of the Administrative Code. The Right to 
Farm Ordinance alerts prospective property owners that lands within 2,000 feet include agricultural 
properties and informs them of lawful and properly conducted agricultural and related activities. The 
ordinance is intended to promote public health, safety, and welfare and to support and encourage 
continued agricultural operations in Alameda County. The ordinance provides recourse for both parties in 
the event of a dispute regarding any inconvenience or discomforts from agricultural operations and 
protects such operations from nuisance lawsuits. 

Impacts 

a) None of the land within the project areas is designated as Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide 
Importance, or Unique Farmland by the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program. Therefore, 
the proposed project would have no impact on farmland as defined above. 

b) As indicated in Chapter 17.06.040 of the Alameda County Code of Ordinances, privately owned 
wind facilities are a conditionally permitted use within the A District.  Therefore, the proposed 
project is considered compatible with continued agricultural use of the adjacent areas and would 
allow for potential future use of the project site itself for agriculture, should the wind farm use end 
at some point in the future.  Thus, the project would be considered a conditionally allowable use in 
accordance with the Zoning Ordinance.   Measure D, approved in 2000, is intended to preserve and 
enhance agricultural lands and protect open space.   The proposed project would primarily result in 
a similar land use, but could also result in a small change in agricultural acreage; additional analysis 
is required.  Accordingly, this topic could be potentially significant and will be evaluated further in 
the EIR. 

 Several of the project parcels are presently subject to Williamson Act contracts, which coexist with 
the current wind power facilities.  The proposed project would not result in any substantial change 
to the existing uses on either contracted or uncontracted lands in the project area, nor result in the 
cancellation or non-renewal of lands under lease for the wind energy project. Alameda County 
specifically considers commercial wind turbines to be a compatible use on lands under Williamson 
Act Contract (Alameda County 2011). Continued operation of wind power projects also prevents 
conversion of agricultural lands to urban uses. The project conforms to the Williamson Act, and 
would have a less-than-significant impact on Williamson Act contracts. 

c) No forest lands or timberlands exist in or near the project areas. Therefore, the proposed project 
would have no impact on existing zoning for, or the need to rezone, forest land or timberland.   

d) Because no forest lands exist in the project area, there would be no impact related to the loss of 
forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use. 

e) The proposed MEWTs would be substantially larger than the existing turbines in the project area 
and would have larger foundations.  Consequently, some existing agricultural land in the project 
area would be converted for use as new turbine foundations or upgraded access roads. The 
reclamation of many of the old turbine foundations and some access roads would partially offset the 
acreage converted.  However, the project area lands are not “Farmland” under the definition above 
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(i.e., Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance). Project 
implementation would therefore have no impact on Farmland conversion. 

Although the proposed project is not expected to have significant impacts on agriculture or forest 
resources, it could result in a small change in agricultural acreage, and additional analysis is required.   
Accordingly, this topic will be evaluated further in the EIR. 

 

3.  AIR QUALITY 
Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality 
management or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the 
following determinations.  Would the project: Y
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a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?   X  

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation? X    

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for 
which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed 
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

X    

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? X    

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?   X  
 
Setting 

Background 

The primary factors that determine air quality are the locations of air pollutant sources and the amount of 
pollutants emitted from those sources. Meteorological and topographical conditions are also important 
factors. Atmospheric conditions, such as wind speed, wind direction, and air temperature gradients, 
interact with the physical features of the landscape to determine the movement and dispersal of air 
pollutants.  

The air quality management agencies of direct importance in Alameda County are the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA), California Air Resources Board (ARB), and the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District (BAAQMD). EPA has established federal ambient air quality standards for which 
ARB and BAAQMD have primary implementation responsibility. ARB and BAAQMD are also 
responsible for ensuring that state ambient air quality standards are met.  

Air quality is based on the size and topography of the air basin, meteorological conditions, and ambient 
concentrations of criteria pollutants: ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur 
dioxide (SO2), lead, and particulate matter (PM), which consists of both PM less than or equal to 10 
microns (PM10) and PM less than or equal to 2.5 microns (PM2.5). State and federal criteria pollutant 
emission standards have been established for these six pollutants. Within the San Francisco Bay Area Air 
Basin (SFBAAB), BAAQMD is responsible for ensuring that these emission standards are not violated. 
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BAAQMD develops and enforces air quality regulations for non-vehicular sources, issues permits, 
participates in air quality planning, and operates a regional air quality monitoring network.  

BAAQMD generally defines a sensitive receptor as a facility or land use that houses or attracts members 
of the population that are particularly sensitive to the effects of air pollutants, such as children, the 
elderly, and people with illnesses. Examples of sensitive receptors include schools, hospitals, 
convalescent facilities, and residential areas. 

Existing Air Quality Conditions 

Climate and Topography 

The project site is near the base of the Diablo Mountain Range and the western edge of the San Joaquin 
Valley. The climate to the east of the Diablo Mountain Range is similar to the climate of the San Joaquin 
Valley, while the climate to the west of the Diablo Mountain Range is similar to the climate of the 
Livermore Valley. 

In general, the climate of the region, along with much of the West Coast, is controlled by a semi-
permanent high-pressure system that is centered over the northeastern Pacific Ocean. In the summer, this 
strong high-pressure system results in clear skies inland and coastal fog. Very little precipitation occurs 
during the summer months because storms are blocked by the high-pressure system. Beginning in fall and 
continuing through winter, the high pressure weakens and moves south, allowing storm systems to move 
through the area. Temperature, winds, and rainfall are more variable during these months. 

Airflow in the San Joaquin Valley can be characterized by up-valley and down-valley winds. The down-
valley winds are generally caused by airflows into the valley from the Carquinez Strait that then flow 
south.  

Attainment Status 

Areas are classified as either attainment or nonattainment with respect to state and federal air quality 
standards. These classifications are made by comparing actual monitored air pollutant concentrations to 
state and federal standards. If a pollutant concentration is lower than the state or federal standard, the area 
is classified as being in attainment of the standard for that pollutant. If a pollutant violates the standard, 
the area is considered a nonattainment area. If data are insufficient to determine whether a pollutant is 
violating the standard, the area is designated unclassified. Areas that were previously designated as 
nonattainment areas but have recently met the standard are called maintenance areas. 

EPA has classified Alameda County as a marginal nonattainment area for the federal 8-hour ozone 
standard and a nonattainment area for the federal PM2.5 standard. For the federal CO standard, EPA has 
classified the Alameda Urbanized Area as a moderate maintenance area (ppm >12.7), while the rest of the 
county is classified as an attainment/unclassified area. The project area is not located in the Alameda 
Urbanized Area. Alameda County is classified as an attainment/unclassified area for the federal PM10 
standard (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 2012).   

ARB has classified Alameda County as a serious nonattainment area for the state 1-hour ozone standard 
and a nonattainment area for the state 8-hour ozone, PM10, and PM2.5 standards. ARB has classified 
Alameda County as an attainment area for the state CO, NOX, and SOX standards (California Air 
Resources Board 2012). 



Alameda County Planning Department Environmental Checklist/Initial Study 

FloDesign Wind Turbine Corp.  ICF International / Alameda County Planning Dept. 
Sand Hill Wind Repowering Project  -14- March 6, 2013 

Impacts  

a) A project is deemed inconsistent with air quality plans if it would result in either population or 
employment growth that exceeds growth estimates included in the applicable air quality plan. Such 
growth would generate emissions not accounted for in the applicable air quality plan emissions 
budget. Therefore, projects need to be evaluated to determine whether they would generate 
population and employment growth and, if so, whether that growth would exceed the growth rates 
included in the relevant air plans. The project would not substantially induce population or 
employment growth and would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air 
quality plan. Therefore, impacts related to conflict with or obstruction of the applicable air quality 
plan are less than significant.  

b) Construction activities associated with the project would generate short-term emissions of reactive 
organic gases (ROG), nitrogen oxides (NOx), CO, PM10, and PM2.5. BAAQMD requires that all 
projects implement standard emission control measures to reduce fugitive dust emissions (PM10 and 
PM2.5) from construction activities. Fugitive dust emissions could contribute to existing violations 
of air quality standards. This would be a significant impact unless mitigated. The impacts of 
construction emissions on the applicable air quality standards, and contributions to any existing or 
projected air quality violation, will be evaluated in the EIR. 

c) Construction of the project could create a significant air quality impact (see Item b), potentially 
leading to a cumulatively considerable net increase of pollutants. Accordingly, the project’s 
cumulatively considerable contribution to a net increase of criteria pollutants for which the project 
region is in nonattainment will be evaluated in the EIR. 

d) Construction activities would result in emissions of diesel particulate matter (DPM), which has 
been identified by ARB as a carcinogen, from construction equipment exhaust. Some construction 
activities would require heavy machinery operations, primarily during site grading. Grading of 
access roads would also result in DPM emissions. It is not known if total health risks for sensitive 
receptors near the project site would exceed BAAQMD significance thresholds; however there is 
the potential for significant impacts. Accordingly, this topic will be evaluated in the EIR.  

e) The project involves mainly construction and minor operational activities and would not be 
associated with any major odor-generating activities. Operational activities at the facility or diesel 
fuel combusted onsite or along hauling routes may create minor odors. However, any odors emitted 
during construction would be temporary and localized, and these odors would cease once 
construction activities have been completed. The generation and severity of odors is dependent on a 
number of factors, including the nature, frequency, and intensity of the source; wind direction; and 
the location of the receptor(s). BAAQMD has identified typical facility types that are associated 
with odors, such as landfills, wastewater treatment plants, manufacturing plants, and certain 
agricultural activities (Table 3-3, Bay Area Air Quality Management District 2010). 
Implementation of the project would not result in the addition of any of these facilities. This impact 
is considered less than significant.  

 

 



Alameda County Planning Department Environmental Checklist/Initial Study 

FloDesign Wind Turbine Corp.  ICF International / Alameda County Planning Dept. 
Sand Hill Wind Repowering Project  -15- March 6, 2013 

4.  BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
Would the project: Y
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a)  Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifi-
cations, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status 
species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California 
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

X    

b)  Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian, aquatic or wetland habitat or 
other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, 
policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or 
US Fish and Wildlife Service? 

X    

c)  Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined 
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological inter-
ruption, or other means? 

X    

d)  Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory 
fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory 
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 

X    

e)  Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, 
such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?    X 

f)  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state 
habitat conservation plan? 

   X 

g)  Result in conversion of oak woodlands that will have a significant effect on 
the environment?    X 

 

Setting 

Record searches conducted for the proposed project consisted of queries of the 2012 California Natural 
Diversity Database (CNDDB) and the California Native Plant Society’s (CNPS’s) 2012 Online Inventory 
of Rare & Endangered Plants for the Midway, Byron Hot Springs, Clifton Court Forebay, Tracy, Lone 
Tree Creek, Union Island, Altamont, Mendenhall, Cedar Mountain 7.5-minute U.S. Geological Survey 
quadrangles. In addition, records maintained by Natural Communities Program of the CNDDB were 
reviewed to identify the potential presence of natural communities considered to be rare or sensitive by 
DFG. The results of these searches were used to compile a list of special-status species with the potential 
to occur in the study area. Site assessment surveys were conducted to evaluate the suitability of habitat in 
the project areas to support special-status species.  

The record searches and field surveys indicated that the project areas have the potential to contain habitat 
for special-status wildlife species, including California tiger salamander, California red-legged frog, 
western pond turtle, San Joaquin whipsnake, coast horned lizard, tricolored blackbird, western burrowing 
owl, loggerhead shrike, American badger, San Joaquin kit fox, golden eagle, and numerous special-status 
plants. Additionally, wind turbines in the APWRA are known to affect common and special-status birds 
and bats. Based on the rare communities recorded from the project region and the location of the project 
site, it was determined that the alkali grassland rare natural community has the potential to occur in the 
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project area. Wetlands and streams under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers pursuant 
to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act may also occur in the region. The project areas do not contain 
habitat for any special-status fish species.   

The East Alameda County Conservation Strategy (EACCS), with a study area encompassing the project 
area, was developed by Alameda County to provide an adaptive management process, and a voluntary 
framework to protect, enhance, and restore natural resources in eastern Alameda County, while improving 
and streamlining the environmental permitting process for impacts resulting from infrastructure and 
development projects.  The EACCS was made public in March 2011, since which time the USFWS 
issued a Programmatic Biological Opinion under Section 7 of the ESA for USACE-permitted projects 
utilizing the EACCS that may affect federally listed species in the study area.  Wind energy projects, 
including installation, operation, and maintenance, are identified as covered infrastructure projects within 
the Programmatic BO. However, avian and bat effects associated with these types of projects are not 
covered under the Programmatic BO.  The EACCS has not yet been formally accepted by the County for 
implementation, although it represents a useful guide to strategies to avoid and minimize adverse effects 
on biological resources in the project area. 

Impacts  

a) Project construction and operational activities could affect special-status and non–special-status 
bird and mammal species. This could constitute a significant impact and will, accordingly, be 
evaluated in the EIR. 

b) There is the potential for other sensitive natural communities (e.g., wetlands) to be present in the 
project areas. Although it is not likely, the proposed project could result in a substantial adverse 
effect on a sensitive natural community. This would constitute a significant impact and will, 
accordingly, be evaluated in the EIR. 

c) The project areas have the potential to contain federally protected wetlands. Although it is not 
likely, the proposed project could result in a substantial adverse effect on federally protected 
wetlands. This would constitute a significant impact and will, accordingly, be evaluated in the EIR. 

d) Numerous common and special-status avian species are known to occur in the region and many are 
known to be susceptible to wind turbine collisions and associated fatalities.  Additionally, avian 
species may nest or winter in or adjacent to the project areas, and thus could be disturbed during 
construction activities or operations. The project could result in disturbance to nesting special-status 
bird species, potentially resulting in loss of active nests. This would constitute a significant impact 
and will, accordingly, be evaluated in the EIR. 

e) Implementation of the proposed project would not conflict with any adopted local policies or 
ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance.  There 
would be no impact. 

f) The proposed project areas are not covered by an adopted habitat conservation plan, natural 
community conservation plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan.  
Alameda County is a participant in the East Alameda Conservation Strategy (EACS), a non-binding 
and voluntary conservation plan. While this plan is relevant to the project, it is voluntary, and the 
project proponent may choose to participate or not. Accordingly, there would be no impact. 

g) The project area does not contain oak woodlands. There would be no impact.  
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5.  CLIMATE CHANGE AND GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 
Would the project: Y
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a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have 
a significant impact on the environment? 

X    

b)  Conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an agency adopted 
for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 

X    

 
Setting 

Global Climate Change 

Global climate change is caused in large part by anthropogenic (human-made) emissions of greenhouse 
gases (GHGs) released into the atmosphere through the combustion of fossil fuels and by other activities 
such as deforestation and land use change.  Unlike criteria air pollutants, which are discussed in Section 3,  
Air Quality, GHGs tend to persist in the atmosphere where they can trap infrared radiation emitted from 
the Earth’s surface. This phenomenon, known as the greenhouse effect, is necessary to keep the Earth’s 
temperature warm enough for successful habitation by humans. Emissions of GHGs in excess of natural 
ambient concentrations; however, are responsible for the enhancement of the greenhouse effect.  This 
trend of warming of the Earth’s natural climate is termed global warming. 

Greenhouse Gases 

The principle GHGs contributing to global warming are carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous 
oxide (N2O), and fluoridated compounds.  Because construction equipment and heavy duty trucks 
primarily generate CO2, CH4, and N2O, the analysis focuses on these pollutants. 

Significance Criteria  

BAAQMD does not have an adopted significance threshold for construction-related GHG emissions. 
However, BAAQMD directs the Lead Agency to quantify and disclose GHG emissions that would occur 
during construction and to make a determination on the significance of these construction-generated GHG 
emission impacts in relation to meeting AB 32 GHG reduction goals. In addition, BAAQMD 
recommends implementation of BMPs to reduce GHG emissions from construction (Bay Area Air 
Quality Management District 2010). 

For long-term operational emissions, the BAAQMD sets separate thresholds of significance for both 
stationary sources and projects other than stationary sources. The project would exceed the GHG 
thresholds if any of the conditions listed below result from operations. 

   Long-term operational GHG emissions from stationary sources exceed 10,000 MT of CO2e per year. 
   Long-term operational GHG emissions from projects other than stationary sources: 

   are not compliant with a Qualified Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy, OR 
   exceed 1,100 MT of CO2e per year, OR 
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   exceed 4.6 MT of CO2e per year service population, where the service population includes both 
residents and employees in the area. 

Impacts 

a) Implementation of the project would result in short-term construction emissions of CO2, CH4, and 
N2O from the use of construction equipment onsite as well from on-road fuel combustion from 
employee commutes. Although the proposed project could reduce GHG emissions by replacing 
energy derived from fossil fuel combustion, it is not known whether this amount would be 
sufficient to offset any potential impacts. This issue will be evaluated in the EIR. 

b) The state has adopted several policies and regulations for the purpose of reducing GHG emissions. 
The most stringent of these is AB 32, which is designed to reduce statewide GHG emissions to 
1990 levels by 2020. Implementation of the proposed project could reduce GHG emissions and 
help California to meet its RPS requirements. However, it is not known whether project-generated 
GHG emissions would directly support state goals listed in AB 32 and other state policies adopted 
to reduce GHG emissions. Accordingly, this impact will be evaluated in the EIR. 

 

6.  CULTURAL RESOURCES 
Would the project: Y

ES
: P

ot
en

tia
lly

 
Si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 Im
pa

ct
 

N
O

: L
es

s T
ha

n 
Si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 W
ith

 
M

iti
ga

tio
n 

N
O

: L
es

s T
ha

n 
Si

gn
ifi

ca
nt

 Im
pa

ct
 

N
O

: N
o 

Im
pa

ct
 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource 
as defined in §15064.5? X    

b)  Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological 
resource pursuant to §15064.5? X    

c)  Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal 
cemeteries? X    

 
Setting 

The proposed project includes ground-disturbing activities such as grading for roads and laydown areas 
and trenching for underground cable installation. Although it is not known if historic or archaeological 
resources (as defined in Section 15064.5) are present in the project areas, the project vicinity is sensitive 
for prehistoric cultural resources along all watercourses and in the Diablo Range. Additionally, the 
Altamont Pass area served as an important transportation corridor. Consequently, there is the potential 
that cultural resources—such as prehistoric habitation sites, camp sites and artifact scatters, and historic 
period roads and ranch features—are present in the project area. 

The proposed project is subject to CEQA. The threshold of significance under CEQA is generally a 
resource’s eligibility for inclusion in the California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR) or the 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), listing on a local survey of record, or, in the case of 
archaeological resources, the resource’s qualification as a “unique archaeological resource” (CEQA 
Section 21083.2).  
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Impacts 

a) Although it is not known if historic resources are located within the project areas, it is possible that 
historic resources, particularly those associated with agriculture, are present. Should these resources 
be significant as defined in State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, effects on them would be a 
significant impact. Accordingly, this issue will be evaluated in the EIR. 

b) Although it is not known if archaeological resources are located in the project areas, it is possible 
that some are present. Should these resources be significant as defined in State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064.5, effects on them would be a significant impact. Accordingly, this issue will be 
evaluated in the EIR. 

c) No known burials are located within the project areas. However, there is always the possibility that 
previously undiscovered burials may be located during construction. Accordingly, this issue will be 
evaluated in the EIR. 

 

7.  GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
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a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including 
the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:     

i)  Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State 
Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known 
fault?  Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42.  

  X  

       ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?   X  

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?   X  

      iv) Landslides? X    

b)  Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? X    

c)  Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become 
unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

X    

d)  Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform 
Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property? X    

e)  Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for 
the disposal of waste water? 

   X 

f)   Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or 
unique geologic feature? X    
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Setting 

The project areas are east of the active North American–Pacific Plate boundary, near the seismically 
active San Francisco Bay region (Bay region). Many earthquakes of low magnitude occur every year 
throughout the Bay region. Most of the region’s seismic activity is concentrated west along the San 
Andreas, Hayward, and Calaveras faults, which are 50, 30, and 25 miles west of the project areas, 
respectively (Jennings 1994). 

No active faults are mapped across the project site by the California Geological Survey (CGS) or U.S. 
Geological Survey (USGS) (Hart and Bryant 1997; U.S. Geological Survey 2012). The closest known 
active fault to the site that is zoned by the State of California as an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake fault is the 
Greenville fault, about 9 miles west of the project areas. 

Recent geologic studies indicate that a discontinuous, tectonic boundary commonly referred to as the 
Coast Ranges–Sierran Block (CRSB) boundary exists along the western margin of the San Joaquin 
Valley, between the actively uplifting east side of the Coast Range crustal block and the west side of the 
Sierran crustal block (Wong et al. 1988; Wakabayashi and Smith 1994).  The magnitude 6.7 Coalinga 
earthquake in 1983 and an earthquake of a magnitude of more than 6.0 in 1982 near Vacaville and 
Winters are both generally regarded as having occurred on segments of the CRSB boundary (Unruh and 
Moore 1992). Accordingly, the project area could be subject to strong ground shaking during an 
earthquake on one of the many active faults in the project vicinity. 

Impacts 

a(i). As discussed above, the project areas are likely to experience strong ground shaking or ground 
failure generated by any number of faults in the region. The proposed project, however, does not 
entail constructing any structures that would be occupied by people. All structures constructed on 
the project site (e.g., tower foundations, turbine towers and bases) would be required to conform to 
the seismic requirements of the Uniform Building Code and County building standards. Therefore, 
the proposed project would not result in the substantial exposure of people to risk of loss, injury, or 
death as a result of earthquakes or related events; these impacts would be less than significant. 

a(ii). The project areas could experience strong ground shaking during the lifespan of the project. The 
principal concern related to human exposure to ground shaking is that it can result in structural 
damage, potentially jeopardizing the safety of persons occupying the structures. However, all new 
facilities would be designed and constructed to meet or exceed relevant standards and codes.  In the 
event that the project is required by the County to prepare a site-specific geotechnical report, the 
Applicant would implement any recommendations identified (or would implement comparable 
measures). Therefore, impacts related to strong seismic ground shaking would be less than 
significant. 

a(iii). See discussion under a(i) above. The proposed project would not result in the substantial exposure 
of people to risk of loss, injury, or death as a result of seismic-related ground failure; this impact 
would be less than significant.  

a(iv). Much of the project is located on hilly terrain, and although the proposed project does not involve 
the construction of any structures that would be occupied by people, turbine foundations and towers 
could be affected in the event of a landslide. A site-specific geotechnical investigation to assess 
impacts related to landslides is needed to evaluate the potential for exposing people or structures to 
potential substantial adverse effects associated with landslides. This would constitute a potentially 
significant impact and will be evaluated in the EIR.  
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b) The project areas are situated on various soils, some of which are considered to have slight erosion 
potential.  Because soils in the project areas have undergone varying degrees of disturbance, 
ground-disturbing activities such as equipment laydown, site clearing, grading, and excavation are 
not expected to result in the removal of a high value topsoil resource.  However, such activities may 
have the potential to contribute to accelerated erosion, which could potentially impair surface 
and/or groundwater quality in the region. Accordingly, these potentially significant impacts related 
to substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil will be evaluated in the EIR. 

c) Some areas of the project could contain unstable soils. A site-specific geotechnical investigation to 
assess impacts related to unstable geologic units, potential on- and offsite landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, and collapse is needed to assess all areas where project-related 
excavation would take place. This topic will be evaluated in the EIR.    

d) The project areas may contain soils with a high expansion potential. Soil expansion can damage 
foundations and cause large cracks in exterior walls, floors, and ceilings. A site-specific 
geotechnical investigation, addressing the potential for expansive soils, is needed to assess all 
project-related construction areas. Impacts related to expansive soils will be evaluated in the EIR.  

e) The proposed project does not include installation of a septic system. Consequently, there is no 
impact related to soils adequate for supporting a septic system.   

f) The project areas do not contain any unique geologic features and no known paleontological 
resources are present. However, the possibility still exists that project construction could result in 
exposure of and impacts on buried paleontological resources. In the absence of adequate mitigation 
measures, the disturbance of a paleontological resource during project implementation could be a 
significant impact if a discovered resource were determined to be a unique paleontological 
resource. This would constitute a potentially significant impact on paleontological resources and 
will be evaluated in the EIR. 

 

8.  HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
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a)  Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the 
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?   X  

b)  Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through 
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release 
of hazardous materials into the environment? 

X    

c)  Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or 
proposed school? 

X    

d)  Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites 
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, 
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the environment? 

X    

e)  For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan 
has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use 

   X 
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airport, would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or 
working in the project area? 

f)  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result 
in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?    X 

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?   X  

h)  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to 
urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands? 

X    

 
Setting 

A search for hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 was 
completed for the project area (TetraTech 2012). That study found that no significant risk of 
environmental contamination is expected at any of these project sites, nor is there any need for 
environmental cleanup of existing conditions. Moreover, none of the individual parcels associated with 
these project sites was listed on the databases searched for the report.  

FloDesign submitted the required verification statement pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the California 
Government Code along with their application for a conditional use permit. 

The nearest school to the project is the Summit Tutoring Center (4430 Willow Road, Pleasanton), 
approximately 0.25 mile northwest of the project areas.  

The nearest airport to the project areas is Livermore Municipal Airport, approximately 4 miles west of the 
project areas, and the nearest private airstrip is Byron Airport, approximately 3 miles north of the project 
areas. 

According to Cal Fire, portions of the project areas are in an area with a moderate to high risk for 
wildland fire hazards within the State Responsibility Area (SRA) (California Department of Forestry and 
Fire Protection 2007). 

 
Impacts 

a) Construction of the proposed project would involve small quantities of commonly used materials, 
such as fuels and oils, to operate construction equipment. However, because standard construction 
BMPs would be implemented to reduce pollutant emissions during construction, this impact is 
considered less than significant. Any potentially contaminated areas encountered during 
construction would be evaluated by a qualified hazardous material specialist.  

Once construction is complete, there would be little use of hazardous materials or potential 
exposure associated with the project. Dielectric fluid to be used in transformers is biodegradable, 
contains no PCBs, and is not considered a hazardous material.  
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b) Site workers, the public, and the environment could be inadvertently exposed to preexisting 
contaminants onsite during project construction. Small quantities of potentially toxic substances 
(such as petroleum and other chemicals used to operate and maintain construction equipment) 
would be used in the project areas and transported to and from the area during construction. During 
operation, larger quantities (more than 55 gallons of liquid, 500 pounds of solids, or 200 cubic feet 
of compressed gases) of fuel could be stored in the project areas. In addition, a total of 1,320 
gallons of fuel and other petroleum products could be stored onsite. Release of these hazardous 
materials into the environment would be a significant impact. Accordingly, this potential impact 
will be evaluated in the EIR.  

c) One existing school is within 0.25 mile of the project area. Hazardous substances and materials 
could be used during project construction and operations. In the event of an accidental spill or 
release, nearby sensitive receptors could be affected. Accordingly, potential impacts associated with 
hazardous emissions or hazardous materials handling in proximity to schools will be evaluated in 
the EIR. 

d) A Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) that included an environmental records search for 
hazardous materials sites has been conducted.  The Phase 1 ESA concluded that there are no 
significant risks of hazards to the public. This Phase 1 ESA stated that no significant risk of 
environmental contamination is expected at any of the proposed project sites, nor is there any need 
for environmental cleanup of existing conditions. Additionally, none of the individual parcels 
associated with these project sites was listed on the databases searched for this report. No 
Recognized Environmental Conditions (RECs) were identified at these properties or within the 
vicinity of these properties in database searches, historical information, or site reconnaissance. The 
report identified small volumes of hazardous wastes that are kept at permitted accumulation areas in 
two of the four wind project sites, but wastes are not stored for longer than the allowed 60-day 
period. Finally, minor housekeeping issues were identified relative to storage of reusable parts in 
areas where non-usable materials have also accumulated. 

e) The project areas are approximately 4 miles east of the Livermore Municipal Airport. Because the 
project areas are not within 2 miles of an airport, the proposed project would not result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working in the project area. Furthermore, because the proposed 
turbines are less than 200 feet tall, issues related to airspace obstruction are unlikely. Consequently, 
there would be no impacts associated with proximity to an airport or inclusion in an airport use 
plan.  

f) The project areas are approximately 3 miles south of the Byron Airport. Because the project site is 
not located within 2 miles of a private airstrip, the project would not result in a safety hazard for 
people residing or working in the project area. Furthermore, because the proposed turbines are less 
than 200 feet tall, issues related to airspace obstruction are unlikely. Consequently, there would be 
no impacts associated with proximity to a private airstrip. 

g) Projects proposed within the unincorporated area of the county are reviewed by the Alameda 
County Fire Department (Fire Department) during the building permit process to ensure that they 
are consistent with adopted emergency response plans and emergency evacuation plans. 

Because the project construction activities would not block any public or private rights-of-way that 
could be necessary for emergency access, construction activities would not hinder the provision of 
emergency services to adjacent properties or emergency vehicle traffic traveling through the area. 
Therefore, impacts related to emergency response plans and emergency evacuation plans are less 
than significant.  
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h) As discussed above, portions of the project areas are within an area mapped as moderate to high 
risk for wildland fire. Construction and operation of the proposed project, including the potential of 
sparking from combustion engines, could increase the potential for wildland fire. Such an increased 
risk would constitute a potentially significant impact. Accordingly, this issue will be evaluated in 
the EIR.  
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a)  Violate any water quality standards, conflict with water quality objectives, 
fail to meet waste discharge requirements, significantly degrade any surface 
water body or groundwater, or adversely affect the beneficial uses of such 
waters, including public uses and aquatic, wetland and riparian habitat? 

X    

b)  Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer 
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the 
production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which 
would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have 
been granted)? 

X    

c)  Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including 
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which 
would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site (i.e. within a 
watershed)? 

X    

d)  Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including 
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially 
increase the rate or amount of surface runoff (e.g., due to increased imper-
vious surfaces) in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site 
(i.e. within a watershed)? 

X    

e)  Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of 
existing or planned stormwater drainage systems due to changes in runoff 
flow rates or volumes? 

X    

f) Result in a significant increase in pollutant discharges to receiving waters 
(marine, fresh, and/or wetlands) during or following construction (consider-
ing water quality parameters such as temperature, dissolved oxygen, turbid-
ity, and typical stormwater pollutants such as heavy metals, pathogens, 
petroleum derivatives, synthetic organics, sediment, nutrients, oxygen-
demanding substances, and trash)? 

X    

g) Result in an increase in any pollutant for which a water body is listed as 
impaired under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act? X    

h)  Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal 
Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard 
delineation map? 

   X 

i)  Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or 
redirect flood flows?   X  
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9.  HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
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j)  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or 
dam? 

  X  

k)  Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?   X  
 

Setting 

Surface Water and Drainage 

The project areas are located southwest of the San Joaquin–Sacramento Delta (Delta) in unincorporated 
northern Alameda County. Surface drainage ultimately flows north toward the Delta. Due to a gently 
sloping topography that trends from south to north across the project areas, runoff is primarily conveyed 
to a culvert under Kelso Road via a series of agricultural drainage ditches. From there, runoff is routed to 
the Delta-Mendota Canal via a drainage ditch along the north side of Kelso Road. Additionally, some 
runoff enters a drainage ditch that borders the site on the east, and some enters a canal that bisects the 
southern portion of the project area; both features drain to Mountain House Creek, a tributary of Old 
River. 

Groundwater Resources 

The project areas are in the Tracy Subbasin, according to the California Department of Water Resources 
(DWR) Groundwater Bulletin 118. Review of hydrographs for the Tracy sub-basin indicates that, except 
for some seasonal variation resulting from recharge and pumping, the majority of water levels in wells 
have remained relatively stable over at least the last 10 years (California Department of Water Resources 
2003). 

Flooding 

The project site is not within a 100-year flood hazard area, as identified on a Flood Insurance Rate Map 
(FIRM) delineated by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). According to Figure 48 of 
the East County Area Plan, one portion of the project area (AC Project) is within the Bethany Reservoir 
Dam Inundation Zone (Alameda County 1994).  

Impacts 

a, f) Ground-disturbing activities such as grading, excavating, and other earthwork required for 
construction of the proposed project would temporarily increase the potential for erosion and 
sedimentation; however, ground disturbance would be limited to minor grading because the current 
slope of the project parcel would be maintained.  Additionally, maintenance of equipment would 
require the use of common hazardous materials such as gasoline, engine oil, and concrete, which, if 
spilled, could contaminate surface waters in the project vicinity.  Discharge of excessive sediment 
or hazardous materials into surface waters during construction has the potential to result in possible 
violation of certain water quality standards. Accordingly, there is some potential for impacts related 
to violation of water quality standards, conflicts with water quality objectives, failure to meet waste 
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discharge requirements, degradation of surface water body or groundwater, adverse effects to the 
beneficial use of waters, and increases in pollutant discharges to receiving waters during or 
following construction. Such occurrences would constitute a potentially significant impact; 
consequently, this issue will be evaluated in the EIR. 

b) Implementation of the proposed project is unlikely to deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with 
groundwater recharge resulting in groundwater loss.  Total water consumption during the 6- to 9- 
month construction period would entail approximately 8.1–11.9 million gallons (24.9–36.6 acre 
feet) of water for dust control, cement mixing, and other purposes.  Water would be pumped from 
an existing onsite well.  If additional water is required during construction, it would be trucked to 
the site. Total facility water use during operations would be limited to employee use within the 
O&M facility, roughly equivalent to the annual water use of one or two single family homes per 
year.  Because the project’s primary groundwater demand consists of a single construction event of 
limited duration and quantity, the project is unlikely to deplete groundwater supplies. The project 
would create approximately 2.95 acres (128,610 square feet) of impervious surfaces (tower 
foundations and equipment pads). The amount of new impermeable surface constitutes a small 
portion of the project areas and a smaller portion of the areas available for recharge in the 
groundwater basin. Accordingly, impacts related to depletion of groundwater supplies or 
interference with groundwater recharge are likely to be less than significant.  However, the topic of 
groundwater supply requires confirmation and will be evaluated in the EIR.  

c–e) Grading, excavation, and other earthwork activities that would occur during implementation of the 
project would result in soil disturbance that could temporarily alter drainage patterns and increase 
erosion and sedimentation. During the 6- to 9-month construction period, the proposed project 
would use approximately 8.1–11.9 million gallons (24.9 to 36.6 acre feet) of water for dust control, 
cement mixing, and other purposes. The project could substantially alter the existing drainage 
patterns of the site or area in a manner that would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or 
offsite. Accordingly, this topic will be evaluated in the EIR.  

g) Surface runoff from the project area could flow into a water body listed as impaired for pollutants 
during project activities.  Impacts related to increases in pollutants for which a water body is listed 
as impaired under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act could be significant. Accordingly, this 
topic will be evaluated in the EIR.  

h) The project does not include any residential housing. Consequently, there are no impacts related to 
placing housing within a 100-year flood hazard area. 

i–j) The proposed project would not place structures within a 100-year floodplain. However, a portion 
of the project area is located within the area of inundation after failure of the dam at the nearby 
Bethany Reservoir. The proposed project would not involve the construction of habitable structures 
within the dam inundation zone or substantially redirect flood flows but would include an O&M 
building where employees would work. Although these employees would be at risk due to 
inundation in the event of a dam failure, the building site is approximately 1 mile from the reservoir 
in an area in which flood waters from a dam release would rapidly spread downward and laterally 
(thus reducing velocity and depth); moreover, the risk of dam failure is very low. Consequently, 
impacts related to flooding due to a potential dam failure are considered less than significant.  

k) The project is at a low risk of inundation by tsunami due to its location relative to water bodies. 
Portions of the project areas are approximately 1 mile from Bethany Reservoir and approximately 4 
miles south of the Clifton Court Forebay and the project area ranges in elevation between 
approximately 150–590 feet above mean sea level (msl). While it is theoretically possible for an 
earthquake to trigger a tsunami that could affect the Pacific Ocean, San Francisco Bay, and/or the 
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Delta, this is considered a remote possibility. If an earthquake were to occur near Clifton Court 
Forebay which lies at close to sea level, a seiche is possible but would have to have sufficient force 
to flow uphill to the project areas, approximately 150 feet higher than the forebay. The project areas 
are not adjacent to any substantial drainage ways or canyons wherein mudflow is likely. The project 
areas are unlikely to be subject to inundation by a seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. Accordingly, 
impacts related to inundation by a seiche, tsunami, or mudflow are considered less than significant. 

 

10. LAND USE AND PLANNING 
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a)  Physically divide an established community.     X 

b)  Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an 
agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the 
general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) 
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 

  X  

c)  Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural 
community conservation plan?    X 

 

Setting  

The project areas are situated in the rural, eastern Alameda County portion of the APWRA far from any 
established communities.  Land uses surrounding the project areas include grazing land, rural residences, 
other wind farms, and several businesses. Project area lands are under agricultural use in addition to their 
use as wind farms, and carry a general plan designation of Large Parcel Agriculture and a zoning 
designation of Agriculture (A District). The land use associated with the proposed project is the same as 
that currently extant on the project parcels and constitutes a conditionally permitted use.   

Impacts 

a) No established communities are within or adjacent to the project areas.  Project implementation 
would therefore not result in the physical division of any established community.  Because there 
would be no impact related to division of an established community, this issue will not be evaluated 
further in the EIR. 

b) Implementation of the proposed repowering project would involve the continuation of an existing 
land use on the project parcels.  Furthermore, the project would not conflict with any applicable 
land use plan, policy, or regulation, including the Alameda County General Plan, the East County 
Area Plan, or the Alameda County Zoning Code.   

The project would require a conditional use permit (CUP) per the Alameda County Zoning 
Ordinance. An application for a CUP was submitted to Alameda County on January 15, 2013 for 
the Initial Repower portion of the project.  Because the proposed project is consistent with the 
relevant plans, policies, and regulations and can be conditionally permitted in the A District, its 
impact relative to land use policy would be less than significant.  
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c) No approved habitat conservation plans or natural community conservation plans are currently in 
place for the project areas.  Consequently, there would be no impact from the project related to 
conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan.  
This issue will not be considered in the EIR.  

Because there would be no significant impacts on land use and planning, this resource topic has been 
dismissed from further evaluation in the EIR. 

 

11. MINERAL RESOURCES 
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a)  Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be 
of value to the region and the residents of the state?    X 

b)  Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource 
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land 
use plan? 

   X 

 
Setting 

CGS has mapped aggregate availability in the state; no aggregate resource zones have been identified in 
the project areas or their immediate vicinity. As the governing general plan for the eastern portion of 
Alameda County, the East County Area Plan (ECAP) does not delineate the project areas as a locally 
important mineral recovery site, nor does it identify mineral resources of value to the region or residents 
of the state in the project area (Alameda County 1994). 

Impacts 

a, b) The project would have no impact on any known mineral resource or result in the loss of 
availability of any locally important resource recovery site. Accordingly, there would be no impact 
related to mineral resources.   

Because there would be no significant impacts on mineral resources, this resource topic has been 
dismissed from further evaluation in the EIR. 

 

12. NOISE 
Would the project result in: Y
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a)  Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies?  

X    
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12. NOISE 
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b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels?   X  

c)  A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing without the project?   X  

d)  A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the 
project vicinity above levels existing without the project? X    

e)  For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan 
has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use 
airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the project 
area to excessive noise levels? 

   X 

f)  For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project 
expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise 
levels? 

   X 

 
Setting   

The project parcels are located in rural eastern Alameda County, in an area where the noise environment 
is largely defined by traffic traveling on adjacent and distant roadways, light aircraft flyover events, and 
noise from activities associated with nearby land uses. Noise-sensitive land uses typically include 
residences, schools, libraries, hospitals, and other similar uses that are considered to be sensitive to noise. 
Land uses in the project vicinity that could be considered sensitive to noise consist primarily of scattered 
residences and businesses. Wind turbines are currently operational on the project parcels and neighboring 
areas. In addition to the artificial noise sources, the windy conditions of this area also create a somewhat 
elevated ambient noise condition, which increases with wind speed. 

Due to their location in unincorporated Alameda County, the project areas are subject to County noise 
standards. The Alameda County General Plan’s Noise Element incorporates the noise level performance 
standards from the County General Code to establish noise standards and assess land use compatibility. 
Construction activities occurring between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. Monday through Friday 
and between 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. Saturday and Sunday are exempt from the County’s noise 
ordinance.  In addition, construction and maintenance and repair operations conducted by public agencies 
and/or utility companies or their contractors and deemed necessary to serve the best interests of the public 
are exempt from the County’s noise ordinance. 

Impacts 

a) The MEWTs themselves are anticipated to produce less noise than the existing wind turbines in the 
project area, due both to their design and to the ratio at which existing turbines would be replaced.  
However, construction activities associated with the proposed project could generate noise levels in 
excess of the County’s established standards.  This is a potentially significant impact.  Accordingly, 
this issue will be evaluated in the EIR. 
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b) The operation of heavy equipment associated with construction activities may generate localized 
groundborne vibration and noise. Vibration from non-impact construction activity is typically 
below the threshold of perception when the activity is more than about 50 feet from receiver.  
Additionally, vibration from these activities would be of short duration and would end with 
completion of construction. Because construction activity is not expected to involve high impact 
activities, the exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or noise 
levels is considered a less-than-significant impact. 

c) Implementation of the proposed project is not expected to cause a substantial permanent increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project.  Wind turbines 
currently operating on the project parcels would be replaced with new technology that is anticipated 
to generate less noise.  A reduction in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity would have no 
adverse impact. However, because the proposed MEWT technology is relatively new, the EIR will 
assess whether the existing noise levels at sensitive receptor locations would, in combination with 
project-generated noise, increase by a noticeable amount of 3 dB or more.   

d) Demolition and construction activities associated with the proposed project could cause a 
substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above 
levels existing without the project.  This would be a potentially significant impact. The EIR will 
evaluate noise levels generated by the operation of onsite construction equipment for demolition 
and reconstruction activities and by construction-related traffic.  

e) The project areas do not lie within an airport land use plan or within 2 miles of a public airport or 
public use airport. Therefore, there will be no impact related to location within an airport land use 
plan.  

f) The project areas are not located in the immediate vicinity of a public airport or private airstrip. 
Therefore, there will be no impact related to location within the vicinity of a private airstrip. 

 

13. POPULATION AND HOUSING 
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a)  Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for 
example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, 
through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?  

   X 

b)  Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?    X 

c)  Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere?    X 

 
Setting   

The project area is located in a rural portion of unincorporated eastern Alameda County that supports very 
few residents.  No growth is planned for the immediate area, which is designated for large parcel 
agricultural uses. 
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Impacts 

a) The project would not induce substantial population growth in any area, either directly or indirectly, 
as it is does not propose any additional housing, businesses, or employment.  Any expansion of 
service roads would serve to provide access to the turbines and associated facilities.  The roads 
would be private and would not result in or encourage new development. The project would have 
no impact on population growth.  

b) The repowering of turbines on an existing wind farm would not displace homes or people, nor 
require the relocation of any existing residences or people. The project parcels are located in a rural 
area and are already in use for wind power generation. Consequently, the proposed project would 
have no impact on the displacement of housing or people. 

c) The project would not displace people or necessitate the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere. The project parcels currently support wind power generation facilities and no residences 
would be relocated.  The project would have no impact on displacement of people. 

Because there would be no impacts on population and housing, this resource topic has been dismissed 
from further evaluation in the EIR. 

 

14. PUBLIC SERVICES  
Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with 
the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new 
or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the 
following public services: Y
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a)  Fire protection?   X  

b)  Police protection?   X  

c)  Schools?   X  

d)  Parks?   X  

e)  Other public facilities?   X  

 
Setting   

Fire Protection 

Fire protection for the project areas is provided by Cal Fire because the project areas are within an SRA. 
SRAs include much of the wildlands in unincorporated Alameda County and the project area. According 
to Cal Fire, the proposed project is located in an area that has a moderate to high risk for wildland fire 
hazards within the SRA (California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 2007). The closest Cal 
Fire station to the project area is the Castle Rock Station, located approximately 6 miles away at 16502 
Schulte Road in Tracy. This seasonal station generally operates during fire season, which extends from 
the middle of May through the end of October.  
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The Alameda County Fire Department (ACFD) is a Consolidated Department serving the unincorporated 
areas of Alameda County; the cities of San Leandro, Dublin, Newark, and Union City; the Lawrence 
Berkeley National Laboratory; and the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, with a total of 28 fire 
stations. Services include fire suppression, arson investigation, hazardous materials mitigation, paramedic 
services, urban search and rescue, fire prevention, and public education (Alameda County Fire 
Department 2012).  

Due to the fire hazard zoning and the project areas’ location in an area where fire protection is under state 
jurisdiction, the public safety requirements to minimize the risk of wildland fire would apply within the 
project areas. 

Police Protection 

Police protection services in the unincorporated areas of the county are provided by the Alameda County 
Sheriff’s Office (Sheriff’s Office) and are funded by the County general fund. The Sheriff’s Office 
employs more than 1,000 sworn personnel and provides law enforcement patrol and investigative services 
to the unincorporated areas of Alameda County (Alameda County Sheriff’s Office 2012). 

Schools 

The project areas are within the boundaries of the Mountain House Elementary School District (MHESD) 
and the Livermore Valley Joint Unified School District (LVJUSD). MHESD manages one elementary 
school, Mountain House School, at 3950 Mountain House Road in Byron. LVJUSD comprises nine 
elementary (K–5) schools, two K–8 schools, three middle (6–8) schools, two high schools, three 
continuation/alternative high schools, and one adult school (Livermore Valley Joint Unified School 
District 2012). 

Parks 

Several agencies manage parks near the project site, including East Bay Regional Parks District 
(EBRPD), California Department of Parks and Recreation (State Parks), and California Department of 
Water Resources (DWR). 

Facilities in the surrounding region include EBRPD’s Round Valley Regional Preserve, approximately 10 
miles northwest of the project areas; DWR’s Clifton Court Forebay, approximately 1 mile northeast of the 
project areas; and Bethany Reservoir State Recreation Area, about 4 miles north of the project areas. The 
project areas do not include any public access or recreational facilities. See the section 15, Recreation, for 
a discussion of impacts on recreational facilities and parks near the project areas.  

Impacts 

a–e) Construction Period 

The construction phase of the proposed project would be temporary and of fairly short duration, and 
is unlikely to materially increase emergency needs for fire or police service. Existing fire and police 
services are expected to be sufficient to ensure safety during both construction and operational 
maintenance activities at the project site, and no schools, parks, or other public facilities would be 
affected by the project. Building plans would be subject to review by the County, Alameda County 
Fire Department, and Police Department prior to issuance of any building permits.  Accordingly, 
construction-related impacts on fire and police protection, schools, parks, and other public facilities 
would be less than significant.  



Alameda County Planning Department Environmental Checklist/Initial Study 

FloDesign Wind Turbine Corp.  ICF International / Alameda County Planning Dept. 
Sand Hill Wind Repowering Project  -33- March 6, 2013 

Operation Period 

The proposed project would not include the construction of significant commercial structures.  
Demand for public services would remain similar to existing demand.  The proposed project would 
not result in an increase in population and would consequently not generate a need for additional 
school or parks.  Accordingly, operational impacts on fire and police protection, schools, parks, or 
other public facilities would less than significant.  

Because there would be no significant impacts on public services, this resource topic has been dismissed 
from further evaluation in the EIR. 

15. RECREATION 
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a)  Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other 
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the 
facility would occur or be accelerated? 

   X 

b)  Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the 
environment? 

   X 

 
Setting 

The project areas do not support any recreational sites, nor would the proposed project entail construction 
of any. However, several existing and planned recreational facilities are located near the project areas, 
including Bethany Reservoir State Recreation Area, the Altamont Speedway, and part of the proposed 
Iron Horse Trail. The proposed Iron Horse Trail alignment crosses I-580 near one of the Initial Repower 
parcels (APN 99B-6375-1-3). In addition, two of the parcels, APNs 99B-7500-3-1 and 99B-7600-1-1, lie 
near the southern reaches of the Bethany Reservoir State Recreation Area, between two channels of the 
California Aqueduct. The relationship of the proposed project to existing recreational facilities will be 
addressed in the Aesthetics and Noise sections of the EIR, as appropriate. 

Impacts 

a) Implementation of the proposed project—both the Initial Repower phase and subsequent, more 
widespread repowering activities—is not expected to bring additional people into the project 
vicinity.  Consequently, no impact associated with an increase in the use of existing neighborhood 
parks, regional parks, or other recreational facilities is anticipated and no associated physical 
deterioration of such facilities would be likely to result from project implementation. 

b) The proposed project does not include recreational facilities.  Furthermore, the project would not 
increase the population in the project vicinity, requiring construction or expansion of existing 
recreational facilities, or include development of any new recreational facilities.  The proposed 
project would have no impact associated with recreational facility construction or expansion.  

Because the proposed project would have no impact on recreational facilities or activities, this resource 
topic has been dismissed from further evaluation in the EIR. 
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16. TRANSPORTATION 
Would the project: Y
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a)  Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures 
of effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into 
account all modes of transportation including mass transit and non-
motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation system, 
including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and freeways, 
pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit? 

X    

b)   Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, 
but not limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, 
or other standards established by the county congestion management 
agency for designated roads or highways? 

X    

c)  Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in 
traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks?    X 

d)  Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? X    

e)  Result in inadequate emergency access?   X  

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, 
bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or 
safety of such facilities? 

  X  

 
Setting 

The project areas are in a rural region of Alameda County; consequently very few public roads are located 
in the immediate vicinity. Regional access to the project area is provided by I-580.  I-205 runs 
approximately northwest to southeast near the easternmost of the project parcels.  Additional local public 
roadways in the area surrounding the project parcels include Altamont Pass Road, Carroll Road, Dyer 
Road, Flynn Road, Grant Line Road, Jess Ranch Road, Midway Road, Mountain House Road, and 
Patterson Pass Road.  Finally, the project parcels are crisscrossed by numerous private, unpaved access 
roads. 

Impacts 

a) The proposed project would not entail any changes to existing land uses in the project areas, and 
operation of the facilities is not likely to generate any traffic beyond that presently associated with 
operation and maintenance activities.  However, repowering the existing facilities would require 
large construction vehicles to transport materials and equipment from and to the project parcels. 
Demolition- and construction-related truck traffic could affect the operations of nearby 
intersections and roadways on a temporary basis. The truck traffic could restrict the movement of 
local vehicles to some degree. The number and frequency of project-related truck trips and the 
number of affected individuals is expected to be relatively low.  However, the addition of truck 
traffic to area roadways has the potential to cause a significant impact on roadway operations and 
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conflict with an applicable circulation plan, ordinance, or policy.  The EIR will evaluate the 
proposed project’s potential to conflict with applicable circulation plans, ordinances, and policies. 

b) Due to its rural location, the proposed project is not expected to conflict with an applicable 
congestion management program.  As described above for item a), demolition and construction 
activities could affect roadway operations. These effects could include a significant impact on 
roadway levels of service in the project vicinity.  Accordingly, this issue will be evaluated in the 
EIR. 

c) Air navigation hazards are discussed in section 8, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of this Initial 
Study. The proposed project is expected to have no impact on existing air traffic patterns. 

d) The proposed project does not entail the construction or alteration of any public roads or the 
introduction of incompatible uses to the project vicinity.  However, demolition- and construction-
related traffic could accelerate the rate of deterioration on existing roads, resulting in hazardous 
conditions.  This is a potentially significant impact.  Accordingly, this issue will be evaluated in the 
EIR. 

e) Implementation of the proposed project would not alter emergency access where project area access 
roads already exist. However, the proposed project would entail construction of some short 
segments of new internal access roads.  The introduction of slow-moving construction vehicles to 
internal, private access roads during project construction is not expected to substantially impede 
emergency access. The project would have a less-than-significant impact on emergency access 
adequacy. 

f) Because the project parcels are located in a rural area, opportunities for alternative transportation 
are limited.  This situation is not expected to change.  The proposed project would have no impact 
on adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities. 

 

 

17. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 
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a)  Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional 
Water Quality Control Board?    X 

b)  Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater 
treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of 
which could cause significant environmental effects? 

  X  

c)  Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage 
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental effects? 

  X  

d)  Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing 
entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed? X    
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17. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 
Would the project: Y
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e)  Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which 
serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the 
project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments? 

   X 

f)  Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate 
the project’s solid waste disposal needs?   X  

g)  Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to 
solid waste?    X 

 

Setting   

Total water consumption during the 6- to 9- month construction period would entail approximately 8.1–
11.9 million gallons (24.9–36.6 acre feet) of water for dust control, cement mixing, and other purposes. 
Water would be pumped from an existing onsite well.  If additional water is required during construction, 
it would be trucked to the site. Total facility water use during operations would be limited to employee 
use within the O&M facility, roughly equivalent to the annual water use of one or two single family 
homes per year. 

Impacts 

a) The project would not generate wastewater that would be treated by public wastewater treatment 
facilities. An existing septic tank, installed in accordance with County regulations (Department of 
Environmental Health) and portable toilets would be used during construction and operation of the 
proposed project. Therefore, the project would have no impact on the San Francisco Bay Regional 
Water Quality Control Board’s wastewater treatment requirements. 

b) Water for use at the project areas would be trucked in. As discussed above, wastewater would be 
managed through use of an existing septic tank and portable toilets. Therefore, the project would 
not require or result in the construction of a new public water or wastewater treatment facility.  The 
proposed project would use portable toilets, installed and operated in accordance with County 
requirements; wastewater would be treated by the existing septic tank onsite. Impacts would be less 
than significant. 

c) The project areas are located entirely in a rural setting; stormwater runoff drains primarily through 
natural drainage swales, ditches, and watercourses. The proposed project would not substantially 
modify the existing stormwater draining patterns at the project site, and increases in impermeable 
surfaces onsite would be primarily limited to tower foundations.  Consequently, impacts related to 
construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities would be less 
than significant.  

d) As discussed above, the majority of water consumption would take place during construction.  The 
project proponent plans to draw construction water from an existing onsite well.  If the well cannot 
meet construction water demands, the project proponent intends to truck additional construction 



Alameda County Planning Department Environmental Checklist/Initial Study 

FloDesign Wind Turbine Corp.  ICF International / Alameda County Planning Dept. 
Sand Hill Wind Repowering Project  -37- March 6, 2013 

water to the site after purchasing it from an offsite source.  Therefore, new or expanded 
entitlements may be needed to supply the project during construction, depending on the capacity of 
the existing well.  This is a potentially significant impact.  Accordingly, this issue will be evaluated 
in the EIR. 

e) No construction or expansion of wastewater systems would be required because the project would 
not be connected to a public sewer system. During construction, portable toilets would be utilized. 
During operation of the project, an existing septic system at the O&M building would be used. No 
offsite wastewater treatment provider would be necessary. There would be no impact. 

f) Solid waste generated by construction of the projects would consist mostly of construction waste. 
This would be a temporary impact. Operation of the project would not result in any substantial solid 
waste disposal needs. Accordingly, the impact would be less than significant.  

g) The proposed project would comply with all federal, state, and local laws and regulations related to 
the disposal of solid waste. There would be no impact.  

Because there would be no significant impacts on utilities and service systems, this topic has been 
dismissed from further evaluation in the EIR 
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a)  Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the 
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, 
cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, 
threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or 
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate 
important examples of the major periods of California history or 
prehistory? 

X    

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but 
cumulatively considerable?  (“Cumulatively considerable” means that the 
incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in 
connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current 
projects, and the effects of probable future projects.) 

X    

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial 
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?   X  

 
Discussion 

a) Implementation of the proposed project has the potential to degrade the quality and extent of the 
environment for special-status species, as described in section 4, Biological Resources. Similarly, 
although it is not known if significant cultural resources are present in the project areas, the 
proposed project has the potential to disturb or otherwise affect currently unknown cultural 
resources, as described in section 6, Cultural Resources. 
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b) The project would have a cumulatively considerable impact if it would involve environmental 
impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable when viewed in connection 
with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable 
future projects. Project-related cumulative impacts could include those listed below. 

•   Cumulative disturbance of special-status plant and terrestrial wildlife species. 

•   Cumulatively significant avian mortality from collision with turbines. Although evidence 
indicates that avian mortality resulting from collision with wind turbines under the repowering 
program would likely be reduced below existing levels, the actual extent of the reduction is 
unknown. 

•   Cumulative contributions of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment 
under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard. 

•   Potential cumulative fire hazards, including the potential to hinder wildland fire suppression due 
to the lack of a mapping and address plan; construction activity increasing the risk of wildland 
fires, increasing the need for Confined Space/Rescue equipment and training for first responders; 
and avian electrocution resulting from contact with jumper wires. 

c) The proposed project would not have environmental effects that will cause substantial adverse 
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly. Noise, air quality, and traffic impacts on 
adjacent land uses are expected to be less than significant. The proposed project would not expose 
people to new hazards such as geologic risks, flooding, or airport hazards. There would be no other 
adverse effects on human beings. 
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1                   P R O C E E D I N G S

2          ANDREW YOUNG:  I will do some formalities.

3 This is a scoping meeting for the application of Sand

4 Hill Wind for development of 40 test turbines, and also

5 under the California Environmental Quality Act for

6 preparation of an EIR that will also address future

7 repowering on related parcels in the Altamont Wind

8 Resource Area -- Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area, also

9 known as an APWRA.

10          And the Notice of Preparation for the EIR was

11 -- began circulating on March 6th.  And that comment

12 period will extend through April 6th, 2013.  And we have

13 a -- we have no other scoping meetings scheduled.

14          I will now turn over the meeting to Susan

15 Swift, the ICF consultant, who will be preparing the

16 EIR.

17          SUSAN SWIFT:  Just a reminder to make sure that

18 everybody signed the sign-in sheet.

19          JOAN STEWART:  Almost.

20          SUSAN SWIFT:  There is a huge number of us.

21 Then turning off cell phones, that sort of thing.

22          There are comment cards, for what it's worth,

23 today.  We certainly welcome comments either via e-mail

24 or regular mail as well.  So --

25          Pretty basic agenda.  We are going to talk
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1 about the purpose of the meeting, which Andy started to

2 do already, and the proposed project, the Environmental

3 Review Process, where we are -- take comments.  So here

4 today we have --

5          ANDREW YOUNG:  Andrew Young, from Alameda

6 County Planning.

7          SUSAN SWIFT:  Susan Swift, ICF.

8          SANDY RIVERA:  Sandy Rivera with Alameda County

9 Planning Department.

10          JOAN STEWART:  Joan Stewart with Next Era

11 Energy.

12          PETER PAWLOWSKI:  Peter Palowski with New

13 Dimension Energy Company, a Subsidiary of FloDesign.

14          ANDREW YOUNG:  And we should say he's the

15 applicant.

16          PETER PAWLOWSKI:  And the applicant as well.

17          SUSAN SWIFT:  Yes.  That's the important part

18 for this.

19          PETER PAWLOWSKI:  Sure.

20          ANDREW YOUNG:  So New Dimension should be

21 prominently -- or somewhat prominently mentioned as well

22 as the applicant, rather than -- or in equal terms --

23 Well, no; not equal terms to Sand Hill.

24          PETER PAWLOWSKI:  So the applicant is Sand Hill

25 Wind, LLC.  All the permits will be issued in that name.
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1 Sand Hill Wind, LLC is a wholly-owned subsidiary of New

2 Dimension Energy Company.  New Dimension Energy Company

3 also owns the operating -- the current operating asset

4 on the land, which is known as Forebay Wind, LLC.  And

5 New Dimension Energy Company is a wholly-owned

6 subsidiary of FloDesign Wind Turbine Corp.

7          SUSAN SWIFT:  Okay.

8          ANDREW YOUNG:  Okay.  And the last --

9          SUSAN SWIFT:  Almost need a flow chart for

10 that.

11          PETER PAWLOWSKI:  We have that.

12          SUSAN SWIFT:  I bet you do.

13          ANDREW YOUNG:  The last person present -- also

14 here is --

15          BRAD SCHAFER:  Brad Schafer, with ICF as well.

16          SUSAN SWIFT:  Okay.  Great.

17          So the purpose of the meeting today is to

18 solicit input on the scope of the project's

19 environmental analysis, or any suggestions related to

20 the project's objectives; alternatives that you may feel

21 need to be considered; impacts to be evaluated; a

22 methodology to be used in these evaluations.

23          Andy, did you want to talk about the project?

24          ANDREW YOUNG:  Okay.  FloDesign has developed

25 the new technology wind turbine.  In some -- well,
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1 possibly known as a Mixer-Ejector Wind Turbine, MEWT,

2 but the preferred term simpler to understand would be

3 the "shrouded turbine."

4          FloDesign acquired the SeaWest wind farm in

5 2012, which consists of about 400 turbines, many --

6 majority of which are approximately 100 kilowatts -- I

7 believe -- in output.  They are now being proposed for

8 -- to replace those assets with up to 400 -- or 320 of

9 the new shrouded turbines.

10          The sites straddle both sides of 580 and the

11 APWRA, and it's basically three pairs of parcels.  I

12 believe it's eight separate, individual parcels owned by

13 four families -- three families.

14          PETER PAWLOWSKI:  Six families.

15          ANDREW YOUNG:  Six families.  Correct.  Okay.

16 Six families.  All right.

17          It's a new technology that is intended to be

18 more efficient because it captures a greater degree of

19 the wind energy due to the design of the shroud -- and

20 probably not as loud -- a lobed mixer shroud, and a

21 flanged ejector shroud.  The total height is 190 feet,

22 which includes a fixed shroud, and the hub height is

23 120 feet.  And the turbine diameter is 70 feet, which is

24 the turbine grade -- I believe -- not the shroud.

25          PETER PAWLOWSKI:  That diameter represents the
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1 diameter of the shroud.  The turbine itself can be up to

2 a maximum of 190 feet, which is in the permit

3 application.  The turbine height itself is expected to

4 have an average of closer to 160 feet to the top of the

5 shroud.

6          ANDREW YOUNG:  Okay.  And we do have a couple

7 of views -- front and back -- of one of the turbines.

8 This is the Deer Island installation near Boston,

9 Massachusetts (indicating).

10          SUSAN SWIFT:  You can get a sense of the scale.

11          ANDREW YOUNG:  There are some -- There's one

12 graphic in the room available, if anyone wishes to

13 review that.

14          Next.

15          So the application is a Conditional Use Permit

16 under the A District of the Alameda County Zoning

17 Ordinance.  The main components of the project is an

18 additional repower of 40 turbines, replacing between 70

19 and 80 existing turbines, and a future permit

20 application will be submitted for later repowering

21 phases.

22          So existing turbines that were operated

23 previously by SeaWest, and are now under Forebay will

24 continue to operate for at least one year and be phased

25 out under the terms of the 2005 use permit, as amended
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1 by the 2007 settlement agreement that SeaWest was a

2 party to.

3          A key part of the 40 turbine test is the avian

4 validation study, basically, to assess what benefit

5 there is on avian mortality reduction and avian

6 mortality in the next study period, which would be about

7 a three-year study period.  The existing turbines are

8 partly kept in place as a control for comparison against

9 the new turbines.

10          Components will include access roads,

11 substations, interconnection lines, operations and

12 maintenance facilities.  However, there are no new

13 operational facilities or maintenance facilities.  We

14 are using existing buildings and access roads to that

15 building.

16          There are large laydown areas required during

17 construction, which I believe are approximately 200 by

18 200 feet.  These also -- The project also includes the

19 padmount transformers, the underground connections, and

20 widening some existing roads, which would be one of the

21 key focuses of the EIR -- modify the effect of that road

22 widening with the potential impact on terrestrial

23 species.  Again, the 40 turbines would provide a minimum

24 of 32 megawatts of capacity.

25          PETER PAWLOWSKI:  So the results of the avian
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1 validation study -- the 40 turbines represent 40 -- I'm

2 sorry -- 4 megawatts of power.

3          ANDREW YOUNG:  Four megawatts.  Yes.  I'm

4 sorry.  I'm thinking of -- That would be 3.2 megawatts

5 minimum, and probably 4 megawatts.  Thank you.  Yes.

6          The future phase of -- which ideally could be

7 developed by 2018 -- would be the additional 32

8 megawatts of capacity but -- Okay.

9          SUSAN SWIFT:  Okay.

10          ANDREW YOUNG:  So I'll turn that over -- turn

11 it over to Susan for the session of the Environmental

12 Review.

13          SUSAN SWIFT:  Great.  Thanks, Andrew.

14          I'm probably going to just talk about the

15 California Environmental Quality Act and how it relates

16 to the project.  It is also known as CEQA.  The purpose

17 of CEQA is to inform government decision makers and the

18 public about any potential significant environmental

19 effect of proposed activities.

20          And then when those are identified, it goes a

21 step further to identify ways to avoid or reduce those

22 effects through either alternative or mitigation

23 measures, if they are found feasible, and to publically

24 disclose the reasons why a government agency approved

25 the project in the event that it has significant
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1 environmental effects.

2          Projects that you subject to CEQA review

3 include any public or public action requiring

4 discretionary approval by a government agency.  In this

5 case, Conditional Use Permit triggers that review.  And

6 it also is important to know whether it is something

7 that causes direct physical change in the environment or

8 reasonable foreseeable change.

9          The documents that we are -- for Environmental

10 Impact Report, EIR.  It is an environmental evaluation

11 and disclosure document that is prepared based on the

12 determination by the agency that they anticipate

13 substantial evidence of significant adverse

14 environmental effects by a project.

15          Under CEQA, the environmental analysis has to

16 include certain elements.  It has to include:  Fairly

17 detailed project description, including the location and

18 anything anticipated; potential significant impacts;

19 feasible mitigation and alternatives that might lessen

20 or avoid those impacts; and it also has to review

21 cumulative impacts to it -- look at the project in the

22 context of everything.

23          In the case of this particular Environmental

24 Impact Report, the initial study was able to focus it

25 down to eliminate considerations into a few issue areas.
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1 But as you can see, it still considers quite a few areas

2 considering aesthetics, primarily because of the

3 significant change between the facilities that are out

4 there now and what is proposed.  As you can see, it

5 looks dramatically different than what people are used

6 to seeing.

7          Agriculture -- It is an agricultural area.

8 Definitely a concern.  Alameda County has fairly

9 stringent requirements related to that.  Air quality and

10 climate change; biological resources -- as we were

11 discussing earlier, those are certainly a factor, and

12 the mortality issue will come into play with that;

13 cultural resources; geology and soils; hazards and

14 hazardous materials; hydrology and water quality.  Most

15 of these are associated with the fact that there will be

16 construction activities out there.

17          Noise as well.  There will be construction

18 traffic; construction equipment, that sort of thing.

19 Transportation and traffic, and utilities and service

20 systems, which will primarily focus on things such as

21 fire protection.

22          We are just, just barely into the EIR process

23 and those preparations -- as Andrew indicated -- were

24 filed recently.  And we are now within the public

25 comment period for that preparation.
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1          The next stage would be to draft the

2 Environmental Impact Report, and it will also have a

3 public comment period.  The comments of that will be

4 incorporated into a final Environmental Impact Report

5 and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, or

6 MMRP.  Those will be considered and certified.  And

7 after that point, the County will determine whether to

8 approve or deny that project.

9          So I'm going to open things up to public

10 comment.  At this point, obviously, the comments, as we

11 are discussing, should be focused on the scope of the

12 EIR.  I don't think we will need to worry about limit

13 time, waiting until a name is called, or anything like

14 that right now.  So I just ask that if anyone says

15 anything, they state their name very clearly so the

16 reporter here can get it down properly.

17          ANDREW YOUNG:  So --

18          SUSAN SWIFT:  Final comments are due no later

19 than 5:00 p.m. on April 6th.  So with that --

20          JOAN STEWART:  I was just explaining -- a

21 comment.

22          SUSAN SWIFT:  Give your name.

23          JOAN STEWART:  Joan Stewart.  And I was telling

24 Peter beforehand, one of the parcels that's listed --

25 99B783751-7 -- is a parcel that we share; so it should
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1 be described as "partial."  And I'm going to -- we've

2 got some parcel data on that where the split is, and I

3 was going to give it so you will have a more defined --

4          SUSAN SWIFT:  Right.  Great.  That will be

5 useful for EIR as well.

6          SANDY RIVERA:  I have a question --

7          ANDREW YOUNG:  Only one parcel?

8          JOAN STEWART:  It's on the Ralph Property.

9          PETER PAWLOWSKI:  Peter Palowski.  For the

10 Ralph Properties, there's two parcels.  And we have one

11 in its entirety, and the southern portion, small

12 portion, of the northern parcel --

13          JOAN STEWART:  The one that was just described.

14          PETER PAWLOWSKI:  -- and the majority of it is

15 held by Nextel.

16          ANDREW YOUNG:  I see.  So it's -- Okay.

17          JOAN STEWART:  I have a description; so we can

18 use that, or you can check it but that's --

19          SANDY RIVERA:  You should get that number,

20 since you apparently own the parcel.

21          Okay.  I had just one question with regard to

22 -- It's Sandy Rivera --  the aesthetics for the shrouded

23 design.  Have you had any issues with that? -- what the

24 public comments have been with your test turbines out in

25 Deer Field or any other places that you might have.
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1          PETER PAWLOWSKI:  Peter Palowski.  No.  We have

2 actually had very favorable responses to the aesthetics.

3          SANDY RIVERA:  Okay.  Great.  But at least --

4 For instance, there was one test turbine.  That's only

5 one up.  Do we have any for a few up at one time?

6          PETER PAWLOWSKI:  At the current time, we do

7 not have multiple turbine installations, and I do not

8 believe that that timeline -- that will change within

9 the timeline of the CIR.  But we have to be able to

10 provide visualizations and other ways to address these

11 things.

12          SUSAN SWIFT:  So just to follow up on that.

13 Susan Swift.

14           At the moment, you only have individual

15 turbines situated in various locations.

16          PETER PAWLOWSKI:  Right.  Yes.  That's correct.

17          SUSAN SWIFT:  Right.

18          PETER PAWLOWSKI:  We only have individual

19 turbines.

20          SUSAN SWIFT:  Okay.  That's useful for the

21 aesthetics.

22          SANDY RIVERA:  And then another question.

23 Sandy Rivera.

24          For the -- When turbines rotate, and they are

25 in the shroud, can you see the turbine -- Well, we can.
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1 I don't know about the birds.  But can you see the

2 turbines.

3          JOAN STEWART:  The -- I'm sorry.

4          SANDY RIVERA:  So does it end up being a

5 clear -- like, a path that a bird can fly through, or

6 does it look like a solid surface so they may not be apt

7 to fly in to that little tube?

8          PETER PAWLOWSKI:  Peter Palowski.

9          I am not certain.  I don't have an exact answer

10 for that.

11          SANDY RIVERA:  Uh-huh.

12          PETER PAWLOWSKI:  Within that space, the blade

13 is not the only physical set of objects or object

14 located in there, and no rotational feed or function of

15 wind speed.  So I don't have an answer at this time.

16 So --

17          SANDY RIVERA:  Whether painting a single blade,

18 making it a solid surface or something like that.  That

19 could be part of the test.

20          PETER PAWLOWSKI:  Right.  One of the reasons we

21 are doing this is for the avian validation and to get

22 study results based on the data.

23          ANDREW YOUNG:  The principle argument or case

24 that I have heard to date explains why it's expected the

25 avian mortality would be lower is because of the pure
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1 clear visibility of the shroud.  I think the main, main

2 point -- I don't know if there is an additional points

3 besides that but --

4          PETER PAWLOWSKI:  Peter Palowski.  Yes.  I

5 believe that's the primary information that was provided

6 to the scientific review committee when this project was

7 proposed.

8          ANDREW YOUNG:  But the blades, unlike

9 conventional repowering, which -- where the blades turn

10 much slower -- is the primary means of reducing avian

11 mortality.  In this case, the blades do move quite

12 quickly, quite fast; is that correct?

13          PETER PAWLOWSKI:  Yes.  That's correct.  The

14 rotational speed is greater for this turbine.

15          ANDREW YOUNG:  Which is how it achieves its

16 efficiency, or the key to its efficiency.

17          PETER PAWLOWSKI:  I don't have the background

18 to comment on the design qualities but --

19          ANDREW YOUNG:  Okay.

20          SUSAN SWIFT:  Anybody else?

21          JOAN STEWART:  So I don't have anything else

22 right now.

23          SUSAN SWIFT:  So with that, we will move on to

24 the next step.  Basically, the comment period ends

25 April 6th, at 5:00 p.m.  Following that, we will be
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1 taking comments into consideration with a draft EIR.

2 The draft EIR is scheduled to be released in June.

3 Review period will extend from June into July, and at

4 which point we will take comments on the draft,

5 incorporate those into the final EIR, which will come

6 out in the fall.

7          Certification should also happen in the fall,

8 and project implementation starts as soon as this

9 winter.

10          Written comments are due by 5:00 p.m. on

11 April 6th.  We have addresses for mailing them or

12 e-mailing them here.

13          SANDY RIVERA:  By the way, the suite number is

14 111.

15          SUSAN SWIFT:  Oh, look at that.

16          SANDY RIVERA:  That's okay, Joan.  You know how

17 to get ahold of me.

18          ANDREW YOUNG:  There's been documents --

19          JOAN STEWART:  I can find her.

20          ANDREW YOUNG:  -- here and about that indicate

21 that.

22          SUSAN SWIFT:  Good to know.  Thanks.

23          ANDREW YOUNG:  The agency offices are at Suite

24 10.

25          SUSAN SWIFT:  That's probably why.
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1          SANDY RIVERA:  They can still find us.

2          SUSAN SWIFT:  Right.  Well, we can make sure

3 that everything from this point forward is right.

4          JOAN STEWART:  Is your schedule in any of this

5 printed material?  I wasn't quick enough to write it off

6 the board.

7          SUSAN SWIFT:  I don't think so, but I can

8 certainly go back to it.

9          JOAN STEWART:  Thanks.

10          SUSAN SWIFT:  You're welcome.

11          JOAN STEWART:  Okay.  Thanks.

12          SUSAN SWIFT:  And that's it.  Thanks for

13 coming.

14          (Whereupon, at 4:42 p.m., the proceedings

15          were concluded.)

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25
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Notice of Completion & Environmental Document Transmittal 
Mail to: State Clearinghouse, P.O. Box 3044, Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 (916) 445-0613 I 
For Hand Delivery/Street Address: 1400 Tenth Street, Sacramento, CA 95814 .. s_c_H_# _________ __. 

Project Title: Sand Hill Wind Project 

Lead Agency: County of Alameda Contact Person: Sandra Rivera 
~~--------------------

Phone: 51 0-670-5400 Mailing Address: 224 W. Winton Avenue, Suite 110 

City: Hayward Zip: 94544 County: Alameda 

Project Location: County:_A_Ia_m_e_d_a ___________ City/Nearest Community: _L_iv.:...e_rm---'-o_re _____ .,.-______ _ 

Cross Streets:---------------------------------- Zip Code: ____ _ 
Longitude/Latitude (degrees, minutes and seconds): ___ 0 

___ ' __ " N I __ 0 
___ ' __ " W Total Acres: 1,058.2 -'--------------

Assessor's Parcel No.: (Please see attached list) Section: Twp.: Range: Base: ------
Within 2 Miles: State Hwy #: Interstate 580 bisects site Waterways: ---------------------

Airports:------------ Railways:---------- Schools: ---------

Document Type: 

CEQA: ~ NOP 
0 Early Cons 
0 NegDec 
0 MitNegDec 

Local Action Type: 

D General Plan Update 
D General Plan Amendment 
D General Plan Element 
D Community Plan 

Development Type: 

0 DraftEIR 
D Supplement/Subsequent EIR 
(Prior SCH No.) 
Other: 

------
D Specific Plan 
D Master Plan 

-----

D Planned Unit Development 
D Site Pian 

D Residential: Units Acres __ _ 

NEPA: 0 NOI 
0 EA 
0 Draft EIS 
0 FONSI 

---- ----
D Rezone 
D Prezone 
~ Use Permit 

Other: 

----

D Land Division (Subdivision, etc.) 

D Joint Document 
D Final Document 
D Other: 

------- ----
D Annexation 
D Redevelopment 
D Coastal Permit 
D Other: -----------

D Office: Sq.ft. ----- Acres___ Employees. __ __ 
D Commercial:Sq.ft. ----- Acres ___ Employees __ _ 

0 Transportation: Type--:--------------
0 Mining: Mineral 

D Industrial: Sq.ft. Acres ___ Employees __ _ ·~--------~~~~~----
~ Power: Type .:...W:..:.:in.:.:d:...._ _______ MW40 - 320 

D Educational: _________________ _ 0 Waste Treatment: Type MGD --------0 Hazardous Waste:Type --------------D Recreational=::-: ----:::---..:.._------:-:-=.,..-------
0 Water Facilities:Type ------- MGD _______ __ 0 Other:-------------------------------

Project Issues Discussed in Document: 

~ AestheticNisual 0 Fiscal D Recreation/Parks 
~ Agricultural Land 0 Flood Plain/Flooding D Schools/Universities 
~ Air Quality ~ Forest Land/Fire Hazard D Septic Systems 
D Archeological/Historical ~ Geologic/Seismic D Sewer Capacity 
~ Biological Resources D Minerals ~ Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading 
D Coastal Zone ~Noise D Solid Waste 
D Drainage/Absorption D Population/Housing Balance D Toxic/Hazardous 
D Economic/Jobs D Public Services/Facilities D Traffic/Circulation 

Present Land Use/Zoning/General Plan Designation: 

0 Vegetation 
0 Water Quality 
0 Water Supply/Groundwater 
~Wetland/Riparian 
D Growth Inducement 
D Land Use 
~ Cumulative Effects 
D Other: ____________ _ 

Large Parcel Agriculture 
~----------------------Pro'iectDesC'ripti;n?" (please use a separatepageffnecessary) 

FloDesign Wind Turbine Corp. has applied for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for the repowering (i.e., removal and replace-
ment) of 70-80 existing wind turbines equivalent to 4 megawatts (MW) of generating capacity with 40 mixer-ejector wind 
turbines (MEWTs) with a combined generating capacity of 4 MWs, to assess the functionality of the new turbine design and the 
extent to which it could reduce impacts on birds and bats compared to the existing turbines. The project includes an avian 
impact validation study funded by a grant from the California En17rgy Commission. The CUP application is for only the 40 
MEWTs; however, the EIR will programmatically evaluate the impacts of future repowering of an additional 32 MW of existing 
turbines and generating capacity. 

Note: The State Clearinghouse will assign identification numbers for all new projects. If a SCH number already exists for a project (e.g. Notice of Preparation or 
previous draft document) please jill in. 
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Reviewing Agencies Checklist 

Lead Agencies may recommend State Clearinghouse distribution by marking agencies below with and "X". 
If you have already sent your document to the agency please denote that with an "S". 

X Air Resources Board 

__ Boating & Waterways, Department of 

California Emergency Management Agency 

California Highway Patrol 

X 

X 

Caltrans District# 

Caltrans Division of Aeronautics 

Caltrans Planning 

Central Valley Flood Protection Board 

Coachella Valley Mtns. Conservancy 

Coastal Commission 

Colorado River Board 

Conservation, Department of 

Corrections, Department of 

Delta Protection Commission 

Education, Department of 

Energy Commission 

Fish & Game Region # _3 __ 

Food & Agriculture, Department of 

Forestry and Fire Protection, Department of 

General Services, Department of 

Health Services, Department of 

Housing & Community Development 

Native American Heritage Commission 

Office of Historic Preservation 

Office of Public School Construction 

__ Parks & Recreation, Department of 

__ Pesticide Regulation, Department of 

Public Utilities Commission 

_x_ Regional WQCB #_4_ 

__ Resources Agency 

Resources Recycling and Recovery, Department of 

__ S.F. Bay Conservation & Development Comm. 

__ San Gabriel & Lower L.A. Rivers & Mtns. Conservancy 

__ San Joaquin River Conservancy 

Santa Monica Mtns. Conservancy 

State Lands Commission 

SWRCB: Clean Water Grants 

__ SWRCB: Water Quality 

__ SWRCB: Water Rights 

__ Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 

__ Toxic Substances Control, Department of 

__ Water Resources, Department of 

x Other: Office of the Attorney General 

Other: Fish & Wildlife, Office of Conserv. Planning & B· 

Local Public Review Period (to be filled in by lead agency) 

Starting Date For SCOPING ONLY: March 06, 2013 

Lead Agency (Complete if applicable): 

Consulting Firm: ICF International 
Address: 630 K Street, Suite 400 

City/State/Zip: Sacramento, CA 95814 

Contact: Susan Swift 
Phone: 916-737-3000 

Ending Date April 6, 2013 (for scoping only) 

. Applicant: Sand Hill Wind LLC (Peter Pawlowski, Director) 

Address: 221 Crescent St., Ste. 1 03a 

City/State/Zip: Waltham, MA 02453 
Phone: 240-351-5000 
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April 2, 2013 
 
 
Ms. Sandra Rivera 
Alameda County Community Development Agency 
224 W. Winton Avenue, Suite 110 
Hayward, California 94544 
 
Draft Environmental Impact Report, Notice of Preparation, Sand Hill Wind Project, 
Alameda County, Delta Field Division, SCH 2013032016 
 
Dear Ms. Rivera: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Notice of Preparation for 
the Sand Hill Wind Project near Altamont Pass Road in Alameda County.  In the study, 
the Applicant (FloDesign Wind Turbine Corporation) proposes to remove 70-80 existing 
wind turbines that produce 4 megawatts (MW), and replace them with 40 new 
generation turbines, which produce approximately 4 MW.  The 40 new generation 
turbines will act as a demonstration project to produce an avian study and performance 
data for future wind turbine units within the Altamont Pass Wind Resource Area.  Any 
new utility lines for the proposed project, or heavy equipment that cross the Department 
of Water Resources (DWR) Right of Way (ROW), may require further review.   
 
If the proposed project crosses DWR’s ROW, the owner will be required to obtain an 
Encroachment Permit from DWR prior to the start of any construction.  Information on 
obtaining an Encroachment Permit from DWR can be viewed at: 

 
http://www.water.ca.gov/engineering/Services/Real_Estate/Encroach_Rel/ 

 
Please provide DWR with a copy of any subsequent environmental documentation 
when it becomes available for public review.  Any future correspondence relating to this 
project should be sent to: 
 

Leroy Ellinghouse, Chief 
SWP Encroachments Section 

Division of Operations and Maintenance 
Department of Water Resources 
1416 Ninth Street, Room 641-1 
Sacramento, California  95814 

 
In addition, please continue to keep DWR informed of any future actions with respect to 
your project.  
 
 
 



Ms. Sandra Rivera 
April 2, 2013 
Page 2 
 
 
If you have any questions, please contact Leroy Ellinghouse, Chief of DWR’s SWP 
Encroachments Section, at (916) 653-7168 or Mike Anderson at (916) 653-6664. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
David M. Samson, Chief 
State Water Project Operations Support Office 
Division of Operations and Maintenance  
 
 
cc: State Clearinghouse 
 Office of Planning and Research 
 1400 Tenth Street, Room 121 
 Sacramento, California  95814 
 
bcc: Nadell Gayou, 901 P Street 
 Sheree Edwards, 641-1 

Joel Ledesma, DFD 
 Leroy Ellinghouse, 641-2 
 Erdom Abraham, DFD 

Angelica Aguilar, 425 
 
 
M:\HQ\SWP Operations Support\Civil Maint\SWP Encroachment Section\Mike\Environmental Reviews\SCH 2013032016  
Replacement of Turbines by Altamont Passs.docx 
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
111 GRAND AVENUE 
P. 0. BOX 23660 
OAKLAND, CA 94623-0660 
PHONE (510) 286-6053 
FAX (510) 286-5559 
TTY 711 

April4, 2013 
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Ms. Sandra Rivers "'111in ist·t~ 
Alameda County 
224 W. Winton A venue, Room 110 
Hayward, CA 94544 

Dear Ms. Rivers: 

Sand Hill Wind Project-Notice of Preparation 

Flex your power! 
Be energy efficient' 

ALA580868 
ALA-580-0.39 
SCH#2013032016 

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the 
environmental review process for the Sand Hill Wind Project. The following comments are based 
on the Notice of Preparation. 

Transportation Permit 
Project work that requires movement of oversized or excessive load vehicles on state roadways, 
such as State Route 580 will require a transportation petmit from Caltrans. To apply, a completed 
transportation permit application with the detennined specific route(s) for the shipper to follow 
from origin to destination must be submitted to the address below. 

Office of Transportation Permits 
California DOT Headquarters 

P.O. Box 942874 
Sacramento, CA 94274-0001 

See the following website link for more information: http://www/hq/traffops/pennits. 

Should you have any questions regarding this letter, please call Yatman Kwan, AICP, of my staff 
at (510) 622-1670. 

Sincerely, 

~~~~ 
~v ERIK ALM, AICP 

District Branch Chief 

,- ... ' 

Local Development - Intergovernmental Review 

c: State Clearinghouse 

"Caltrans improves mobility across California" 
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