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RECOMMENDATION:  That the Planning Commission: 

1. Conduct a public hearing.
2. Close the public hearing.
3. Adopt a resolution to: a) Adopt the recommended findings listed in Resolution 2021-009; and b) certify the

Final Environmental Impact Report for the Fountain Wind Project, including adoption of the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program.

4. Adopt a resolution to: a) Adopt the recommended findings listed in Resolution 2021-010; b) adopt the
Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations set forth in Exhibit A to Resolution 2021-010
in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines sections 15091 and 15093; and c) approve Use Permit 16-007,
based on the recommended findings and subject to the conditions of approval set forth in Exhibit B to
Resolution 2021-010.

SUMMARY:  Fountain Wind, LLC has requested approval of a use permit for the Fountain Wind Project (Project), 
a wind energy generation development consisting of the construction, operation, maintenance, and ultimately the 
decommissioning of up to 71 wind turbines, each with a generating capacity of 3 to 6.2 megawatts (MW) and total 
tip height not to exceed 679 feet, with a total nameplate generating capacity of up to 216 MW and associated 
transformers together with associated infrastructure and ancillary facilities, including: a 34.5-kilovolt (kV) overhead 
and underground electrical collector system to connect turbines together and to an onsite collector substation; 
overhead and underground fiber-optic communication lines; a temporary construction and equipment laydown area; 
14 temporary laydown areas distributed throughout the Project site to store and stage building materials and 
equipment, an operation and maintenance (O&M) facility; up to four permanent meteorological evaluation towers 
(MET); temporary, episodic deployment of mobile Sonic Detection and Ranging (SoDAR) or Light Detection and 
Ranging (LiDAR) systems within identified disturbance areas (e.g., at MET locations); two storage sheds; three 
temporary batch plants; and newly constructed and improved existing access roads. 

Addressed in the EIR is the construction of an onsite switching station to interconnect the Project with the existing 
electric grid operated and maintained by Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E). However, this component of 
the Project is not included in the use permit because land use approval of the switching station is within the purview 
of the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), not Shasta County.  

The approximate 4,464-acre Project site is within an approximately 29,500-acre leasehold area comprised of 76 
Shasta County Assessor’s parcels consisting exclusively of private timberlands used for commercial forest 
management; a list of the subject Assessor’s parcels is included in Exhibit A to Resolution 2021-010. The leasehold 
area and Project site is located approximately one mile west of the existing Hatchet Ridge Wind project, 6 miles 
west of Burney, 35 miles northeast of Redding, immediately north and south of California State Route 299 (SR 
299), and near the private recreational facility of Moose Camp and other private inholdings. Other nearby 
communities include Montgomery Creek, Round Mountain, Hillcrest, Wengler, and Big Bend. The Project site is 
also within a geographic area that is traditionally and culturally affiliated with the Pit River Tribe. Lassen National 
Forest lies to the southeast, and the Shasta-Trinity National Forest is to the north. Staff Planner: Lio Salazar / 
Supervisor District: 3 / Proposed CEQA Determination: Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 
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BACKGROUND:  General Plan & Zoning – The majority of the leasehold area and all of the Project site is in the 
Timberlands (T) general plan land use designation. Most of the Project site is in the Timber Production (TP) zone 
district; approximately 6 acres are in the Unclassified (U) zone district. A private energy production (public utility) 
project of the nature proposed, including structures that exceed height limits established for the zone district in 
which said structures are located, is permissible with approval of a use permit in the TP and U zone districts and is 
consistent with the T general plan land use designation  provided findings are made that there is not a reasonable 
alternative site outside of a resource district, and the impacts from the project on the resource land have been 
reduced to the lowest reasonable level. Consistent with General Plan Objective FS-1, the requirement of a use 
permit and specific findings for location in a resource district allow for approval of the Project but also serve to 
discourage and provide the opportunity to prevent this type of development in a location that, in addition to being in 
a resource district, is in a high-risk fire area.  
 
Access and Services – Access to the Project site would be directly from SR 299 at existing logging roads in-between 
postmile markers 62 and 67. The westernmost of the three existing logging roads is located near the intersection of 
SR 299 East and Moose Camp Road. Moose Camp Road would not be used to access the Project site. Water for 
construction would be from on-site wells and/or hauled from the Burney Water District. Potable water for operations 
would be from an on-site well. Portable toilets would be used and maintained for sewage disposal during 
construction. A new onsite wastewater treatment system will be constructed to serve post construction operations. 
Police protection is provided by the Shasta County Sheriff’s Office and fire protection services are provided by the 
Shasta County Fire Department. Electric service is provided by PG&E. Liquid propane gas service is available from 
local vendors. Waste Management provides solid waste disposal service to the area.   
 
Project Analysis – The Project is the second large scale wind energy generation project proposed in Shasta County. 
The Project may have State-wide significance within the context of the goals of the California Renewable Portfolio 
Standard (RPS) and other similar State renewable energy programs, and more specifically, in meeting the renewable 
energy targets set in Senate Bill (SB) 100. SB100 established that 100 percent of all electricity in California must be 
obtained from renewable and zero-carbon energy sources by December 31, 2045. The Project would generate wind 
power and would assist the State in meeting its legislated mandate. The first large-scale wind energy generation 
project proposed in Shasta County was approved in 2008. It was approved by a use permit for up to 68 turbines with 
a nameplate generating capacity of up to approximately 100 MW. It was constructed to the northeast of the proposed 
Project site and has been in operation since 2010 with 44 turbines that are approximately 420 feet tall (total tip 
height) and a nameplate generating capacity of 101 MW. 
 
General Plan Objective E-2 states that the County should increase utilization of renewable energy resources by 
encouraging development of solar, hydroelectric, biomass, waste-to-energy, and cogeneration sources as these were 
identified as important renewable energy sources in Shasta County, but the General Plan also recognizes the 
potential for development of alternative renewable energy sources in Shasta County, including the potential 
development of wind energy. In addition, the General Plan recognizes the importance of renewable energy in 
achieving State-wide goals for the reduction of carbon dioxide and greenhouse gas emissions.  General Plan Policy 
E-d states that priority shall be given to energy projects and programs that provide jobs and other economic benefits 
for County residents. The Project would provide jobs and other economic benefits for County residents as discussed 
further below and in the attached Fountain Wind Project Economic and Public Revenue Impact Study by Economic 
& Planning Systems, Inc. 
 
Wind energy generation project siting considerations consist of three primary concerns: (1) whether or not a wind 
resource that would satisfy project objectives is present; (2) whether land of suitable size and/or distribution is 
available where the wind resource is present; and (3) whether the landowner is willing to sell or lease land for the 
project. Secondary considerations may include whether there is existing infrastructure in the vicinity of the property 
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for interconnection, whether access to the property is readily available, and whether sensitive environmental 
resources or receptors are present in the vicinity. In this case, the Project would be in an area that exhibits some of 
the highest land-based wind speeds in Shasta County and is in close proximity to a point of interconnection on an 
existing PG&E 230-kV transmission line within an existing local transmission corridor on the Pit 1 to Cottonwood 
line that in turn connects to an existing regional utility corridor (Figure C-4, Shasta County General Plan). 
 
The wind resource in the Project area consists of an approximately 11-mile-wide swath of the County that originates 
north of SR 299 East near the community of Big Bend and extends southwesterly to the southeast corner of the 
County. Ownership within this swath consists of a mix of public and private land. The vast majority of private lands 
located within this swath are in resource zone districts. Lands within this swath that are not in a resource zone 
district consist of residentially and commercially zoned lands that are not of a size, distribution, and/or ownership 
pattern that would accommodate the Project. Resource lands on which the Project would be developed are 
designated timberlands and zoned for timber production. Impacts on forestry lands and associated environmental 
values attributed to designated timberlands and timber production zones have been analyzed and reduced to the 
lowest reasonable level. Therefore, these facts are a basis for the finding that there is not a reasonable alternative site 
outside of a resource district for the Project and that the impacts from the Project on the resource land have been 
reduced to the lowest reasonable level.  
 
The recommended conditions of approval include but are not limited to:  a requirement for an emergency response 
plan; notification of tower collapse, blade throw, etc.; a decommissioning plan including a financial assurance to 
cover costs of dismantling and removal of equipment and costs of site restoration; and reimbursement of County 
administrative costs for post approval monitoring.  
 
Environmental Determination - An EIR was prepared for the Project. The Draft EIR identified the following 
potentially significant and significant environmental impacts to the following resources: aesthetics, air quality, 
biological resources, communications interference, cultural and tribal resources, hazards and hazardous materials, 
hydrology and water quality, noise and vibration, transportation, and wildfire, along with the associated cumulative 
effects of the Project. The Draft EIR concluded that the Project would have the following significant and 
unavoidable environmental impacts and beneficial environmental impacts: 
 
• Significant and unavoidable impacts of the Project include: (1) adverse effects on the visual character and 

visual quality of views from publicly accessible vantage points; (2) the generation of particulate matter 
(PM10) air emissions during construction, decommissioning, and site reclamation that would result in a 
cumulatively considerable net increase of PM10 in the region which is in non-attainment of State ambient air 
quality standards for PM10; (3) significant adverse impacts to or direct mortality of bald and golden eagles 
during Project operations, mortality and injury to raptors as a result of collisions with wind turbines and 
electrical transmission lines during Project operations, direct mortality and injury to bats as a result of 
Project operations and maintenance, and a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant 
cumulative impacts to avian and bat species from collision with Project infrastructure; and (4) a substantial 
adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource. 

 
$ Beneficial environmental impacts would include: (1) beneficial cumulative effects on climate change; (2) 

reduction in reliance on nonrenewable resources as a source of energy production; and (3) the creation and 
maintenance of new access roads and fire fuel breaks. 
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ISSUES:  The issues regarding the Project are directly related to the significant and unavoidable impacts identified 
in the EIR, including whether economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of the Project outweigh the 
unavoidable adverse environmental effects of the Project, disagreement over other conclusions reached in the EIR,  
and the sufficiency of the EIR as whole. In addition, the public have expressed concerns about the Project that are 
outside the scope of the EIR. 
 
Significant and unavoidable adverse effects on a scenic vista 
 
This issue is addressed in Section 3.2, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR.  Several commenters and community members 
that live and work in the vicinity of the Project, including the Pit River Tribe, expressed concerns about the potential 
significant adverse visual impacts of the Project, including impacts on scenic views from the vicinity of the Project 
site and the highway coming to and from the area, tourism and recreation industries, residential property values, and 
quality of life.   
 
Some commenters and community members are simply opposed to the Project. Others have recommended that to 
reduce or eliminate these impacts the turbines should be set back further from property lines and/or moved to 
locations within the Project site that are less visible from key vantage points in the vicinity (see Final EIR and 
attached letters).    
 
The applicant believes that based on all preliminary data and design considerations the proposed wind turbine 
locations are optimal for efficiently and economically harnessing wind energy at the Project site. The final number 
of turbines, the type(s) of turbines deployed, and turbine locations will be determined during the preparation of 
detailed construction plans and be influenced by the anticipated availability of turbine models, the construction 
schedule, preconstruction geotechnical and resource surveys, and other site-specific design considerations in a 
process referred to as micro-sighting. 
 
As detailed in the Draft EIR, the Project would impact aesthetics from multiple public vantage points in the vicinity 
of the Project site. Of seven key observation points (KOPs) studied, existing turbines are visible from all but three 
(KOPs 1, 2 and 3). Of the three KOPs from which turbines are not currently visible, the Project would result in a 
substantial reduction to visual character, visual quality, and the quality of scenic vistas from KOP 1. Mitigation 
measures proposed to reduce aesthetic impacts at KOP 1 include the avoidance of placing turbines within the KOP 1 
viewshed or to reduce visibility of turbines from KOP 1 by moving them downslope during the micro-sighting 
process. Additionally, the turbines would have no markings other than as required in accordance with 
manufacturer’s and Federal Aviation Administration requirements. Commercial messages and symbols would not be 
allowed on the turbine structures. Nonetheless, aesthetic impacts at KOP 1 would remain significant and 
unavoidable.  
 
Of the alternatives considered in Draft EIR, Alternative 2: Increased Setbacks could, through the elimination of four 
potential turbine locations that are located within 2,037 feet of a residential property line or 1,018.5 feet of SR 299, 
could result in aesthetic impacts that are less than the Project based on the deployment of 71 turbines within the 
Project site or if one or more of the sites eliminated was otherwise an ideal final location for a turbine. Despite the 
setback distances considered in Draft EIR Alternative 2 being among the largest in the state based on a comparison 
of the requirements of counties that regulate wind turbine setbacks, the impacts at KOP 1 would remain significant 
and unavoidable and the proposed mitigation measures would remain the same. 
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Significant and unavoidable cumulatively considerable adverse effects of a net increase of PM10  
 
This issue is addressed in Section 3.3, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR.  Several commenters and community members 
that live and work in the vicinity of the Project site, including the Pit River Tribe, expressed concerns about the 
potential significant adverse air quality impacts of the Project, including potential health effects.  
 
The County is currently in attainment of state PM10 standards. The Sacramento Valley Air Basin (SVAB), within 
which the County is situated, is currently in non-attainment of state PM10 standards. The Project would generate 
significant amounts of PM10 primarily from the generation of dust during Project construction, decommissioning, 
and site reclamation activities that cannot be reduced to a less-than-significant level after implementation of the 
fugitive dust control mitigation measures identified in the EIR. Therefore, the Project could cumulatively jeopardize 
attainment of PM10 standards within the SVAB resulting in a potential cumulatively considerable net increase in 
regional PM10 that is significant and unavoidable. 
 
Most particulate matter generated by the Project, including both PM10 and PM2.5, would be in the form of fugitive 
dust which may result in adverse health effects, such as aggravating asthma and bronchitis. Evidence suggests that 
combustion derived particulate components are the strongest driver of adverse particulate matter-related health 
effects and the greatest contributor to particulate matter-related mortality. Particulate matter from combustion 
related sources make up a small component of overall particulate matter generated by the Project and exposure of 
sensitive receptors would be minimal and primarily during the construction phase. While PM2.5 is considered of 
greater health concern because it can enter deeper in the lungs, Shasta County has not set a PM2.5 threshold of 
significance. As noted in the EIR, while a correlation between PM2.5 concentrations and negative health effects have 
been suggested by studies, no studies have validated a direct cause and effect from relatively small changes in PM2.5 
concentration in localized vicinities. 
 
Both alternatives considered in the Draft EIR, Alternative 1: South of 299 and Alternative 2: Increased Setbacks 
could, through the elimination of seven or four potential turbine locations, respectively, could result in PM10 impacts 
that are less than the Project based on the deployment of 71 turbines within the Project site or if one or more of the 
sites eliminated was otherwise an ideal final location for a turbine. Nonetheless, cumulatively considerable adverse 
effects of a net increase of PM10 would remain significant and unavoidable and the proposed mitigation measures 
would remain the same. 
 
Significant and unavoidable direct and cumulatively considerable adverse impacts on avian species and bats   
 
This issue is addressed in Section 3.4, Biological Resources, of the Draft EIR.  Comments received from the United 
States Department of Fish and Wildlife (USFWS), California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), the Wintu 
Audubon Society (Audubon), Sierra Club, Shasta Environmental Alliance, Pit River Tribe, Jim Wiegand and other 
groups and individuals expressed great concern about the potential adverse impact of the Project on various species 
of birds.  
 
Extensive preconstruction surveys were conducted at the Project site to characterize its use by avian and bat species. 
Data on avian use of the area and operation impacts from the nearby Hatchet Ridge Wind project, the best available 
data on a large scale wind energy generation project on a similarly forested landscape in the region, were also 
considered to further assess the potential impacts of the proposed Project, including whether Project effects on 
candidate, sensitive, or special status-species would be substantial based on whether it could result in an adverse 
impact on the species’ population. Because the proposed wind turbines total tip heights and rotor swept areas are 
greater than those of the Hatchet Ridge Wind project, the relative risk of collision is incrementally greater but based 
on the general similarity of the sites and avian and bat activity within them, the relative risk of collision for the 
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Project is expected to be relatively low despite the incremental increase. However, due to the differences in the 
proposed turbines, there remains uncertainty as to whether operational impacts of the  Project may result in greater 
than expected impacts on bald and golden eagle, raptor species, and bat species, including direct significant adverse 
effects on the population of these special status species and cumulatively considerable impacts on avian and bat 
species that cannot be mitigated to the a less-than-significant level after implementation of mitigation measures 
proposed in the EIR. 
 
Post Construction Mortality Monitoring (PCMM) of Project operations would occur for three years after operations 
are initiated. If PCMM indicates greater than anticipated mortality of certain avian and bat species additional 
mitigation measures will be implemented, including compensatory mitigation. The FEIR details changes in the EIR 
that were made in response to comments received during the DEIR public comment period, including the 
elimination of a turbine location that was suggested would likely result in greater mortality of avian and bat species 
and applicant proposed conservation measures to reduce impacts to wildlife (see FEIR Volume 1, Chapter 1 and 
FEIR Volume 2, Chapter 3. The County is recommending the applicant proposed conservation measures as use 
permit conditions of approval. 
 
Both alternatives considered in the DEIR, Alternative 1: South of 299 and Alternative 2: Increase Setbacks could, 
through the elimination of seven or four potential turbine locations respectively, result in direct and cumulatively 
considerable adverse impacts on avian species and bats that are less than the Project based on the deployment of 71 
turbines within the Project site or if one or more of the sites eliminated is an ideal final location for a turbine that 
would otherwise exhibit actual avian and bat activity that is greater than anticipated for the Project as a whole. 
Nonetheless, cumulatively considerable adverse effects to avian species and bats would remain significant and 
unavoidable and the proposed mitigation measures would remain the same. 
 
Significant and unavoidable substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource 
 
This issue is addressed in Section 3.6, Cultural and Tribal Resources, of the Draft EIR. Comments received from the 
Pit River Tribe and Tribe elders and members including, Agnes Dunn, Lawrence Cantrell, Radley Davis, Brandy 
McDaniels, and Tony Yiamkis, among others, other tribes and tribal interests, other groups, and members of the 
community expressed significant concern regarding the potential cultural and tribal resource impacts of the Project. 
The Pit River Tribe adopted a resolution in opposition to the Project on February 14, 2019 because, as stated in the 
resolution, the “scope of development is harmful and incompatible with existing long standing spiritual and cultural 
uses of the area and its natural resources, and human rights of the Pit River and other Tribes. Therefore, the Pit 
River Tribe must act to support the protection of these interconnected earth, air, water, and overall ecosystem which 
are irreplaceable resources within its defined ancestral lands (letter T-8 in the Fountain Wind Project scoping 
report).” The Pit River Tribe in its resolution urges the Planning Commission to deny the Project in favor of the no 
project alternative.  
 
Despite its opposition, the Pit River Tribe has continued to interact with the County and applicant regarding its 
concerns, including through communication, a site visit, and confidential comments submitted during the Draft EIR 
public comment period. The County responded to the Tribe’s comments in the Final EIR Confidential Appendix E 
that was provided to the Pit River Tribe and made available to the Planning Commission for their consideration. The 
Pit River Tribe remains in opposition to the Project.  
 
In response to comments regarding the cultural and tribal resource impacts of the Project, the location of an 
underground collection line has been moved to avoid known cultural resource site FW11 that was identified in 
section 3.6 of the Draft EIR (See Final EIR Section 1.2.3.1 Project Changes). Despite the discovery of 12 cultural 
sites during archeological surveys, there remains great concern of the likelihood that undiscovered cultural and tribal 
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resources, including human remains of Tribal ancestors, may exist within the Project site. Mitigation measures 
proposed for the Project include coordination with the Pit River Tribe during Project development, detailed 
recordation and documentation of features within the Project site that may be considered culturally significant to the 
tribe, and for Tribal cultural resource monitors to observe initial ground disturbing construction activities in areas 
identified as culturally sensitive. Recognizing that the Project may have indirect impacts on important spiritual and 
cultural sites and direct impacts on undiscovered or unidentified tribal cultural resources during construction, the 
Project would have significant and unavoidable substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural 
resource despite the proposed mitigation measures. 
 
Both alternatives considered in the Draft EIR, Alternative 1: South of 299 and Alternative 2: Increased Setbacks 
could, through the elimination of seven or four potential turbine locations respectively, result in a substantial 
adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource that is less than the Project based on the deployment 
of 71 turbines within the Project site or if one or more of the sites eliminated is an ideal final location for a turbine 
that would otherwise be associated with undiscovered or unidentified tribal cultural resources not present at other 
proposed turbine locations. Nonetheless, the potential of the Project to result in a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal cultural resource would remain significant and unavoidable and the proposed mitigation 
measures would remain the same. 
 
Statement of Overriding Considerations 
 
As noted above, the EIR concludes that some of the potential environmental impacts of the Project cannot be 
mitigated and are considered significant and unavoidable.  State CEQA Guidelines Section 15093(a) states:  
 
ACEQA requires the decision-making agency to balance, as applicable, the economic, legal, social, technological, 
or other benefits of a proposed project against its unavoidable environmental risks when determining whether to 
approve the project. If the specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of a proposed project 
outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, the adverse environmental effects may be considered 
>acceptable.= When the lead agency approves a project which will result in the occurrence of significant effects 
which are identified in the final EIR but are not avoided or substantially lessened, the agency shall state in writing 
the specific reasons to support its action based on the final EIR and/or other information in the record. The 
statement of overriding considerations shall be supported by substantial evidence in the record (see Section 
15093(b) of the CEQA Guidelines).  If an agency makes a statement of overriding considerations, the statement 
should be included in the record of the project approval ....@  
 
The EIR consultant and staff have prepared the attached findings of fact (FOF) and a statement of overriding 
considerations (SOC) should the Planning Commission choose to approve the Project. The FOF and SOC include 
those economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits of the Project that, in addition to the environmental 
benefits described above, would support the Planning Commission’s action to approve the Project based on legal, 
social, technological, or other benefits that outweigh the significant and unavoidable environmental impacts of the 
Project. The specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other benefits identified in the FOF and SOC for the 
Project include the following: 
 
Assistance in meeting state renewable energy goals, reduced greenhouse gas emissions relative to fossil-fuel based 
electricity generation, reduced public health impacts relative to fossil-fuel based electricity generation, 
diversification of statewide energy portfolio and price stabilization, wind is a domestic source of energy, increased 
local employment and economic activity, increased tax revenue, and landowner support via diversification of 
revenue streams. 
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It is estimated that Project construction could generate substantial one-time construction, ongoing economic activity, 
associated jobs and worker compensation in Shasta County as well as substantial tax revenues, including one-time 
and ongoing tax revenues, of approximately 60 million dollars. As documented in the attached Fountain Wind 
Project Economic and Public Revenue Impact Study by Economic & Planning Systems, Inc., conclusions regarding 
the benefits of increased local employment and economic activity, and increased tax revenue from the Project are 
based on the construction and operation of 45 turbines and are projected over 35 years. The Hatchet Ridge Wind 
project economic analysis, a similarly situated wind energy generation project, was based on a final project 
configuration of the construction and operation of 42 turbines projected over 30 years. It was concluded that impacts 
on community services such as road maintenance and transportation, water and wastewater service, law enforcement 
and security, fire protection, emergency services, and medical aid, among others, for the Hatchet Ridge Wind 
project would be negligible. The impacts of the Project on community services would be similarly negligible. 
 
Disagreement over other conclusions reached in the EIR and the sufficiency of the EIR as whole/ 
Decision to certify the EIR 
 
The Project site is located within the area affected by 1992 Fountain Fire which was named based on it having 
started near a historic fountain constructed by Caltrans in the 1930’s as a service to the motoring public. The water 
source for the fountain was previously developed in the 1880’s for the horses used to maintain the toll road that 
served the area. At the time, the fire was the most destructive in County and California history. The fire was 
devastating to the communities of Round Mountain, Montgomery Creek, and Pit River tribal lands burning 64,000 
acres and destroying 600 structures, including 300 homes. Subsequently, more destructive fires have occurred in 
Shasta County, including the 2018 Carr Fire. The increasing severity of fire behavior and devastation of recent 
California wildfires keeps the risk of wildfire at the forefront of community concerns. Many current residents in the 
vicinity of the Project site are Fountain Fire survivors and continue to live not only with the specter of the Fountain 
Fire, but survivors, and newcomers to the area, also live with the ever present concern of the potential for a severe 
wildfire to affect their communities in the future. 
  
Several members of the public expressed concern and disagreement regarding EIR conclusions about wildfire 
related impacts of the Project, including the potential of the Project to impair aerial firefighting operations and the 
potential of the Project to exacerbate wildfire risks due to existing forest conditions within the Project site. 
Commenters, including Stephen Fitch, Associated Aerial Firefighters, Kelly Willett Tanner, M.A. in Disaster and 
Emergency Management, among others, disagree that the mitigation measures proposed for the Project would 
reduce these potential impacts to a less-than-significant level.  
 
Impacts on aerial firefighting were addressed in the Draft EIR and in the responses to comments contained in the 
Final EIR. According to Shasta County Fire Warden and CAL FIRE Shasta-Trinity Unit Chief Bret Gouvea, based 
upon his consultation with current aerial firefighting personnel the proposed turbines would create a physical change 
in the environment that would have to be accounted for when incident managers plan air attack operations within the 
Project site and in the immediate vicinity. However, the presence of the turbines would not result in the creation of a 
no-fly zone or otherwise create a situation where aerial firefighting tactics based on fluid and specific conditions 
during an incident could not be appropriately planned and implemented within the Project site and in the immediate 
vicinity.  
 
While the conclusion of the EIR was that the potential of ignition would be low and less-than-significant with the 
implementation of the proposed mitigation measures, it also acknowledges that the Project site is located in an area 
within which any ignition of a fire could potentially result in a very high severity incident based on fuel loading, 
slope, fire weather and other relevant factors. The forest structure within most of the Project site is characterized by 
it having been affected by the Fountain Fire. Approximately 60 percent of the project site was affected by the 
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Fountain Fire. This area was replanted after the Fountain Fire and for the most part exhibits the structure of an 
approximately 25-year-old even-aged conifer forest with dense stocking resulting in continuous fuel profile. The 
Project would modify these conditions by improving and or creating existing and new roads that would be 
maintained for Project operations. If would also create and maintain new openings and areas of reduced fuel loading 
around the turbine locations and along Project roads. Chief Gouvea has indicated that the maintenance of these 
roads and modified fuel loads would have a positive benefit. In the event of a wildfire, they could provide more 
reliable access to the Project site and timberlands in the vicinity for ground operations and fire and fuel breaks to 
stop, slow or control the advance of a fire. However, the turbines do add an additional asset at risk requiring 
protection from advancing wildfire. Chief Gouvea indicated that for ground operations, as for aerial operations, 
Project improvements such as the wind turbines would be a physical change in the environment that incident 
managers and firefighters would have to consider in planning and implementing ground operations in the area. 
 
The EIR was prepared by a third-party consultant, Environmental Science Associates (ESA), under the direction of 
the County pursuant to a contract between ESA and the County, the cost of which was borne entirely by the 
applicant. ESA is a professional environmental consulting firm with relevant expertise and experience in the 
preparation of EIRs pursuant to the requirements of CEQA, including for wind projects and the relevant content 
areas analyzed in the EIR. Several commenters questioned the adequacy of the EIR with respect to its scope, level of 
detail, conclusions, consistency with CEQA guidelines and requirements, etc. While some commenters (including 
experts with relevant experience) may disagree, the analysis and conclusions in the EIR are supported by substantial 
evidence in the record, including but not limited to the attached appendices and those records cited in the references 
for the EIR. 
 
Multiple commenters, including Steven Johnson and other commenters previously or hereinafter acknowledged in 
this staff report, among others, expressed concerns regarding the adequacy of the EIR in general. Comments from 
those specifically acknowledged in this staff report were not limited to these concerns or to the concerns to which 
their acknowledgement is attributed. The complete and specific comments of all persons who submitted responses 
during the draft EIR comment period are included in FEIR Volumes 1 and 2. Regarding the adequacy of an EIR, 
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15151, Standards for Adequacy of an EIR, states: 
 
AAn EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-makers with information which 
enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of environmental consequences.  An evaluation of 
the environmental effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be 
reviewed in the light of what is reasonably feasible. Disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, 
but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts.  The courts have looked not for 
perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure@  
 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission certify the EIR based on these standards of adequacy. 
 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
 
To ensure that the mitigation measures and Project revisions identified in the EIR are implemented, CEQA requires 
that the County adopt a program for monitoring or reporting on measures it has imposed to mitigate or avoid 
significant environmental effects. Appendix G of the Final EIR contains the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program (MMRP) for the Project. The MMRP, including recommended mitigation measures for the Project, have 
been incorporated as recommended conditions of approval for the proposed use permit. 
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Concerns outside the scope of the EIR 
 
Existing emergency response capability and readiness: 
 
Kelly Willett Tanner, M.A. in Disaster and Emergency Management, and other commenters on the Draft EIR 
expressed concern about the emergency response capability and readiness of responders in the area (including 
staffing of fire stations in the vicinity), that there is no formal evacuation plan for the area, and that existing primary 
evacuation routes in the area are limited.  
 
The Hillcrest CAL FIRE station is the closest fire station to the Project site. It is located approximately two miles 
west of the westernmost Project access and five miles west of the easternmost Project access. This station is staffed 
during the fire season which typically runs from June to October. Other emergency responders located near the 
Project site that would respond year-round include the Shasta County Fire Department-affiliated Montgomery Creek 
Volunteer Fire Company which has a station in Montgomery Creek approximately 11 miles west of the Project site. 
The Burney Fire Protection District (Burney FPD) would typically be an additional responder on calls to the Project 
site. SR 299 is the primary east/west evacuation route from the area. North/south evacuations in the area are limited 
and typically would consist of a mix of private and County roads that could be used primarily to bypass sections of 
the primary east/west route.  
 
As noted in the EIR (see Draft EIR Section 3.1.4.14 Public Services) the impact of the Project would not require the 
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, including for fire protections services, in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives. Impacts on traffic circulation, 
including in an emergency, are discussed in the EIR (see Draft EIR Section 4.14 Transportation) and would be 
mitigated by a Traffic Management Plan as detailed in the EIR. It is acknowledged that evacuation routes from the 
communities near the Project site are limited but this is a baseline condition that would remain without the Project. 
There is no nexus or Shasta County development standard that would compel or require the applicant to resolve this 
existing regional issue and a resolution such as exactions from the applicant for the creation of an evacuation plan 
for the area and/or constructing new evacuation routes for the area would be disproportional to the contribution of 
the Project traffic leaving the area in an evacuation situation. 
 
It is acknowledged that, by attrition, volunteerism at local fire stations has waned in recent years, due primarily to an 
aging volunteer force and low interest in volunteering among younger community members, and that firefighting 
resources have been taxed during recent fire seasons as fire behavior has intensified and the fire season has 
increased in length. The Project would generate tax revenue that could potentially assist in addressing firefighting 
resource and fuel management concerns in Shasta County.  
 
Potential effects on community character and perceptions about a way of life: 
 
The Pit River Tribe and later early settlers to the Round Mountain and Montgomery Creek area, newcomers, and 
their descendants have established deep bonds to and an affinity for the landscape and natural resources of the area 
and to a way of life characterized by these connections. Some inhabitants closest in proximity to the Project site 
include residents and visitors of Moose Camp, including John Gamble and others, the Buffum Homestead, and 
Dogwood Acres, among others. There are approximately 625 owners of property within two miles of the Project 
site. Many community members expressed that the Project would negatively affect the community character of the 
area and their way of life due to its scope, scale, and proximity. 
 
The natural resources of the area have been utilized by human inhabitants for millennia. Over time, changes in 
technology, patterns of growth and ownership, and land management philosophy and objectives have resulted in 
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more intensive extraction of natural resources in the area for beneficial use and economic interest, alterations of the 
landscape and other physical changes in the environment, and cultural and social change in the community. In the 
age of industrialization, mineral extraction, hydropower generation, energy transmission facilities, large-scale 
commercial forest management and, more recently, the Hatchet Ridge Wind project have significantly altered the 
landscape of the area and the presence of these facilities and activities continues to predominate the physical 
landscape of the area. It is acknowledged that wind generation projects may be perceived as a more significant 
alteration due to the presence of the large elevated turbines.  
 
Other commenters, including the landowner, Shasta Builders’ Exchange, California State Building & Construction 
Trades Council, Shasta VOICES, Crystal Creek Aggregates, Bales Mountain Quarry, Tom Bosenko, and Trish 
Clarke, among other groups and individuals,  have expressed support for the Project as a beneficial renewable 
energy generator and/or its potential to generate economic benefits through the creation of jobs and demand for local 
services and materials.  
 
Potential effects on property values: 
 
Multiple community members expressed concern that property values in the vicinity of the Project site will be 
diminished by the Project. Studies have come to various conclusions regarding the effects of wind energy projects 
on property values. Many have concluded that wind energy projects have statistically insignificant and/or minimal 
impact on home values both in anticipation of the development of a wind energy project and post development. 
Some studies have concluded that the greatest impact on home values (decreases ranging from 9 to 16 percent) are 
experienced within 0.5 miles of wind energy projects. There are also studies that found diminution in value was less 
when views of the turbines are minimal, and the properties are farther from the Project site.  
 
There are private properties within 0.5 miles of the boundary of the leasehold area that are suitable for or have been 
developed with residences and/or are used for private recreation. Residences closest to the Project site would be 
approximately 2,600 feet from the nearest proposed turbine sites. The largest concentration of these residences are 
approximately 75 residences in the Moose Camp recreational community (which includes full-time residents) of and 
a cluster of approximately 20 residences adjacent to SR 299 north of Moose Camp. Unlike other residences in the 
area, these residences have the potential to have turbines located to the north, south, east, and west with the closest 
and greatest potential concentration of turbines being those proposed south of SR 299. In some cases, some or all 
turbines may be screened by vegetation and/or otherwise not be visible from some of these properties. 
 
The adequacy and maintenance of existing PG&E infrastructure: 
 
Written comments received on the DEIR and written and oral comments presented to the Planning Commission 
during open comment time at regularly scheduled Planning Commission meetings and other communications 
directed to the Commission by Maggie and Joseph Osa, Beth Messick-Lattin, and Edmund Baier, among others, 
have expressed significant concern regarding adequacy and maintenance of existing PG&E infrastructure and recent 
fire ignitions attributed to PG&E, including the 2018 Camp Fire, the deadliest and most destructive wildfire in 
California history, and more recently the Zogg Fire in Shasta County which resulted in the death of four persons and 
destroyed 204 buildings. A lawsuit by Shasta and Tehama counties against PG&E for public damages attributable to 
the Zogg Fire has since been settled.  
 
While ongoing concerns and issues with PG&E infrastructure and maintenance are acknowledged, an analysis of the 
existing electrical grid is beyond the scope of the EIR. Decision making with respect to whether the Project can 
interconnect with the existing electrical grid and the correction and oversight of any performance and maintenance 
issues with the existing electrical grid is beyond the County’s jurisdiction.  
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As described above, the EIR considers the impacts of constructing a switching station that would facilitate 
interconnection of the Project with the existing electrical grid; however, approval of the switching station is not part 
of the proposed use permit. Approval of the switching station and interconnection with the existing electrical grid is 
within the purview of the CPUC, California Independent System Operator, and PG&E pursuant to the applicable 
regulatory processes, including required engineering studies and requirements. 
 
If the use of the switching station is approved, it would be constructed by the applicant and owned, operated, and 
maintained by PG&E. All electrical infrastructure approved by the use permit would be constructed, operated, and 
maintained by the applicant subject to all applicable regulatory requirements, including requirements that address 
fire safety such as vegetation clearances. 
 
Efforts to address PG&E infrastructure maintenance and related fire safety issues is ongoing and being carried out 
by regulatory agencies with responsibility for oversight of PG&E, the courts through PG&E bankruptcy agreements 
and other settlements, and PG&E itself. 
 
Consistency of large scale wind energy facilities with the Shasta County Zoning Plan: 
 
Written comments received on the DEIR and written and oral comments presented to the Planning Commission 
during open comment time at regularly scheduled Planning Commission meetings and other communications 
directed to the Commission by members of Citizens in Opposition to the Fountain Wind Project and others have 
questioned the consistency of large scale wind energy facilities, such as the Project, with the Shasta County Zoning 
Plan. Pursuant to subsection 17.88.100.B. of the Zoning Plan, public utilities are permitted if a use permit is issued. 
Pursuant to subsection 17.02.430 of the Zoning Plan, private energy production facilities, such as the Project, are 
considered public utilities. 
 
Some commenters have suggested that since subsection 17.88.035 of the Zoning Plan specifically regulates the 
development of small wind energy systems through the administrative permit process and because the Zoning Plan 
does not contain specific regulations for large scale wind energy facilities that such facilities are, therefore, 
inconsistent with the Zoning Plan. Pursuant to subsection 17.88.035 of the Zoning Plan, wind energy systems which 
do not comply with the requirements for small energy wind systems, such as the Project, may be permitted with an 
approved use permit. 
 
Based upon the provisions of the Zoning Plan outlined above, private energy production facilities, including wind 
energy systems that do not comply with the requirements for small energy wind systems, may be permitted with an 
approved use permit. Therefore, the processing of the use permit application filed by the applicant for the Project is 
consistent with the Shasta County Zoning Plan. 
 
Comments received after the Draft EIR comment period 
 
All comments received after the Draft EIR comment period and before final preparation of the staff report are 
provided online as attachments to this report (directions for accessing these comments online are provided at the 
bottom of this report). Comments received outside of the Draft EIR comment period include additional comments 
on the EIR, comments outside the scope of the EIR, and comments both in opposition to and in support of the 
Project. As comments continue to be received, they will be posted online as soon as possible. 
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  Native American Heritage Commission, 915 Capitol Mall, Room 364, Sacramento, CA 95814 
  Pacific Gas and Electric Company, 3600 Meadow View Road, Redding, CA 96002 
  Shasta County Library, Redding Branch, 1100 Parkview Avenue, Redding, CA 96001 
  Shasta County Library, Burney Branch, 37116 Main Street, Burney, CA 96013 
  Shasta County Library, Anderson Branch, 3200 West Center Street, Anderson, CA 96001 
  Cottonwood Community Library, 3427 Main Street, Cottonwood, CA 96022 
  Hill Country Community Clinic (Round Mountain), 37116 State Highway 299 East, Round Mountain, CA 

 96084 
  Redding Record Searchlight, 1101 Twin View Boulevard, Redding, CA 96003 
  Intermountain News, 37095 Main Street, P.O. Box 1030, Burney, CA 96013 
  Project File 
 
Attachments:  
 
Final EIR Certification Resolution No. 2021-009 
Use Permit Approval Resolution No. 2021-010 and Draft Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding 
Considerations and Conditions of Approval 
Location Map 
General Plan Map 
Zone District Map  
Aerial Image (Draft EIR Figure 2-1, Project Location)  
Site Plan (Draft EIR Figure 2-2, Representative Configuration of the Proposed Fountain Wind Project) 
Wind Turbine Elevation (Draft EIR Figure 2-4a, Typical Representative Turbine Options for the Fountain Wind 
Project) 
Flatland Wind Turbine Generator Site Plan (Typical) 
Hilltop Wind Turbine Generator Site Plan (Typical) 
Substation and Switchyard-Point of Interconnection (Draft EIR Figure 2-4b Primary Switching Station and 
Substation Site Plan) 
O&M Facility Site Plan (Typical) 
O&M Building Elevation (Typical) 
O&M Building Floor Plan (Typical) 
* Final EIR including Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (previously distributed) 
* Studies from the applicant which are not included in Draft EIR or Final EIR: 
Fountain Wind Project Economic and Public Revenue Impact Study by Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. (EPS), 
March 21, 2021. 
* Comments received after the Draft EIR comment period not included in the Final EIR 

 
* Attachments marked with an asterisk are available at: Shasta County Resource Management - Planning EIR - 
Fountain Wind Project 
 
Fountain Wind Information:  Department of Resource Management - Planning Division, 1855 Placer Street, Suite 
103, Redding, CA 96001; or on the internet at: www.co.shasta.ca.us (click ACounty Departments@ then APlanning” 
then “Fountain Wind Project Information@) 

 
 
  

https://www.co.shasta.ca.us/index/drm/planning/eir/fountain-wind-project
https://www.co.shasta.ca.us/index/drm/planning/eir/fountain-wind-project
https://www.co.shasta.ca.us/index/drm/planning/eir/fountain-wind-project


 RESOLUTION NO. 2021-009 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE SHASTA COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 
CERTIFYING THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  

FOR THE FOUNTAIN WIND PROJECT  
(FOUNTAIN WIND, LLC) 

  
 WHEREAS, a use permit application was received from Fountain Wind, LLC, for a renewable wind energy 
generation development consisting of the construction, operation, maintenance, and ultimately the decommissioning 
of up to 71 wind turbines and associated transformers together with associated infrastructure and ancillary facilities 
in unincorporated Shasta County on approximately 4,464 acres of a 29,500-acre leasehold comprised of 76 Shasta 
County Assessor’s parcels operated as managed forest timberlands located approximately one mile west of the 
existing Hatchet Ridge Wind Project, 6 miles west of Burney, CA and 35 miles northeast of Redding, CA (Use 
Permit 16-007). 
 
 WHEREAS, the Shasta County Environmental Review Officer determined that an Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) was required to evaluate the potential impacts of the proposed project; and 
 
 WHEREAS, Shasta County is the lead agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and 
has completed the preparation of a Final EIR for the proposed project identified as the Fountain Wind Project 
(hereinafter the “Project”); and 
 
 WHEREAS, a Notice of Completion and a Notice of Availability for the Draft EIR were timely sent to 
responsible and trustee agencies and various federal, state and county agencies, and the Notice of Availability was 
published in the Record Searchlight and Intermountain News newspapers, and was timely sent to persons who had 
expressed interest in the Project, and to property owners within approximately 2 miles of the Project site, as shown 
on the current Tax Assessor’s rolls, which exceeded the minimum noticing requirement of those property owners 
within 300 feet of the proposed project site; and  
 

WHEREAS, all comments received on the Draft EIR have been reviewed and responded to in writing with 
all comments and responses incorporated into Volumes 1 and 2, Chapter 2 of the Final EIR; and  

 
WHEREAS, written responses to comments received from public agencies on the Draft EIR were provided 

in an electronic format to said public agencies at least 10 days prior to certifying the Final EIR; and  
  

WHEREAS, the Shasta County Planning Commission has received and reviewed the Fountain Wind Project 
EIR (“EIR”), including the Draft EIR and Final EIR which contains all comments received on the Draft EIR, 
responses to comments, errata, and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP); and 
 

WHEREAS, a duly noticed public hearing on the Final EIR and Project was held on June 22, 2021, at which 
time all interested persons were given an opportunity to comment which were considered in accordance with the 
modified procedures for the conduct of the Planning Commission resulting from the current COVID-19 pandemic 
and in compliance with orders and recommendations of federal, state and local authorities and those comments were 
considered by the Planning Commission; and 

 
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Shasta County Planning Commission: 

 
1. The foregoing recitals are true and correct. 
 
2. The Final EIR for the Project has been completed in compliance with CEQA. 
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3. The Final EIR for the Project was presented to the decision-making body of the County of Shasta in 
its capacity as lead agency under CEQA and the decision-making body reviewed and considered the 
information contained in the Final EIR prior to approving the Project. 

  
4. The Final EIR reflects the independent judgment and analysis of the County of Shasta in its capacity 

as lead agency under CEQA. 
 
5. The Final EIR for the Project is hereby certified including adoption of the MMRP. 

 
DULY PASSED AND ADOPTED this 22nd day of June 2021, by the Shasta County Planning Commission 

by the following vote: 
 

AYES:   
NOES:   
ABSENT:  
ABSTAIN:              
RECUSE:   

 
 
 
                                                                    
PATRICK WALLNER, Chair 
Planning Commission 
County of Shasta, State of California 

 
ATTEST: 
 
 
                                                                  
PAUL A. HELLMAN, Secretary 
Planning Commission 
County of Shasta, State of California   



 
 
 

RESOLUTION NO. 2021-010 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE SHASTA COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 
APPROVING USE PERMIT 16-007 (FOUNTAIN WIND, LLC) 

 
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission of the County of Shasta has considered Use Permit 16-007 

(hereinafter the “Project), filed by Fountain Wind, LLC for a renewable wind energy generation development 
consisting of the construction, operation, maintenance, and ultimately the decommissioning of up to 71 wind 
turbines and associated transformers together with associated infrastructure and ancillary facilities in 
unincorporated Shasta County on approximately 4,464 acres of a 29,500-acre leasehold comprised of 76 
Shasta County Assessor’s parcels operated as managed forest timberlands located approximately one mile 
west of the existing Hatchet Ridge Wind Project, 6 miles west of Burney, CA and 35 miles northeast of 
Redding, CA, in accordance with Section 17.92.020 of the Shasta County Ordinance Code, Title 17, Zoning; 
and 
 

WHEREAS, said use permit was referred to various affected public and private agencies, County 
departments, and referral agencies for review and comments; and 

 
WHEREAS, at the direction of the Shasta County Environmental Review Officer an Environmental 

Impact Report (EIR) examining the impacts of the Project has been prepared in compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA); and 

 
WHEREAS, the County of Shasta Planning Commission has received and reviewed the proposed use 

permit along with all draft, final, and supporting documents of the EIR, in addition to a report from the 
Planning Division; and 
 

WHEREAS, a duly noticed public hearing on the Final EIR and Project was held on June 22, 2021, 
at which time all interested persons were given an opportunity to comment which were considered in 
accordance with the modified procedures for the conduct of the Planning Commission resulting from the 
current COVID-19 pandemic and in compliance with orders and recommendations of federal, state and local 
authorities and those comments were considered by the Planning Commission; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Shasta County Planning Commission has considered public comments and a report 
from the Planning Division. 

  
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Shasta County Planning Commission: 

 
1. Makes the following environmental findings: 
 

A  The Fountain Wind Project Final EIR and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting 
Program (MMRP) have been completed in compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)(California Public Resources Code Section 21000 
et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations Section 15000 
et seq.). 
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B. The Final EIR and MMRP reflect the independent judgment and analysis of the lead 
agency. 

 
C. Through changes in the project prescribed by mitigation measures contained in the 

MMRP and conditions of approval, all significant adverse effects on the environment 
identified in the Final EIR have been eliminated or substantially lessened where 
feasible, and any remaining significant effects on the environment found to be 
unavoidable are acceptable in light of the overriding considerations incorporated 
herein. 

 
D. Mitigation monitoring provisions have been considered by the approving authority 

pursuant to County Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Procedures and CEQA.  
Feasible mitigation measures have been specifically identified in the  Final EIR and 
incorporated in the conditions of approval with monitoring as specified in the MMRP. 
The Final EIR, by its provisions for monitoring of mitigation measures or changes 
made to the project or conditions of project approval to be adopted in order to mitigate 
or avoid significant impacts on the environment, represents the program designed to 
ensure environmental compliance during project implementation.  This program, as 
required by Public Resources Code Section 21081.6, is based on those documents and 
materials referred to in the Final EIR, and incorporated therein by reference, which are 
maintained at the County Planning Division's office located at 1855 Placer Street, Suite 
103, Redding, California. 

 
E. The Planning Commission has certified the Fountain Wind Project Final EIR including 

adoption of the MMRP. 
 
F. Findings of Fact and a Statement of Overriding Considerations have been prepared for 

this project and have been reviewed by the Planning Commission. 
 
2. Makes the following use permit findings: 

 
A. The project, as conditioned, is consistent with the objectives, policies, uses, and 

programs of the General Plan. 
 
B. The establishment, operation and maintenance of the subject use, under the 

circumstances of the particular case will not be detrimental to the health, safety, peace, 
morals, comfort, and general welfare of persons residing or working in the 
neighborhood or be detrimental or injurious to property or improvements in the 
neighborhood or to the general welfare of the County. 
 

C. There is not a reasonable alternative site outside of a resource district. (REQUIRED 
FINDINGS PURSUANT TO SCC 17.88.100.C.) 
 

D. The impacts from the project on the resource land have been reduced to the lowest 
reasonable level. (REQUIRED FINDINGS PURSUANT TO SCC 17.88.100.C.) 
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3. Adopts the Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations prepared for this 
project as set forth in Exhibit A to this resolution in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines 
sections 15091 and 15093. 

 
4. Approves Use Permit 16-007, subject to the conditions as set forth in Exhibit B to this 

resolution and incorporated herein. 
 

DULY PASSED AND ADOPTED this 22nd day of June, 2021, by the Shasta County Planning 
Commission by the following vote: 
 
AYES:    
NOES:  
ABSENT:  
ABSTAIN:   
RECUSE:  
 

                                                                
PATRICK WALLNER, Chair 
Planning Commission 
County of Shasta, State of California 

 
ATTEST: 
 
 
                                                              
PAUL A. HELLMAN, Secretary 
Planning Commission 
County of Shasta, State of California 
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EXHIBIT A 

Findings of Fact for the Fountain Wind Project in 
Shasta County, California 

Required Under the California Environmental Quality Act 
(Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et seq.) 

I. Introduction 
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Res. Code §§21000, et seq.) and the CEQA 
Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Regs. §§15000, et seq.) require that when the County of Shasta (County) as 
the CEQA lead agency approves a Project for which an environmental impact report (EIR) was 
certified, it shall: 1) make written findings regarding each significant impact identified in the 
environmental impact report, and 2) identify overriding considerations for any significant and 
unavoidable impacts identified in the EIR. 

These findings explain how the County, as the lead agency, approached the significant and potentially 
significant impacts identified in the EIR prepared for the Fountain Wind Project (Project). The 
statement of overriding considerations (Section VII, below) identifies specific economic, social, 
technological, and other benefits of the Project that override the significant environmental impacts 
that would result from the Project. 

As required under CEQA, the Final EIR describes the Project, adverse environmental impacts of the 
Project, and mitigation measures and alternatives that would substantially reduce or avoid those 
impacts where feasible. The information and conclusions contained in the EIR reflect the County’s 
independent judgment regarding the potential adverse environmental impacts of the Project. 

The Final EIR (which includes the Draft EIR, comments on the Draft EIR, responses to comments, 
and revisions to the Draft EIR) for the Project, examined three alternatives to the Project that were not 
chosen as part of the Project discussed in these Findings of Fact: the No Project Alternative, 
Alternative 1: South of State Route (SR) 299, and Alternative 2: Increased Setbacks.  

The Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations set forth below (Findings) are presented for 
adoption by the Planning Commission, as the County’s findings under CEQA and the CEQA 
Guidelines relating to the Project. The Findings summarize the written analysis and document the 
conclusions of the County regarding the Project’s environmental impacts, mitigation measures, 
alternatives to the Project, and the overriding considerations, which in this Planning Commission’s 
view, justify approval of the Project, despite its unavoidable environmental effects. 
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II. General Findings and Overview 

Procedural Background 
The County circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an EIR for the Project and an Initial Study on 
January 15, 2019, to trustee and responsible agencies, the State Clearinghouse, potentially affected 
federal agencies, Tribes, and the public. The County sent separate public notice to a mailing list of 
603 recipients that included property owners within 2 miles of the Project Site, and other interested 
parties. The County also posted an electronic copy of the NOP and the direct-mail notice on its 
website: https://www.co.shasta.ca.us/index/drm_index/planning_index/eirs/fountain-wind-project. In 
addition to the NOP, direct mail notifications, and web posting, the County notified the public about 
the public scoping meeting through newspaper advertisements published in the Record Searchlight on 
January 15, 2019, in the Mountain Echo on January 15, 2019, and in the Intermountain News on 
January 16, 2019. The County held an agency-specific scoping meeting for responsible and trustee 
agencies on the afternoon of Thursday, January 24, 2019, and a public scoping meeting the same 
evening. The County considered issues and concerns raised in response to the NOP in its preparation 
of the Draft EIR. 

Shasta County filed a Notice of Completion of the Draft EIR with the State Clearinghouse 
(SCH #2019012029) and published a public Notice of Availability (NOA) for the Draft EIR on 
August 3, 2020, inviting comment from agencies, Tribes, organizations and members of the general 
public. The NOA was filed with the County Clerk and was published in the Record Searchlight, a local 
newspaper of general circulation, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15087. It also was published in 
the Mountain Echo and in the Intermountain News. Notifications and updates of the availability of the 
Draft EIR and information about how to access also were sent via the FountainWind411 Project-specific 
email listserv. 

The Draft EIR was available for public review and comment from August 3, 2020 through October 21, 
2020, a period of 79 days. Printed copies of the Draft EIR and electronic copies of all appendices and all 
documents referenced in the Draft EIR were available for public review during normal hours at the 
branches of the Shasta County Public Libraries in Redding, Anderson, and Burney and also were made 
available for review by members of the public at the Cottonwood Community Library in Cottonwood, 
the Hill County Community Clinic in Round Mountain, and the Shasta County Department of Resource 
Management office by appointment. An electronic copy of the Draft EIR was available for all-hours 
access on the County’s website: 

 https://www.co.shasta.ca.us/index/drm_index/planning_index/eirs/fountain-wind-project.  

The Draft EIR contains a description of the Project; description of the environmental and regulatory 
setting; identification of the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the Project; and mitigation 
measures for impacts found to be significant. The Draft EIR also contains an analysis of Project 
alternatives, identification of significant irreversible environmental changes, and growth-inducing 
impacts. The Draft EIR identifies issues determined to have no impact or a less-than-significant 
impact, and provides detailed analysis of potentially significant and significant impacts. Comments 
received in response to issuance of the Draft EIR were considered in preparing the Final EIR. 
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Shasta County received several comment letters regarding the Draft EIR from public agencies, Tribal 
entities and members, and organizations and individuals. These comment letters are identified in 
Table 2-1 in Final EIR Chapter 2, Responses to Comments. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088, the Final EIR responds to the written comments received on the Draft EIR. The Final 
EIR also contains minor edits to the Draft EIR, which are included in Final EIR Chapter 3, Revisions to 
the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR, responses to comments, and revisions to the Draft EIR together constitute 
the Final EIR.  The Final EIR was sent to state agencies that had commented on it via overnight delivery 
for receipt on May 3, 2021, notice of completion was provided through the State Clearinghouse on 
May 3, 2021, and the Final EIR was made available to the public in four area libraries, at the Hill 
Country Community Clinic, and online via the County’s website also on May 3, 2021. Notice of the 
availability of the Final EIR also was provided via postcards to members of the public who commented 
on the Draft EIR and by email to all who had requested receipt of electronic notifications about the 
Project.  
 
Record of Proceedings and Custodian of Record 

For purposes of CEQA and the findings set forth herein, the record of proceedings for the County’s 
findings and determinations consists of the following documents and testimony, at a minimum:  

• The NOP, comments received on the NOP, and all other public notices issued by the County of 
Shasta in relation to the Fountain Wind Project EIR (e.g., Notice of Availability). 

• The Fountain Wind Project Final EIR, including the Draft EIR, comment letters, responses to 
comments, and technical materials cited in the documents and included as appendices and cited as 
references to the documents. 

• The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Project. 

• All non-draft and/or reports and memoranda prepared by the County of Shasta and its consultants 
in relation to the EIR. 

• Minutes and recordings of the discussions regarding the Project and/or Project components at 
public hearings held by the County for the Project. 

• Staff reports associated with Planning Commission meetings on the Project. 

• Any documentary or other evidence submitted to the County at such information sessions, public 
meetings, and public hearings. 

• Any other materials identified in Public Resources Code Section 21167.6. 

The Planning Director is the custodian(s) of the administrative record. The documents and materials 
that constitute the administrative record are available for review by appointment at the Shasta County 
Department of Resource Management, Planning Division, at 1855 Placer Street, Redding, CA 96001. 

Consideration of the Environmental Impact Report 
In adopting these Findings, this Planning Commission finds that the Final EIR was presented to this 
Commission, the decision-making body of the lead agency, which reviewed and considered the 
information in the Final EIR (including confidential materials concerning cultural resources protected 
from disclosure to the general public) prior to approving the Fountain Wind Project. By these findings, 
this Planning Commission ratifies, adopts, and incorporates the analysis, explanation, findings, 
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responses to comments, and conclusions of the Final EIR. The Planning Commission finds that the 
Final EIR was completed in compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act. The Final EIR 
represents the independent judgment and analysis of Shasta County. 

Severability 
If any term, provision, or portion of these Findings or the application of these Findings to a particular 
situation is held by a court to be invalid, void, or unenforceable, the remaining provisions of these 
Findings, or their application to other actions related to the Fountain Wind Project, shall continue in 
full force and effect unless amended or modified by the County of Shasta. 

Incorporation By Reference 
The Final EIR hereby is incorporated into these Findings in its entirety. Without limitation, this 
incorporation is intended to elaborate on the scope and nature of mitigation measures, the basis for 
determining the significance of impacts, the comparative analysis of alternatives, and the rationale for 
approving the proposed Project. 

Further Recirculation Not Required 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 requires a lead agency to recirculate an EIR for further review and 
comment when significant new information is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the 
availability of a Draft EIR, but before certification. Such new information includes: (i) significant 
changes to the project; (ii) significant changes in the environmental setting; or (iii) significant additional 
data or other information. Section 15088.5 further provides that “[n]ew information added to an EIR is 
not ‘significant’ unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity 
to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate 
or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project’s proponents have 
declined to implement.” 

No new, additional or substantial changes to the Draft EIR were proposed as a result of the public 
comment process. The Final EIR responds to comments and makes only minor technical changes, 
clarifications or additions to the Draft EIR. The minor changes, clarifications, or additions to the 
Draft EIR do not identify any new significant impacts or substantial increase in the severity of any 
environmental impacts, and do not include any new mitigation measures that would have a potentially 
significant impact. Therefore, recirculation of the EIR is not required. 
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III. Findings and Recommendations Regarding Significant 
and Unavoidable Impacts 

A. Aesthetics 
1. Project implementation would result in substantial adverse effects on scenic vistas and 

resources or substantial degradation of visual character (EIR Impact 3.2-1) 

(a) Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to affect scenic vistas and resources, and 
degrade the visual character of the area is discussed at pages 3.2-20 through 3.2-41 of the 
Draft EIR. 

(b) Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure is hereby adopted and will be 
implemented as provided by Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: Mitigation 
Measure 3.2-1. 

(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Planning Commission, this 
Planning Commission finds that: 

(1) Effects of Mitigation and Remaining Impacts. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 
3.2-1 would reduce the visual impacts of the Project by avoiding placing turbines within 
the viewshed of KOP 1, or by reducing the visibility of turbines from KOP 1. However, 
given uncertainty about the feasibility of removing, or sufficiently moving, the turbines 
from views from KOP 1, impacts would not be reduced to a level that is less than 
significant. Additionally, while the amount of visual change from most representative 
viewpoints is not considered significant, when considered as a whole, the Project would 
have a significant impact on the visual character and quality of views in the Project 
region. There is no feasible mitigation that could reduce the visual impact of the Project 
as a whole. This would represent a significant and unavoidable impact of the Project. 

(2) Overriding Considerations. The environmental, economic, social and other benefits of 
the Project override any remaining significant adverse impact of the Project associated 
with impacts to scenic resources and visual character, as more fully stated in the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations in Section VII, below. 

B. Air Quality 
1. Construction, decommissioning, and site reclamation activities would result in a 

cumulatively considerable net increase of a criteria pollutant in a non-attainment area 
(EIR Impact 3.3-2c) 

(a)  Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to result in air emissions impacts is discussed 
at pages 3.3-20 through 3.3-22 of the Draft EIR. 

(b)  Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure is hereby adopted and will be 
implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: Mitigation 
Measure 3.3-2c. 
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(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Planning Commission, this 
Planning Commission finds that: 

(1)  Effects of Mitigation and Remaining Impacts. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 
3.3-2c would require the Project applicant to implement AQMD Standard Mitigation 
Measures for fugitive dust. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.3-2c would reduce 
fugitive dust emissions but peak daily emissions would continue to exceed the 
significance threshold at 479 pounds. Therefore, the potential for the Project to generate 
emissions that would result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in regional PM10 
emissions during construction and site disturbing activities would be significant and 
unavoidable. 

(2) Overriding Considerations. The environmental, economic, social and other benefits of 
the Project override any remaining significant adverse impact of the Project associated 
with impacts to air quality, as more fully stated in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations in Section VII, below. 

C. Biological Resources 
1. Project implementation could result in significant adverse impacts to or direct mortality 

of bald and golden eagles (EIR Impact 3.4-3) 

(a)  Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to result in significant impacts to bald and 
golden eagles is discussed at pages 3.4-41 through 3.4-45 of the Draft EIR. 

(b)  Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measures are hereby adopted and will be 
implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: Mitigation 
Measures 3.4-3a, 3.4-3b, and 3.4-3c. 

(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Planning Commission, this 
Planning Commission finds that: 

(1)  Effects of Mitigation and Remaining Impacts. Implementation of Mitigation Measures 
3.4-3a, 3.4-3b, and 3.4-3c would reduce potential impacts by identifying potentially 
hazardous situations on the Project Site for bald and golden eagles, providing 
coordination with the USFWS, providing active steps to reduce eagle hazards, and 
providing compensatory mitigation, if needed, to address the loss of eagles consistent 
with federal guidance. However, due to the uncertainty related to the larger turbine size 
and wind-swept area compared to the Hatchet Ridge Wind Project and the need to wait 
for post-construction monitoring to determine if levels of mortality to eagles could be 
significant, the potential impact on bald and golden eagles would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

(2) Overriding Considerations. The environmental, economic, social and other benefits of 
the Project override any remaining significant adverse impact of the Project associated 
with impacts to bald and golden eagles, as more fully stated in the Statement of 
Overriding Considerations in Section VII, below. 
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2. Project implementation could result in mortality and injury to raptors (including 
goshawk) (EIR Impact 3.4-8) 

(a)  Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to result in mortality and injury to raptors is 
discussed at pages 3.4-51 and 3.4-52 of the Draft EIR. 

(b)  Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure is hereby adopted and will be 
implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: Mitigation 
Measure 3.4-8. 

(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Planning Commission, this 
Planning Commission finds that: 

(1)  Effects of Mitigation and Remaining Impacts. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 
3.4-8 (Implement Mitigation Measure 3.4-b [Monitor avian and bat mortality rates during 
Project operation]) would offset the impacts of Project operation on resident and 
migratory raptors by documenting any moralities and including operational modifications 
such as curtailment of turbine speed, ultrasonic deterrence systems or other mitigation to 
minimize raptor fatalities. However, due to the uncertainty associated with these 
estimates and the potential for mortality rates projected up to 53 raptors per year, this 
impact is considered significant and unavoidable.  

(2) Overriding Considerations. The environmental, economic, social and other benefits of 
the Project override any remaining significant adverse impact of the Project associated 
with impacts to raptors, as more fully stated in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations in Section VII, below. 

3. Project implementation could result in mortality and injury to bats (including special-
status species) (EIR Impact 3.4-13) 

(a)  Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to result in mortality and injury to bats is 
discussed at page 3.4-60 of the Draft EIR. 

(b)  Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure is hereby adopted and will be 
implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: Mitigation 
Measure 3.4-13. 

(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Planning Commission, this 
Planning Commission finds that: 

(1)  Effects of Mitigation and Remaining Impacts. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 
3.4-13 (Implement Mitigation Measure 3.4-3b [Monitor avian and bat mortality rates 
during Project operation]) would allow the identification of potentially hazardous 
turbines to bat species, if present, which would facilitate adaptive management 
approaches such as curtailment and deterrence to deter bats if, as a result of post-
construction monitoring, it is determined that multiple individuals of a particular bat 
species are being injured or killed by collisions with turbines consistent with the 
thresholds identified in Mitigation Measure 3.4-3b. Though implementation of this 
measure would reduce impacts on bat species, impacts on bats would remain significant 
and unavoidable. 
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(2) Overriding Considerations. The environmental, economic, social and other benefits of 
the Project override any remaining significant adverse impact of the Project associated 
with impacts to bats, as more fully stated in the Statement of Overriding Considerations 
in Section VII, below. 

4. Project implementation could cause a cumulatively considerable contribution to a 
significant cumulative impact to avian and bat species (EIR Impact 3.4-18) 

(a)  Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to result in mortality and injury to avian and 
bats is discussed at page 3.4-75 through 3.4-77 of the Draft EIR. 

(b)  Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measures are hereby adopted and will be 
implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: Mitigation 
Measures 3.4-3a, 3.4-3b, and 3.4-3c. 

(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Planning Commission, this 
Planning Commission finds that: 

(1)  Effects of Mitigation and Remaining Impacts. Implementation of Mitigation Measures 
3.4-3a, 3.4-3b, and 3.4-3c would reduce potential impacts by identifying potentially 
hazardous situations on the Project Site for bald and golden eagles, providing 
coordination with the USFWS, providing active steps to reduce eagle hazards, and 
providing compensatory mitigation, if needed, to address the loss of eagles.  
Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce the Project’s contribution to 
this cumulative impact for most avian species and bats; however, due to the uncertainty 
associated with eagle, other raptor and bat mortality estimates and the potential for 
unexpectedly high mortality rates, this impact would not be reduced to less than 
significant. Because no additional reasonable, feasible mitigation measures are available 
that, if implemented, would reduce the Project’s contribution below the established level 
of significance, the Project’s contribution to this impact would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

(2) Overriding Considerations. The environmental, economic, social and other benefits of 
the Project override any remaining significant adverse impact of the Project associated 
with cumulative impacts to avian and bat species, as more fully stated in the Statement of 
Overriding Considerations in Section VII, below. 

C. Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources 
1. Project implementation would cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 

of a tribal cultural resource (EIR Impact 3.6-3) 

(a)  Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to result in a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal cultural resource is discussed at pages 3.6-24 through 3.6-26 of the 
Draft EIR. 

(b)  Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measures are hereby adopted and will be 
implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: Mitigation 
Measures 3.6-3a, 3.6-3b, 3.6-3c, and 3.6-3d. 
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(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Planning Commission, this 
Planning Commission finds that: 

(1)  Effects of Mitigation and Remaining Impacts. Implementation of Measures 3.6-3a, 3.6-
3b, 3.6-3c, and 3.6-3d would ensure that impacts to tribal cultural resources during 
construction are reduced and recognized. In consultation with the appropriate Native 
American representatives, Mitigation Measure 3.6-3 also would provide for coordination 
with the Pit River Tribe during project development.   However, according to tribal 
representatives, views through the project area qualify as a tribal cultural resource as well 
as the presence of unspecified ethnographic trails, unspecified ancestral burial grounds 
and unspecified areas where medicinal herbs were gathered and development of wind 
turbines within the area will result in an significant adverse impact to this resource.   
Unless a tribal cultural resource can be avoided and preserved in place according to the 
provisions set forth by Public Resources Code Section 21084.3 (which is not practicable 
for the project or any of the build alternatives), direct and indirect impacts to tribal 
cultural resources would not be reduced to a less-than-significant level and the impact 
would remain significant and unavoidable.  (2) Overriding Considerations. The 
environmental, economic, social and other benefits of the Project override any remaining 
significant adverse impact of the Project associated with impacts to tribal cultural 
resources, as more fully stated in the Statement of Overriding Considerations in Section 
VII, below. 

IV. Findings and Recommendations Regarding Significant 
Impacts Which Are Mitigated to a Less than Significant 
Level 

A. Air Quality 
1. Construction, decommissioning, and site reclamation activities would generate 

pollutant emissions that could conflict or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan (EIR Impact 3.3-1) 

(a)  Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to result in temporary construction related air 
quality impacts is discussed at pages 3.3-13 through 3.3-14 of the Draft EIR. 

(b)  Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measures are hereby adopted and will be 
implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: Mitigation 
Measures 3.3-1a and 3.3-1b. 

(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Planning Commission, this 
Planning Commission finds that implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.3-1a and 3.3-1b 
would require that all diesel-fueled off-road construction equipment of more than 50 
horsepower meet USEPA Tier 4 Final emission standards; prepare a written idling policy; 
and use of CARB-certified alternative fueled engines in construction equipment where 
feasible. Therefore, implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.3-1a and 3.3-1b would reduce 
NOx emissions to less than the applicable Level B significance threshold and would not have 
a substantial effect on the regional and localized air quality in the Air Basin, and it would not 
conflict or obstruct implementation of the 2018 Plan. Any remaining impacts related to 
conflicts with the air quality plan after implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.3-1a and 
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3.3-1b would not be significant. As authorized by Public Resources Code Section 
21081(a)(1) and Title 14, California Code of Regulations Section 15091(a)(1), the County 
finds that changes or alterations have been required herein, incorporated into the Project, or 
required as a condition of Project approval, which mitigate or avoid the significant 
environmental impact listed above, and as identified in the Final EIR. The County further 
finds that the change or alteration in the Project or the requirement to impose the mitigation 
as a condition of Project approval is within the jurisdiction of the County to require, and that 
this mitigation is appropriate and feasible. 

2. Construction, decommissioning, and site reclamation activities would generate NOx 
emissions that could result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of ozone, for 
which the Project region is non-attainment of State ambient air quality standards (EIR 
Impact 3.3-2b) 

(a)  Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of ozone is discussed at page 3.3-20 of the Draft EIR. 

(b)  Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measures are hereby adopted and will be 
implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: Mitigation 
Measures 3.3-1a and 3.3-1b. 

(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Planning Commission, this 
Planning Commission finds that implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.3-1a and 3.3-1b 
would require that all diesel-fueled off-road construction equipment of more than 
50 horsepower meet USEPA Tier 4 Final emission standards; prepare a written idling policy; 
and use of CARB-certified alternative fueled engines in construction equipment where 
feasible. Therefore, implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.3-1a and 3.3-1b would reduce 
NOx emissions to less than the 137 pound-per-day significance threshold. The impact 
associated with NOx emissions would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in 
regional ozone emissions. Any remaining impacts related to generation of NOx emissions 
after implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.3-1a and 3.3-1b would not be significant. As 
authorized by Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and Title 14, California Code of 
Regulations Section 15091(a)(1), the County finds that changes or alterations have been 
required herein, incorporated into the Project, or required as a condition of Project approval, 
which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental impact listed above, and as identified 
in the Final EIR. The County further finds that the change or alteration in the Project or the 
requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition of Project approval is within the 
jurisdiction of the County to require, and that this mitigation is appropriate and feasible. 

B. Biological Resources 
1. Construction of the Project could, unless mitigated, cause a significant impact to 

special-status plant species (EIR Impact 3.4-1) 

(a)  Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to result in impacts to special-status plant 
species is discussed at pages 3.4-38 and 3.4-39 of the Draft EIR. 

(b)  Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure is hereby adopted and will be 
implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: Mitigation 
Measure 3.4-1. 
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(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Planning Commission, this 
Planning Commission finds that implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.4-1 would reduce 
this impact to a less-than-significant level by conducting rare plant surveys prior to 
construction, and avoiding or relocating any rare plants found. Any remaining impacts related 
to special-status plants after implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.4-1would not be 
significant. As authorized by Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and Title 14, 
California Code of Regulations Section 15091(a)(1), the County finds that changes or 
alterations have been required herein, incorporated into the Project, or required as a condition 
of Project approval, which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental impact listed 
above, and as identified in the Final EIR. The County further finds that the change or 
alteration in the Project or the requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition of Project 
approval is within the jurisdiction of the County to require, and that this mitigation is 
appropriate and feasible. 

2. Construction of the Project could cause a significant impact on nesting bald and 
golden eagles (EIR Impact 3.4-2) 

(a)  Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to result in impacts to nesting bald and golden 
eagles during construction is discussed at pages 3.4-39 through 3.4-41 of the Draft EIR. 

(b)  Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure is hereby adopted and will be 
implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: Mitigation 
Measure 3.4-2. 

(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Planning Commission, this 
Planning Commission finds that implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.4-2 would reduce 
impacts to nesting bald and golden eagles by surveying and locating occupied eagle nests, 
choosing an appropriate time of year for construction phases, establishing buffer distances 
from active nests according to USFWS recommendations, and monitoring for compliance and 
effectiveness. Therefore, Mitigation Measure 3.4-2 would reduce the impact to a less than 
significant level. Any remaining impacts related to nesting bald and golden eagles after 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.4-2 would not be significant. As authorized by 
Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and Title 14, California Code of Regulations 
Section 15091(a)(1), the County finds that changes or alterations have been required herein, 
incorporated into the Project, or required as a condition of Project approval, which mitigate or 
avoid the significant environmental impact listed above, and as identified in the Final EIR. 
The County further finds that the change or alteration in the Project or the requirement to 
impose the mitigation as a condition of Project approval is within the jurisdiction of the 
County to require, and that this mitigation is appropriate and feasible. 

3. Decommissioning of the Project could result in adverse impacts to nesting bald and 
golden eagles (EIR Impact 3.4-4) 

(a)  Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to result in impacts to nesting bald and golden 
eagles during decommissioning is discussed at page 3.4-45 of the Draft EIR. 

(b)  Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure is hereby adopted and will be 
implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: Mitigation 
Measure 3.4-4. 
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(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Planning Commission, this 
Planning Commission finds that implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.4-4 (Implement 
Mitigation Measure 3.4-2 [Avoid and minimize construction-related impacts to nesting 
eagles]) would reduce impacts to nesting bald and golden eagles by surveying and locating 
occupied eagle nests, choosing an appropriate time of year for construction phases, 
establishing buffer distances from active nests according to USFWS recommendations, and 
monitoring for compliance and effectiveness. Therefore, Mitigation Measure 3.4-4 would 
reduce the impact to a less than significant level. Any remaining impacts related to nesting 
bald and golden eagles after implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.4-4 would not be 
significant. As authorized by Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and Title 14, 
California Code of Regulations Section 15091(a)(1), the County finds that changes or 
alterations have been required herein, incorporated into the Project, or required as a condition 
of Project approval, which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental impact listed 
above, and as identified in the Final EIR. The County further finds that the change or 
alteration in the Project or the requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition of Project 
approval is within the jurisdiction of the County to require, and that this mitigation is 
appropriate and feasible. 

4. Construction and decommissioning of the Project could result in adverse impacts on 
nesting raptors (other than goshawks) (EIR Impact 3.4-6) 

(a)  Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to result in impacts to nesting raptors (other 
than goshawks) is discussed at pages 3.4-48 through 3.4-50 of the Draft EIR. 

(b)  Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure is hereby adopted and will be 
implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: Mitigation 
Measure 3.4-6. 

(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Planning Commission, this 
Planning Commission finds that implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.4-6 would reduce 
the impacts of direct tree and vegetation removal, construction noise, and disturbance on 
nesting raptors that could adversely affect nesting success. Therefore, Mitigation 
Measure 3.4-6 would reduce the impact to a less than significant level. Any remaining 
impacts related to nesting raptors after implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.4-6 would 
not be significant. As authorized by Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and Title 14, 
California Code of Regulations Section 15091(a)(1), the County finds that changes or 
alterations have been required herein, incorporated into the Project, or required as a condition 
of Project approval, which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental impact listed 
above, and as identified in the Final EIR. The County further finds that the change or 
alteration in the Project or the requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition of Project 
approval is within the jurisdiction of the County to require, and that this mitigation is 
appropriate and feasible. 

5. Construction and decommissioning of the Project could result in adverse impacts to 
nesting goshawks (EIR Impact 3.4-7) 

(a)  Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to result in impacts to nesting goshawks is 
discussed at pages 3.4-50 and 3.4-51 of the Draft EIR. 
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(b)  Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measures are hereby adopted and will be 
implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: Mitigation 
Measures 3.4-7a and 3.4-7b. 

(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Planning Commission, this 
Planning Commission finds that implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.4-7a (Implement 
Mitigation Measure 3.4-6) and 3.4-7b would reduce the impacts of direct tree and vegetation 
removal, construction noise, and disturbance on nesting goshawks that could adversely affect 
nesting success. Therefore, Mitigation Measures 3.4-7a and 3.4-7b would reduce the impact 
to a less than significant level. Any remaining impacts related to nesting goshawks after 
implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.4-7a and 3.4-7b would not be significant. As 
authorized by Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and Title 14, California Code of 
Regulations Section 15091(a)(1), the County finds that changes or alterations have been 
required herein, incorporated into the Project, or required as a condition of Project approval, 
which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental impact listed above, and as identified 
in the Final EIR. The County further finds that the change or alteration in the Project or the 
requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition of Project approval is within the 
jurisdiction of the County to require, and that this mitigation is appropriate and feasible. 

6. Construction, operations and maintenance, and decommissioning and site restoration 
of the Project could result in habitat loss and water quality impacts on Pit roach, 
special-status amphibians and western pond turtle (EIR Impact 3.4-12) 

(a)  Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to result in impacts on pit roach, special-status 
amphibians, and western pond turtle is discussed at pages 3.4-58 and 3.4-59 of the Draft EIR. 

(b)  Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure is hereby adopted and will be 
implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: Mitigation 
Measure 3.4-12. 

(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Planning Commission, this 
Planning Commission finds that implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.4-12 (Implement 
Mitigation Measure 3.12-1 [Water quality best management practices during activities in and 
near water] and Mitigation Measure 3.4-16b [Avoid or minimize impacts to wetlands and 
other waters]) would reduce potential impacts by using erosion control, pollution control, and 
wetland and waters protective measures. Therefore, Mitigation Measure 3.4-12 would reduce 
the impact to a less than significant level. Any remaining impacts related to pit roach, special-
status amphibians, and western pond turtle after implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.4-
12 would not be significant. As authorized by Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) 
and Title 14, California Code of Regulations Section 15091(a)(1), the County finds that 
changes or alterations have been required herein, incorporated into the Project, or required as 
a condition of Project approval, which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental impact 
listed above, and as identified in the Final EIR. The County further finds that the change or 
alteration in the Project or the requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition of Project 
approval is within the jurisdiction of the County to require, and that this mitigation is 
appropriate and feasible. 
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7. Construction, operations and maintenance, and decommissioning and site restoration 
of the Project would result in adverse impacts to riparian habitat or other sensitive 
vegetation communities (EIR Impact 3.4-15) 

(a)  Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to result in impacts to riparian habitat or other 
sensitive vegetation communities is discussed at pages 3.4-62 and 3.4-63 of the Draft EIR. 

(b)  Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measures are hereby adopted and will be 
implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: Mitigation 
Measures 3.4-15a and 3.4-15b. 

(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Planning Commission, this 
Planning Commission finds that implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.4-15a (Implement 
Mitigation Measure 3.4-16b [Avoid and minimize impacts to wetlands and other waters]) and 
3.4-15b would avoid or minimize impacts on sensitive vegetation communities and riparian 
habitat, or would be compensated at a 1:1 or greater ratio, consistent with any resource 
agency commitments discussed in Mitigation Measure 3.4-15b. Therefore, Mitigation 
Measures 3.4-15a and 3.4-15b would reduce the impact to a less than significant level. Any 
remaining impacts related to riparian habitat or other sensitive vegetation communities after 
implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.4-15a and 3.4-15b would not be significant. As 
authorized by Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and Title 14, California Code of 
Regulations Section 15091(a)(1), the County finds that changes or alterations have been 
required herein, incorporated into the Project, or required as a condition of Project approval, 
which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental impact listed above, and as identified 
in the Final EIR. The County further finds that the change or alteration in the Project or the 
requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition of Project approval is within the 
jurisdiction of the County to require, and that this mitigation is appropriate and feasible. 

8. Construction, operations and maintenance, and decommissioning and site restoration 
of the Project could result in adverse impacts to wetlands and other waters (EIR 
Impact 3.4-16) 

(a)  Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to result in impacts to wetlands and other 
waters is discussed at pages 3.4-64 through 3.4-66 of the Draft EIR. 

(b)  Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measures are hereby adopted and will be 
implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: Mitigation 
Measures 3.4-16a, 3.4-16b, and 3.4-16c. 

(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Planning Commission, this 
Planning Commission finds that implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.4-16a (Implement 
Mitigation Measure 3.12-1 [Water quality best management practices during activities in and 
near water]), 3.4-16b, and 3.4-16c would require the implementation of best management 
practices to minimize damage to waterways during construction and reduce or compensate 
for loss of wetlands or other waters at a ratio of 1:1 or higher, as directed by the appropriate 
jurisdictional agencies. Therefore, Mitigation Measures 3.4-15a and 3.4-15b would reduce 
impacts to a less than significant level. Therefore, Mitigation Measures 3.4-16a, 3.4-16b, and 
3.4-16c would reduce the impact to a less than significant level. Any remaining impacts 
related to wetlands and other waters after implementation of 3.4-16a, 3.4-16b, and 3.4-16c 
would not be significant. As authorized by Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and 
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Title 14, California Code of Regulations Section 15091(a)(1), the County finds that changes 
or alterations have been required herein, incorporated into the Project, or required as a 
condition of Project approval, which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental impact 
listed above, and as identified in the Final EIR. The County further finds that the change or 
alteration in the Project or the requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition of Project 
approval is within the jurisdiction of the County to require, and that this mitigation is 
appropriate and feasible. 

C. Communications Interference 
1. Project implementation could cause intermittent interference to or freezing of television 

reception at some residences in the service area of the stations that broadcast over 
the Project Site (EIR Impact 3.5-1) 

(a)  Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to cause substantial interference to existing 
television and radio reception is discussed at pages 3.5-6 and 3.5-7 of the Draft EIR. 

(b)  Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure is hereby adopted and will be 
implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: Mitigation 
Measure 3.5-1. 

(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Planning Commission, this 
Planning Commission finds that implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5-1 would require 
that the Applicant resolve receiver interference through coordination with affected property 
owners. Therefore, Mitigation Measure 3.5-1 would reduce the impact to a less than 
significant level. Any remaining impacts related to interference to existing television and 
radio reception after implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5-1 would not be significant. 
As authorized by Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and Title 14, California Code 
of Regulations Section 15091(a)(1), the County finds that changes or alterations have been 
required herein, incorporated into the Project, or required as a condition of Project approval, 
which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental impact listed above, and as identified 
in the Final EIR. The County further finds that the change or alteration in the Project or the 
requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition of Project approval is within the 
jurisdiction of the County to require, and that this mitigation is appropriate and feasible. 

2. Project implementation could cause interference with microwave relay station 
transmissions due to turbine location adjustments or currently unknown transmissions 
(EIR Impact 3.5-3) 

(a)  Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to cause interference with microwave relay 
station transmissions is discussed at pages 3.5-8 and 3.5-9 of the Draft EIR. 

(b)  Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure is hereby adopted and will be 
implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: Mitigation 
Measure 3.5-3. 

(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Planning Commission, this 
Planning Commission finds that implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5-3 would require 
that the Applicant resolve receiver interference through coordination with owners of 
frequency-based communication stations and towers. Therefore, Mitigation Measure 3.5-3 
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would reduce the impact to a less than significant level. Any remaining impacts related to 
interference with microwave relay station transmissions after implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 3.5-3 would not be significant. As authorized by Public Resources Code 
Section 21081(a)(1) and Title 14, California Code of Regulations Section 15091(a)(1), the 
County finds that changes or alterations have been required herein, incorporated into the 
Project, or required as a condition of Project approval, which mitigate or avoid the significant 
environmental impact listed above, and as identified in the Final EIR. The County further 
finds that the change or alteration in the Project or the requirement to impose the mitigation 
as a condition of Project approval is within the jurisdiction of the County to require, and that 
this mitigation is appropriate and feasible. 

D. Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources 
1. Project implementation could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance 

of an archaeological resource pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 (EIR 
Impact 3.6-1) 

(a)  Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource is discussed at pages 3.6-21 through 3.6-23 of the 
Draft EIR. 

(b)  Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure is hereby adopted and will be 
implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: Mitigation 
Measure 3.6-1. 

(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Planning Commission, this 
Planning Commission finds that implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.6-1 would establish 
protocols and procedures for implementing a data recovery program to the provide for the 
establishment of Environmentally Sensitive Areas; treatment and recovery of important data 
contained within the portions of the historical resource located within and adjacent to the Area 
of Direct Impact; construction worker cultural resources sensitivity training; archaeological and 
Native American monitoring; inadvertent discovery protocols; and provisions for curation or 
reburial of recovered materials. Therefore, Mitigation Measure 3.6-1 would reduce the impact 
to a less than significant level. Any remaining impacts related to archaeological resources after 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.6-1would not be significant. As authorized by 
Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and Title 14, California Code of Regulations 
Section 15091(a)(1), the County finds that changes or alterations have been required herein, 
incorporated into the Project, or required as a condition of Project approval, which mitigate or 
avoid the significant environmental impact listed above, and as identified in the Final EIR. The 
County further finds that the change or alteration in the Project or the requirement to impose the 
mitigation as a condition of Project approval is within the jurisdiction of the County to require, 
and that this mitigation is appropriate and feasible. 

2. Project implementation could disturb human remains, including those interred outside 
of formal cemeteries (EIR Impact 3.6-2) 

(a)  Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to disturb human remains is discussed at 
page 3.6-23 of the Draft EIR. 
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(b)  Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure is hereby adopted and will be 
implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: Mitigation 
Measure 3.6-2. 

(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Planning Commission, this 
Planning Commission finds that implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.6-2 would require 
protocols for responding in the event that human remains are identified during ground 
disturbing activities, including halting construction, contacting the County Coroner to assess 
the find, among other appropriate actions (including contacting the most likely descendant). 
Therefore, Mitigation Measure 3.6-2 would reduce the impact to a less than significant level. 
Any remaining impacts related to disturbance of human remains after implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 3.6-2 would not be significant. As authorized by Public Resources Code 
Section 21081(a)(1) and Title 14, California Code of Regulations Section 15091(a)(1), the 
County finds that changes or alterations have been required herein, incorporated into the 
Project, or required as a condition of Project approval, which mitigate or avoid the significant 
environmental impact listed above, and as identified in the Final EIR. The County further 
finds that the change or alteration in the Project or the requirement to impose the mitigation 
as a condition of Project approval is within the jurisdiction of the County to require, and that 
this mitigation is appropriate and feasible. 

E. Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
1. Project implementation could result in equipment failure or an extreme event that 

could lead to turbine failure, resulting in a potential hazard (EIR Impact 3.11-3) 

(a)  Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to result in turbine failure resulting in a 
potential hazard is discussed at pages 3.11-12 through 3.11-14 of the Draft EIR. 

(b)  Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure is hereby adopted and will be 
implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: Mitigation 
Measure 3.11-3. 

(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Planning Commission, this 
Planning Commission finds that implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.11-3 would require 
a minimum turbine setback of two times the total tip height from the exterior Project 
boundaries where the Project Site is adjacent to existing parcels of record that contain an off-
site residence. Therefore, Mitigation Measure 3.11-3 would reduce the impact to a less than 
significant level. Any remaining impacts related to turbine failure after implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 3.11-3 would not be significant. As authorized by Public Resources Code 
Section 21081(a)(1) and Title 14, California Code of Regulations Section 15091(a)(1), the 
County finds that changes or alterations have been required herein, incorporated into the 
Project, or required as a condition of Project approval, which mitigate or avoid the significant 
environmental impact listed above, and as identified in the Final EIR. The County further 
finds that the change or alteration in the Project or the requirement to impose the mitigation 
as a condition of Project approval is within the jurisdiction of the County to require, and that 
this mitigation is appropriate and feasible. 



2021 CEQA Findings of Fact 
 

18 Findings of Fact: Fountain Wind Project 
 

2. Construction and decommissioning activities could impair implementation of or 
physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan (EIR Impact 3.11-7) 

(a)  Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to impair implementation of or physically 
interfere with emergency response or evacuation plans is discussed at page 3.11-19 of the 
Draft EIR. 

(b)  Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure is hereby adopted and will be 
implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: Mitigation 
Measure 3.11-7. 

(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Planning Commission, this 
Planning Commission finds that implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.11-7 (Implement 
Mitigation Measure 3.14-3 [Traffic Management Plan]) would assure that emergency access 
would be maintained during construction and decommissioning. Therefore, Mitigation 
Measure 3.11-7 would reduce the impact to a less than significant level. Any remaining impacts 
related to conflicts with emergency response or evacuation plans after implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 3.11-7 would not be significant. As authorized by Public Resources Code 
Section 21081(a)(1) and Title 14, California Code of Regulations Section 15091(a)(1), the 
County finds that changes or alterations have been required herein, incorporated into the 
Project, or required as a condition of Project approval, which mitigate or avoid the significant 
environmental impact listed above, and as identified in the Final EIR. The County further 
finds that the change or alteration in the Project or the requirement to impose the mitigation 
as a condition of Project approval is within the jurisdiction of the County to require, and that 
this mitigation is appropriate and feasible. 

F. Hydrology and Water Quality 
1. The Project would violate water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or 

otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality during construction 
and decommissioning (EIR Impact 3.12-1) 

(a)  Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to violate water quality standards or otherwise 
substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality is discussed at pages 3.12-11 through 
3.12-15 of the Draft EIR. 

(b)  Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure is hereby adopted and will be 
implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: Mitigation 
Measure 3.12-1. 

(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Planning Commission, this 
Planning Commission finds that implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.12-1 would require 
the implementation of standard construction best management practices to prevent releases of 
hazardous materials that could affect water quality. Therefore, Mitigation Measure 3.12-1 
would reduce the impact to a less than significant level. Any remaining impacts related to 
surface or groundwater quality after implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.12-1 would not 
be significant. As authorized by Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and Title 14, 
California Code of Regulations Section 15091(a)(1), the County finds that changes or 
alterations have been required herein, incorporated into the Project, or required as a condition 
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of Project approval, which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental impact listed 
above, and as identified in the Final EIR. The County further finds that the change or 
alteration in the Project or the requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition of Project 
approval is within the jurisdiction of the County to require, and that this mitigation is 
appropriate and feasible. 

2. Project implementation could include Blasting, which could substantially degrade 
groundwater quality (EIR Impact 3.12-2) 

(a)  Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to result in groundwater quality impacts as a 
result of blasting is discussed at pages 3.12-15 through 3.12-17 of the Draft EIR. 

(b)  Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure is hereby adopted and will be 
implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: Mitigation 
Measure 3.12-2. 

(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Planning Commission, this 
Planning Commission finds that implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.12-2 would 
implementation of best management practices for blasting, preparation of a blasting plan, 
blast hole loading practices, explosive selection, and blast rock pile management. Therefore, 
Mitigation Measure 3.12-2 would reduce the impact to a less than significant level. Any 
remaining impacts related to groundwater quality as a result of blasting after implementation 
of Mitigation Measure 3.12-2 would not be significant. As authorized by Public Resources 
Code Section 21081(a)(1) and Title 14, California Code of Regulations Section 15091(a)(1), 
the County finds that changes or alterations have been required herein, incorporated into the 
Project, or required as a condition of Project approval, which mitigate or avoid the significant 
environmental impact listed above, and as identified in the Final EIR. The County further 
finds that the change or alteration in the Project or the requirement to impose the mitigation 
as a condition of Project approval is within the jurisdiction of the County to require, and that 
this mitigation is appropriate and feasible. 

3. The Project would substantially increase siltation of waterways or provide substantial 
additional sources of polluted runoff during construction and decommissioning (EIR 
Impact 3.12-4) 

(a)  Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to substantially increase siltation or provide 
additional sources of polluted runoff is discussed at pages 3.21-19 through 3.12-21 of the 
Draft EIR. 

(b)  Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure is hereby adopted and will be 
implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: Mitigation 
Measure 3.12-4. 

(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Planning Commission, this 
Planning Commission finds that implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.12-4 (Implement 
Mitigation Measure 3.12-1 [Water quality best management practices during activities in and 
near water]) would require the implementation of standard construction best management 
practices to prevent siltation or polluted runoff that could affect water quality. Therefore, 
Mitigation Measure 3.12-4 would reduce the impact to a less than significant level. Any 
remaining impacts related to polluted runoff after implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.12-4 
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would not be significant. As authorized by Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and 
Title 14, California Code of Regulations Section 15091(a)(1), the County finds that changes or 
alterations have been required herein, incorporated into the Project, or required as a condition of 
Project approval, which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental impact listed above, 
and as identified in the Final EIR. The County further finds that the change or alteration in the 
Project or the requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition of Project approval is within 
the jurisdiction of the County to require, and that this mitigation is appropriate and feasible. 

4. The Project would conflict with implementation of the Central Valley Basin Plan (EIR 
Impact 3.12-5) 

(a)  Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to conflict or obstruct water control plans or 
groundwater management plans is discussed at page 3.12-15 of the Draft EIR. 

(b)  Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measures are hereby adopted and will be 
implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: Mitigation 
Measures 3.12-5a and 3.12-5b. 

(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Planning Commission, this 
Planning Commission finds that implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.12-5a and 3.12-5b 
(implement Mitigation Measures 3.12-1 and 3.12-2) would require implementation of 
standard construction best management practices during activities near and in water and best 
management practices for blasting. Therefore, Mitigation Measures 3.12-5a and 3.12-5b 
would reduce the impact to a less than significant level. Any remaining impacts related to 
water control plans or groundwater management plans after implementation of Mitigation 
Measures 3.12-5a and 3.12-5b would not be significant. As authorized by Public Resources 
Code Section 21081(a)(1) and Title 14, California Code of Regulations Section 15091(a)(1), 
the County finds that changes or alterations have been required herein, incorporated into the 
Project, or required as a condition of Project approval, which mitigate or avoid the significant 
environmental impact listed above, and as identified in the Final EIR. The County further 
finds that the change or alteration in the Project or the requirement to impose the mitigation 
as a condition of Project approval is within the jurisdiction of the County to require, and that 
this mitigation is appropriate and feasible. 

G. Noise and Vibration 
1. Construction, decommissioning, and site reclamation of the Project could result in the 

generation of a substantial temporary increase in ambient noise levels on and near the 
Project Site in excess of standards established in the Shasta County General Plan or 
the applicable standards of other agencies (EIR Impact 3.13-2) 

(a)  Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to result in the generation of a substantial 
temporary increase in ambient noise levels is discussed at pages 3.13-28 through 3.13-32 of 
the Draft EIR. 

(b)  Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure is hereby adopted and will be 
implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: Mitigation 
Measure 3.13-2. 
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(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Planning Commission, this 
Planning Commission finds that implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.13-2 would require 
alteration of construction vehicle routes, vehicle noise control devices, limits on helicopter use, 
and prohibition of nighttime helicopter use and blasting. Therefore, Mitigation Measure 3.13-2 
would reduce the impact to a less than significant level. Any remaining impacts related to 
ambient noise levels after implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.13-2 would not be 
significant. As authorized by Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and Title 14, 
California Code of Regulations Section 15091(a)(1), the County finds that changes or 
alterations have been required herein, incorporated into the Project, or required as a condition of 
Project approval, which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental impact listed above, 
and as identified in the Final EIR. The County further finds that the change or alteration in the 
Project or the requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition of Project approval is within 
the jurisdiction of the County to require, and that this mitigation is appropriate and feasible. 

2. Construction, decommissioning, and site reclamation of the Project could generate 
groundborne vibration (EIR Impact 3.13-3) 

(a)  Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to result in excessive groundborne vibration 
is discussed at pages 3.13-32 and 3.13-33 of the Draft EIR. 

(b)  Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure is hereby adopted and will be 
implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: Mitigation 
Measure 3.13-3. 

(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Planning Commission, this 
Planning Commission finds that implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.13-3 would require 
that blasting contractors restrict charge weight per delay such that a performance standard of 
less than 0.3 in/sec PPV would result at any structures in the vicinity of the blasting area. 
Therefore, Mitigation Measure 3.13-3 would reduce the impact to a less than significant 
level. Any remaining impacts related to groundborne vibration after implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 3.13-3 would not be significant. As authorized by Public Resources Code 
Section 21081(a)(1) and Title 14, California Code of Regulations Section 15091(a)(1), the 
County finds that changes or alterations have been required herein, incorporated into the 
Project, or required as a condition of Project approval, which mitigate or avoid the significant 
environmental impact listed above, and as identified in the Final EIR. The County further 
finds that the change or alteration in the Project or the requirement to impose the mitigation 
as a condition of Project approval is within the jurisdiction of the County to require, and that 
this mitigation is appropriate and feasible. 

H. Transportation 
1. The Project would substantially increase safety hazards (EIR Impact 3.14-3) 

(a)  Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to substantially increase safety hazards is 
discussed at pages 3.14-13 through 3.14-15 of the Draft EIR. 

(b)  Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure is hereby adopted and will be 
implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: Mitigation 
Measure 3.14-3. 
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(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Planning Commission, this 
Planning Commission finds that implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.14-3 would require 
preparation and implementation of a traffic management plan. Therefore, Mitigation 
Measure 3.14-3 would reduce the impact to a less than significant level. Any remaining impacts 
related to safety hazards after implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.14-3 would not be 
significant. As authorized by Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and Title 14, 
California Code of Regulations Section 15091(a)(1), the County finds that changes or 
alterations have been required herein, incorporated into the Project, or required as a condition of 
Project approval, which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental impact listed above, 
and as identified in the Final EIR. The County further finds that the change or alteration in the 
Project or the requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition of Project approval is within 
the jurisdiction of the County to require, and that this mitigation is appropriate and feasible. 

2. The Project would result in inadequate emergency access (EIR Impact 3.14-4) 

(a)  Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to result in inadequate emergency access is 
discussed at pages 3.14-15 and 3.14-16 of the Draft EIR. 

(b)  Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure is hereby adopted and will be 
implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: Mitigation 
Measure 3.14-4. 

(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Planning Commission, this 
Planning Commission finds that implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.14-4 (implement 
Mitigation Measure 3.14-3 [Traffic management plan]) would provide for communication 
with emergency service providers. Therefore, Mitigation Measure 3.14-4 would reduce the 
impact to a less than significant level. Any remaining impacts related to emergency access 
after implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.14-4 would not be significant. As authorized 
by Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and Title 14, California Code of Regulations 
Section 15091(a)(1), the County finds that changes or alterations have been required herein, 
incorporated into the Project, or required as a condition of Project approval, which mitigate or 
avoid the significant environmental impact listed above, and as identified in the Final EIR. 
The County further finds that the change or alteration in the Project or the requirement to 
impose the mitigation as a condition of Project approval is within the jurisdiction of the 
County to require, and that this mitigation is appropriate and feasible. 

I. Wildfire 
1. The Project would substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or 

emergency evacuation plan (EIR Impact 3.16-1) 

(a)  Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to substantially impair an adopted emergency 
response or evacuation plan is discussed at pages 3.16-14 through 3.14-16 of the Draft EIR. 

(b)  Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measures are hereby adopted and will be 
implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: Mitigation 
Measures 3.16-1a and 3.16-1b. 

(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Planning Commission, this 
Planning Commission finds that implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.16-1a (implement 
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Mitigation Measure 3.14-3 [Traffic management plan]) and 3.16-1b would ensure that 
emergency access would be maintained and that through preconstruction coordination, 
including obtaining a GIS map or other files of the project lay-out,   CAL FIRE would have 
the information necessary to plan for aerial firefighting. This would allow CAL FIRE to 
identify locations for retardant or water drops within the Project Site and would allow for the 
planning of flight plans around the Project Site. Therefore, Mitigation Measures 3.16-1a and 
3.16-1b would reduce the impact to a less than significant level. Any remaining impacts 
related to emergency response or evacuation plans after implementation of Mitigation 
Measures 3.16-1a and 3.16-1b would not be significant. As authorized by Public Resources 
Code Section 21081(a)(1) and Title 14, California Code of Regulations Section 15091(a)(1), 
the County finds that changes or alterations have been required herein, incorporated into the 
Project, or required as a condition of Project approval, which mitigate or avoid the significant 
environmental impact listed above, and as identified in the Final EIR. The County further 
finds that the change or alteration in the Project or the requirement to impose the mitigation 
as a condition of Project approval is within the jurisdiction of the County to require, and that 
this mitigation is appropriate and feasible. 

2. The Project would exacerbate wildfire risks and expose people to pollutant 
concentrations or a significant risk of loss, injury or death from a wildfire or the 
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire (EIR Impact 3.16-2) 

(a)  Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to exacerbate wildfire risks and expose 
people to pollutant concentrations or a significant risk of loss, injury or death from a wildfire 
or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire is discussed at pages 3.16-16 through 3.16-22 of the 
Draft EIR. 

(b)  Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measures are hereby adopted and will be 
implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: Mitigation 
Measures 3.16-2a, 3.16-2b, and 3.16-2c. 

(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Planning Commission, this 
Planning Commission finds that implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.16-2a, 3.16-2b, and 
3.16-2c would require preparation of a Project-specific Fire Prevention Plan, use of turbines 
equipped with fire detection,  prevention and suppression technology, and preparation of an 
Emergency Response Plan. Therefore, Mitigation Measures 3.16-2a, 3.16-2b, and 3.16-2c 
would reduce the impact to a less than significant level. Any remaining impacts related to 
wildfire risks and pollutant concentrations after implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.16-
2a, 3.16-2b, and 3.16-2c would not be significant. As authorized by Public Resources Code 
Section 21081(a)(1) and Title 14, California Code of Regulations Section 15091(a)(1), the 
County finds that changes or alterations have been required herein, incorporated into the 
Project, or required as a condition of Project approval, which mitigate or avoid the significant 
environmental impact listed above, and as identified in the Final EIR. The County further finds 
that the change or alteration in the Project or the requirement to impose the mitigation as a 
condition of Project approval is within the jurisdiction of the County to require, and that this 
mitigation is appropriate and feasible. 
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3. The Project would expose people or structures to significant risks, including adverse 
water quality effects or downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of 
runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes (EIR Impact 3.16-4) 

(a)  Potential Impact. The potential for the Project to expose people or structures to significant 
risks, including adverse water quality effects or downslope or downstream flooding or 
landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes is discussed at 
pages 3.16-23 and 3.16-24 of the Draft EIR. 

(b)  Mitigation Measures. The following mitigation measure is hereby adopted and will be 
implemented as provided by the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program: Mitigation 
Measure 3.16-4. 

(c) Findings. Based upon the EIR and the entire record before this Planning Commission, this 
Planning Commission finds that implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.16-4 (implement 
Mitigation Measure 3.16-2a [Fire safety plan], Mitigation Measure 3.16-2b [Nacelle fire risk 
reduction], and Mitigation Measure 3.16-2c [Emergency response plan]) would reduce the 
potential for the Project to result in the uncontrolled spread of wildfire. Therefore, Mitigation 
Measure 3.16-4 would reduce the impact to a less than significant level. Any remaining 
impacts related to runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes associated with 
wildfire after implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.16-4 would not be significant. As 
authorized by Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and Title 14, California Code of 
Regulations Section 15091(a)(1), the County finds that changes or alterations have been 
required herein, incorporated into the Project, or required as a condition of Project approval, 
which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental impact listed above, and as identified 
in the Final EIR. The County further finds that the change or alteration in the Project or the 
requirement to impose the mitigation as a condition of Project approval is within the 
jurisdiction of the County to require, and that this mitigation is appropriate and feasible. 

V. Findings and Recommendations Regarding Those Impacts 
Which are Less Than Significant or Less Than Cumulatively 
Considerable 

Specific impacts within the following categories of environmental effects were found to be less than 
significant as set forth in more detail in the Draft EIR and Final EIR: 

Aesthetics: The following specific impacts were found to be less than significant: 3.2-2 and 3.2-3. 

Air Quality: The following specific impacts were found to be less than significant: 3.3-2a, 3.3-2d, 
3.3-3, 3.3-4, and 3.3-5. 

Biological Resources: The following specific impacts were found to be less than significant: 3.4-5, 
3.4-9, 3.4-10, 3.4-11, 3.4-14, and 3.4-17. 

Communications Interference: The following specific impact was found to be less than 
significant: 3.5-2.  

Energy: The following specific impact was found to be less than significant: 3.7-1. 



CEQA Findings of Fact 2021 
 

Findings of Fact: Fountain Wind Project 25 
 

Forestry Resources: The following specific impact was found to be less than significant: 3.8-1. 

Geology and Soils: The following specific impacts were found to be less than significant: 3.9-1, 
3.9-2, 3.9-3, 3.9-4, 3.9-5, 3.9-6, and 3.9-7. 

Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change: The following specific impacts were found to be less 
than significant: 3.10-1 and 3.10-2. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials: The following specific impacts were found to be less than 
significant: 3.11-1, 3.11-2, 3.11-4, 3.11-5, and 3.11-6.  

Hydrology and Water Quality: The following specific impact was found to be less than 
significant: 3.12-3.  

Noise and Vibration: The following specific impact was found to be less than significant: 3.13-1. 

Transportation: The following specific impacts were found to be less than significant: 3.14-1 and 
3.14-2. 

Utilities and Service Systems: The following specific impacts were found to be less than 
significant: 3.15-1, 3.15-2, and 3.15-3. 

Wildfire: The following specific impact was found to be less than significant: 3.16-3. 

The Project was found to have a less than cumulatively considerable contribution to specific impacts 
within the following categories of environmental effects as set forth in more detail in the Draft EIR: 

Aesthetics (with the exception of impacts to the character or visual quality of views from publicly 
accessible vantage points) 

Air Quality (with the exception of Impact 3.3-2c: Construction, decommissioning, and site 
reclamation activities would result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of a criteria 
pollutant in a non-attainment area) 

Biological Resources (with the exception of Impact 3.4-18: Avian and bat species collisions with 
Project infrastructure) 

Communications Interference 

Cultural and Tribal Resources (with the exception of impacts to tribal cultural resources) 

Energy 

Forestry Resources 

Geology and Soils 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
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Hydrology and Water Quality 

Noise and Vibration 

Transportation 

Utilities and Service Systems 

Wildfire 

The above impacts are less than significant or less than cumulatively considerable for one of the 
following reasons: 

• The EIR determined that the Project impact is less than significant. 

• The EIR determined that the Project would have a less than cumulatively considerable contribution 
to the cumulative impact. 

• The EIR determined that the Project impact is beneficial. 

VI. Review and Rejection of Project Alternatives 
The State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 mandates that every EIR evaluate a no-project 
alternative, plus a feasible and reasonable range of alternatives to the Project or its location. The 
Alternatives were formulated considering the Objectives of the Project outlined on page 2-6 of the 
Draft EIR. Alternatives provide a basis of comparison to the Project in terms of beneficial, 
significant, and unavoidable impacts. This comparative analysis is used to consider reasonable 
feasible options for minimizing environmental consequences of a Project.  

Typically, where a Project causes significant impacts and an EIR is prepared, the findings must 
discuss not only how mitigation can address the potentially significant impacts but whether Project 
alternatives can address potentially significant impacts. But where all significant impacts can be 
substantially lessened, in this case to a less-than-significant level, solely by adoption of mitigation 
measures, the lead agency, in drafting its findings, has no obligation to consider the feasibility that 
Project alternatives might reduce an impact, even if the alternative would mitigate the impact to a 
greater degree than the proposed Project, as mitigated (Pub. Resources Code §21002).  

Because not all significant effects can be substantially reduced to a less-than-significant level either 
by adoption of mitigation measures or by standard conditions of approval, the following section 
considers the feasibility of the Project alternatives as compared to the proposed Project. 

As explained below, these findings describe and reject, for reasons documented in the Final EIR and 
elsewhere in the administrative record and summarized below, each one of the Project alternatives, 
and the County finds that approval and implementation of the proposed Fountain wind Project is 
appropriate and supported by these findings and the statement of overriding considerations. The 
evidence supporting these findings is presented in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR and elsewhere in the 
administrative record.  
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A. Identification of Project Objectives 
As described above, an EIR is required to identify “a range of potential alternatives to the Project 
shall include those that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic purposes of the Project and could 
avoid or substantially lessen one of more of the significant effects.” (CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(a).) 
Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR identifies the Project’s goals and objectives. The Project objectives 
include: 

1. Develop, construct, and operate a commercial wind energy generation facility capable of 
generating up to 216 MW of wind energy.  

2. Interconnect to the Northern California electrical grid (NP15).  

3. Locate the Project in close proximity to an existing transmission line with sufficient capacity to 
reduce impacts and costs associated with building new transmission infrastructure.  

4. Assist California in meeting the renewable energy generation targets set in Senate Bill (SB) 100.  

5. Create temporary and permanent jobs in Shasta County and contribute to the County’s tax base.  

6. Obtain entitlements to construct and operate a commercially financeable wind energy project.  

7. Support landowners through diversification of revenue streams.  

8. Offset approximately 128,000 metric tons of carbon dioxide emissions generated by fossil fuels.  

9. Provide emissions-free energy for approximately 100,000 households.  

B. Alternatives Analysis in EIR 
1. No Project Alternative: 

The No Project Alternative is discussed on pages 2-34 and 2-35 of the Draft EIR. Under the No 
Project Alternative, Use Permit No. UP 16-007 would not be issued and the Project would not be 
built. None of the proposed wind turbines and associated transformers, associated infrastructure, or 
ancillary facilities would be constructed, operated and maintained, or decommissioned on the Project 
Site. Instead, it is assumed that the land within the Project boundary would continue to be managed 
for timber production.  

Findings: The No Project Alternative is rejected as an alternative because it would not achieve 
the Project’s objectives or benefits.  

Explanation: This alternative would not realize the benefits of the Project nor achieve the Project 
objectives. Under the No Project Alternative there would be no renewable energy available for 
distribution to the Northern California power grid. This alternative would not assist the State of 
California in increasing the available supply of renewable energy within the State. The No Project 
Alternative would result in fewer significant environmental impacts than the proposed Project, 
but would fail to meet the Project objectives identified in the Draft EIR. 
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2. Alternative 1, South of SR 299: 

Alternative 1 is discussed on pages 2-35 through 2-38 of the Draft EIR. Under Alternative 1, the 
Project would be constructed, operated and maintained, and ultimately decommissioned as proposed 
south of SR 299, and none of the up to seven turbines proposed to the north of SR 299 (turbine 
numbers A01 through A07) or related infrastructure would be developed. The Alternative 1 Site 
would consist of the approximately 4,086 acres located south of SR 299, while the approximately 378 
acres of the Project Site located north of SR 299 would continue to be managed for timber 
production.  

Findings: Alternative 1: South of SR 299 is rejected as an alternative because it is less effective 
than the proposed Project at meeting the Project’s objectives.  

Explanation: This alternative would be less effective than the proposed 
Project at meeting the objectives identified for this Project. Overall, 
Alternative 1 would have a total nameplate generating capacity of up to 195 
MW (compared to the Project’s 216 MW) and could provide emissions-free 
energy for approximately 9,880 fewer households relative to the Project (i.e., 
91,746 households for Alternative 1 relative to the Project’s 101,627 
households) (Objective 9). This alternative would be less effective than the 
proposed Project in meeting the renewable energy generation targets set in 
Senate Bill (SB) 100. (Objective 4). Alternative 1 would offset incrementally 
fewer GHG emissions per year because it would have total nameplate 
generating capacity approximately 21 MW less than the Project (Objective 8). 
Implementation of Alternative 1 would generally result in similar, or slightly 
reduced impacts, to the environmental resource areas considered within this EIR 
compared to the Project, but level of significance of impacts would remain the 
same as with the Project and no significant and unavoidable impacts would be 
avoided.  

3. Alternative 2, Increased Setbacks: 

Alternative 2 is discussed on pages 2-38 through 2-40 of the Draft EIR. Under Alternative 2, the 
locations of four individual turbines would not be constructed due to their proximity to residential 
property and public roadways. The proposed setbacks would be increased relative to the Project to 
preclude turbine construction within three times the height of the turbine (i.e., within 2,037 feet) of a 
residential property line and within 1.5 times the height of the turbine (i.e., within 1,018.5 feet) of 
State Route 299, Supan Road, Terry Mill Road, or any other publicly maintained public highway or 
street. The remaining turbines, infrastructure and other improvements would be the same as proposed 
for the Project.  

Findings: Alternative 2: Increased Setbacks is rejected is rejected as an alternative because it is 
less effective than the proposed Project at meeting the Project’s objectives.  

Explanation: This alternative would be less effective than the proposed Project at meeting the 
objectives identified for this Project. Overall, Alternative 2 would have a total nameplate 
generating capacity of up to 204 MW (compared to the Project’s 216 MW) and could provide 
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emissions-free energy for approximately 5,646 fewer households relative to the Project (i.e., 
95,981 households for Alternative 2 relative to the Project’s 101,627 households) (Objective 9). 
This alternative would be less effective than the proposed Project in meeting the renewable 
energy generation targets set in Senate Bill (SB) 100. Alternative 2 would offset incrementally 
fewer GHG emissions per year because it would have total nameplate generating capacity 
approximately 12 to 22.8 MW less than the Project (Objective 8). Implementation of Alternative 2 
would generally result in similar, or slightly reduced impacts, to the environmental resource areas 
considered within this EIR compared to the Project, but level of significance of impacts would remain 
the same as with the Project and no significant and unavoidable impacts would be avoided.  

CEQA requires that an environmentally superior alternative be identified among the alternatives 
that are analyzed in the EIR. If the No Project Alternative is the environmentally superior 
alternative, an EIR must also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other 
alternatives (CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(e)(2)). The environmentally superior alternative is that 
alternative with the least adverse environmental impacts when compared to the proposed Project.  

As discussed in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR, the No Project Alternative is the environmentally 
superior alternative. However, as required by CEQA, when the No Project Alternative is the 
environmentally superior alternative, the environmentally superior alternative among the others 
must be identified. Therefore, Alternative 2: Increased Setbacks is the next environmentally 
superior alternative to the proposed Project because it would reduce the overall visual impact 
compared to the Project and reduce the operational and construction-related noise levels 
compared to the Project. Although the impacts would be reduced relative to the Project, the 
impact conclusions would be the same and the same mitigation requirements would apply. 
Alternative 2 would not reduce the significant and unavoidable adverse effects on scenic vistas 
and resources or substantial degradation of visual character to a less than significant level.  

As described above, Alternative 2 would generate up to 204 MW of electricity, while the 
proposed Project would generate up to 216 MW of electricity. The proposed Project would be 
more effective at meeting the Project objectives identified and would provide for additional 
sources of renewable energy. For these economic, social, technological, environmental and other 
reasons and considerations, the Project is deemed superior to Alternative 2. 

VII. Statements of Overriding Considerations Related to the 
Fountain Wind Project Findings 

The primary purpose of CEQA is to fully inform the decision-makers and the public as to the 
environmental effects of a proposed Project and to include feasible mitigation measures and 
alternatives to reduce any such adverse effects below a level of significance. CEQA recognizes and 
authorizes the approval of Projects where not all adverse impacts can be avoided or reduced to below 
a level of significance. Before a Project with unavoidable adverse effects can be approved, the public 
agency must consider and adopt a “statement of overriding considerations” pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Sections 15043 and 15093. In such cases, the agency must state in writing the specific 
reasons to support its action based on substantial evidence in the record, including economic, legal, 
social, technological, or other benefits. 

Any one of the reasons for approval cited below is sufficient to justify the approval of the Project. 
Thus, even if a court were to conclude that not every reason is supported by substantial evidence, the 
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Planning Commission would stand by its determination that each individual reason is sufficient. The 
substantial evidence supporting the various benefits can be found in the preceding findings, and the 
documents found in the Record of Proceedings. 

As described in Section III of these Findings, the County finds that the following significant and 
unavoidable impacts could occur with implementation of the Project: 

• Impact 3.2-1: The Project would have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista or substantially 
degrade the character or visual quality of views from publicly accessible vantage points.  

• Impact 3.3-2c: Construction, decommissioning, and site reclamation activities would generate 
PM10 emissions that would result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of PM10, which the 
Project region is non-attainment of State ambient air quality standards.  

• Impact 3.4-3: Operation of the Project could, unless mitigated, result in significant adverse impacts 
to or direct mortality of bald and golden eagles.  

• Impact 3.4-8: Operation of the Project could result in mortality and injury to raptors (including 
goshawk), as a result of collisions with wind turbines and electrical transmission lines.  

• Impact 3.4-13: Operation and maintenance of the Project could result in direct mortality and injury 
to bats, including special-status species.  

• Impact 3.4-18: The Project could cause a cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant 
cumulative impact to avian and bat species from collisions with Project infrastructure. 

• Impact 3.6-3: The Project would cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal 
cultural resource.  

Having adopted all feasible mitigation measures, rejected as infeasible alternatives to the Project 
discussed above, and identified all significant and unavoidable impacts, the Shasta County Planning 
Commission hereby finds that the Project’s benefits outweigh and override its significant and 
unavoidable impacts. The Planning Commission finds that each of the Project benefits set forth below 
outweighs the Project’s significant and unavoidable impacts. 

A. Assistance in Meeting State Renewable Energy Goals. The Project will assist the State of 
California in meeting its renewable energy goals. It will further the goals established by the 
California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32) and will assist with the State’s 
implementation of the AB 32 Scoping Plan by increasing the availability of certified renewable 
energy sources to reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. Further, California's Renewables 
Portfolio Standard (RPS) requires all electricity retailers in the state to adopt RPS goals of obtaining 
50 percent of the state’s electricity from eligible renewable energy resources by 2030. Senate Bill 
(SB) 100 accelerates the state’s renewable energy goals, requiring 60 percent of California’s 
electricity portfolio to come from eligible renewable sources by 2030 and that all retail electricity be 
carbon-free by 2045. The Project would directly support Senate Bill 32’s 40 percent below 1990 
levels reduction target in GHG emissions by 2030 and goal of SB 100 for increasing California’s 
procurement of electricity from renewable sources to 100 percent by 2045; Executive Order B-55-
18 and the new statewide goal of achieving carbon neutrality (zero-net GHG emissions) by 2045 
and maintaining net negative emissions thereafter; the 2018 Regional Transportation Plan & 
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Sustainable Communities Strategy for the Shasta Region; and the Forest Carbon Plan. As described 
on page 2-1 of the Final EIR, it is estimated that the Project would transfer approximately 216 MW 
of renewable, wind energy-generated electricity to the Northern California grid.  

B. Reduced Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions relative to Fossil-fuel Based Electricity 
Generation. The Project would reduce the need for the power purchaser to obtain electricity from 
fossil-fuel based sources, resulting in reduced GHG emissions from electricity generation. 
Electricity produced by the Project will be supplied to off-site users through the electricity grid. 
The generation of electricity by this non-fossil fuel-based Project will replace the need for an 
equivalent amount (216 MW total) of fossil-fuel based electricity. As a result, the electricity 
generated by the Project will reduce the demand for fossil-fuel based electricity while directly 
supporting California’s GHG emissions reduction target of 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030.  

C. Reduced Public Health Impacts relative to Fossil-fuel Based Electricity Generation. The 
Project would contribute to a national reduction in public health costs associated with fossil-fuel 
based sources. According to the American Wind Energy Association, wind power produced $9.4 
billion in public health savings nationwide in 2018 alone by supplanting the generation of the air 
pollutants that create smog with clean, renewable energy, thus translating to a lower level of 
asthma attacks and other lung-related health issues.1 Electricity produced by the Project’s 
generation of clean energy will support improved public health in this way. 

D. Diversification of Statewide Energy Portfolio and Price Stabilization. The Project would 
contribute to a diversified statewide energy portfolio that will reduce exposure to price volatility 
associated with electricity and natural gas. After accounting for annualized construction and 
decommissioning, annual operational emissions of 809 MT CO2e per year, and the loss of carbon 
sequestration capacity during the Project’s operational timeframe, the Project would displace 
approximately 225,131 MT CO2e per year that otherwise would be required to generate the same 
amount of electricity as this 216 MW project. According to the Department of Energy Office of 
Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy,2 “Land-based utility-scale wind is one of the lowest-
priced energy sources available today, costing 1–2 cents per kilowatt-hour after the production 
tax credit. Because the electricity from wind farms is sold at a fixed price over a long period of 
time (e.g. 20+ years) and its fuel is free, wind energy mitigates the price uncertainty that fuel 
costs add to traditional sources of energy.” 

E. Wind is a Domestic Source of Energy. The country’s wind supply is unlimited and abundant. 
Over the past 10 years, U.S. wind power capacity has grown 15 percent per year, and wind has 
surpassed hydroelectric to become the largest source of renewable power in the United States.3 
Related benefits include reducing dependence on foreign energy sources and lowering federal 
spending on policing global energy supply, and strengthening national security. 

F. Increased Local Employment and Economic Activity.  Construction of the project  would 
provide employment opportunities for approximately 450 job-years during construction and 
decommissioning, about $27 million in employee compensation, and about $60 million in total 

 
1 American Wind Energy Association, 2019. Wind powers National Clean Energy Week 2019. 

https://www.aweablog.org/wind-powers-national-clean-energy-week-2019/. September 24, 2019. 
2 Department of Energy Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy, 2021. Advantages and Challenges of Wind 

Energy. https://www.energy.gov/eere/wind/advantages-and-challenges-wind-energy. Accessed February 8, 2021. 
3 U.S. Energy Information Administration, 2020. Wind has surpassed hydro as most-used renewable electricity generation 

source in U.S. https://www.eia.gov/todayinenergy/detail.php?id=42955. February 26, 2020. 
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economic output/sales in Shasta County.4 Some of these workers would be local and others may 
reside outside the local area. Employment opportunities also would be created for up to 12 full-
time employees during operation and maintenance period of the Project’s 40-year use permit 
term. Cumulatively over the life the project, the Project would provide 1,456 job years, $90.4 
million in employee compensation and $210.3 million in economic output/sales activity in the 
County.  

G. Increased Tax Revenue. The Project would generate property tax revenue during the Project’s 
40-year use permit term (estimated at almost $65 million ($1.7 million per year)  and sales tax 
revenue (approximately $4 million) during the construction phase to the County.5 This revenue 
will help provide essential services to County residents, including infrastructure, law 
enforcement, fire, and educational services. Project buildings (both manned and unmanned) also 
are subject to impact fees pursuant to County Ordinance 665. The Project itself will not generate 
significant need for County services.  

H. Landowner Support via Diversification of Revenue Streams. The Project Applicant would 
lease the approximately 4,464-acre Project Site from the landowner, who currently manages the 
site, and who is anticipated to manage the remainder of the ownership, for timber uses. 
Diversification of revenues will provide greater financial stability and reduce business risk to the 
landowner.  

Based on the entire record and the Final EIR, the Planning Commission finds that the benefits of the 
Project specified above outweigh and override the significant unavoidable environmental effects that 
would result from Project implementation. 

 
4 Fountain Wind Project Economic and Public Revenue Impact Study, March 25, 2021 (Economic Planning Systems, Inc.)  
5 Fountain Wind Project Economic and Public Revenue Impact Study, March 25, 2021 (Economic Planning Systems, Inc.) 
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Exhibit B to Resolution 2021-010 
 

STATEMENT OF CONDITIONS 
 

Project Identification 
Use Permit 16-007 (Fountain Wind, LLC) 

 
General 
 
1. The requirements of all concerned governmental agencies having jurisdiction by law, including but 

not limited to the issuance of appropriate permits, shall be met. 
 
2. This permit is granted for the following listed uses and structures. Minor modifications may be 

approved by the Planning Director in accordance with Shasta County Code (SCC) section 17.92.025 
as may be amended from time to time. Any substantial revisions will require either amendment to 
this permit or a new use permit in accordance with SCC section 17.92.020 as may be amended from 
time to time. 

 
 A private wind energy generation (production) development comprised of up seventy-one (71) wind 

turbines, each with a generating capacity of 3 to 6.2 megawatts (MW) and total tip height not to 
exceed 679 feet tall, with a total nameplate generating capacity of up to 216 MW and associated 
transformers together with associated infrastructure and ancillary facilities, including: a 34.5-kilovolt 
(kV) overhead and underground electrical collector system to connect turbines together and to an 
onsite collector substation; overhead and underground fiber-optic communication lines; a temporary 
construction and equipment laydown area; 14 temporary laydown areas distributed throughout the 
Project site to store and stage building materials and equipment; an operation and maintenance 
(O&M) facility; up to four permanent meteorological evaluation towers (MET); temporary, episodic 
deployment of mobile Sonic Detection and Ranging (SoDAR) or Light Detection and Ranging 
(LiDAR) systems within identified disturbance areas (e.g., at MET locations); two storage sheds; 
three temporary batch plants; and newly constructed and improved existing access roads as described 
in more detail in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the Draft Environmental Impact Report, prepared 
by Environmental Science Associates, July 2020;  and Chapter 1.2, Project Overview of the Final 
Environmental Impact Report, prepared by Environmental Science Associates, April 2021. The 
leasehold area and project site include the following Assessor’s Parcel Numbers:  

027120009000 027220001000 029220006000 
027130046000 029170006000 029250001000 
027140001000 029170008000 029250010000 
027140002000 029190010000 030080005000 
027140015000 029190011000 030080006000 
027140018000 029190012000 030080007000 
027140021000 029190013000 030080008000 
027140022000 029190014000 030080013000 
027140028000 029190016000 030080014000 
027160020000 029190017000 034010003000 
027160022000 029200041000 034010004000 
027160027000 029200042000 034010008000 
027160034000 029200043000 034010016000 



 
Use Permit 16-007 - Exhibit B                       2 of 18 

  
 
 
 
 
 
3. This permit shall become automatically revoked without further action by Shasta County if the 

activity or use for which it was granted has not actively and substantially commenced within two 
years of the date of approval, unless the Permittee requests an extension of time prior to the expiration 
date, and the extension of time is approved by the Planning Commission in accordance with SCC 
section 17.92.040 as may be amended from time to time. 

 
4. Any time the Planning Director finds that one or more grounds exist for revocation, revocation 

proceedings may be initiated in accordance with applicable provisions of the SCC section 17.92.040 
as may be amended from time to time. 

 
5. Unless otherwise noted, all listed conditions must be completed prior to initiation of the use. The 

Permittee is responsible for demonstrating, in writing and, where applicable, in accordance with the 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program adopted for the project, that all conditions requiring 
completion prior to initiation of the use have been satisfied. Failure to demonstrate compliance with 
conditions may result in the project becoming null and void. 

 
6. Failure to comply with the conditions of this permit will result in the initiation of abatement 

proceedings pursuant to SCC, Division 2, Part 1, in which all County costs and expenses incurred in 
investigating and physically resolving the problem shall be recoverable as a lien against the property.  

 
7. All mitigation measures listed in the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Fountain Wind 

Project, prepared by Environmental Science Associates, April 2021, and the Mitigation Monitoring 
and Reporting Plan (MMRP) adopted for the project, are incorporated herein as conditions of 
approval of this permit, and shall be implemented as indicated in the Final EIR and MMRP. 

 
8. While every attempt has been made to make these conditions consistent with the mitigation measures 

contained in the Final EIR and MMRP, these conditions may differ slightly from the text of the Final 
EIR and MMRP. If there is any significant conflict between the conditions of approval and the 
mitigations required in the MMRP, the Director of Resource Management shall determine which 
conditions or combination of conditions shall prevail. 

 
9. This permit runs with the land and assignment is not required but the permit authorizes only one 

operating entity (the “Permittee”) at a time on this site. This permit may be assigned to a new 
Permittee. If there is a change in Permittee, the new Permittee shall send a signed and notarized 
statement to the Planning Division, within 30 days of the change of ownership or transfer of 
operations, stating that they have read and understand this permit and agree to comply with each and 
every condition. 

 
10. This permit shall be valid for 40 years beginning on the date of commencement of commercial 

operation of the wind energy facility or beginning two years from the date of permit approval, 
whichever comes first. Upon permit expiration, the maintenance and operations of the use shall cease 
and decommissioning shall actively commence and be carried out diligently through to completion, 

027160042000 029210001000 034010017000 
027160047000 029210009000 027160014000 
027160048000 029210019000 027160017000 
027160049000 029210020000 027140005000 
027210006000 029210021000  
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except where the Permittee has, not less than two years prior to expiration, filed a new or amended 
use permit application to repower the facility or otherwise extend use of the facility beyond the 40-
year term of this permit. If the decision on the new use permit is negative, decommissioning shall 
immediately thereafter and be carried out diligently through to completion 

 
11. A copy of this permit and conditions of approval shall be kept at the project site at all times when 

the project is under construction and in operation. The Permittee shall review the permit conditions 
applicable to each employee with the employee on the site prior to the employee beginning work at 
the site, and at least annually thereafter, for the life of the operation. In addition, as part of this 
requirement the Permittee shall prepare and implement during construction a worker environmental 
awareness training program (WEAP) to be implemented during construction. A copy of the WEAP 
shall be provided to the Director of Resource Management prior to issuance of the first building 
permit for the project. 

 
Access for Inspections 
  
12. The Permittee shall allow the Shasta County Department of Resource Management’s Planning, 

Environmental Health, Building, and Air Quality divisions, Public Works Department, California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife, and all other responsible agencies, including authorized third party 
representatives acting for said agencies, if any, to conduct site inspections of the construction and 
operation of the project at the reasonable discretion of said department(s), in order to ensure 
compliance with this permit. 

 
13. To ensure public safety, public access to the project site, interiors of the wind turbines, and to 

accessory facilities shall be restricted, except as may be authorized by the Permittee. The Permittee 
shall submit a security plan to the Director of Resource Management for review and approval prior 
to issuance of a building permit for the Project. The security plan shall identify the method for 
restricting access to the tower interiors and other facilities. 

 
Sign Requirements 
 
14. Signs warning of high voltage electricity shall be posted on stationary portions of each wind turbine 

or its tower and at all gated entry points to the project site at a height of five feet above the ground. 
No advertising sign or logo shall be placed or painted on any wind turbine or tower, with the 
exception of standard manufacturers’ logos or turbine identification numbers. No more than two 
identification signs relating to the development shall be located on the project site. Signs shall not 
exceed 16 square feet in surface area or 8 feet in height. 

 
Certification of Rotor and Overspeed Design 
 
15. Prior to issuance of building permits for wind turbines, the Permittee shall submit a statement by a 

professional engineer registered in California certifying that the rotor and overspeed controls have 
been designed and fabricated for the proposed use in accordance with good engineering practice. The 
statement shall also certify that the wind turbines are equipped with both manual and automatic 
controls to shut down the turbines and prevent a rotational overspeed situation. 
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Setbacks 
 

16. Wind turbines shall be setback a minimum of two times the total tip height from the exterior project 
boundaries where the project site is adjacent to existing parcels of record that contain a residence. 
Otherwise, the wind turbine shall be setback a minimum of the total tip height from the exterior 
project boundary, except where the owner of the adjoining property has signed an agreement that 
includes the waiver of the setback requirement described herein or the adjoining property is owned 
by the lessor of the project site in which case the wind turbine need only meet the minimum setback 
requirement of the Shasta County Code.  

 
Timber Management 
 
17. Except for activities necessary for the construction, operation, and maintenance of the wind turbines 

and accessory facilities as described in the project description, the facility permitted by this permit 
shall not interfere with commercial timber management activities on the same or adjacent properties. 

 
18. The Permittee shall provide to the Director or Resource Management written documentation of CAL 

FIRE’s approval of any conversion permit and/or Timber Harvest Plan necessary to implement the 
project prior to the commencement of onsite activities that involve the removal of commercial 
species as defined by the California Forest Practice Rules. 

 
Junk 
 
19. There shall be no storage or accumulation of wrecked or dismantled towers, turbines, related energy 

generation or transmission equipment, vehicles or parts thereof, discarded items, junk, or inoperable 
machinery. 

 
Roads and Traffic 
 
20. All on-site and access roads used for this project shall be constructed of all-weather materials and 

shall be maintained in an erosion-free and dust-free condition. Road construction shall be limited to 
those roads identified in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the Draft Environmental Impact Report, 
prepared by Environmental Science Associates, July 2020. 

 
21. Gates on all project road intersections with State Highway 299 East shall be setback to accommodate 

the longest tractor trailer anticipated to transport heavy equipment to the project site. 
 
22. The Permittee shall coordinate with Caltrans to implement traffic safety measures at all project road 

intersections and State Highway 299 East during construction, and whenever heavy equipment is 
transported to or from the site.  

 
Parking 
 
23. Prior to issuance of the first building permit for the project, the Permittee shall submit to the Director 

of Resource Management a construction and operation parking plan for the project site. The 
Permittee shall provide on-site parking for all project related vehicles during construction. 
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24. Upon initiating operations, one on-site parking space shall be provided for each employee, plus one 
on-site parking space for each vehicle kept on the site in connection with the use. A minimum of four 
spaces shall be provided. All parking areas provided for operations shall be constructed of all-weather 
materials and shall be maintained in an erosion-free and dust-free condition and maintained in a 
similar manner to the project roads or as otherwise required pursuant to Americans with Disabilities 
Act (ADA) requirements. 

 
Dust Control 
 
25. Prior to issuance of the first grading permit, the Permittee shall submit to the Director of Resource 

Management for approval a plan for dust control. Said plan shall be implemented and complied with 
during construction and for the life of the project. Application of dust palliatives shall be prohibited 
within 100 feet of sensitive habitats and waterways. 

 
Erosion and Sediment Control 
 
26. Prior to issuance of the first grading permit, the Permittee shall submit to the Director of Resource 

Management for approval a plan for erosion and sediment control. Said plan shall be implemented 
and complied with during construction and for the life of the project. 

 
Handling of Fuel, Waste Oils, and Solvents 
 
27. During construction, operation, and decommissioning, all fuels, waste oils, and solvents shall be 

collected and/or stored in tanks or drums within a secondary containment area consisting of an 
impervious floor and bermed sidewalls. 

  
28. Fuel shall be stored in aboveground storage tanks with either a double wall or placed within 

temporary, lined, earthen berms for spill containment.  
 
29. Upon the conclusion of construction and decommissioning phases, excess fuels shall be removed 

from the site and any surface contamination resulting from fuel handling operations shall be 
remediated. 

 
Equipment Operations and Maintenance 
  
30. All equipment shall be maintained in good working condition, and free of leaks. All vehicles should 

be equipped with drip pans during storage to contain minor spills and drips.  
 
31. No refueling or storage shall take place within 100 feet of a drainage channel or other sensitive 

resource. Spill kits shall be located onsite and in vehicles for use in spill response. 
 
32. All maintenance crews working with heavy equipment shall be trained in spill containment and 

response. 
 
No Disturbance of Non-Construction / Non-Operation Areas 
 
33. No grading or ground disturbance shall take place in areas not reasonably required for tower or 

turbine placement, turbine assembly, foundation construction, switching stations, substations, 
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overhead lines, buried cable installation, accessory structures, on-site maintenance/control building, 
access roads, and parking areas and a construction staging area, etc., or maintenance of project 
operations as described in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the Draft Environmental Impact Report, 
prepared by Environmental Science Associates, July 2020 or to comply with the requirements of this 
permit. The boundaries of all non-disturbance areas shall be flagged or fenced to be clearly 
identifiable to equipment operators. The flags or markings shall be spaced a maximum of 50 feet 
apart, with each marker clearly visible from the immediately adjacent markers. Said flagging or 
fencing shall be installed prior to commencement of construction and maintained until reclamation 
is completed. The operator shall submit to the Planning Division an aerial photograph layout of the 
site at a scale of 1 inch = 200 feet or larger (for example, 1 inch = 100 feet) showing the anticipated 
and approximate limits of the disturbance area. 

 
Bird Flight Deflectors 
 
34. The Permittee shall use bird flight deflectors on guyed permanent meteorological towers or use un-

guyed meteorological towers. 
 
Injured Bird Protocols 
 
35. In the event either Permittee personnel or the Project’s biological monitors discover an injured bird 

with a special species status, such personnel shall be responsible for contacting either the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFG) or the nearest qualified wildlife rehabilitation center or 
specialist as approved by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), within 3 hours of 
discovery to provide immediate veterinary care. 

 
Markings and Lighting 
 
36. All on-site lighting shall be the minimum required to meet safety and security needs. Where possible, 

on-site lighting, excluding wind turbines and meteorological towers, shall be shielded to reduce 
unnecessary skyward illumination, and shall not create intense light or glare that causes a nuisance 
or hazard beyond the property line. 

 
37. Lighting on wind turbines and meteorological towers shall be of the minimum number and intensity 

and have the minimum on-period allowed under FAA regulations and shall be consistent with Federal  
Aviation Administration (FAA) approved lighting plan in consideration of the USFWS 
Communication Tower Guidance to reduce the potential for nocturnal bird collisions. 

 
38. All turbines, towers and other structures should either be painted or constructed with non-glare, non-

reflective materials, unless otherwise required by the Federal Aviation Administration. 
  

39. The permittee shall submit an FAA final impact to air navigation determination, including any 
applicable and/or approved lighting and marking plan to the Director of Resource Management prior 
to approval of the first building permit for a wind turbine. 

 
Blasting 
 
40. If blasting is necessary, the Permittee shall prepare and at least 5 days prior submit to the Director of 

Resource Management a Blasting Plan that identifies the locations where blasting is proposed and 
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all applicable regulations for blasting procedures. The Blasting Plan shall specify the times and 
distances from potential sensitive receptors where explosives would be used. The Permittee shall 
also notify the County and emergency responders at least 24 hours in advance of blasting described 
in the Blasting Plan. 

 
Batch Plants 
 
41. Batch plants, if any, shall be operated in compliance with all required Shasta County Air Quality 

Management District regulations and best management practices and standard operating procedures 
that keep the plant, storage, and stockpile areas clean and to minimize the buildup of fine materials 
that could result in fugitive dust or offsite sedimentation. 

 
42. Batch plants, if any, shall be removed from the project site within 60 days following completion of 

construction. 
 
Noise 
 
43. The maximum noise level during operation shall be limited to daytime hourly Leq dB of 55 (7 a.m. 

to 10 p.m.) and nighttime hourly Leq dB of 50 (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.) at the nearest off-site residence. 
 
44. In the event that complaints about noise are received by the Planning Division, the Director of 

Resource Management shall review each complaint and determine whether it can be verified 
thorough observation, construction and/or operations schedule, and/or other means that project 
related activities are a potential source of noise that generated the complaint. If so, the Director shall 
inform the Permittee that a report must be submitted to the Planning Division from an acoustical 
engineer or other qualified professional including actual measurements of noise from project 
operations. If the results of that monitoring indicate that the County’s noise standards are exceeded, 
additional noise control measures shall be implemented as needed. The Director may choose to have 
the Planning Division hire the acoustical engineer or other qualified professional to perform the 
study. In that event, the Permittee shall deposit funds with the Planning Division to cover the cost of 
the study and the Planning Division's associated administration costs. 

  
Emergency Response Plan 
 
45. The Permittee shall prepare and be responsible to implement an emergency response plan for this 

facility, which shall be reviewed and approved by the Shasta County Fire Department, the Shasta 
County Sheriff’s Office, and the Director of Resource Management prior to issuance of first building 
permit. A copy of the plan shall be kept at the project site at all times when the project is under 
construction and in operation. The Permittee shall review the emergency response plan with each 
employee beginning work at the site, and at least annually thereafter, for the life of the operation. 

 
Notification of Equipment Failure 
 
46. The Permittee shall notify the Director of Resource Management and all other required government 

officials of any tower collapse, blade throw, or fire, etc., within the wind farm as soon as possible 
during regular business hours and within not more than 5 days of such occurrence, except as may 
otherwise be required as part of the emergency response plan prepared for the project. 
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Inoperative Equipment 
 
47. An inoperable or abandoned turbine is a turbine that has been taken out of commercial service and 

has not resumed commercial service within 12 months unless such failure to resume service relates 
to (i) force majeure events or (ii) other event or condition where Permittee has not elected to abandon 
the turbine and is using good faith efforts to overcome or mitigate the event or condition preventing 
operation. 

 
48. The project shall be deemed abandoned for the purposes of this condition if either of the following 

occurs: 
 

1.  The wind turbines have not produced electricity in more than one year, unless the cessation 
is due to one or more of the following conditions: Unresolved mechanical or technical 
problems, one or more force majeure events (e.g. major earthquake, volcanic eruption, etc.), 
turbines are shut down as a result of avian or bat fatality mitigation measure, and the Permittee 
has not demonstrated a plan to address these conditions and bring the turbines back into 
operations; or there is no demonstrated plan, satisfactory to the Director of Resource 
Management, to restore the equipment to a productive operating condition; or 

 
2.  It can be established that more than 50 percent of the turbines are actively being removed or 

are in disrepair and there is no demonstrated plan, satisfactory to the Director of Resource 
Management and an Independent Engineer (IE) familiar with wind turbine technology and 
mutually agreed by both the Permittee and Director of Resource Management to restore the 
equipment to a productive operating condition. 

 
49. Upon determination by the Director of Resource Management that either of the above criteria is 

present on the property, the Director of Resource Management shall give notice to the Permittee that 
the project has been deemed abandoned. 

 
50. Within a reasonable time after the date of the notice by the Director of Resource Management as 

may be specified in the notice or otherwise determined by the Director of Resource Management, 
the Permittee shall either (1) restore any inoperable or abandoned wind turbine to operating 
condition; or (2) restore the site of such turbine to its preconstruction condition. However, in the 
event a building permit is required for either action described above, the Permittee shall satisfy this 
subsection by applying for such building permit within a reasonable time after the date of the notice, 
and completing the activities which are the subject of the building permit within a reasonable time 
after the issuance of said permit. 

 
51. If the Permittee does not comply with Condition 59 below, the County shall, in its discretion, take 

any legal steps necessary, including the use of deposit funds that have been collected, to restore the 
turbine site to its preconstruction condition. 

 
Avian Protections 
 
52. Relevant provisions from USFWS’s Land-Based Wind Energy Guidelines (WEGs) shall be applied 

during construction and operation of the project. The Permittee shall provide a report detailing the 
WEG’s to be applied during construction and operations to the Director of Resource Management 
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and CDFW prior to issuance of the first building permit for the project. 
 
53. The Permittee shall prepare and implement a Bird and Bat Conservation Strategy (BBCS), which 

would detail measures to be taken during project operations to reduce impacts to birds and bats. 
Measures include post-construction mortality monitoring, prey reduction techniques, and adaptive 
management strategies. The Permittee shall provide a copy of the BBCS to the Director of Resource 
Management and CDFW prior to issuance of the first building permit for the project. 

 
54. The Permittee shall develop a Nesting Bird Management Plan (NBMP) in coordination with CDFW 

to avoid or minimize adverse impacts to nesting birds during construction. The NBMP would 
establish nesting seasons, species-specific avoidance buffers, and measures to reduce disturbance to 
nests. The Permittee shall provide a copy of the NBMP to the Director of Resource Management 
prior to issuance of the first building permit for the project. 

 
55. The Permittee shall apply measures described in the Avian Power Line Interaction Committee 

(APLIC) guidelines to reduce avian collisions and electrocution with project infrastructure, including 
installation of bird flight diverters and electrical design recommendations. The Permittee shall 
provide a report detailing the APLIC measures to be applied to the Director of Resource Management 
and CDFW prior to issuance of the first building permit for the project. 

 
Post Construction 
 
56. Prior to issuance of the first building permit, the Permittee shall provide a Habitat Restoration Plan, 

Vegetation Management Plan, and Invasive Species Plan for all areas to be disturbed by the project 
that will not be subject to ongoing disturbance from permanent operations and maintenance activities 
to the Director of Resource Management who shall review said plans, in cooperation with CDFW, 
and approve the plans prior to final inspection of any building permit issued for the project. Said 
plans should be implemented on a rolling basis as construction of the project progresses but must be 
initiated for the project as whole within 90 days of the conclusion of construction and should be fully 
implemented within eighteen months following the conclusion of construction. The plans should also 
provide for a monitoring period that demonstrates that the plans are successful for at least one year 
little or no human intervention and that provides for continued restoration and monitoring of areas 
that are not successful.  

 
Monitoring and Reporting 
 
57. The Permittee shall be responsible for submitting an annual written report to the Director of Resource 

Management documenting the status of compliance with all mitigation measures and permit 
conditions. The report shall be submitted no later than 90 days following the end of each calendar 
year, beginning with the initiation of on-site construction and shall be available to the public upon 
request. 

 
58. All raw avian and bat mortality data shall be submitted annually by the Permittee to CDFW’s 

Biogeographic Information and Observation System Program (BIOS) for common species, and 
California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) for special-status species, consistent with the 
submission procedure set forth in the California Energy Commission’s “Guidelines for Reducing 
Impacts to Birds and Bats from Wind Energy Development,”(pp.79-81). The Permittee will 
coordinate with the BIOS and CNDDB database managers to determine the type of data and the 
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format appropriate for submittal. 
 
Decommissioning 
 
59. Within one year of the cessation of project operations, defined as a cessation of production of energy 

for a period lasting more than one year, but excluding cessation of operations for events of force 
majeure (e.g., major earthquake, volcanic eruption, etc.), major mechanical outages or malfunctions 
(e.g., a significant turbine re-design or retrofit that must be completed before operations can 
recommence or a substation failure) that last longer than one year, or turbine shutdowns longer than 
one year required for avian or bat fatality mitigation, all above-ground structures and equipment 
related to the wind project shall be removed from the site and disposed of in a legal manner and the 
site shall be restored to its pre-project condition. Roads and structures such as the O&M building 
may remain on the site at the request of the property owner for a use that is consistent with County 
land use regulations and provided that all required permits are obtained. 

 
60. Prior to issuance of the first building permit, the Permittee shall submit to the Director of Resource 

Management for review and approval, a draft plan for removal of all structures and equipment and 
restoration of the site to its pre-construction conditions, as practicable, and in consideration of the 
lease agreement with the underlying landowner (“Draft Decommissioning Plan”). A Final 
Decommissioning Plan would include plans and procedures for facility dismantling and removal 
(including disposal and recycling), site restoration, and habitat restoration and monitoring (which 
may be satisfied by post construction implementation of the Habitat Restoration Plan, Vegetation 
Management Plan, and Invasive Species Plan) and would be developed in compliance with standards 
and requirements at the time of site decommissioning and shall be submitted by the Permittee not 
less than 90 days prior to the end of the term of operation approved by this permit. 

 
61. Prior issuance of the first building permit, the Permittee shall submit an itemized cost estimate for 

removal of all structures and equipment and restoration of the site (“Reclamation and Restoration 
Cost”) in conformance with the approved Draft Decommissioning Plan, along with an estimate from 
a qualified party of the reclamation value of the wind turbines and plant electrical infrastructure 
(“Reclamation Value”). The cost shall be based on the cost for a public works contract (i.e., Caltrans 
equipment rental rates and prevailing wage rates). The Reclamation and Restoration Cost and the 
Reclamation Value estimate shall be revised and updated every five years and shall be subject to 
third party review paid for by the operator at the discretion of the County. 

 
62. Prior to issuance of the first building permit, Permittee shall submit to the County a financial 

assurance mechanism, acceptable to the County, to secure the Permitee’s obligation to reclaim and 
restore the site in the amount of the Cost estimate for Reclamation and Restoration. The mechanism 
may consist of a surety bond, certificate of deposit, an irrevocable standby letter of credit, or 
collateral assignment to the County the salvage rights to the wind turbines, or any combination 
thereof and shall be in place until all equipment and structures are removed and the site fully restored 
in accordance with the Decommissioning Plan or until the estimated Reclamation Value meets or 
exceeds the estimated Reclamation and Restoration Cost. The County will release the mechanism(s) 
at such time as the Permitee has removed the structures and equipment have been removed and the 
site is restored in accordance with the terms hereof. 

 
63. Prior to issuance of the first building permit, the Permittee shall provide the County with irrevocable 

authority from the landowner to gain access to the project site for the purpose of decommissioning. 
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If salvage rights are assigned to the County in accordance with Condition 62, the Permittee shall also 
provide the County with such irrevocable authority from the landowner to gain access to the project 
site for the purpose of recovering and taking possession of buildings, structures, and equipment. 

 
Reimbursement of County Administrative Costs 
 
64. Prior to issuance of the first grading permit, the Permittee shall submit to the Director of Resource 

Management a signed agreement for reimbursement by the Permittee of the County costs to 
administer permit and MMRP compliance, including but not limited to third party review, inspection 
and, monitoring. Costs will be determined by the County and applied in a manner consistent with 
government accounting principles. 

 
Pit River Tribe 
 
65. In connection with cultural resource mitigation measures for the project, the Permittee shall prepare 

and provide a confidentiality and non-disclosure agreement for review agreeance to the County and 
the Pit River Tribe prior to the commencement of recordation activities. 

 
66. The Permittee shall allow enrolled members of the Pit River Tribe, who are designated by the Tribe, 

to take possession of any dead birds from the project site for proper treatment and disposition in 
accordance with California Fish and Game Code Section 3801.6, so long as such activities are 
otherwise in compliance with all other applicable federal and state laws. Imposition of this condition 
is not intended to place an undue burden on the Permittee and neither the County nor the Permittee 
shall bear any responsibility for Pit River Tribe actions that result from compliance with this 
requirement. 

 
67. The Permittee shall immediately contact the Pit River Tribe in the event that any cultural items and/or 

archeological resources are discovered during the construction of the project, and the Tribe shall be 
consulted regarding the treatment and disposition of such items.  

 
Federal Aviation Administration 
 
68. The Permittee shall obtain all required permits from, and comply with all applicable regulations of, 

the Federal Aviation Administration. 
 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
 
69.  The applicant shall pay the Shasta County Clerk (payable to the Shasta County Department of 

Resource Management) a documentary handling fee for posting a Notice of Determination or Notice 
of Exemption for this project pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), section 
15075. The applicant shall also pay the appropriate fees pursuant to Fish and Game Section 711.4 
(AB 3158). Said fees shall be paid within five (5) days following the end of any final appeal period, 
or in the event of a timely appeal within five (5) days following any final decision on the appeal, 
before the project approval will be considered final. Failure to pay the required fees will render this 
contingent project approval null and void. The fees are collected at the Shasta County Department of 
Resource Management Permit Counter located at 1855 Placer Street, Suite 103, Redding, CA. 
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Regional Water Quality Control Board 
 
70. The Permittee shall obtain all required permits from, and comply with all applicable regulations of, 

the Regional Water Quality Control Board. 
 
Shasta County Building Division 
 
71. The Permittee shall obtain all required permits from, and comply with all applicable regulations of, 

the Shasta County Building Division, including applicable geotechnical investigations and reports 
and applicable design standards. Where applicable, said geotechnical investigations and reports and 
design plans shall be conducted and/or prepared by a qualified registered California design 
professional. 
 

Shasta County Air Quality Management District 
 
72. Any person building, erecting, altering, or replacing any article, machine, equipment, or other 

contrivance which may cause the issuance of air contaminants, shall obtain written authority for such 
construction from the air pollution control officer of the Shasta County Air Quality Management 
District prior to issuance of a building permit or, if a building permit is not required, prior to initiation 
of the use of said article, machine, equipment, or other contrivance. 
 

73. The Permittee shall obtain all required permits from, and comply with all applicable regulations of, 
the Shasta County Environmental Health Division. 
 

Shasta County Environmental Health Division 
 
74. The Permittee shall obtain all required permits from, and comply with all applicable regulations of, 

the Shasta County Environmental Health Division. 
 
75. Sanitary facilities shall be constructed and maintained in conformance with the requirements of the 

Shasta County Environmental Health Division. 
 
76. The owner or facility operator shall submit a Hazardous Materials Business Plan for emergency 

response to the Environmental Health Division for facilities storing or handling hazardous materials 
equal to or greater than 55 gallons, 500 pounds, or 200 cubic feet of a gas at standard temperature 
and pressure, including if, applicable, a copy of a Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure Plan 
for the facility. 

 
CAL FIRE / Shasta County Fire Department 
 
77. Roadways and turnarounds shall be constructed in accordance with Section 6.12 of the Shasta County 

Fire Safety Standards prior to the construction of any portion of the proposed facility. 
  
78. The facility shall be identified with a street address marker located on the proposed building and 

adjacent to facility access road at State Highway 299 E.  The address numbers shall be a minimum 
of four inches in height, reflectorized, and shall contrast in color with the background. The address 
shall be clearly visible at all times. 
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79. Roofing shall have a Class A rating as per the Shasta County Fire Safety Standards and the California 
Building Code. 

 
80. All buildings constructed on parcels one acre or larger in size shall be setback a minimum of 30 feet 

from all property lines and road easements in accordance with the Shasta County Fire Safety 
Standards, but a 100-foot setback is recommended in order to comply with the defensible space 
requirement. 

 
81. Chimneys and flues shall be equipped with an approved spark arrestor as defined in Section 6.53 of 

the Shasta County Fire Safety Standards. 
 
82. Fire protection water for the proposed buildings shall be in compliance with Section 6.43 of the Shasta 

County Fire Safety Standards. 
 
83. Due to the large size of the proposed project, vegetation cleared for construction and/or land 

development purposes shall be disposed of on a regular basis. Accumulation of vegetation debris 
shall be minimized.  Disposal shall be in accordance with Air Quality Management Regulations and 
State or local Fire Department Burning Permit Regulations. Prior to the final inspection by the Shasta 
County Building Division and CAL FIRE / Shasta County Fire Department (SCFD), all cleared 
vegetation shall be properly disposed of.   

 
84. Storage, use, and dispensing of flammable/combustible liquids shall be in accordance with the 

adopted edition of the California Fire Code. Plans shall be submitted to CAL FIRE / SCFD for review 
and approval prior to construction, storage, or use. 

 
85. Portable fire extinguisher(s) for the proposed buildings shall be provided in accordance with the 

adopted edition of the California Fire Code. 
 
86. All welding and storage of cylinders shall be in accordance with the adopted edition of the California 

Fire Code. In addition to welding, other high risk activities such as cutting and grinding shall require 
welding curtains, and shall be restricted based on fire weather indices as determined by the CAL 
FIRE / SCFD.  

 
87. Accumulations of waste paper, weeds, combustible waste material, waste petroleum products, tires, 

or rubbish of any type shall be prohibited. 
 
88. Rags, cloth, or paper towels saturated with oil, solvent, or petroleum products shall be kept in a metal 

can with a tight fitting cover.  
 
89. The Permittee shall provide and maintain “Defensible Space” around all buildings in accordance with 

Public Resources Code 4291 and SCC Chapter 8.10 – Defensible Space for Fire Protection where 
applicable. 

 
90. All mobile and stationary equipment with non-turbocharged internal combustion engines shall be 

equipped with a properly functioning, approved spark arrestor. 
 
 



 
Use Permit 16-007 - Exhibit B                        14 of 18 
 
 
 

91. All field work vehicles, including sub-contractors, which engage in field operations, and routinely 
access the site, shall be provided with:  

 
1. A means for reporting emergencies.  
 
2. At least one round point shovel at least 46 inches in length.  
 
3. One 5-gallon backpack water pump.   
 
4. A minimum of one 2-A:10-B:C fire extinguisher. 

 
92. Vehicles shall not travel off-road or upon roads which have not been maintained free of flammable 

vegetation except when necessary because of an immediate hazard to life or property.  
 
93. The CAL FIRE / SCFD shall sign the improvement plans for this project.   
 
94. Advisory note: The project is located in an area designated as a "VERY HIGH" Fire Hazard Severity 

Zone under Section 4203 of the Public Resources Code of the State of California. 
 
95. If the Permittee installs an automatic fire extinguishing system in the proposed buildings, plans shall 

be submitted for CAL FIRE / SCFD review as part of the building permit application process. 
 
96. All fires shall be reported immediately to CAL FIRE / SCFD even though they may have been 

extinguished.  
 
97. Permittee shall provide the following vegetative modification: 
  

1. Main Access Roads: 
 

• Provide and maintain a shaded fuel break along Main Access Roads, 100 feet from the 
centerline on both side of the roads except where the provision and maintenance of the 
shaded fuel break would extend beyond the project site or area of temporary disturbance 
described in the EIR or onto private property, where topographic or other features such as 
rock outcrops provide the same practical effect, and/or where other approvals and permits 
(such as for the protection of habitat, to comply with the California Forest Practice Rules, 
etc.) would prohibit the creation or maintenance of a shaded fuel break.  

 
• On both sides of Main Access Roads provide a 10-foot clear zone from edge of road.  
 
• The remaining distance from the clear zone out to the limits of the shaded fuel break shall 

be meet the requirements of a shaded fuel break as defined in this document. 
 

2.   Secondary Access Roads:  
 

• Provide and maintain a shaded fuel break along Secondary Access Roads, 50 feet from 
the centerline on both side of the roads except where the provision and maintenance of the 
shaded fuel break would extend beyond the project site or area of temporary disturbance 
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described in the EIR or onto private property, where topographic or other features such as 
rock outcrops provide the same practical effect, and/or where other approvals and permits 
(such as for the protection of habitat, to comply with the California Forest Practice Rules, 
etc.) would prohibit the creation or maintenance of a shaded fuel break. 
 

• On both sides of Secondary Access Roads provide a 10-foot clear zone from edge of road. 
 

• The remaining distance from the clear zone out to the limits of the shaded fuel break shall 
be meet the requirements of a shaded fuel break as defined in this document. 

 
3. Turbines: 

 
• From the outer edge of each tower, going in all directions, provide and maintain a 30-foot 

clear zone 
 
• From the outer edge of the clear zone, going in all directions, provide and maintain an 

additional 70-foot shaded fuel break. 
 

4. Definitions: 
 

• Main Access Roads are project roads that are 20 feet wide or wider surfaced road with 1-
foot shoulders on both sides. 

 
• Secondary Access Roads are project roads that are less than 20 feet wide or wider surfaced 

road with 1-foot shoulders on both sides and/or are otherwise determined by 
CALFIRE/SCFD to be secondary in nature, including but not limited to spur roads that 
directly access individual turbine locations. 

 
• Clear zone: Remove all brush, trees and slash. 
 
• Shaded fuel break:  
 
• Trees planted at 20 foot spacing. 
 
• Existing tree stands to be reduced and/or planted to 20-foot spacing. 
 
• Tree pruning: 
 
• Begins when the trees are 18 feet tall. 
 
• Prune one-third of the live crown or up to 12 feet, whichever is less. 
 
• Brush and slash must be kept less than one foot high. 

 
98. Permittee shall provide the necessary equipment and necessary training (or funding for equipment 

and training) to CAL FIRE / SCFD for the training of employees for the extinguishment of facility 
specific fires and rescue. The rescue equipment shall include items such as ropes, hardware, 



 
Use Permit 16-007 - Exhibit B                        16 of 18 
 
 
 

harnesses, personal protective safety gear, and rescue basket. The Permittee shall provide a secure 
on-site location for the equipment shall become the property of CAL FIRE / SCFD, and the equipment 
shall be maintained by CAL FIRE / SCFD. Replacement equipment shall be purchased by the current 
owner and provided to CAL FIRE / SCFD as necessary. This shall continue for the life of the facility.  

 
99. All electrical systems shall be designed and maintained in accordance with the California Public 

Utilities Commission General Orders 95, 165, 166 and corresponding underground standards. 
 
100. All electrical distribution and collection components shall be underground where possible. Where 

above ground installations are necessary, the latest standards for raptor and rodent protection shall be 
incorporated.  

 
101. Each wind turbine shall be equipped with an automatic smoke detection and fire suppression system. 
 
102. In accordance with PRC 4292, all electrical distribution and collection components shall be “exempt” 

if existing and designed for high wind conditions.   
 
103. Water storage facilities of not less than 5,000 gallons shall be provided for firefighting purposes in 

strategic locations within the site. Such locations shall be noted on the road map plan. The number 
and location of such water supplies shall be determined in cooperation with CAL FIRE / SCFD and 
the Permittee. The risk of freezing shall be considered when determining the type and location of 
water storage facilities. 

 
104. The Permittee shall provide CAL FIRE / SCFD a current copy of the facility fire prevention plan. 

CAL FIRE / SCFD will review this plan and if necessary require modification. The elements of the 
plan shall include the following:  

 
1. A description of the operating area along with a map showing major access routes, significant 

hazards, firefighting water supply locations, and a 24-hour emergency contact phone number. 
 
2. An analysis of fire causes going back a minimum of five years, or to the first day of 

construction, whichever is less. List any trends indicated by the fire causes along with a plan 
of correction/proposed solutions for preventing these fire causes. Provide an implementation 
and completion date for all plans and correction. 

 
3. Procedures pertaining to reporting of emergencies, curtailment of hazardous activities during 

high and very high fire danger periods, weather monitoring for establishing the fire danger, 
and company action for fire suppression. 

 
4. The training/orientation program for the facility employees and contractors pertaining to fire 

safety, fire suppression, and emergency notification. 
 
5. A list of state and local fire laws applicable to the facility operations, and any conditions of 

approval pertaining to fire safety along with the facility operating procedures which indicate 
your compliance with these laws and/or conditions of approval. 
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6. Staffing and equipment assignment and inventories as follows: 
 

a.  Company emergency incident manager and 24-hour contact telephone number. 
 
b.  General staff and specialist responsibilities. 
 
c.  Available motorized equipment for firefighting and support operations. 
 
d.  Location, type and number of firefighting tools and equipment. 

 
105. No person shall conduct any hazardous operation (mowing, welding, cutting, grinding, or other tool 

or equipment from which a  spark, fire or flame may originate), or operate any motor, engine, any 
time flammable vegetation exists (such as dry grass and dead vegetative litter), without meeting all 
of the following requirements: (This condition does not apply to: 1) the operation of the wind turbine, 
2) the operation of the electrical transmission system, 3) the regular maintenance of the turbines 
within the area cleared of vegetation, and 4) the use of motorized vehicles to access the turbines on 
the maintained access road system.) 

 
1.  Vegetation clearances of 15 feet shall be provided in all directions around the area of 

operation. An additional 15 feet shall be cleared or wet down.  If wetting down is chosen, the 
area shall be maintained wet throughout the operation and the water used for wetting shall not 
diminish the backpack pumps capacity. 

 
2.  Two serviceable round point shovels at least 46 inches in length and a minimum of two 5-

gallon water backpack fire pumps shall be maintained within 25 feet of the operation. 
 
3.  A fire watch shall be maintained within 25 feet of the hazardous operation. The fire watch 

shall have a radio or equivalent shall be available at the operation site in which to report 
emergencies.  

 
106. Hazardous operations (as defined above) shall not be permitted in during the following periods:   

 
1. Anytime flammable ground vegetation exists and if any one of the following conditions exist: 

 
a.  The air temperature is 90 degrees Fahrenheit or greater. 
 
b.  The wind speed is 8 miles per hour (mph) or greater. 
 
c.  The relative humidity is 20% or less. 
 
d.  Exceptions:  

 
i.  When the wind speed is 15 mph or less and the relative humidity is 60% or greater. 
 
ii.  When the wind speed is 15 mph or greater and the relative humidity is 80% or 

greater. 
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Note: Weather readings shall be taken on site on a regular basis. Logs of the regular 
weather readings shall be kept and provided to the Fire Marshal or its designee(s) upon 
request. 

 
2. Anytime during the declared fire season when the wind speed is 25 mph or greater. 
 
3. Anytime during the declared fire season when the relative humidity is 10% or less. 
 
4. Anytime the National Weather Service, Sacramento Office declares Red Flag Warning. 

 
107. Permittee shall provide a “Risk Manager” to be available on site whenever construction activities are 

in progress. The Risk Manager shall have oversight authority and shall be the point of contact for the 
CAL FIRE / SCFD.  

 
108. Smoking shall only be permitted in vehicles parked in areas cleared of flammable vegetation and in 

designated smoking areas at building sites.  
 
109. Prior to each fire season and upon hire of new employees or subcontractors, an orientation concerning 

recent fire history that has adversely affected residents of Shasta County, including and specifically 
the 1992 Fountain Fire, fire hazards, fire safety, emergency notification procedures, use of fire safety 
equipment, fire safety rules and regulations, and the conditions of approval shall be provided by the 
employer. 

 
108. Any operation, temporary or permanant instalation or improvment, or use of the project site during 

construction and/or operations observed by the applicant or its designee(s) to have resulted in or to 
be a fire hazard, shall be immediately addressed by the applicant or its designee(s), and actions and/or 
measures shall be taken to prevent or mitigate the problem. If such a conditon is observed or 
determined by the fire marshal or its designee(s) to have resulted in or to be a fire hazard, CAL FIRE 
/ SCFD may also require other actions and/or measures to mitigate or correct any such problem. 

 
109. All initial project clearing shall, to the extent feasible, be done between November 1st and May 1st. 

All such clearing that is subject to approval of a Timber Harvest Plan (THP) may be carried out in 
accordance with the permissible operational periods described in or allowed by the THP, including 
any required or ordered periods of suspended timber operations. Any initial project clearing that does 
not require approval or a THP shall not occur outside of the operational periods described in or 
allowed by the THP approved for the project, including any required or ordered suspension of timber 
operations. 

    
110. Permittee shall provide to CAL FIRE / SCFD the telephone number of the control center that has the 

ability to shut down the windmills. When the control center is notified by CAL FIRE / SCFD, the 
control center shall immediately shut down facility as necessary when in the opinion of the Incident 
Commander, the continued use of the windmills is detrimental to the mitigation of an incident located 
in proximity of the windmills.   

   
111. Nothing in these conditions are intended to diminish the responsibility of the Permittee or their 

designee from taking any additional responsibility and reasonable measures necessary to preclude the 
ignition and rapid spread of fire.  
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