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: %ftpr rev;&&ing vsuy @ﬁgllcatian and thm 1mfsrﬁatian su@mittsd

_1n behalf of it, the Planning Director by this laetter hereby

certifies ia@ @ﬁpaﬁvai of your v&rianaﬁ reguest 6 sllow the .
Cponstruction of @ windwill tower with @ helght of ‘one hundred ilJG)

o feetoinlieu of the maximum Fifty-five (55) feet wiiawaﬁ fmr
 w1nﬁ%1il$ in th@ ﬁgriLultural zan@d dlgtEACt._ﬁ- B

Tha aﬁﬁrﬂv 1:@% baa@d ‘an the ;sizawina:-:ﬁi-f

-_ 1. . That there are 55&“181 or unusual circumsnsnces appiyin& tofﬂ
o the subject property which exist to g .degree that dnterfere

“with the best use or manner of development of the - o
property. The circumstances consist of ihﬁ_tspsgraphical,
atmospherical, and lacational conditions of the spacific.

‘area with respect to its 1nhmndad use as. a ' site to erect a SR
wiﬁﬁsTgnt system. These systems are primarily dependent on =~ -
‘the wind velocity at the site.  The wind pattern itselt is
sffected by terrain, sliones,. contoursy size and Q&mJQSEilﬂQQ~g;cm
of thel vggﬁtatian, iempﬁraturﬁs and climatic: emnditigﬁs.;g_;ﬁ
Furth&;maz&, taday's energy econsclous society and worid 0 0

- foouses on alternate eneray systems. such as %lﬁﬁml&ﬂtb as;--*”
'?i?%l“ @ﬁ@rcg options. This is a@léaﬁceﬁ ny ihﬁ.?det tﬁai

hﬂzﬁ are @ﬁamina nat1anal and wgziﬁwiﬁa afforts '
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becoming less dependent on oil and diversjfying the
dependence of energy to other resources. The concerted

—efforts being directed into fields of solar energy, :
 biomass, wind energy, geothermal snd ccesn thermal systems; =
_ete. are strong ev1denca 8s to ;he vldbliity and. ﬂw@d for oo
A hese systaﬂs.- - .

'.:QCL 245 SLH 1936 éaiing with winﬁTarns allows cammerslal _
~oand pr?vate winﬁ Farms in the State Land Use ?Qgricultuxal"'

district . . . provided that Tacilitles/ structures are.

':campa%inie with sgricultural uses: and couse ﬁinimai éaverae  "

iﬁpdCtS on 3gzicu1tuval lands..

In *4a Sitlng Handbcmk for Small wlnd tmeriy Qanv&rsion E
Systems by H. L. wegley, J. V. Ramsdell, U.. S. Department _
of Energy, March 1980," it is stated ihat the "surface over
which the wind flows affects the wind speed near that . .
surfsce.. The greater the friction the more the. wind sgeeﬁ_
is reduced nesr the se¢rface., Chossing a site inm & hilly or
mountainous area is more complicalted than chonsing @ site
in flat terrsin.: A ﬁllanU1EL shaped ridge causes the.

greatest ﬁﬁC@lef&*lOﬂ and that the rounded ridge is a clase *
‘second. The data used in ranking thése shapes were

collected in laboratory experiments using wind tunnels to_”

Csimulate real ridges. Though few wind experiments have

been conducted over sctual ridges, the results are similer
to wind tunnel simulstions. Soth indicate that certain
slopes, 5§imarily in the nesrest few hundred yarﬁ% to the

. summit increase the wind more effectively thenm others..

&8nsfali;, wind speed decresses significantly at the foot
of the ridge, then asccelerstes to a maximum at the Tidos
crest. Another consideration in choosing & site on a ridge
is the turbulent zong thdt 'Torm in the lee of ridges. The -
steeper the ridge slope and the stronger the wind flow, the.
more turbulence will form in the lee of the ridges Thus it
is safest to site at the summit of the ridoe, both to
maximize power and to avoid lee turbulesnce.” R

All of the above information provides evidence that there
are nff-site influencing factors 1m the SJtlng of a
windplant system.

In this Q&rt;cuia? ﬁbﬁlluéilaﬂg while th&fa are no. saﬁci l
or unususl circumstances which relate to the subject
nroperty, the unigueness of the wind rvedource in this
Earticular case, is the off-site influencing factor -
relavant to the reguest for the asdditional height. Eeceuse
of the high ridge approximately 300 feet mauks and windward
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of the subject property, Lhe windplent svstem %ugt be

ereacted above the lee turbulence zons io_maximiza-iﬁs
efflclency and wutill ty, .~a'”r

Ease on thﬁﬁ& .azamazﬁg csnéi%iaﬁsg Ehe saeczal

circumstances relating to the wind patterns in aemJUﬁcai@ﬂJ]f? y"
with the maxisum gllowable height permiited doss 1nter?@r?g:y*5

with the best use or menner of development of the ﬁuajwﬁi

prapefty in that the avasilable wind. &QW&;_E%SV& tﬁ? site  fﬁ7'

cannot otherwlse b@ more fuliy uti?lzej

That thers ars no other r§3¢8ﬁ8blb ait&rnaifVas ir : O
resolving this difficulty. The slternstive of denying the -

“variance i1s notie reasonable cne irithat the efficiency of

the windplani would be further 41m;ﬂ18h&6 and its vtillty:

would be voided. As such, because the requested a@ﬁlimﬁﬂﬁi_f.'.”.

height is needed to ensure or increase the efficiency of

the windplant to serve the existing single family d@eliimg, '

we have determined that the must ?@§¢8ﬁ8bl? aiterﬁabive 15
in u?ﬁniiﬁa tn@ Vé?i&ﬁﬁ :

Any other aciuhlcrs would cause excessive or undus
hardships on the petiticner,. whﬁn & morea r@asevaale

sciati@ﬁ is av&llahle._

T?% &s@rﬁ:al of the A@ages% would be sgslﬁﬁgnt'wﬂaﬁ'tzg.

County Genersl Plan's "Erergy" element and with State %ma:7"

national goals which encourage the @??@i@pmﬁﬂt and ise af

Calternate engrgy spurces. The proposed windpliant will he o

utilized in providing slectrical power to the petitioner
for his S?ﬁglm family fwaillng use. L S :

Im assessing the rﬁguests af’ helgﬁt variance§ far

windplants, three basic elements that are primarily
evaluated are the visual limpact, the physicel impact, and
the need for the additional height. The proposed l@ﬁaﬁl@ﬂ

caf the windplant will be approximately 248 feet from

Plumeria Lane, &8 and &0 feet from the side oroperty

lines. The subject property is locsted approximately

3.1 miles from ithe Hewail Belt Highway. The distances of
the windplant from these visual corrzidors w111 mlnlmzzm_aﬁe

visual and ghys;cal impact in this ar&&. 3

sased an %h@ %gr@gainag we have ﬁete&m?ﬁed that th%
granting of the variance shall be consistent: with the
general purpose of the zoning ﬁlstriai the intent ané
purposes of the Zoning Code, and the %@n@ral Plan... The
analysls of the sbove lssues slso has concurred that the
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granting of the vsriance will not be materially detrimental

to the public's welfare nor csuse any substantisl or SR
- adverse 1m§aet to the area § cbaract%r ar to QGjﬁ;ﬁiﬁﬁ e

pxspertze ' . : R _ R

?h& Vaz?aneﬂ rw@uwst is 3DS?DVES, 5UhJEGT-Lﬁ tha faliewzﬁa
canﬁztzcn%° Lo O o _

'l;ﬁl Th@t the Q??iﬁlﬂﬁér o au%her z&é'fégfﬂsﬁﬁiéizve shall %éfﬁﬂ:',l_
- responsible f@r cem§1Ving with ail Stghdﬁ cgnalt1on3 of o
gpgravala A 8 : ; - . .

That plens aﬁﬁ"ééﬁ$%¥ué%;¢h af’i%é”iaiml Q%ruétU?é must be
gpproved by . a8 st?ucturai gﬂgzne&r o grchitact rgalsterﬁﬁ
in the S%at& of Hﬁwafi : . _ o

oo
L]

3. That the petiti oper or @uﬁhﬁrlzed ?ég?&gﬁﬂi%iiVﬁ 5wuii _
_&amﬁiy with Part. 77 of the Federzl Aviation Q%g&latl@ﬁ&,_ _
(14 C.F.R, Part 77) pursuant ta. S%eilﬁﬁ 1101 of the Feu?ral

~ Avistion Act of 1955 as amsna@ﬁ gr@ar LG a%talﬁ;ﬁg &
--bazld1ﬂg gazmiia s L

4, That ﬁlaﬁé ?ar éhé sLGQGS&d Con sai?ﬁat;ﬂnf?ﬁsuﬁéiv?glam s?
' the property shall be subamitted within one (1) year fzaﬁ
the @ff@@aive date of the variance’ yﬁﬁmlt Finasl-
csubdivision plans shall be submitted within one (1) y@gg
'f?am Ehe ﬁ??ﬁgz&ve ﬁmig af iﬁﬁiaii¥$ m&éiivi iaﬁ mﬁ?f&?ﬁi

5. . That plans for the @inégl%ni gm_},l be submmeﬁ Lo the
'  Planning Depariment for "Plan Approval® within ore (1) year. oo
from %hv §?s%ft1ve ﬁat& of Fiﬁai SuﬁﬁiVlSiGﬁ §ap?cvaie R

T G -'That the patltiﬁn@r ar tﬁagr ﬁai%arWZQﬁ r&@r&gentativ&v 3
g shall be responsible for QrGV1ﬂlﬁ§ the appropriate :
safequards on their system to prevent TV and/or. radip _
interference to the adjocining’ property owners ﬁatifiedr
through tnis variance amgiltaiian. L

7. That esll athﬁr appizca@ie Federal, ftate and Launéy.ruia5§_
regulations and requz*emenis shali he cgmglieﬁ w;th

- Should the petitioner o th&l? authorizéd reﬁresantatﬁve fail to .
coemply with the sbove conditions, the varlaﬁse Sﬂdll ﬁutamatically '
bhe ﬁa@m@& vaiﬁ. : _ _ _

?inally, gince the Planning Department ﬁiﬁ*raéeive a letter of -
ghjection Lo the variasnce, we havse the legal rvesponsibillty to
inform the "interested party" that thay do have a right to sppeal
the Planning Direcior's decision.




~the Director's action.  Such reguest: %ust be made within ten (10}

L the. "intezesteﬁ party.® Should the Yintetested parTty" make a
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© Chapter 8 (Zoning Code), Article 1, Section 7.05 allows any
Pinterested parzy” to reguest thet the Planning Commission raview

~working days afier notice of the Director's: decision and. shall ba 1&[;,
_ﬁfitiﬂ& cantainzﬁg a ﬁiatemenﬁ of its QAQUﬁd&.¢ B

S Th&r@?a&@, the verisnce wéli not be: @f:@atfva untzl E?C&i fhe o
ten (10) day "appeal period” has passed and If no request is made. @g-

rﬂ@uwni wWe shall imfaiﬁ you of the gvaaﬁ@v“a¢ ﬁhat mus? 3@ eamsliﬁﬁ,5

If ysu have any quastﬁmn¢ 0o th%s @aata&, gl&@sa ?eel free to

*ﬂ;_amniaﬁt Us. -

- Sincerely,

STONEY L FUKE
Flanning Director

eo: Carl Kato
o Planning Commlssion
Peter Shackelford




