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Response to Comment Letter C2 

Boulevard Planning Group 

Donna Tisdale 

March 3, 2014 

C2-1 The County acknowledges the actions taken by the 
Boulevard Community Planning Group (BCPG) on 
February 6, 2014 including recommendations to 
oppose the proposed project and DPEIR. Ultimately, 
the decision makers must determine whether to 
approve the Proposed Project or any alternatives. The 
information in this letter will be in the Final Project 
Environmental Impact Report (FPEIR) for review and 
consideration by the decision makers.  

C2-2 The comment is acknowledged and will be included in 
the FPEIR for review and consideration by the 
decision makers. The BCPG’s general assertions with 
regards to the Draft Program Environmental Impact 
Report (DPEIR) do not raise specific issues for which 
a response can be provided; specific comments 
regarding Project impacts and the adequacy of the 
DPEIR are addressed below. 

C2-3 The County acknowledges the BCPG’s view of the 
Mission Statement in relation to the proposed project. 
However, this comment does not raise an 
environmental issue for which a response is required. 
Ultimately, the decision makers must determine how 
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the County of San Diego (County) can best meet its 
objectives. The information in this comment will be in 
the FPEIR for review and consideration by the 
decision makers. 

C2-4 The County acknowledges the BCPG’s opposition to 
the Proposed Project. The information in this comment 
will be in the FPEIR for review and consideration by 
the decision makers. Specific impacts of the Proposed 
Project related to visual impacts, including glare, 
floodplains, wetlands, wildlife habitat, and movement 
corridors have been considered and addressed in 
DPEIR Chapter 2.1, Aesthetics, Chapter 2.3, 
Biological Resources, and Chapter 3.1.5.3.1, 
Hydrology and Drainage Patterns. Also, please refer to 
the response to comment I82-3 regarding the 
compatibility of the proposed project sites with local 
zoning and land use plans, the response to comment 
I98-8 related to intrusion into 100-year floodplains, 
and the responses to comments O10-80 through O10-
84 on the risk of wildfire.  

C2-5 The County acknowledges that the photos are from 
Soitec’s Newberry Springs facility which utilizes 
similar technology as the proposed project. The photos 
indicate the scale of the CPV trackers and the potential 
for glare from the CPV panels mounted on the 
trackers. The scope of the proposed project including a 
description of all components is contained in Chapter 
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1 of the DPEIR and the issue of aesthetics including 
glare is addressed in Chapter 2.1. 

C2-6 The DPEIR assesses the Proposed Project’s 
conformance with the General Plan and Boulevard 
Community Plan (County of San Diego 2010, 2013; 
see Section 2.5.3.2 and Appendices 2.5-1 and 2.5-2 of 
the DPEIR). Ultimately, the decision makers must 
determine whether the Proposed Project complies with 
the intent of the General Plan Update and Boulevard 
Community Plan. The information in this comment 
will be in the FPEIR for review and consideration by 
the decision makers. 

C2-7 The Proposed Project’s potential effects related to the 
issues raised in this comment are addressed in DPEIR 
Chapters 2.0 and 3.0.  

The DPEIR provides information regarding potential 
health effects and hazards from exposure to electric 
and magnetic fields (EMFs); see Section 3.1.4.5 of the 
DPEIR. However, the DPEIR does not consider EMFs 
in the context of the CEQA for determination of 
environmental impact because there is no agreement 
among scientists that EMFs create a health risk and 
because there are no defined or adopted CEQA 
standards for defining health risks from EMFs. As a 
result, the EMF information is presented for the 
benefit of the public and decision makers. 
Furthermore, in response to this comment and other 
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comments regarding EMF, a memorandum was 
prepared by Asher R. Sheppard, PhD to support the 
information provided in the DPEIR and provide more 
detail; see Appendix 9.0-1 of the DPEIR. The 
memorandum concludes that EMF from the Proposed 
Project are highly localized and pose no known 
concern for human health.  

The commenter’s concerns related to property values 
and tourism do not relate to an environmental issue. 
Under CEQA, social and economic effects need not be 
considered in the DPEIR (14 CCR 15064(e)).The 
County addresses specific comments on the 
environmental impacts of the Proposed Project below.  

C2-8 The County disagrees with this comment. The DPEIR 
for the Proposed Project adheres to the dictates of the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
(California Public Resources Code 21000 et seq.) and 
its Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.). In 
conformance with CEQA, the DPEIR evaluated the 
whole of the action and analyzed each environmental 
subject area with regard to potential adverse effects, as 
well as a reasonable range of alternatives. The DPEIR 
is generally consistent with the County’s EIR Format 
and General Content Requirements, dated September 
26, 2006. Each chapter of the DPEIR lists references 
used in the preparation of that chapter, including the 
studies used to support the analysis and conclusions 
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presented in the DPEIR. The referenced sections 
provide all studies used as reference and background 
material within the analysis of each applicable section 
of the DPEIR. All important data or material was 
incorporated directly into the analysis of the DPEIR. 
The DPEIR includes summarized technical data 
pursuant to Section 15147 of the CEQA Guidelines, 
and provides sufficient material “to permit full 
assessment of significant environmental impacts by 
reviewing agencies and members of the public.” Any 
reports associated with technical analysis were made 
available for public review. 

C2-9 The County disagrees with the commenter’s assertion 
that County staff lacked sufficient time to “review 
and critique” the DPEIR and supporting documents. 
The Notice of Preparation for the DPEIR was issued 
in December 2012, and the DPEIR was issued in 
January 2014.  

The County disagrees with the commenter’s assertion 
that the County must use its independent authority to 
recirculate a revised and corrected DPEIR because the 
commenter has provided no significant new information 
that requires recirculation (California Public Resources 
Code, Section 21092.1; 14 CCR 15088.5).  

The County disagrees that the LanEast and LanWest 
elements should be removed from the DPEIR. CEQA 
provides for programmatic analysis where a series of 
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actions can be characterized as one large project and 
are related (14 CCR 15168(a); see also 14 CCR 
15165). LanEast and LanWest are related to the 
Rugged solar farm and Tierra del Sol solar farm by 
geography, as logical parts in a chain of contemplated 
actions by the applicants, and because they would 
have generally similar environmental effects that can 
be mitigated in similar ways (14 CCR 15168(a); see 
also 14 CCR 15165). 

The County does not agree that LanWest, LanEast, 
and Los Robles should be eliminated from the 
Proposed Project for lack of information, lack of 
Major Use Permit (MUP) applications, or lack of 
progress on these solar farms by the applicants, or 
because the sites are located too close to existing 
homes and other sensitive receptors. The LanWest 
and LanEast solar farms are are reviewed at a 
programmatic level. The programmatic nature of the 
review of these two project sites is designed to 
address project actions at an early stage of the 
planning process (14 CCR 15168(b)(1)–15168(b)(4)).  

 The Los Robles site is analyzed within the DPEIR as a 
feasible alternative location and should not be 
eliminated from the DPEIR. Sufficient information 
exists in the DPEIR for the Los Robles site to be 
evaluated as an off-site alternative pursuant to CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6 (see Kings County Farm 
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Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal. App. 3d 
692, 733 (information sufficient to allow an informed 
comparison of the impacts of the Proposed Project 
with those of the alternatives should be provided)). 
See common response ALT3. 

C2-10 One of the primary purposes of an EIR is to identify a 
project’s significant effects on the environment 
(California Public Resources Code, Section 
21002.1(a)). Economic or social information related to 
the Proposed Project may be included in an EIR or 
may be presented in another form by the County (14 
CCR 15131). However, any economic or social effect 
of the Proposed Project shall not be treated as a 
significant effect on the environment (14 CCR 
15064(e), 15131(a)). Evidence of economic or social 
impacts that do not contribute to or are not caused by 
physical changes in the environment is not substantial 
evidence that the project may have a significant effect 
on the environment (14 CCR 15064(f)(6)).  

While an evaluation of the local, County-wide, or 
broader economic or social benefits of the Proposed 
Project within the Boulevard community is not a 
required element of the DPEIR, the County has 
provided information in the DPEIR related to local 
economic benefits. The Proposed Project will employ 
approximately 326 workers during construction and 
approximately 33 full-time employees during 
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operation (DPEIR, 1.0-39, Tables 1-3, 1-5). Also, as 
stated in Chapter 3.17, Public Services, of the DEPIR, 
the Proposed Project will contribute funding to 
improve local emergency response capabilities in the 
project area (see Section 3.1.7.3.1, Fire and 
Emergency Medical Response Capabilities). The 
Proposed Project, has also received updated Project 
Facility Availability Forms from the San Diego 
County Fire Authority indicating that existing 
facilities will be adequate to provide fire protection 
services for the Tierra del Sol and Rugged solar farms 
with a developer agreement or similar finding 
mechanism. See Section 3.1.7, Public Services, for a 
discussion of PDF-PS-1 that would be implemented by 
the Tierra del Sol and Rugged solar farm projects to 
include a fair share contribution to fund the provision 
of appropriate fire and emergency medical services for 
the project area.  

C2-11 This comment is acknowledged. The County has 
reviewed all comments submitted on this Proposed 
Project as well as the Boulevard Planning Group 
minutes and summaries that are included in the 
administrative record for the Proposed Project. This 
comment does not raise specific issues related to the 
Proposed Project or the adequacy of the environmental 
analysis in the DPEIR; therefore, no additional 
response is provided or required. 
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C2-12 The County acknowledges the Boulevard Planning 
Group’s recommendation made on December 5, 2013. 
This comment will be provided to the decision makers 
for their consideration.  

C2-13 The County disagrees with the commenter’s assertion 
that mandatory performance bonds are necessary for 
the Proposed Project, including to ensure funding 
related to disputes regarding Proposed Project failures, 
malfunctions, damages, groundwater impacts, or other 
off-site impacts.  

Regarding the concern regarding the applicants’ stock 
performance and the funding of the applicants’ limited 
liability companies, the economic health or funding 
sources of the applicants (or parent companies) are not 
environmental issues that are properly the subject of the 
DPEIR and such comments do not require a response.  

 To the extent that the commenter is concerned about 
funding of mitigation requirements, such as the 
funding of habitat preserves or contribution to local 
fire and emergency response capabilities, the County 
will adopt a mitigation reporting and monitoring 
program (MMRP) for the Proposed Project in 
accordance with CEQA (California Public Resources 
Code, Sections 21081(a)(1), 21081.6; 14 CCR 
15097(a); DPEIR PDF-PS-1, pp. 4.1.4-46, 3.1.7-11; 
DPEIR M-BI-PP-1, pp. 2.3-174 to 2.3-176). The 
MMRP must be designed to ensure compliance during 
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implementation of the Proposed Project and the 
County is responsible for ensuring that 
implementation of mitigation measures occurs in 
accordance with the MMRP (14 CCR 15097(a)). 
Mitigation measures in the DPEIR will be fully 
enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or 
other measures (California Public Resources Code, 
Sections 21081.6, 21183(d)). Furthermore, CEQA 
does not require the applicants to provide financial 
assurances that mitigation measures and their required 
monitoring will be funded (see Santa Clarita 

Organization for Planning the Environment v. County 

of Los Angeles (2007) 157 Cal. App. 4th 149, 163). As 
a separate requirement, the County Zoning Ordinance 
requires that the operator of a solar farm provide 
security to ensure the removal of the solar farm, in a 
form and amount to be determined by the Director of 
Planning and Development Services (County Zoning 
Ordinance, Section 6952.b.3; DPEIR, p. 1.0-19). 

C2-14 The commenter is referred to the responses to 
comments C2-9 (programmatic CEQA analysis) and 
O16-2 (fast tracking), as well as common response 
WR1 (revised water demand estimates) in Chapter 9.0. 
As shown in common response WR1, the commenter 
is correct in that additional water demand needed for 
construction activities was determined to increase by 
an additional 50 acre feet or 38%. The County 
disagrees that its estimation of GHG emissions 
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associated with the Project is inaccurate or 
unsupported. Statements regarding “inaccurate and 
invalid project descriptions; incorrect and missing 
information; inaccurate and inconsistent maps” lack 
sufficient specificity to allow for further response.  

C2-15 The commenter is referred to response to comment 
C2-8 above. 

C2-16 The commenter is referred to the response to comment 
C2-9. The County disagrees that the applicants’ 
withdrawal of the LanWest MUP application (12-002) 
warrants removal of LanWest from the DPEIR. The 
applicant has indicated that while it is not currently 
pursuing approval of a MUP for LanWest, it could do 
so in the foreseeable future.  

C2-17 The commenter is referred to the responses to comments 
C2-9 and C2-16, which justify the use of programmatic 
analysis for LanEast and LanWest. The DPEIR explains 
that LanEast and LanWest are analyzed at a 
programmatic level of review as sufficient project-level 
data has not been developed. Where information 
regarding LanEast and LanWest is insufficient to 
evaluate the significance of environmental impacts, the 
DPEIR notes that fact and reserves such analysis to a 
future project-level environmental review after a MUP 
application is submitted. 
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C2-18 The County disagrees with the commenter’s assertion 
that the Los Robles site must be removed from the 
DPEIR as an alternative site location. Alternatives 
need not be analyzed at the same level of detail as the 
Proposed Project (14 CCR 15126.6(a)). Furthermore, 
it would not be appropriate for the County to 
“remove” the Los Robles site from consideration in 
the DPEIR. The County is required to analyze a 
reasonable range of alternatives to the Proposed 
Project, or to the location of the Proposed Project, 
which would feasibly attain most of the basic 
objectives but would avoid or substantially lessen any 
of the significant effects of the Proposed Project (14 
CCR 15126.6(a), 15126.6(f)(2)). The County has 
concluded that the Los Robles site meets the initial 
screening threshold for consideration in the DPEIR. 
Finally, CEQA does not require disclosure of 
alternative site locations prior to publication of a draft 
EIR. The commenter is also referred to response to 
comment C2-9, above, and common response ALT 3 
in Chapter 9.0. 

C2-19 The commenter is referred to response O10-7. The 
commenter’s reference to California Public Utilities 
Commission (CPUC) Resolution E-4637 does not 
concern an environmental issue regarding the 
Proposed Project and the DPEIR. Accordingly, no 
further response is required. 
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C2-20 The County disagrees that any investigation is 
required. The commenter is referred to the responses 
to comments C2-19 and O10-7. The comment 
regarding the sale of energy from the Project does not 
concern an environmental issue regarding the 
Proposed Project and the DPEIR. Accordingly, no 
further response is required. 

C2-21 The commenter is referred to responses O10-7 (the 
Proposed Project is not connected to a Power 
Purchasing Agreement (PPA)). The comment does not 
concern an environmental issue regarding the 
Proposed Project and the DPEIR. Accordingly, no 
further response is required. 

C2-22 The commenter’s reference to the financial cost of the 
Tierra del Sol solar farm’s gen-tie line does not 
concern an environmental issue regarding the 
Proposed Project and the DPEIR. Accordingly, no 
further response is required. 

C2-23 The commenter’s preference to underground the Tierra 
del Sol gen-tie line is acknowledged. Potential impacts 
related to EMF, fire risk and emergency response 
capabilities, and dangers to avian species were analyzed 
in the DPEIR (Sections 2.3, 3.1.7, 3.1.9). The County 
found that impacts associated with fire risk and 
emergency response capabilities would be less than 
significant. Similarly, potential impacts to biological 
resources, including avian species and impacts from 
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transmission lines, would be less than significant with 
the implementation of mitigation. The County does not 
evaluate the potential effects of EMF under CEQA, but 
has provided information for the public in DPEIR 
Section 3.1.4.5 and in Appendix 9.0-1. 

The DPEIR analyzed two project alternatives that 
included full undergrounding of the Tierra del Sol gen-
tie. A comparison of the environmental effects of the 
alternatives (i.e., Alternatives 3 and 4) and the 
Proposed Project is presented in DPEIR Section 4.3.3 
and 4.3.4.    

The County appreciates this information and will take 
it into consideration. Ultimately, the decision makers 
must determine how the County can best meet its 
objectives. The information in this comment will be in 
the FPEIR for review and consideration by the 
decision makers.  

C2-24 The commenter’s reference to employment figures 
associated with the concentrator photovoltaic (CPV) 
panel manufacturing facility does not concern an 
environmental issue regarding the Proposed Project and 
the DPEIR. Accordingly, no further response is 
required. The County disagrees that the reference cited 
by the commenter supports the commenter’s assertion. 
The commenter has misconstrued the meaning of the 
statistics reported by the state regarding the California 
Sales and Use Tax Exclusion (STE) Program. The state 
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created the STE Program (for which Soitec Solar 
Industries LLC has qualified) “to provide a sales and 
use tax exclusion on equipment and machinery used in 
an advanced manufacturing process” (CAEATFA 2014, 
Introduction). The STE Program has an annual limit of 
$100 million in sales and use tax exclusion awards, and 
an applicant is only accepted into the program after a 
positive evaluation of the fiscal and environmental 
benefits of the project (CAEATFA 2014, p. 3). The 
state’s 2013 annual report (CAEATFA 2014) shows the 
STE program results for Soitec Solar Industries LLC. 
The report indicates that of 513 total jobs expected to 
be created by Soitec, 52 of those jobs were expected to 
be created by the benefits provided by the STE Program 
(CAEATFA 2014, Appendix A, p. A-2).  

C2-25 The commenter’s reference to construction employment 
at the Newberry Solar 1 solar farm does not concern an 
environmental issue regarding the Proposed Project and 
the DPEIR. Accordingly, no further response is 
required. The County disagrees with the commenter’s 
assertion that Newberry Solar 1’s construction 
employment is predictive of future employment for the 
Proposed Project. The Rugged solar farm and Tierra del 
Sol solar farm have qualified as environmental 
leadership projects under Assembly Bill (AB) 900, and 
the Governor has certified that the projects will create 
high-wage, highly skilled jobs as specified in California 
Public Resources Code, Section 21183(b).  
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C2-26 The commenter’s reference to the status of a particular 
tracker on December 27, 2013, at the Newberry Solar 
1 solar farm does not concern an environmental issue 
regarding the Proposed Project and the DPEIR. 
Washing of the proposed project’s CPV trackers is 
described in DPEIR Chapter 1.2.1.1.  

C2-27 The commenter’s reference to noise associated with 
tracker washing at the Newberry Solar 1 solar farm 
does not concern an environmental issue regarding the 
Proposed Project and the DPEIR. The commenter is 
directed to DPEIR Chapter 2.6.3.1 which addresses 
noise associated with washing the CPV trackers of the 
proposed project. 

C2-28 The commenter is directed to DPEIR Chapter 2.1.3.3 
and Appendix 2.1-3 (Boulevard Glare Study) which 
addresses potential impacts related to glare from the 
proposed project. 

C2-29 The commenter’s reference to Soitec’s European stock 
price during an unspecified 52-week period does not 
concern an environmental issue regarding the 
Proposed Project and the DPEIR. The County 
disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that Soitec’s 
financial status in Europe is relevant to determining 
whether it would be able to decommission the 
Proposed Project because the County Zoning 
Ordinance requires the applicants to post a removal 
surety prior to construction (Zoning Ordinance, 
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Section 6952(b)(3)(d)), as discussed in the DPEIR (pp. 
1.0-18 to 1.0-19). See the response to comment C2-47 
(CPV trackers are not experimental). 

C2-30 The commenter’s reference to research funding 
received by Soitec does not concern an environmental 
issue regarding the Proposed Project and the DPEIR. 
Accordingly, no further response is required. The 
County notes, however, that Soitec recently announced 
that it achieved a world record for the conversion of 
sunlight into electricity by achieving 44.7% efficiency 
(see Fraunhofer ISE et al. 2013). 

C2-31 The commenter is directed to the responses to 
comments O10-8 (reduction of greenhouse gases 
(GHGs) and consumption of fossil fuels) and O10-106 
(San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station (SONGS) 
shutdown requires replacement of 2 gigawatts of 
electricity generation).  

C2-32 The commenter cites Governor Brown’s drought 
proclamation without reference to the adequacy of the 
DPEIR analysis. The commenter is referred to DPEIR 
Section 3.1.5.3.4 and Appendices 3.1.5-5 and 3.1.5-6 
(Section 3.1.2, specifically), which indicate the water 
balance analysis included periods of drought. 

C2-33 The County acknowledges the correct acreage of the 
Boulevard Border Patrol Station and has revised the 
construction water demand estimation sheets 
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accordingly. The amount of water needed for 
construction of the proposed project was underestimated 
and additional analysis has been provided. Please refer to 
common response WR1 in Chapter 9.0 and response to 
comment C2-14 above. 

C2-34 The commenter’s reference to a groundwater analysis 
for the City of Poway does not concern an 
environmental issue regarding the Proposed Project 
and the DPEIR. No response is required for comments 
based on issues or events related to other projects, or 
without specific reference to the analysis 
methodologies used in the DPEIR. Accordingly, no 
further response is required.  

C2-35  The commenter is referred to the response to 
comment C2-34. The commenter’s opinion 
regarding the Dudek firm does not concern a 
significant environmental issue regarding the 
Proposed Project and the DPEIR. Applicants are 
responsible for selecting and direct contracting with 
specific consultants from the County’s list of 
approved consultants to prepare CEQA documents 
for private projects; however, the County retains 
approval authority over the documents prepared by 
approved consultants. 

C2-36 The commenter is referred to the response to comment 
C2-14 and to common response WR1 in Chapter 9.0. 
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C2-37 The County directs the commenter to the DPEIR’s 
analysis of the Proposed Project’s potential to have 
direct and cumulative impacts on groundwater 
(DPEIR, Sections 3.1.5.3.4 and 3.1.5.4.2) and 
Appendices 3.1.5-5 through 3.1.5-8 and Groundwater 
Monitoring and Mitigation Plans for the Tierra del Sol 
site, Rigged site, Pine Valley Mutual Water Company, 
and the Jacumba Community Services District). The 
Rough Acres Water Company’s water sales are 
governed by the California Corporations Code, which 
places limits on the company’s ability to sell water. 
The commenter’s opinion regarding Mr. Gibson does 
not concern a significant environmental issue 
regarding the Proposed Project and the DPEIR. 
Accordingly, no further response is required. 

C2-38  The County concurs that the Rugged Solar Project 
falls within Rough Acres Water Company’s footprint 
on the Local Agency Formation Commission 
(LAFCO) map. Potential impacts to groundwater 
resources during construction and operation of the 
Proposed Project are analyzed in Section 3.1.5.3.4, 
Groundwater Resources, of Chapter 3.1.5, Hydrology 
and Water Quality. As discussed in Section 3.1.5.3.4, 
approximately 54 acre-feet of the 83 acre-feet of short-
term water demand associated with the construction of 
the Rugged Solar Farm will be supplied on-site supply 
wells. Water from on-site supply wells would be 
purchased from the Rough Acres Water Company and 
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once permitted, Rugged Solar LLC would become a 
member of the Rough Acres Water Company.  

C2-39  The County does not believe that any investigation of 
the Pine Valley Mutual Water Company or Rough 
Acres Water Company is necessary. The commenter is 
referred to responses I100-3 and I100-5.  

C2-40 The County agrees that citizens served by JCSD have a 
right to be concerned with how JCSD manages the water 
supply. The commenter is referred to Common Response 
WR1 in Chapter 9.0, the DPEIR’s analysis of JCSD as a 
potential water source for the Proposed Project (DPEIR, 
Sections 3.1.5.3.4 and 3.1.9.3.1, Appendix 3.1.5-8, and 
and Groundwater Monitoring and Mitigation Plan for 
Jacumba Community Services District).  

C2-41  The County disagrees that water sales from JCSD to 
the Proposed Project would violate the law (see 
California Government Code, Section 56133(e) 
(permitting sale of non-potable water)). 

C2-42 The commenter’s reference to water sales from the 
Campo Indian Reservation wells to SDG&E’s ECO 
Substation Project does not concern a significant 
environmental issue regarding the Proposed Project and 
the DPEIR. Water sales from the Campo Indian 
Reservation wells is not within the cumulative scope of 
analysis for impacts to groundwater resources for three 
reasons: 1) construction of the ECO Substation Project 
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is nearing completion and will be complete before the 
Proposed Project would break ground, 2) the location of 
the subject wells on the Campo Indian Reservation is 
over 5 miles from any of the water sources identified 
for the Proposed Project, and 3) according to the 
Amended Construction Water Supply Plan submitted to 
CPUC, “the Campo Indian Reservation stopped 
providing water for the [ECO Substation Project] as of 
November 18, 2013” (SDG&E 2013) Accordingly, no 
further response is required. 

C2-43 The County disagrees that the rock crushing and batch 
plant facility were added quietly and not adequately 
analyzed. The 10-acre temporary batch plant and rock 
crushing facility is included as one of the project 
components in the DPEIR and is described in detail in 
Section 1.2.1.1 of the DPEIR. The facility is only 
proposed for use by the Proposed Project. 

The rock crushing and batch plant facility would 
temporarily be located on the interior of the Rugged 
solar farm site and would not be prominently visible in 
the fore or middle-ground views from the Key Views 
analyzed in Chapter 2.1, Aesthetics, of the DPEIR. As 
such, the facility is not specifically called out in the 
aesthetics analysis; however, impacts related to 
construction activities and fugitive dust, including those 
related to the rock crushing and batch plant facility are 
considered and addressed in Section 2.1.3.2. 
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Potential noise impacts related to the rock crushing 
and batch plant facility are considered and addressed 
in Section 2.6.3.2 of the DPEIR. 

Water use for the rock crushing and batch plant facility 
was included in Table 1-6 (see DPEIR, Chapter 1.0) as 
a component of the dust control and tracker installation 
activities. However, the County has made revisions and 
clarifications to the DPEIR. These revisions to the 
DPEIR are presented in strikeout/underline format; 
refer to Table 1-6 in Chapter 1.0. The revisions include 
clarifications to the specific water use required by the 
rock crushing and batch plant facility. Additional 
clarifications to the operational characteristics of the 
facility, including the duration of operation, are 
presented in strikeout/underline format; refer to Section 
1.2.1.1 of the DPEIR. Please also refer to common 
response WR1 in Chapter 9.0. 

C2-44 The applicants’ AB 900 applications were posted on the 
website maintained for that purpose by the Governor’s 
Office of Planning & Research (see 
http://opr.ca.gov/s_californiajobs.php) from January 7, 
2013, through February 6, 2013, as required by the 
guidelines established for AB 900 applications (DPEIR, 
Chapter 1.0; see also California Public Resources Code, 
Section 21184(c)). The County does not believe that it 
had any obligation to the Boulevard Planning Group to 
notify it of the applicants’ pending AB 900 applications.  
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C2-45 The County disagrees that the DPEIR does not address 
the predicted climate change impacts. Climate change 
has and will continue to create numerous changes to 
the world’s and California’s environment. Some of 
these effects are described in Section 3.1.3.1.3 of the 
DPEIR. Some effects of climate change, such as 
reduced snowpack and rising sea levels, would clearly 
not impact the Proposed Project. Other effects of 
climate change, such as increased temperature; 
precipitation; extreme weather events; and timing, 
frequency, and behavior of wildfires, are projected to 
manifest over decades. While there is consensus on the 
likelihoods of such changes, the predicted magnitude 
is uncertain and highly variable due to variability of 
climate change models, projected future levels of 
GHGs in the atmosphere, and efforts by states and 
nations to reduce GHGs from current levels. A 
specific evaluation of such impacts in the project area 
is too speculative at this time. 

The County disagrees that the cumulative impacts 
of climate change (i.e., GHGs) from the Proposed 
Project, Tule Wind project, Sunrise Powerlink, 
ECO Substation Project, and other projects must be 
addressed. As stated in Section 3.1.3.4 of the 
DPEIR, climate change is recognized as the result 
of the cumulative global accumulation of GHG 
emissions. Accordingly, under CEQA, a project is 
evaluated as to whether its GHG emissions would 
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constitute a cumulatively considerable contribution 
to this significant cumulative impact. An analysis 
of other specific projects is not required to make 
this determination. 

C2-46 The County disagrees that the Proposed Project’s 
construction emissions must be amortized over the 
term of a PPA rather than over the life of the Proposed 
Project. The lifespan of the solar facility is estimated 
to be 30 to 40 years or longer.  

Accordingly, using 30 years as the lifetime to amortize 
the Proposed Project’s construction emissions is a 
reasonable assumption. Even if a 25-year lifetime were 
used to gauge the significance of the Proposed 
Project’s greenhouse gas emissions, the significance 
determination would not change because the Rugged, 
Tierra del Sol, LanEast, and LanWest projects would 
not generate 900 metric tons of carbon-dioxide 
equivalent emissions, either individually or combined.  

Furthermore, as stated in the response to comment 
O10-87, the Tierra del Sol and Rugged solar farms 
have been certified as an Environmental Leadership 
Project under AB 900, and the applicants have 
committed to obtain voluntary carbon offsets or GHG 
credits from a qualified GHG emissions broker to 
offset total projected construction and operational 
GHG emissions. 
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C2-47  The County disagrees that the tracker technology 
proposed for use by the Proposed Project is 
“experimental.” The applicants report that the CPV 
tracker technology has been or is being commercially 
deployed around the world, including 44 MW in 
Touwsrivier, South Africa; 1.5 MW Newberry 
Springs, California; 5 MW Borrego Springs, 
California (in construction); and 73.5 MW Imperial 
County, California (in permitting). The County further 
disagrees that the product information provided in the 
DPEIR regarding the trackers to be installed at the 
Proposed Project does not constitute substantial 
evidence (DPEIR, pp. 1.0-6 to 1.0-7, Appendices 
3.1.3-1 (TDS GHG report), 3.1.3-2 (Rugged GHG 
report)). In response to this comment, the applicants 
have submitted additional data sheets on tracker 
performance (Soitec, Technical Data Sheet, Soitec 
CX-S530-II CPV System 29.4 kWp ConcentrixTM 
Technology (Soitec 2014)).  

C2-48  The County disagrees that the project description is 
not consistently defined in the DPEIR. The DPEIR 
explains that the applicants only received AB 900 
certification for the Rugged solar farm and Tierra del 
Sol solar farm, and that the applicants are not seeking 
project-level approvals for LanEast and LanWest at 
this time (DPEIR, pp. 1.0-5, 1.0-31). The commenter 
is referred to the response to comment O10-7 
(Proposed Project not related to PPA). The EIR project 
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description governs the project analyzed in the EIR, 
not the AB 900 application, which stated that the 
Rugged project would be "up to 84 MW”.  

C2-49 The commenter is referred to the response to comment 
O10-7 (Proposed Project not related to PPA). As stated 
in Chapter1.0, Project Description, of the DPEIR, the 
Tierra del Sol solar farm would produce up to 60 MW 
of alternating current (AC) generating capacity.  

C2-50 Rough Acres Ranch Road is proposed under MUP 
3300-09-019 by Iberdrola Renewables and traverses 
the Rugged solar farm site from east to west 
connecting McCain Valley Road to Ribbonwood 
Road. If the road is not constructed under this MUP, 
optional Northern and Western access roads are 
proposed as part of the Rugged solar farm by the 
applicant. As discussed in Section 2.3.1.4 of the 
DPEIR, the northern access road would connect 
from McCain Valley Road to the northeast portion 
of the Rugged solar farm site. The western access 
road would connect from Ribbonwood Road to the 
northwest portion of the Rugged solar farm site. 
These optional access roads are identified on plot 
plans prepared for the Rugged Solar Project. Analysis 
of optional access roads the Proposed Project may 
construct/utilize is provided in relevant chapters of the 
revised DPEIR.  
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C2-51 The Proposed Project would provide significant 
resources to the Boulevard Fire Department via San 
Diego County Fire Authority. Resources resulting from 
the Proposed Project’s approval will include an initial 
Paramedic staff and startup equipment kit and annual 
funding for one Paramedic staff firefighter. See Project 
Design Feature PDF-PS-1 (Chapter 3.1.7 of the DPEIR).  

 There is no indication from the comment how co-
locating CalFire and SDCFA personnel within one fire 
station would potentially result in the loss of one 
engine company and/or the loss of overtime pay. The 
SDCFA stated plan is to consolidate into one building 
for financial considerations and continuity of 
personnel training. CalFire and SDCFA currently have 
this same arrangement in other jurisdictions, including 
Warner Springs. There is no indication that SDCFA 
would change the status of the Boulevard Fire 
Department by making it less able to complete its 
mission of providing fire and emergency medical 
response for the area. Likewise, CalFire has a separate 
mission that is focused on protecting the area’s natural 
resources. Therefore, it would not be a logical 
conclusion to assume that one engine company would 
be dissolved. In fact, discussions with the County 
during the preparation of the Proposed Project’s 
DPEIR indicate that they seek to bolster the staffing at 
the Boulevard Station through project-related funding, 
resulting in a more reliable and capable fire response.  
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Fires and emergency medical calls in the area are not 
limited to the Boulevard Fire Station response. In fact, 
there are several stations that are owned and staffed by 
SDCFA, CalFire, San Diego Rural Fire Protection 
District (SDRFPD), and USFS within a close 
proximity to the Proposed Project. Within the 
unincorporated region’s emergency services system, 
fire and emergency medical services are provided by 
Fire Protection Districts, County Service Areas, and 
CalFire. Collectively, there are over 2,800 firefighters 
responsible for protecting the San Diego region from 
fire. Generally, each agency is responsible for 
structural fire protection and wildland fire protection 
within their area of responsibility. However, mutual 
and automatic aid agreements enable non-lead fire 
agencies to respond to fire emergencies outside their 
district boundaries. Interdependencies that exist among 
the region’s fire protection agencies are primarily 
voluntary as no local governmental agency can exert 
authority over another. This was demonstrated by the 
major response to the 2003 and 2007 San Diego 
County Fires, and more recently, in the 2012 Shockey 
Fire which burned very near the Proposed Project’s 
Tierra Del Sol Solar site. Statistics provided by 
CalFire indicated that there were some 115 fire 
engines on scene (35 CalFire), 47 hand crews (36 
CalFire), 2 dozers, 3 water tenders and including 
resources from SDRFPD, the Bureau of Land 
Management, Campo Reservation, and mutual aid 
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strike teams. In addition, six aerial tankers were 
providing fire retardant drops. 

C2-52 The County disagrees with this comment. The 
DPEIR’s characterization of the Boulevard community 
as a community with an “evolving character” (see 
Section 1.2.2.3 of the DPEIR) due to the the growing 
presence of major infrastructure features accounts for 
the withdrawal of any previously proposed projects 
and is made based on the projects included in the 
cumulative analysis as listed in Table 1-12 of the 
DPEIR, which include numerous projects beyond 
those that the commenter claims have been withdrawn.  

C2-53 The County acknowledges this comment and agrees 
that there is a very large volume of project 
documentation. The attached list of errors and 
omissions is identified and addressed as comment C2-
133 below.  

C2-54 The commenter is referred to response O10-87 
(County Climate Action Plan).  

C2-55 The DPEIR identifies several impacts related to the 
project some of which were determined to be 
unmitigable. In addition to the DPEIR, the FPEIR and 
Administrative Record will comprise the substantial 
evidence that will be presented to decision-makers for 
a decision regarding the proposed project. The 
commenter does not provide specific instances or 
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examples of the perceived inadequacies such that the 
County can provide a more specific response. 

C2-56  The County received a preliminary title report with the 
MUP application for LanWest which has since been 
withdrawn (see http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/pds/ceqa/ 
Soitec-Documents/ApplicationForms/LanWest/2011-
12-22-Preliminary-Title-Report-2167-McCain-Valley-
Road.pdf). Evidence of site control for submittal of an 
application for an MUP is required; however, there is 
no independent requirement under CEQA to evaluate a 
project applicant’s control over a proposed project site. 
If, at some point in the future, the applicants seek a 
MUP for one or both sites, the County will require the 
applicants to demonstrate that the property owner has 
approved the applicants’ application for a MUP on the 
subject property. 

C2-57  Under CEQA, whether or not a demonstrated need exists 
for a project is not a basis upon which environmental 
review determinations are made. In addition, the 
microgrid or distributed generation scenario stated in the 
comment does not comport with the Proposed Project 
Objectives in the DPEIR. A distributed generation 
alternative was considered but ultimately rejected from 
further analysis in the EIR because it did not accomplish 
most of the basic Proposed Project objectives. Please 
refer to DPEIR Section 4.2, Alternatives Considered but 
Rejected, in Chapter 4.0, Project Alternatives.  
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The examples of successful microgrid, solar, and fuel 
cell projects, including Soitec technology do not lead 
to a conclusion that utility-scale renewable-energy 
projects are unnecessary. Refer to the responses to 
comments O10-96 and O10-106 regarding demand 
and procurement of utility-scale energy capacity by 
IOUs like SDG&E. 

C2-58  The purpose of the DPEIR is to identify the significant 
effects of the Proposed Project on the environment; the 
significant effects of the environment on the Proposed 
Project, including “violent mountain wind, weather, 
and wildfire events” are not properly the subject of the 
DPEIR (see Ballona Wetlands Land Trust v. City of 

Los Angeles (2011) 201 Cal. App. 4th 455, 473).  

C2-59  The commenter refers to the CPUC mitigation 
requirement for biological resources impacts to the 
Rough Acres Construction Yard, which was utilized 
by SDG&E during construction of Sunrise Powerlink. 
Though this site may be utilized by the applicant for 
the Rugged solar farm, the CPUC determined that off-
site habitat conservation to mitigate SDG&E’s impacts 
to Jacumba milk-vetch, semi-desert chaparral, and flat-
topped buckwheat scrub at the Construction Yard was 
appropriate (Letter, Billie Blanchard, CPUC, to Linda 
Collins, SDG&E (June 18, 2013)). The County has no 
jurisdiction over SDG&E and the mitigation required 
for its projects. The County has no comment on 
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whether the CPUC’s decision to allow alternative 
mitigation was improperly noticed or approved, as the 
commenter asserts. On the other hand, the County 
does have jurisdiction and responsibility over the 
mitigation of any potential significant impacts of the 
Proposed Project on biological resources. To that end, 
the County has provided adequate mitigation for 
Jacumba milk-vetch, semi-desert chaparral, and flat-
topped buckwheat scrub impacts on the Rugged site 
(DPEIR, pp. 2.3-104 - 2.3-105, 2.3-119 - 2.3-120, 2.3-
129 - 2.3-130, 2.3-136). It would be a violation of 
CEQA to impose additional mitigation requirements 
on the Proposed Project related to impacts caused by a 
different project (14 CCR 15126.4(a)(4)(B) (“the 
mitigation measure must be ‘roughly proportional’ to 
the impacts of the project”)). Furthermore, the 
Proposed Project’s environmental baseline analyzes 
the portion of the Rugged solar farm used by SDG&E 
in its current condition, which is as a disturbed area 
used as a construction lay-down yard.  

C2-60 The County appreciates the concern the Boulevard 
community has for their groundwater resources. 
However, the information presented is not at a level of 
detail that would affect the analysis in the DPEIR. 
Please refer to the response to comment C2-32 
regarding the Project water balance analysis taking 
drought conditions into account. 
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C2-61  The County acknowledges the commenter’s 
opposition to the general plan amendment proposed 
for the Proposed Project. The County also 
acknowledges the commenter’s opposition to the 
adoption of any overriding considerations by the 
decision makers for the Proposed Project. The 
information in this comment will be in the FPEIR for 
review and consideration by the decision makers. It is 
unclear what “waivers” or “infrastructure financing 
districts” the comment is referring to; therefore, a 
response cannot be provided. The Proposed Project 
does not implicate any infrastructure financing district.  

 The County is not aware that the Proposed Project has 
received unfair tax breaks or special or biased 
treatment from any governmental entity. 

C2-62  The County disagrees with the commenter’s purported 
quotation from the DPEIR that “The identified 
cumulative projects represent large-scale industrial 
projects that would adversely affect visual character.” 
This statement does not appear in the DPEIR. The 
DPEIR analyzes the potential cumulative impact of the 
Project on the visual character and quality of the area 
(DPEIR, pp. 2.1-71 to 2.1-72). The DPEIR concludes 
that the Proposed Project would contribute to a 
cumulatively considerable impact, as it would 
contribute to long-term visual contrast with existing 
conditions (DPEIR, p. 2.1-72). Various projects, 
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including the Proposed Project, would alter the rural 
character and increase the prominence of industrial 
components in the landscape (DPEIR, p. 2.1-72).  

 The Proposed Project includes an amendment to the 
Boulevard Community Plan, as the commenter states 
(DPEIR, p. 1.0-49, Table 1-11.). The County notes 
that the Wind Energy Ordinance EIR, which analyzed 
related General Plan amendments, has been upheld in 
Protect Our Communities Foundation v. San Diego 

County Board of Supervisors (San Diego Superior 
Court case no. 37-2013-00052926-CU-TT-CTL). 

C2-63  The County directs the commenter to the FPEIR’s 
analysis of the Proposed Project’s potential to have 
direct and cumulative impacts on groundwater 
(FPEIR, Sections 3.1.5.3.4 and 3.1.5.4.2) and 
Appendices 3.1.5-5 through 3.1.5-8. Please also refer 
to common response WR1 in Chapter 9.0 regarding 
construction and operational water demand estimates 
provided in the DPEIR (and subsequent revisions 
made to the FPEIR to address underestimated 
demands), response to comment C2-37, above, and 
response to comment C2-91, below.  

C2-64 The DPEIR is supported by numerous technical reports 
(among them, DPEIR Appendices 3.1.5-5 and 3.1.5-6) 
which acknowledge the properties and characteristics of 
the underlying aquifer, and which are based on 
literature, well inventories, site-specific aquifer testing, 
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and hydrogeological analysis and modeling per County 
guidelines (which were developed by a technical panel 
and the County Geologist). The hydrology and water 
quality section of the DPEIR (Chapter 3.1.5) accurately 
represents the nature and properties of the groundwater 
aquifer as well. 

C2-65 The commenter correctly asserts that Dudek, the 
preparer of the DPEIR for the Proposed Project, also 
prepared the County’s Wind Energy Ordinance and 
Plan Amendment EIR, under contract to the County. 
However, the comment is not a direct comment on the 
content or adequacy of the Proposed Project’s DPEIR, 
and does not raise any specific environmental issue.  

C2-66 The County disagrees with the assertions made by the 
commenter that the DPEIR and hydrogeological 
analysis are “inadequate and misrepresentative” or 
were prepared in “a biased manner.” On the contrary, 
and as noted in responses to more specific comments, 
the County has conducted an independent review of 
the DPEIR and related technical studies and has found 
them to be thorough and accurate, and completed in an 
objective manner. 

C2-67 Please see response to comment C2-46 above. The 
DPEIR addresses the potential life span of the 
Proposed Project as being 30 to 40 years or longer 
(DPEIR, p. 1.0-17). 
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 C2-68  The County acknowledges that Mr. Patrick Brown was 
previously employed at the County and now is 
employed by the applicants. The County disagrees 
with the commenter’s assertion that this represents a 
conflict of interest. The comment does not raise an 
environmental issue requiring further response. 

C2-69  The administrative record has been compiled by the 
County in accordance with California Public Resources 
Code Sections 21167.6 and 21186(b). The County has 
included in the record all of the items required under 
California Public Resources Code Section 21167.6(e). 
The statute specifies the appropriate materials for 
inclusion in the record, including project application 
materials; staff reports; documents, correspondence, or 
other evidence submitted by any person to the agency 
related to a project and CEQA; transcripts of 
proceedings; notices provided to the public for the 
project under CEQA and other laws; proposed decisions 
or findings submitted to the decision makers; the EIR; 
documentation of the agency’s decision and documents 
cited or relied upon in the agency’s findings or in a 
statement of overriding considerations; and all other 
written materials related to the agency’s compliance with 
CEQA and its decision on the project, including 
documents that it relied upon that were available to the 
public or are in the agency’s files and internal agency 
communications (California Public Resources Code, 
Sections 21167.6(e)(1)–21167(e)(11)).  
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The commenter’s allegations related to Mr. Patrick 
Brown’s work for the County prior to his employment 
by Soitec does not raise an environmental issue for 
which further response is required. 

C2-70  The comment concerns the commenter’s observations 
related to the Newberry Solar 1 project, located in 
Newberry Springs, California, and does not concern an 
environmental issue regarding the Proposed Project 
and the DPEIR. The County is aware that neighbors of 
Soitec’s Newberry Springs facility have filed Public 
Records Act Requests with San Bernardino County 
regarding the permitting of that facility.  

C2-71  Please refer to the response to comment C2-70. 

C2-72 The comment’s lack of specificity about alleged 
violations of constitutional rights and equal 
protections under the law prevents the County from 
being able to respond. CEQA permits a lead agency to 
approve a project with unmitigable significant 
environmental impacts so long as the lead agency 
makes findings that the benefits of the project override 
the environmental impacts (California Public 
Resources Code, Section 21081). Refer to the response 
to comment C2-61. 

The County disagrees with the commenter’s assertion 
that the record does not contain substantial evidence 
to support conclusions related to the benefits and 
impacts of the Proposed Project. As the commenter 
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does not provide any further information on what 
benefits or “insignificant adverse impacts” are not 
supported by analysis in the DPEIR or other 
documentation in the record, the County cannot 
provide a more specific response. 

C2-73 The commenter offers no support for its assertion that 
the Proposed Project or the County is not complying 
with the statement extracted from the California’s 
Climate Future Goals and Policy Report related to 
investing in climate readiness and adaptation. The 
Report does not require the County to take any 
specific actions, particularly with regard to individual 
projects within the County’s jurisdiction.  

C2-74  See response C2-44. The information provided by the 
Office of Planning and Research to the commenter 
regarding noticing and review requirements, as quoted in 
the comment, is accurate. Like any other project subject 
to CEQA, the Proposed Project is subject to notice and 
public review under CEQA. The County has fully 
complied with these notice and review requirements; the 
commenter does not assert otherwise. 

C2-75  The County acknowledges the outcome of Planning 

and Conservation League v. State of California 
(Alameda Sup. Ct. Case No. RG12626904, Statement 
of Decision (Apr. 9, 2013)), referenced by the 
comment. SB 743 amended Public Resources Code § 
21185(a) in response to the Alameda Superior Court 
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finding in Planning and Conservation League v. State 

of California. The commenter is referred to the 
amendments made to the Public Resources Code by 
SB 743, which took effect January 1, 2014, and 
California Rule of Court Rule 3.2220 et seq. 

C2-76  The commenter’s assertion that there are over 100 
corporate entities that share the same address (1000 
Pioneer Avenue, El Cajon, CA) does not concern an 
environmental issue regarding the Proposed Project and 
the DPEIR. Accordingly, no further response is required. 

C2-77  The comment regarding the existence of water trucks at 
Rough Acres Ranch does not concern an environmental 
issue regarding the Proposed Project and the DPEIR. 
Accordingly, no further response is required. 

C2-78  The County disagrees with the commenter’s assertion 
that a specific cost-benefit analysis of the Proposed 
Project is required by CEQA. Because adverse, 
unavoidable environmental effects have been 
identified, the County must determine if the adverse 
environmental effects are considered acceptable with 
consideration of economic, social, technological, and 
other relative benefits of the Proposed Project (DPEIR, 
Section S.4, Issues to be Resolved by the Decision-
Making Body, and 1.5, Intended Uses of the EIR; 
California Public Resources Code, Section 21081). If 
the County decision makers approve the Proposed 
Project, the required statement of overriding 
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considerations would reflect the decision makers’ 
ultimate balancing of the Proposed Project’s impacts 
and benefits (DPEIR, p. S.0-72). Thus, the County will 
undertake the consideration of various factors, 
including economic and technical factors, and short- 
and long-term benefits and costs, referenced by the 
commenter in the quotation of California Public 
Resources Code Section 21001(g).Furthermore, a 
description of the project’s technical, economic, and 
environmental characteristics is contained in the 
DPEIR at Section 1.2.2. 

C2-79  The County disagrees with the commenter’s assertion 
that there is a lack of adequate enforceable 
requirements on the Proposed Project. It is sufficient 
for the County to commit to feasible mitigation in the 
DPEIR and require the drafting of plans and reports to 
implement this mitigation based on specific 
performance criteria outlined in the DPEIR and 
supporting documentation (North Coast Rivers 

Alliance v. Marin Municipal Water Dist. Bd. of 

Directors (2013) 216 Cal. App. 4th 614, 629, 630). 
Also refer to the response to comment O10-117. Plans 
and reports related to mitigation need not be circulated 
for public review and comment prior to approval of 
the Proposed Project. 

The DPEIR outlines all of the mitigation measures 
proposed by the County to reduce potential significant 
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environmental impacts (DPEIR, pp. S.0-9 to S.0-71). 
These mitigation measures will be incorporated into an 
MMRP, to be adopted for the Proposed Project by the 
County in accordance with CEQA (California Public 
Resources Code, Sections 21081(a)(1), 21081.6; 14 
CCR 15097(a)). The MMRP must be designed to 
ensure compliance during development and 
implementation of the Proposed Project and the 
County is responsible for ensuring that 
implementation of mitigation measures occurs in 
accordance with the MMRP (14 CCR 15097(a)). The 
mitigation measures of the DPEIR will be fully 
enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or 
other measures (California Public Resources Code, 
Section 21081.6.)  

C2-80  The County agrees that the Proposed Project 
construction water demand estimate requires an 
upward revision. Common Response WR1 in Chapter 
9.0 describes the changes made to the water demand 
estimate, the locations where edits to the DPEIR have 
been made, and explains why the changes made to the 
Proposed Project’s water demand are an insignificant 
modification that do not raise important new issues 
about significant effects on the environment. The 
County is unable to respond to the commenter’s 
request to provide draft mitigation documents for 
public review and comment because the commenter 
has not identified which documents are at issue. 
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C2-81 The County does not agree that the glare studies leave 
out numerous homes, residences and critical wildlife 
habitat. Residences in the area surrounding the 
proposed solar farm sites were considered during 
preparation of the Boulevard Glare Study and 
according to Power Engineers, any residence not 
included in the study would not receive project-
generated glare during normal operations. Project-
generated glare would not be received at residences 
other than those identified in the Boulevard Glare 
Study due to direction of reflected light angle and/or 
because residences are located at an elevation lower 
than proposed trackers and the trajectory angle of the 
reflected light would pass over residences; refer to 
common response AES2 for further details.  

Regarding bighorn sheep, as indicated in the DPEIR 
Section 2.31.2, the closest Peninsular bighorn sheep 
population to the project area is the Carrizo Canyon 
subpopulation (63 FR 13134–13150; USFWS 2000). 
Also, west of the In-Ko-Pah Gorge and I-8 there are 
“island” areas that receive transient bighorn sheep use. 
Other “islands” between the east- and west-bound I-8 
lanes on the desert slope are known to be yearly 
lambing areas. The Proposed Project area is located 
well west of these areas, so development in the project 
area is not anticipated to affect bighorn sheep 
movement or lambing areas. 
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C2-82 This comment is introductory in nature for comments 
C2-83 and C2-84. See the responses to those comments. 

C2-83 The County disagrees that the DPEIR failed to 
evaluate the carbon sequestration related to 
cryptogamic covers (e.g., algae, lichens, mosses). 
Despite a brief reference to the presence of 
cryptogamic covers on soils in dry regions, the 
summary of the study by the Max Planck Institute 
cited by the commenter does not indicate that the 
conclusions of the study would be applicable or 
relevant to the Proposed Project area. Accordingly, no 
specific analysis could have been provided in the 
DPEIR with respect to the impacts related to soil 
disturbance associated with the Proposed Project. 
Furthermore, a previous review of similar studies in 
the EIR/EIS for the East County Substation/Tule 
Wind/Energia Sierra Juarez U.S. Transmission Line 
projects regarding the carbon sequestration capacity of 
desert soils does not indicate a complete understanding 
of the mechanism by which carbon dioxide is taken up 
by desert soils and flora. Specifically, the studies did 
not suggest that temporary disruption of desert soils 
during construction of a project would release carbon 
dioxide or eliminate or reduce the potential carbon 
sequestration capacity of desert soils, and if it did 
occur, the mechanism by which it would occur (i.e., 
inorganic or biological uptake). 
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C2-84 The County agrees that chaparral may provide the 
benefits cited by the commenter.  

With respect to carbon sequestration of chaparral, 
there is no universally accepted methodology for 
evaluating this issue in CEQA documents and more 
specifically for chaparral (as contrasted with forests, 
the loss of which is identified as a potentially 
significant impact in Appendix G of the CEQA 
Guidelines). No significance thresholds or other 
criteria have been established for evaluating loss of 
carbon sequestration resulting from removal of 
vegetation on a Proposed Project site. 

As the figure provided by the commenter shows, the 
chaparral communities of San Diego have burned 
routinely over many years. The fact that the chaparral 
in the Proposed Project area has not burned in several 
decades does not mean that it is not likely to burn at 
some time in the future. When it does, the sequestered 
carbon in the biomass will be released as carbon 
dioxide (CO2), which is a GHG. Thus, even if the 
Proposed Project were not implemented, there would 
still be a likely release of CO2 to the atmosphere. 
Eventually, the burned areas will recover and 
recovering chaparral will again sequester carbon. 
Thus, the carbon cycle in the chaparral community is a 
complex issue, which may be beyond the scope of a 
CEQA analysis. 
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 For full disclosure, however, the approximate loss of 
sequestered carbon in the biomass of chaparral to be 
removed from the Proposed Project sites can be 
calculated. According to DPEIR Table 2.3-1, 
Vegetation Communities and Land Cover Types, the 
total acreage of chaparral communities in the project 
sites is approximately 943 acres. The California 
Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) Version 
2013.2.2 calculates project-related GHG emissions 
resulting from land conversion and utilizes five 
general Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 
(IPCC) land use classifications—forest land (scrub), 
forest land (trees), cropland, grassland, and 
wetlands—for assigning default CO2 content values 
(metric tons CO2/acre). Calculation of the one-time 
loss of sequestered carbon in CalEEMod is the product 
of the converted acreage value and the CO2 content 
value for each vegetation community. Applying the 
CalEEMod factor of 14.3 metric tons CO2/acre for 
forest land (scrub) to 943 acres, the one-time loss of 
sequestered carbon would be 13,485 metric tons CO2.  

C2-85 The County acknowledges the commenter’s concern 
regarding heat island effects. The Proposed Project 
trackers are lightweight and surrounded by airflow both 
inside and outside the tracker. As a result, heat 
dissipates quickly from a tracker. As described in 
Chapter 1.0, Project Description, of the DPEIR, the 
normal operating temperature for solar modules is 20 
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degrees Celsius (°C; 68 degrees Fahrenheit (°F)) above 
ambient temperature; therefore, on a typical summer 
day at 40°C (104°F), the panel temperature would be 
approximately 60°C (140°F). When accounting for 
irradiance (a measure of solar radiation energy received 
on a given surface area in a given time), wind, and 
tracker type, it is expected that the peak tracker 
temperatures in the summer would be between 65°C 
and 70°C (149°F and 158°F), and the peak tracker 
temperatures in the winter would be between 35°C and 
40°C (95°F and 104°F).  

 Although the trackers would be hot to the touch as a 
result of solar energy absorption, trackers are 
designed to absorb light energy inwards towards the 
tracker to produce electricity. As opposed to 
mirrors, which redirect the sun, trackers use Fresnel 
lenses to concentrate sunlight inside the module to 
produce electricity; therefore, they would not 
noticeably affect the temperature of the surrounding 
area. Temperatures below the trackers would be 
nearly the same as ambient temperatures in ordinary 
shade. Ultimately, although the trackers do create 
heat due to dissipation of the heat in the trackers, 
they also create shade. Without the presence of the 
trackers the heat would still be present, but less 
localized, and all the solar irradiance would be 
dissipated into heat in the environment. Therefore, 
the trackers are not anticipated to cause a rise in 
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temperatures at the site above what would otherwise 
occur without the Proposed Project, or produce a 
heat island effect.  

C2-86 The County acknowledges the commenter’s provided 
excerpts regarding California’s climate change 
scoping plan. The comment will be included in the 
Final EIR for review and consideration by the decision 
makers. The comment does not raise an environmental 
issue for which a response is required. 

C2-87 The County agrees with the commenter and 
acknowledges this comment; however, this comment 
does not raise specific issues related to the Proposed 
Project or the adequacy of the environmental analysis 
in the DPEIR; therefore, no additional response is 
provided or required. 

C2-88 The comment does not raise a specific environmental 
issue for which a response is required.  

C2-89 The County has reviewed Dr. Victor M. Ponce’s report 
cited in this comment. The County does not dispute 
some of the basic theoretical premises stated in Dr. 
Ponce’s report; however, the County does not agree with 
Dr. Ponce’s report in regard to the significant impacts to 
groundwater resources and groundwater-dependent 
habitat under CEQA; see common response WR2 and 
Appendix 9.0-2 of the DPEIR for further details. 
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C2-90 The comments related to Dudek’s work on the 
Maderas Gold Club project or its “pro-development 
stance” do not raise specific issues related to the 
Proposed Project or the adequacy of the environmental 
analysis in the DPEIR; therefore, no additional 
response is provided or required. Please refer to 
common response WR1 in Chapter 9.0 related to 
revised water demand estimates. 

C2-91 The comment does not raise specific issues related to 
the Proposed Project or the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the DPEIR; therefore, no 
additional response is provided or required. The 
County analyzed potential impacts to local wells; as 
provided in DPEIR Sections 3.1.5.3.4 and 3.1.9.3.1. 
The County will place conditions on the Major Use 
Permit that will restrict the amount of water that is 
permitted to be withdrawn from on-site wells in order 
to prevent interference with off-site wells. As such, the 
County does not anticipate that wells of neighboring 
residents will experience any significant impact as a 
result of the Proposed Project. 

C2-92 The comment does not raise specific issues related to 
the Proposed Project or the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the DPEIR; therefore, no 
additional response is provided or required. 

 



Response to Comments 

December 2014  7345 

Final PEIR C2 49 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

C2-93 Please refer to response to comment O10-23 
(adequacy of proposed mitigation measures), and the 
response to comment C2-91 (impacts to local wells). 

C2-94 The County agrees that the parcels outlined in red and 
called out as “Rugged Solar – Phase II” on DPEIR 
Figures 3.1.1-4 and 3.1.1-6 were incorrect. These areas 
are not being considered for inclusion in the Proposed 
Project. These figures have have been revised to 
reflect the accurate project boundaries for the Rugged 
Solar site. Please refer to revised Figures 3.1.1-4 and 
3.1.1-6 in Section 3.1.1 of the FPEIR.  

 If the electrical generation capacity for the Proposed 
Project as indicated in Table 1-1 (or any other project 
aspects) and analyzed in the DPEIR were to change 
after discretionary permit approval (if approved), the 
changes would be evaluated to determine if additional 
discretionary review, such as a Major Use Permit 
Modification, would be required under CEQA.  

C2-95 This comment does not raise issues related to the 
Proposed Project or the adequacy of the environmental 
analysis in the DPEIR; therefore, no additional 
response is provided or required. 

C2-96 This comment does not raise specific issues related to 
the Proposed Project or the adequacy of the 
environmental analysis in the DPEIR; therefore, no 
additional response is provided or required. 
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C2-97 The County appreciates this information and the 
decision-makers take it into consideration. This 
information, however, would not affect the analysis in 
the DPEIR. 

C2-98  The commenter does not provide any evidence for its 
assertion that distributed generation with storage is 
more affordable and more secure than utility-scale 
projects that rely on transmission. To the extent the 
commenter has concerns related to the vulnerability of 
the Proposed Project including its proposed 
transmission lines, to fire or earthquake, these issues 
are fully addressed in the DPEIR (pp. 3.1.2-2 to 3.1.2-
3, 3.1.2-16 to 3.1.2-23, 3.1.4-5 to 3.1.4-6, 3.1.4-8 to 
3.1.4-11, and 3.1.4-35 to 3.1.4-41). The vulnerability 
of other transmission lines, which are not proposed as 
part of the Proposed Project, is outside the jurisdiction 
of the County and not within the scope of the 
Proposed Project. In addition, the effects of the 
environment on the Proposed Project, including fire or 
earthquake, are not properly the subject of the DPEIR 
(see Ballona Wetlands Land Trust v. City of Los 

Angeles (2001) 201 Cal. App. 4th 455, 473).  

C2-99 The commenter’s reference to the Rocky Mountain 
Institute’s report does not concern an environmental 
issue regarding the Proposed Project and the DPEIR. 
Accordingly, no further response is required. 

C2-100 The County does not agree that the DPEIR does not 
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address cumulative impacts and risk related to climate 
change. Climate change refers to any significant 
change in measures of climate, such as temperature, 
precipitation, or wind, lasting for an extended period 
(decades or longer). Gases that trap heat in the 
atmosphere are often called “greenhouse gases” 
(GHGs). Chapter 3.1.3 of the DPEIR analyzes the 
Proposed Project’s potential to impact climate change 
through an analysis of potential GHG emissions 
resulting from the Proposed Project.  

It should be further emphasized, as stated in Section 
3.1.3.3.1 of the DPEIR, that the Tierra del Sol and 
Rugged solar farms both have been certified as 
Environmental Leadership Projects under the Jobs and 
Economic Improvement through Environmental 
Leadership Act (AB900) which, as a prerequisite, 
requires that projects would not result in any net 
additional GHG emissions pursuant to PRC Section 
21183(c); see Appendix 3.1.3-3 of the DPEIR. To 
ensure the Tierra del Sol and Rugged solar farms 
would result in a zero net increase in GHG emissions, 
the applicants have committed to obtain voluntary 
carbon offsets or GHG credits from a qualified GHG 
emission broker to offset total projected construction 
and operational GHG emissions as stated in the AB 
900 Application for the Soitec Solar Energy Project 
(attached as Appendix 3.1.3-3 of the DPEIR). In fact, 
the Proposed Project would offset GHG emissions, in 
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accordance with project objective 5. Please also refer 
to response to comment C2-84.  

The risk of wildfire is thoroughly evaluated in the 
DPEIR; see Section 3.1.4.3.3, Wildfire Hazards, and 
Section 3.1.7.3.1, Fire and Emergency Medical 
Response Capabilities.  

C2-101 The comment indicates that growth into the urban 
wildland interface has resulted in greater threats to 
persons and property. However, the Proposed Project 
is not proposed in a wildland–urban interface setting 
and it does not include residential development where 
persons and their property will reside. Further, even in 
residential development projects at the wildland–urban 
interface, the fire protection systems provided, 
especially in San Diego County, address the fire risks 
that may face a community and result in hardened, 
defensible communities. The Proposed Project 
includes primarily non-combustible features that are 
provided significant fuel modification by converting 
higher ignitable and higher British thermal unit (BTU) 
producing vegetation (e.g. native chaparral) on the site 
to maintained, low-BTU-producing landscapes (e.g. 
solar facility). These landscapes are not proposed to 
enable native fuels (chaparral) to reestablish. 
Likewise, invasive plants are typically associated with 
residential communities where multiple landscape 
plantings by numerous people may escape into the 
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wildlands. The project sites will be solar facilities that 
will use a very limited plant palette at specific 
locations around the borders of the facilities, will 
undergo ongoing maintenance to minimize vegetation 
growth, and will not be likely to be a source for 
invasive plant establishment off site. 

The comment regarding wildfire and air quality, 
human health, soil erosion and stress on watersheds is 
noted. Large wildfires can have negative impacts on 
each of these resources. However, as noted in the 
DPEIR’s analysis and Fire Protection Plans (FPP) 
(Appendix 3.1.4-5 and Appendix 3.1.4-6), the 
Proposed Project includes numerous measures to 
provide fire prevention and suppression resources.  

C2-102 Updated Fire Service Availability Forms signed in 
October 2014 by the San Diego County Fire Authority 
for the Tierra del Sol and Rugged solar farm projects 
have been provided and are located in the 
administrative record. The fire service availability 
forms indicate that existing fire protection facilities 
will be adequate to serve the Tierra del Sol and 
Rugged Solar Farm projects with a developer 
agreement or similar finding mechanism. In order to 
achieve fire service availability, the Proposed Project 
has analyzed the impacts and developed a variety of 
design, operation, prevention, and response measures 
that would reduce impacts to a less than significant 
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level. In addition to the measures identified in the 
project-specific FPPs, the Proposed Project would 
provide fair-share funding to be used for improving 
local emergency response capabilities (see PDF-PS-1 
in Chapter 3.1.7 of the DPEIR). Please also refer to 
response to comment O10-80.  

C2-103 Updated and completed Facility Availability Forms 
(399-F) for the Tierra Del Sol and Rugged sites are 
located in the administrative record at: 
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/pds/ceqa/Soitec 
-Documents/ApplicationForms/TierraDelSol/2014-10-
23-Zoning-Project-Facility-Availability-Form-Fire-
approved.pdf and http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov 
/pds/ceqa/Soitec-Documents/ApplicationForms/Rugged/ 
2014-10-23-Zoning-Project-Facility-Availability-Form-
Fire-approved.pdf.  The forms are also included in 
Appendix 3.1.4-5, Draft Fire Protection Plan Tierra del 
Sol Solar Farm Project, and Appendix 3.1.4-6, Draft Fire 
Protection Plan Rugged Solar Farm Project, of the FPEIR.  

No permits are currently being sought for the LanEast 
and LanWest solar farms. Should development of these 
sites proceed in the future, then the project applicant(s) 
would be required to demonstrate during environmental 
review that existing or planned fire services facilities are 
adequate to the serve the projects.  

C2-104 The exact number of reserves/volunteers may vary 
throughout the year and reserves often obtain a full-
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time fire position about every 2 years so there is some 
variability in staffing, but there is a strong program for 
reserves and volunteers in San Diego County. Further, 
there is a commitment by San Diego County to 
provide full time fire and emergency medical services 
in all of its fire stations, including in Boulevard, as 
evidenced by their funding of a new fire station with all 
facilities necessary for multiple apparatus and for 
sleeping/living capacity for two engine companies. The 
San Diego Regional Fire Foundation coordinates the 
reserve/volunteer firefighter program. Volunteer 
firefighters and fire stations are not unique to 
Boulevard. Roughly 60% of San Diego County is 
protected by volunteers/reserves. There are 30 
volunteer fire stations and over 400 volunteer 
firefighters in San Diego County. Grants and annual 
funding for the volunteer program have steadily 
increased over the last decade. In addition, equipment 
and training have resulted in all volunteer fire 
departments performing at very effective levels. Since 
the 2003 and 2007 wildfires, efforts have also focused 
on increased cooperation and coordination amongst all 
fire departments. Today, the closest fire engine is 
dispatched to an emergency whether it is in its own 
jurisdiction or that of a neighboring fire department. 
Mutual aid responses are automatic. With the Proposed 
Project, funding is being targeted for additional full-
time personnel (see PDF-PS-1 in Chapter 3.1.7 of the 
FPEIR). In addition, the FPPs prepared for the 
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Proposed Project require the Project to conduct training 
sessions with local fire fire station personnel and create 
a video training CD with SDCFA and CAL FIRE input 
that will be provided to local fire agencies for refresher 
training and training new firefighters who may rotate 
into potentially responding stations.  

C2-105 Please refer to common response TRAF-1 regarding 
physical deterioration of local roadways.  

Please refer to the response to comment I29-1 
regarding the County’s analysis of traffic impacts, 
including potential hazards associated with 
construction traffic. 

C2-106 The County disagrees with the commenter’s assertion 
that the County should require a performance bond to 
“ensure road upgrades and maintenance is completed.” 
The Proposed Project will participate in the County’s 
Transportation Impact Fee Program, paying a fee to 
proportionally fund necessary improvements to 
County roadways (DPEIR, pp. 3.1.8-8 to 3.1.8-9, 
3.1.8-33). The Proposed Project’s fee is based upon 
the projected use and new trips to local and regional 
roads associated with the Proposed Project (DPEIR, p. 
3.1.8-33). The applicants are required under the 
Transportation Impact Fee Program to pay this fee 
prior to approval of a MUP; therefore, no bond is 
necessary to ensure timely payment of the fee (DPEIR, 
pp. 3.1.8-8 to 3.1.8-9). The DPEIR has not identified 
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any additional specific upgrades or maintenance for 
County roads necessary to mitigate impacts associated 
with the Proposed Project, for which an assurance of 
funding would be applicable. The County also refers 
the commenter to common response TRAF-1. 

C2-107 The Proposed Project design meets the setback 
requirements per County zoning (the Proposed Project 
sites are zoned A70, A72, and S92) and has considered 
additional setbacks to reduce impacts related to fire 
and visual resources. These additional setbacks 
include a perimeter fuel modification zone consisting 
of 18 feet of cleared, drivable surface on the outside of 
the project fencing and 20 feet of driveway/road inside 
of the fence (see Section 3.1.4.3.3 of the DPEIR) and a 
50-foot-wide landscaped area along public roadways 
(Tierra Del Sol Road and McCain Valley Road) to 
screen project components from public viewpoints 
(see M-AE-PP-1 in Section 2.1.6.1 of the DPEIR). 
The commenter does not indicate where the 100-foot 
setback requirement is derived from. The County does 
not agree that additional setbacks are required for the 
Proposed Project. The Proposed Project’s impacts to 
safety are considered in Chapter 3.1.4 of the DPEIR. 

C2-108 See responses to comments C2-111 and I38-10.  

C2-109 The comment is acknowledged and will be included in 
the FPEIR for review and consideration by the 
decision makers. The comment does not raise an 
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environmental issue related to the DPEIR for which a 
response is required. 

The County also refers the commenter to response to 
comment C2-107 and C2-111.  

C2-110 The comment is acknowledged and the resources and 
quotations provided will be included in the FPEIR for 
review and consideration by the decision makers. The 
County also refers the commenter to response to 
comment C2-107 and C2-111.  

C2-111 The comment is acknowledged and the resources and 
quotations provided will be included in the FPEIR for 
review and consideration by the decision makers. The 
County has reviewed the information presented in this 
comment. Recognizing there is a great deal of public 
interest and concern regarding potential health effects 
and hazards from exposure to electric and magnetic 
fields (EMFs), the DPEIR provides information 
regarding these potential issues; see Section 3.1.4.5 of 
the DPEIR. However, the DPEIR does not consider 
EMFs in the context of the CEQA for determination of 
environmental impact because there is no agreement 
among scientists that EMFs create a health risk and 
because there are no defined or adopted CEQA 
standards for defining health risks from EMFs. As a 
result, the EMF information is presented for the 
benefit of the public and decision makers. 
Furthermore, in response to this comment and other 
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comments regarding EMF, a memorandum was 
prepared by Asher R. Sheppard, PhD to support the 
information provided in the DPEIR and provide more 
detail; see Appendix 9.0-1. The memorandum 
concludes that EMF from the Proposed Project are 
highly localized and pose no known concern for 
human health. See also response to comment I38-10. 

C2-112 The County does not agree that the Cumulative 
Projects List (DPEIR Chapter 1.0, Table 1-12) 
includes projects within too broad of a geographic 
scope, as indicated by the commenter. No fixed 
standards apply under CEQA or the State CEQA 
Guidelines as to what will constitute an appropriate 
geographic scope; the lead agency is provided the 
discretion to make such a determination so long as the 
administrative record illustrates a reasonable basis for 
such a determination (City of Long Beach v Los Angeles 

Unified Sch. Dist. (2009) 176 Cal. App. 4th 889, 908 
(selection of the geographic area affected by the 
cumulative impacts falls within the lead agency’s 
discretion); Ebbetts Pass Forest Watch v Department of 

Forestry and Fire Protection (2004) 123 Cal. App. 4th 
1331, 1351–1354; Kostka and Zischke 2009, Section 
13.45, pp. 654–655).The geographic scope for the 
cumulative study area was determined based on the 
natural boundaries of the resources affected, rather 
than jurisdictional boundaries, and is consistent with 
recent cumulative analyses for energy projects recently 
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analyzed in the Proposed Project area. In addition, the 
cumulative discussion for each resource topic defines 
a specific geographic scope applicable to that resource 
that is often more narrow in scope than the cumulative 
study area shown on Figure 1-12. The County also 
refers the commenter to response to comment C2-52.  

The County acknowledges that the Shu’luuk Wind 
project is no longer under consideration; the project 
was not included in the DPEIR as a cumulative project 
(see DPEIR, Chapter 1.0, Table 1-12). 

The commenter provides a list of interconnections from 
the California Independent System Operator Corporation 
Generator Interconnection Queue. It is possible that the 
projects represented by these interconnection 
applications are considered in the DPEIR cumulative 
analysis; however, specifics regarding project names and 
locations are not given since interconnection positions 
are confidential. In addition, positions on the 
interconnection queue do not mean they are reasonably 
foreseeable. Therefore, not enough information is 
provided to compare the list of interconnections to the 
cumulative projects list in the DPEIR.  

C2-113  The County disagrees that the already approved and 
operational Soitec Solar Industries LLC’s factory in 
the City of San Diego, where it manufactures CPV 
trackers, is a “connected action” that should be 
analyzed as part of the Proposed Project. The 
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applicants have not sought any approvals from the 
County related to the manufacturing facility, nor are 
any necessary for the facility to continue operations, 
and Soitec Solar Industries LLC’s manufacturing 
activities would continue independent of the Proposed 
Project. The Proposed Project’s approval or eventual 
development has no bearing on continued production 
at the manufacturing facility (see California Public 
Resources Code, Section 21065; 14 CCR 15003(h) 
and 15378(a), (c)). If the proposed project was to be 
denied and the Soitec Solar facility discontinued 
operations, it would be for reasons other than the 
denial of the proposed project. Finally, CEQA does 
not require analysis of “connected actions,” which is a 
term of art used under the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) (e.g., see 40 CFR 1508.25). 

C2-114 The DPEIR does not provide that Soitec Solar 
Industries LLC’s manufacturing facility, located in 
San Diego County, is an economic consideration or 
benefit associated with the Proposed Project. The 
manufacturing of the trackers is not part of the 
Proposed Project, so neither the environmental 
impacts nor benefits of the facility are addressed in the 
DPEIR as “connected actions. Furthermore, the 
achievement of project objective #6 (see Chapter 1.0 
of the DPEIR) does not include economic 
development associated with the Soitec Solar 
Industries LLC’s manufacturing facility 
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C2-115  Please refer to the response to comment C2-50. 

C2-116   Rough Acres Water Company is not a Water Service 
Agency, as defined under the Groundwater Ordinance 
sec. 67.703, because it was not in existence when the 
Rugged Solar Farm major use permit application was 
submitted.  Accordingly, the Rugged Solar Farm is 
required to comply with the Groundwater Ordinance 
by preparing a groundwater investigation.  Section 
67.703 does not control whether a water source may 
be relied upon by a project, however.  Rather, it 
determines whether a water source must comply with 
the County’s Groundwater Ordinance. Accordingly, 
the DPEIR analyzed the capacity for Rough Acres 
Water Company (utilizing on-site production wells) and 
Pine Valley Mutual Water Company to provide water 
to the Proposed Project without causing significant 
impacts on groundwater in storage or well interference 
(DPEIR, pp. 3.1.9-11 to 3.1.9-12, Appendices 3.1.5-6 
(Rough Acres), 3.1.5-7 (Pine Valley)). 

C2-117 The County disagrees with the commenter’s 
characterization that the applicants have “convince[d] 
so many decision makers … that their CPV modules 
don’t create glare, and their projects are low impact?” 
The DPEIR analyzes potential glare impacts on 
motorists and residents (DPEIR, pp. 2.1-78 to 2.1-79). 
Please refer to response comment I2-8 regarding 
significant and unmitigable impacts of the Proposed 
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Project from glare. In addition, the DPEIR finds 
potential significant impacts to aesthetics, air quality, 
biological resources, cultural resources, land use, and 
noise, including unmitigable impacts to aesthetics, air 
quality, and land use (DPEIR, pp. S.0-9 to S.0-71). 
The DPEIR presents an objective analysis of the 
potential environmental impacts of the Proposed 
Project for consideration by the decision makers. 

C2-118  The comment does not raise an environmental issue 
for which further response is required. 

C2-119  The comment does not raise an environmental issue 
for which further response is required.  

C2-120 Beyond information available in public records, the 
County does not monitor information on the transfer 
of private property between two entities, including the 
parcel referenced by the comment. The applicants 
have complied with County requirements by 
submitting evidence of legal parcels associated with 
the applicants’ permit application for the Rugged solar 
farm, as shown by the document in the administrative 
record referenced by the commenter in a footnote. 

C2-121  The comment does not raise an environmental issue 
for which a response is required. 

C2-122  The DPEIR provides information on the 
decommissioning of the Proposed Project, including 
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dismantling of the solar farms and recycling of 
components and their constituent materials (DPEIR, pp. 
1.0-17 to 1.0-18). In addition, the County requires the 
applicants to submit a removal surety as a condition of 
approval of a MUP and prior to issuance of a building 
permit, along with final decommissioning plans 
(DPEIR, p. 1.0-19; County Zoning Ordinance, Section 
6952.b.3(d)). 

The comment refers to the Department of Toxic 
Substance Control’s (DTSC) draft regulations 
regarding PV solar panels. The link to the Proposed 
Project’s administrative record referenced in the 
commenter’s footnote provides the California Office 
of Administrative Law (OAL) Decision of 
Disapproval of Regulatory Action, for regulations 
proposed by DTSC that would have regulated PV 
modules as hazardous waste. As evidenced by the 
OAL Decision, the draft DTSC regulations were 
disapproved on October 8, 2013. On February 5, 2014, 
DTSC issued a Notice Regarding Photovoltaic (PV) 
Modules: Proposed Regulations Package, which 
provided that the DTSC has decided to withdraw the 
PV Modules proposed regulations package and instead 
will pursue obtaining authorization from the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to implement 
federal Universal Waste Regulations in California. (See 
https://dtsc.ca.gov/LawsRegsPolicies/Regs/upload 
/Notice-of-Status-of-PV-Modules-Regulations-
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Package.pdf.) In the event that the EPA approves this 
request and there are new or different requirements in 
California applicable to the disposal of PV modules, the 
applicants will be obligated to comply with such 
regulations in effect at the time of decommissioning. In 
addition, the applicants’ decommissioning plan, 
prepared as a condition of approval of a MUP and prior 
to issuance of a building permit, will reflect the 
Proposed Project’s compliance with current regulations.  

C2-123  The comment does not raise an environmental issue 
for which further response is required. Mr. McGee has 
not been assigned to work on the DPEIR or the 
Proposed Project.  

C2-124  The comment sets forth a series of opinions regarding 
various avenues of compliance and consistency. The 
County will need to prepare MUP findings in 
accordance with County Zoning Ordinance Section 
7358 for consideration at hearing on the Proposed 
Project. Pursuant to Section 7358, the County must 
make the findings required under Section 7358 prior to 
granting a MUP for the Proposed Project. The County 
also will issue findings pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Sections 15091 and 15093. 

C2-125  The County acknowledges that the Vision Statement 
from the County’s 2014–2019 Strategic Plan has been 
quoted correctly and notes the commenter’s opinion 
regarding the Proposed Project.  
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C2-126  The comment’s citation to the CEQA Guidelines is 
acknowledged and will be included in the FPEIR for 
review and consideration. Chapter 4.0 of the DPEIR 
examines a range of Proposed Project alternatives in 
accordance with the rule of reason (14 CCR 
15126.6(a)), and provides detailed explanations for 
those alternatives determined infeasible, as well as the 
required identification of an environmentally superior 
alternative (see Alternative 7).  

C2-127  The “approved sites in Imperial County” that the 
commenter refers to are not viable alternatives to the 
Proposed Project. Refer to common response ALT1 
and the responses to comments O10-7 and O10-99. 

C2-128  The County disagrees with the commenter’s assertion 
that distributed solar and other distributed generation 
in the already built environment is a superior 
alternative to the Proposed Project. This is an opinion 
offered by the commenter, rather than a factual 
conclusion. Refer to responses O10-102 to O10-113 
and pages 4.0-4 to 4.0-6 of the DPEIR for the 
County’s reasoning related to the elimination of a 
distributed generation alternative from detailed 
consideration by the County.  

C2-129  Soitec Solar Industries LLC’s Plug and Sun module is a 
different technology than that proposed for the 
Proposed Project (DPEIR, pp. 1.06 to 1.09) and is 
intended primarily for areas that lack access to 
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electricity. The availability of the Plug and Sun module, 
as a solar distributed-generation technology, does not 
alter the County’s analysis of the infeasibility of 
distributed generation as an alternative to the Proposed 
Project (DPEIR, pp. 4.0-4 to 4.0-6; see also common 
response ALT2 and the responses to comments O10-
102 to O10-113). 

C2-130  The comment does not raise an environmental issue 
for which a response is required. The forecast for solar 
jobs in the coastal areas of San Diego County, 
compared with inland areas, does not provide support 
for the siting of the Proposed Project in western San 
Diego County as an alternative to siting the Proposed 
Project in eastern San Diego County. The location of 
solar industry workers does not equate to the location 
of solar installations in the state, nor does that statistic 
provide support for the feasibility of siting the 
Proposed Project in urbanized western San Diego 
County as an alternative to the proposed sites. 

C2-131  The comment does not raise an environmental issue for 
which a response is required. The Green Charge Networks 
white paper provided by the commenter relates to energy 
storage systems for industrial and commercial businesses 
to reduce their utility demand charges. This is beyond the 
scope of the Proposed Project. Additionally, the 
commenter provides no further information on how 
energy power management and storage constitute a viable 
alternative to a utility-scale solar generation project. 
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Therefore, no further response is required. 

C2-132 This comment concludes the letter and does not 
raise a significant environmental issue for which a 
response is required. 

C2-133 Documents attached to this comment letter include the 
Boulevard Planning Group’s Approved Action/Motion 
Taken 2-6-14 For Soitec Solar Draft PEIR, Boulevard 
Planning Group Actions on Soitec Solar Projects 9-14-
12 through 5-3-14, Boulevard Needs/Mitigation List 
revised 2-6-14, and Requests related to the Rough 
Acres Ranch Road Major Grading Permit Application 
PDS2011-2700-15622. The County acknowledges 
receipt of these documents and they will be included 
in the record for review and consideration by the 
decision makers. Regarding the document titled 
Boulevard Planning Group’s Soitec Approved 
Action/Motion  Taken 2-6-14 For Soitec Solar Draft 
PEIR, please refer to response to comments C2-1 
through C2-131. The County acknowledges the 
Boulevard Planning Group Actions on the Soitec Solar 
Projects. Each individual chapter of the DPEIR 
analyzes potential cumulative impacts associated with 
development of the Proposed Project and other closely 
related past, present and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects. The document titled  Requests related to the 
Rough Acres Ranch Road Major Grading Permit 
Application PDS2011-2700-15622 is dated May 25, 
2013. The Notice of Availability for the DPEIR for the 
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Soitec Solar Development Project was issued on 
January 2, 2014 and as such, the attachment 
concerning Rough Acres Ranch Road does not relate 
to the adequacy of the DPEIR. The impacts associated 
with construction of Roug h Acres Ranch Road were 
previously addressed in environmental documentation 
prepared for the Tule Wind Energy Project and the 
roadway would be permitted under the MUP for the 
Tule Wind Energy Project.  
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